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According to Foucault, freedom is ensured cven less by philosophy and
theory than by insttutions and laws. Philosophy and theory, too, can
be reversed and transformed according to pragmatc, opportunistic
abjectives. During a meatng in 1983 between Habermas and Foucaul,
Habermas mentioned how upset he had been one dav when he came
across some texts of one of his former teachers, & well-known Kantan.
The texts, from 1934, were thoroughly Nazi in their orentaton. Foucaulr
relates that he reflected upon Habermas’s experience, especially after
Foucaulr himself was later subjected to a similar experience. Foucault
stumbled upon a 1ext by the stoic Max Pohlenz, also from 1934, about the
Fiihrer 1deal in stoicism and about true humanism in das Volk under
the Fiihrer’s inspiration.”” Foucault points out that philosophical and
theoretical positions can be used and abused, and that one cannot expect
that potentially emancipatory theoretical positions, or their authors, will
automatically operate in an emancipatory fashion in practice: “certain
great themes such as ‘humanism’ can be used to any end whatever -
for example to show with what gratiude Pohlenz would have greeted
Hitler, ™"

For Foucault, the association between political philosophy and social
theorv on the one hand and political practice on the other thus tends to be
a wzak one. From this perspective, Foucault states that attempts to solve
the problems of our time by developing potentially emancipatory philo-
sophical and theorctical positions become problematic. The struggles
againgt rationalization and repression, which both Foucault, Weber, and
Habermas see as one of our era’s most important tasks, cannoet — Foucault
savs — be effectively conducted at the theoretical level. Rather, they must
be carried out in relation to specific instances of rationalization and
repression in their particular contexts. Precisely on this peint lies one of
the most decisive differences berween Habermas and Foucault as we saw
in chapter seven.

Foucault’s position does not mean that “anvithing goes™ in a theoreti-
cal context. Nor does it imply thart theory is not important,’® Rather, it
means that theories, and conceptualization in general, must be constantly
confronted with praxis, including the praxis of the individual scholar.
Here, again, Foucanit shows himself 1o be closer to Aristotle and phronesis
than to Plato and epistemology. “1f I have insisted on al] this ‘practice’,”
says Foucault, *“it has not been in order 1o ‘apply’ ideas, but in order to
put them to the test and modify them.”" Practice and freedom, accord-
ing 1o Foucault, and to Aristotle, are not derived epistemologically or by
theoretical work. Freedom #s5 a practice, not a result or a state of affairs.
And phromesis is the intellecrual virtue mest relevant 1o the project of
freedom.
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[TThe way to re-cuchant the world . . . is 1o stick 1o the concrete.
Rickand Rovty

After having explored in the previous two chapters the importance of
power 1o a contemporary interpretation of phreresis and 1o social science,
let us now begin to sum up the argument of the book by bringing rogether
more explicitly what it might mean today to praciice social science as
phronests, We will do this, firstly, by developing a set of methodological
guidelines for phronetic social science in this chaprer, and, secondly, by
giving illustrations and examples of phronetic research in chaprer ten.

1 would like 10 stress immediately that the methodological guidelines
supunarized below should not be seen as methodological imperatives; at
most they are cautionary indicators of direction. Let me also mention that
undoubtedly, there are ways of practicing phronetic social science other
than those cutlined here. The most important issue is not the individual
methodology involved, even if methodological guestions may have some
significance. It is more important to get the result right, that is, arriving at
a social science which effectivelv deals with public deliberation and
praxis, rather than being stranded with a social science that vainly at-
tempis to emulate natural science.

As mentioned earlier, few researchers seem o have reflected explicitly
on the strengths and weaknesses of social science practiced as epistenie,
techne, and phronesis, respectively. Even fewer are carrving out actual
research on the basis of such reflection, and fewer still have set out the
methodological considerations and guidelines for a phronesis-based social
science. In fact, it seems that researchers doing phronesis-like work have a
sound instinct for getting on with their research and not getting involved
in methodoiogy, 2 case in point being “he sparseness of methodological
considerations and guidelines in Michel Foucault’s work already remark-
ed upon. Nonetheless, given the interpretation of the actual and potential
role of the social sclences as laid out in this boolk, it is essential for the
development of these sciences that such guidelines are elaborated.
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The main point of departure for explicating methodological guidf:iincs
for phronetic social science is our reading ofAristolee and Foucault in the
previous chapters. We will supplement this reading, however, with a
reading of other thinkers — Pierre Bourdieu, Chfford Geertg, Alasdair
MacInore, Richaré Rorry, and others - who emphasize practlir:a; before
epistemic knowledge in the study of humans and society, daspite import-
ant differences in other domains.

Focusing on values

By definition, phronctic rescarchers focus on values; for exampltl, by
taﬂking their point of ceparture in the classic Vafue—ratioilal quesmgns:
Where are we going? Is it desirable? What should be done? As dL?S(?rlbed
in chapter five, in the discussion of value-rationality and pm_‘mzesz;, the
objective is to balance insrrumental rationality with value-rgtwnahtgby
increasing the capacity of individuals, organizations, and sociery to Fhmk
and act in value-rational terms. Focusing on values, the phronetic re-

- searcher is forced to face the question of foundationalism versus relativ-
ism, that is, the view that central vajues exist that can be ?agionaily and
universally grounded, versus the view that one set of values is just as good
as ancther.

Phronetic researchers reject both of these “isms™ and replace them by
contextualism, that is, by situational ethics. Distancing themselves from
foundationalism does not lzave phronetic researchers normless, however.
They take their point of departure in their artitude to the situ_ation %n the
society being studied. They seek to ensure that such an attitude is not
based on idiesyncratic morality or personal preferences, but instead on a
commeoen view vamong a specific reference group to which the 1‘ese£‘1r'chers
refer. For phronetic researchers, the socially and historically cond{txoned

" context —and not the rational and universal grounding which is desired by
certain philosophers, bur which is not vet achieved — consttutes the most
effective bulwarx against relativism and nihilism. Phronetic researchers
realize that our sociality and history is the only foundation we have, the
only solid ground under cur feer. And rhat this socio-historical founda-
tior; 1s fully adequate for our work as social scientists. . .

As regards validity, phronetic research is based on interpretation and is
open for testing in relation to ather interpretations andl other research.
Bur one interpretation is not just as good as another, which would be the
case for relativism. Everv interpretation must be built upon claims of
validity, and the procedures ensuring validity are as ‘demanding 'for
phronetic research as for any other acuvity in the social and political
sciences. Phronetic researchers also oppose the view that any one among
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a number of interpretations lacks vahue becanse it is “merely”’ an interpre-
tation. As emphasized by Alexander Nehamas, the key point is the
establishment of g Betzer alrernative, where “berrer’ is defined according
to sets of validity claims.? If a Hetrer interpretation demonstrares the
previous interpretation to be “merelv” interpretation. this new interpre-
watlon remains valid unti] another, stll better interpretation is produced
which can reduce the previous inerpretation te “merely”’ interpretation.
This is the procedure which a community of social scientists would follow
in working together ro put certain interpretations of social and polirical
life ahead of others fsee also the section on “dialogue™ pp. 139-40
below). The procedure describes not an mterpretive or relarivistic
approach. Rather, it sets forth the hasic ground rules for anv social or
political inquiry, inasmuch as social science and philosophy have not vet
identified criteria by which an ultimate interpreration and a final ground-
ing of values and facts can be made,

Placing power at the core of analysis

Besides focusing on the three value-rational questions mentioned above,
which are the classical Aristotelian GUESTIONS, & CONtempPUrary reading of
bhionesis also poses questions ahout power and outcomes: Who gains,
and who loses? Through what kinds of power relations? What possibilities
are available to change existing power relations? And is it desirable to do
so7 Of whar kinds of power relations are those asking these questions
themselves a part? Phronetic research poses these questions with the
intention of avoiding the voluntarism and idealism tvpical of so much
ethical thinking. The main questian is not onjy the Weberian: “Who
governs?” posed by Robert Dahl and most other students of power. It is
also the Nietzschean question: What “governmental rationalities® are at
work when those who govern govern? With these questions and with
the focus on value-rationalitv, paronetic researchers relure explicitly
10 a primary context of values and power. Combining the best of
a Nietzschean-Foucauldian Interpretation of power with the best of a
Weberian—Dahlian one, the analvsis of power would be guided by a
conception of power that can be characterized by six fearures:

(1) Power is seen as preductive and positive and not only as restrictive
and negative,

{2) Poweris viewed as a dense net of omnipresent relations and not only
as localized in “‘centers” and nstitulions, or as an entity one can
“possess.”’

(3) The concept of power is seen as ultradvnamic: power is nor only
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something one appropriates, but also something one reappropriates
and exercises in a constant back-and-forth movement in relations of
strength, tactics, and strategies.

{4) Knowledge and power, truth and power, ratonality and power are
analytically inseparable from each other; power produces knowledge,
znd knowledge produces power,

(3) The central question is how power is exercised, and not only who has
power, and why they have it; the focus is on process in addition to
structure.

{6) Power is studied with a point of departure in small questions, “fiat
and empirical,” not only, nor primarily, with a point of departure inn
“big questions.’”?

Analyses of power following this format cannot be equated with a general
analvtics of every possible power relatton, Other approaches and other
interpretations are possible. They can, however, serve as a possible and
productive point of departure for desling with questions of power in
doing plironesis.

Getting close to reality

Dognald Campbell, Charles Lindblom, and others have noted that the
development of social research is inhibited by the fact that researchers
tend to work with problems in which the answer to the guestion “If yvou
are wrong about this, who will notice?” is “Nobody.”™ Marv Timney
Bailey calls the outcome of this type of research ““‘so what’ results.”?
Phronetic researchers seek ro transcend this problem of relevance by
anchoring their research in the context studied and thereby ensuring a
hermeneutic “fusion of horizons.” This applies both to contempaorary
and historical studies. For contemporary studies one gets close to the
phenomenon or group whom one studies during dara collection, and
remains close during the phases of data analysis, feedback, and publica-
tion of results. Combined with the above-mentioned focus on relations of
values and power, this strategy typically creates interest by outside par-
ties, and even outside stakeholders, in the research. These parties will test
and evaluate the research in various wavs, The researchers will conscious-
Iv expose themaselves to reactions from their surroundings — both positive
and negative — and may derive benefit from the learning effect, which is
built into this strategyv. In this way, the phronetic researcher becomes a
part of the phenomeron studied, without necessarily “going native’ or
the project becoming simpie action research.®

Phronetic researchers doing historical studies carrvy out much of their
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work in those locales where the relevant historical marterials are placed,
and they also typically probe deeplv into archives, annals, and individual
doculments‘ Foucault, for instance, spent a large part of his typical Paris
working day in the archives of the Bibliotheque Nationale or the Bib-
Iipthéque du Saulchoir. Here he found a knowledge whose visible bodv
“is neither theoretical or scientific discoutse nor literature, but g reguiaf‘
d‘ain practice.” In historical studies, as in contemporary ones, the objt:c:
tive is to get close to realitv. Wirkliche Histore {real historv), sawvs
Foucault, “shortens its vision to those things nearest to it.”** C, Rolaﬁd
Christensen of Harvard University, arguably one of the fathers of the case
method, expresses a similar attirude about his research by invoking Henry
Miller to describe the approach taken by case researchers: “My whole
work has come to resemble a terrain of which [ have made a Lhzarough,
geodetic survey, not from a desk with pen and ruler, but by touch, by
getung down on all fours, on my stomach, and crawling over the groun&
inch by inch, and this over an endless period of time in all conditions of
weather.”” )

Emphasizing lLittle things

Phronetic researchers begin their work by phencmenologically asking
“little questions” and focusing on whar Clifford Geertz, with a term
borrowed from Gilbert Ryle, calls “thick description.”!® This procedure
maylo&en seern tedious and trivial, Nietzsche and Foucault emphasize
thatit requires “‘patience and a knowledge of details,” and it depends on a
f‘vast accumulation of source material. !t Geeriz explicates the dilemma
mvolved in skipping minutiae. The problem with an approach, which
extracts the general from the particular and then sess the particular aside
as detail, illustration, background, or qualification, is that *““ir leaves us
helpless in the face of the verv difference we need to explore,”” Geertz
says. ““[It] does indeed simplifv matters. It is less certain that it clarifies
them.”'® Nietzsche, who advocates “patience and seriousness in the
_smallcst things,”" expresses a similar, though more radical, point regard-
mg‘the Importance of detail when he says that “fa]ll the problems of
politics, of social organization, and of education have been falsified
through and through . . . because one learned to despise ‘little’ things,
which means the basic concerns of life itself,”!? '

The focus on minutiae, which directly opposes much convertional
wisdom about the need o focus on “important problems,” has its back-
ground in a fundamental phenomenological experience, that small ques-
tons often lead to big answers. In this sense. phronetic research is
decentered in its approach, taking its point of departure in local
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micropractices, searching for the Great within the Small and vice versa.
“God is in the detail,” the proverb savs. “So is the Devil,” the phronetic
researcher would add, doing work thart is at tihie same time as detailed and
as general as possible.

Looking at practice before discourse

Through words and concepts we are continually ten}?ted to thmk. af
things as being simpler than thev are, savs Nietzsche, 'th.ere 1sla'ph1.\ic:
sophical mythelogy concealed in language’” (emphasis in original}.
Miche. Serres puts the matter even more succinctly. *‘Language has a
disgust for things,” he savs, Phronetic research attempts to get be_x_'ond
this probiem. Thus, practice is seen as more fun;iamental than erthc.ar
discourse or theory., Goethe’s phrase from Fowsz, “Am Anfang’ war d?e
Tat” {in the beginning was the deed], could be the motto f(_jr pnror}etl)i
rescarch. It 13 cchoed by Foucault who savs, “discourse is not life,
regular, dailv practice is.”® As pointed out n the previous chapt_er:
phronetic research does not accept the maxim thatlthere is nqth;pg
outside the text, or cutside discourse. Discourse analvsis must be discip-
lined by the analvsis of pracrices.

Phrolaetic research focuses on practicdl activity and practcal knowl-
edge in evervday sitnations. It meay mean, but is cer‘ta‘linly_not limited to, a
focus on known sociclogical, ethnographic, and historical phenomena
such as “evervday life” and “‘evervday people.” Whar it af-‘{uays means;
however, i3 a focus on the actual daily practices which constitute a given
field of interest, regardless of whether these practices take place on the
floor of a stock exchange, a grassroots organization, a hospiral, or a local
school boeard. '

At the outset, practices are recorded and described simply as events.
“The question which I ask,” savs Foucault, “is not about co.des bur a})out
events . . . [ try to answer this guestion without referring to the conscious-
ness . . . the will . .. intention.”"” The researcher records v_vhat happened
“on such g dav, in such a place, in such circumstances.” ™ In The Wil 10
Power, in describing his “principles of & new evaluation,”. Nietzs;he
similarly savs that when evaluating human action one should “take doing
,rc:s::erfrf?;g, the ‘aim,’ the ‘intention,’ the ‘purpose.’ backlinto the deef
after having artificially removed all this and thus emptied the deed
{emphasis in original].' Data, events, and phenomena are presented
rogether with their connacrtions with other data, events, and phe_nomena.
Discontinuities and changes in the meaning of concepts and dlscours§s
are documented. The hermeneutic horizon is isolated and its arbitrati-
ness elaborated. Initially, the researcher takes no position regarding the
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truth-value and significance ascribed by participents to the practices
studied. No practice is seen as more valuable than another. The horizon
of meaning is thar of the individual practice. The researcher then at-
tempts to understand the roles played by the practices studied in the toral
system of relations, If it is establishad, for exampte, that a cerrain practice
is rational according 1o its self-understanding, but not when viewed in the
context of other horizons of teaning, the researcher then asks whart role
this “dublous” rationality plavs in a further context, historically and
politically, and what consequences this might have.

In addition o the Nietzschear removal of the doer from the deed, the
focus on praciices as events also involves a self~removal on the part of the
researcher to allow him or her to disinrerestedly inspect the zoirkfiche
Historde of human action. This distancing enables the researcher 1o master
asubject matter even where it is hideous, and there may be a “brutality of
fact™ involved in the approach. This, In turn, mayv offend people who
mistake the researcher’s willingness 1o uncover and face the morally
unacceptable for immorality. There may also be intensity and optimism,
however, in facing even the pessimistic and depressing sides of power and
human action. The description of practices as events endures and gains
its strength from detecting the forces that make life work, And a reality
that is ugly or even terrifying when judged by the meral standards which
we like to think apply in modern society, may also be deeplv human and
may have to be faced squarcly bv researchers, readers, and the general
public if this realitv is to he changed, Nietzsche acutely named this
approach to research “The Gay [frohliche] Science,” and he called those
pracricing the approach “free spirits” and described them as “‘curiousto a
vice, investigators to the point of cruelty, with uninhibited fingers for the
unfathomable, with teeth and stomachs for the most indigesuble . . |
collectors from morning il late, misers of our riches and our crammed
drawers. ™!

Studying cases and contexts

We have seen that Aristotle explicitly idenuifies knowledge of “particular
circumstances™ as a main ingredient of phronesis. ™ Foucaulr similarly
worked according to the dictum “‘never lose sight of reference to a
concrete example.”** Phronetic research thus benefirs from focusing on
case studies, precedents, and exempilars. Phronesis functions on the basis
of practical rationality and judgment. As ] have argued elsewhere, practi-
cal rationality and judgment evolve and operate primatily by virtue of
deep-going case experiences.” Practical raticnality, therefore, is best
understood through cases — experienced or narrared — just as judgment is
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best cultivated and communicated via the exposition of cases. The signifi-
cance of this point can hardly be overstated, which 1s why Richard Rory,
in responding to Max Weber’s thests regarding the modern “disenchant-
ment of the world,” invokes John Dewey to say: “the way to re-enchant
the world . . . is to stick to the concrete.”®® A focus on concrete cases does
not exclude the attempts at empirical generalizations typical of much
social and political science. Such generalizations are perfectly compatible
with cases and with narrative ™

Cases exist in context. What has been called the “primacy of context”
follows from the cmpirical fact that in e history of science, human
action has shown itself to be irreducible to predefined elements and rules
unconnected to interpretation.” Therefore, it has been impossible to
derive praxis from first principles and theory. Praxis has always been
contingent on context-dependent judgment, on situational ethics. [t
would require a major transformation of current philosophy and science if
this view were to change, and such a ransformation does not seem on the
horizon. Whar Pierre Bourdieu calls the ‘‘fesl for the game™ is central to
all human action of any complexitv, and it enables an infinite number of
“moves™ 1o be made, adapted to the infinite number of possible situ-
ations which no rule, however complex, can foresce.”® Therefore, the
judgment, which is central w phronesis and praxis, is always context-
dependent. The minutias, practices, and concrete cases which lie at the
heart of phronetic research are seen in their proper contexts; both rthe
small, local context, which gives phenomena their immediate meaning,
and the larger, internarional and global context in which phenomena can
be appreciated for their general and conceptual significance.® Given the
role of context in phronetic research, insofar as such research is pracriced
as applied ethics, itis situational ethics. The focus is on Sifichkerr (ethics)
rather than Aoralitir {morality).

Asking “How?’’* Doing narrative

Phronetic research focuses on the dynamic question, “How?” in addition
to the more structural “Why?”. It is concerned with both versiehen
(understanding) and erkldren {explanation). Effects of social phenomena
are investigated and interpreted in relation to process. In the study of
relationships of power, we saw how Foucault emphasized the how-ques-
tion, “the little question . . . flat and empirical,” as particularly important.
Foucault stressed that our understanding wiil suffer if we do not start our
analvses with a “How?"*

Asking “How?”’ and doing narrative analysis are closely interlinked
activities. Earlier we saw that a central question for phronesis is: What
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should we do? To this Alasdair MacIneyre answers: *“T can only answer
the question “Whar am I to do?’ if I can answer the prior question ‘Of what
story or stories do I find myself a part?’ ™ This is why Nietzsche and
Foucaulr see history as fundamental to socia} science and philosophy and
criticize social scientists and philosophers for their lack of “historical
sense.”” It is also why history is central to phronetic research in both
senses of the word; that is, otk as narrative containing specific actors and
events, in what Clifford Geertz calls a story with a scientific plot; and as
the recording of a historical development.’? Narratology, understood as
the question of “how best to get an honest storv honestly told,” is more
important than epistemologv and ontology. >

Several observers have noted that narrative is an ancient method and
perhaps our most fundamental form for making sense of expericnce.™ To
MacIntyre, the human being is a “storv-telling animal,’* and the notion of
a history is as fundamental a notion as the notion of an action.™ In a
similar vein, Cheryl Mattingly points our that narratives not only give
meaningfui form 10 experiences we have already lived through. Thev also
provide us a forward glance, helping us to anticipate situations even
before we encounter them, allowing us to envision alternative futures,®
Narrative inguiries do not — indeed, cannot — start from explicit theoreti-
cal assumptions. Instead. they begin with an interest in a particular
phenomenon that is best understood narrativelv. Narrative inguiries then
develop descriptions and interpretations of the phenomenon from the
perspective of participants, researchers, and others, In the historical
analysis, both event and conjuncture are crucial, just as practices are
studied in the context of several centuries, akin to what Fernand Braudel
calls “lomgue durée.” The century-long view is emploved in order to allow
for the influence on current practices of traditions with long historical
TOOTs,

Joining agency and structure

Phronetic research focuses on both the actor level and the structural Jevel,
as well as on the relation between the two in gn artempt to transcend the
dualisms of actor structure, hermeneutics structuralism, and voluntar-
ism. dererminism.”” Actors and thair practices are analvzed in relation to
structures and structures in terms of agency, not so that the two stand in
an external relation to each other, but so that structures are found as part
of actors and actors as part of structures, Understanding from “‘within’
and from “without” are both accorded emphasis. This is what Pierre
Bourdieu, in adapring the Aristorelian and Thomist concept of
“habirus,” calls ““the internalization of externality and the externalization



138 How soclal science can matter again

of internality.”** Elsewhere Bourdieu explicitly states that the use of the
notion of habitus can be understood as a wav of escaping from the coice
berween “‘a structurelism without a subject and the philosophy of the
subject,”™

As anvone who has tried it can testify, 1t is a demanding task to account
simultaneously for the structural influences that shape the development
of a given phenomeron and sull craft a clesr, peneirating narrative or
microanalysis of that phenomenon.™ Diane Vaughan has pointed out
that theorizing on actors and structuves remains bifurcated.”’ Social
scientists tend to generate either macrolevel or microlevel explanarions,
tgroring the critical connections. Bmpirical work follows the same pat-
tern. Instead of research thar attempts to link macrolevel factors and
actors’ choices in a specific social or political phenomenon, scholars
dichotomize. Structural analyses and stiudies of actors each get their share
of attention, but in separate projects, by separate researchers, Those who
join structure and actor in empirical work most often do so by theor:stical
inference: data at onc level of analysis are coupled with theoretical specu-
lation about the other. While issues of actor and structure come together
with particular emphasis in institutions, social-science research merhod-
ology is less developed for studying instizutions than for studyving tndivid-
uals and aggregate patterns. * On this background, manv sccial scientistsg
may not be convinced that thers is a way out of the duality of struciural
and individual analysis, no middle ground; the very recalcitrance of the
problem seems to attest to its intractableness.

There is mounting evidence, however, that the actor structure con-
nection is not an insurmountable problem:. In fact, it may not be &
problem at all, says Vaughan, but simpliv an artifact of data availability
and graduate training.’? And we now have excellent examples showing us
how to integrate actors and structures, Clifford (feertz’s classic descrip-
tion of the Balinese cockfight progressively incorporates practices, insti-
rutions, and svmbols from the larger Balinese social end cultural world in
order 1o understand the seemingly localized event of the cockfight.™
Robert Putnam and his associates similarly combine individual and strue-
tural analvsis — as well as contemporary history and the history of the
fongue durde — in their attempt a: explaining the performance of modern,
democratic institutions in Iralv.® And Stella Tillyard works from the basis
of personal histories and family dynamics to incorporate the larger
sociceconomic and political scene of the entire Hanoverian Age.”
Phronetic researchers deliberately seek out information for answering
questions about what structaral factors influence individual actions, how
those actions are constructed, and their structural consequences. ™
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Dialoguing with a polyphony of voices

Phronetic research is dialogical in the sense thar it includes, and, iF
successful, is itself included in, a polyphony of yolces, with no one voice,
including that of the researcher, claiming final euthority. Thus, the goai
of phronetic research is to produce input to the ongoing social dialegue
and praxis in a society, rather than to generate ultimate, uneguivocally
verified knowledge. This accords with Aristotle’s mavim that in questions
of social and politcal action, one ought to trust more in the public sphere
than in science.* In Habiis of the Hearr, Robert Bellah and his coauthors
expressed their hope that “the reader will test what we say against his or
her own experience, will argue with us when what we say does not fit, and,
best of all, will jain the public discussion by offering interpretations
supertor to ours that can then receive further discussion.”™® This is as fine
an expression of the phronetic dialogical attitude as we will find,

'1'Ihlus5 phronetic research explicitly sees itself as not having a privileged
position from which the final truth can be 10ld and further discussion
stopped. We cannot think of an “‘cye turned in no particular direction,”
as Nietzsche says. “There is only a perspective seeing, only a pcrspeai?c
‘knowing;’ and the more affects we allow to speak about one thing, the
move eves, different eves, we can use to observe one thing, the more
complete will our ‘concept” of this thing, our ‘objectivity,” be” femphasis
in original).”" Hence, “objectivily” in phronetic rasearch is not “‘contem-
plation without interest” but employment of “a zariety of perspectives
and aﬁ'ecl:ive interpretations in the service of knowledge” (emphasis in
ariginal).”!

The significance of any given interpretarion in a dialogue will depend
on the extent 1o which the interpretation’s validity claims are accepted,
and this acceptance tvpically occurs in competition with other validity
claims and other interpretations. The disccursss ‘n which resulrs of
phronetic research are used have, in this sense, no special status, bur are
subordinated ro the same conditions as anv other dialogical discourse.
Some may fear that this dialogue, instead of becoming the desired pal-
pl:iony of voices, will all tou easily become a shouting maich, a cacophorﬁv
orvoices, in which the loudast carries the dav. In phronetic research, Lh;:
means o prevent this from happening i5 no different from in O‘Lher
rescarch: only to the extent that the validity claims of phronetic research
are accepted will the results of such research be accepred in the dialogue.
P‘hronetic research thus recognizes 2 human privilege and a basic condi-
ton: meaningtul dialogue in context, “Dialogue’ comes from the Greek
dralogos, where dia means “between” and Jogos “reason.” In contrast 1o
the analytical and instrumental rationality which lie ar the cores of both
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epesterne and rechne, the practical rationality of phronesis is based on a
T - T . i - a a
socially conditioned, intarsubjective “between-rsason.

Phronetic social science

The result of phronetic research is a pragmatically governed interprea-
sion of the studied pracucss. The interpretation does not reguire rhe
researcher to agree with the actors’ evervday understanding nor to ‘dl.S-
cover some deep, inner meaning of the practices. Phronetic research is in
shis way interpretive, bur it is neither everyday nor deep hermeneutics.
Phronetic research is also not about, nor does it try to develop, theory or
universal method, Thus, phronetic research is an analytical project, but
not 2 theoretical or methodological one.

For this kind of research, practiced according ro these heuristical
guidelines, I suggest the term “phronetic social science.” One task of
research pracriced on the basis of the heuristics presented above would be
to provide concrete examples and detailed narratives of how power works
and with what consequences, and o suggest how power rmght be
changed and work with other consequences. Richard Rorty observes
about this that, “[i]n so far as political situations become clear, they get
clarified by detailed stories about who's doing whar to whom.”* $uch
clarification 1z a prncipal concern for phronetic social science and pro-
vides the main link 1o praxis. Phronetic social science explores historic
circumstances and current pracrices to find avenues to praxis. The task of
phronetic social science is to clarify and deliberate abOL_zt the pI’Ot?lel‘ﬂS
and risks we face and to outline how things may be done differently, in full
knowledge that we cannot find ultimate answers 1o these guestions or
aven a single verston of what the questions are.

In the following chapter, I will dlustrate how phronetic social science
may be carried out in pracrice.

10 Bxamples and illustrations: narratives of
value and power

Long years must pass before the truths we have made for ourselves
become our very flesh. Paul Valen:

Something happened

One summer, something happened that would prove consequential te my
professional trajectory in life. T was emploved as a student intern with the
newly established Regional Planning Authority with Ribe County Coun-
cil in Denmark. Parliament had just passed the first law on nationwide
regional planning and the counties were in the process of preparing the
first generation of regional plans. The atmosphere was one of novelty and
aspiration, As a planner-to-be, I felt I was in the right place at the right
time.

The central question of the regional planning exercise was the classic
one of whether future development should be encouraged chiefly in the
main urban centers or whether development should be decentralized and
take place in smaller towns. My jeb was to carry out a survey of social,
educarional, and health services with the purpose of finding arguments
for and against centralization and decentralization in these three sectors.
One of the arguments I found was in a British sty dy showing how voung
children’s performance in school decreases with tncreasing distance be-
tween home and school. The study was presented in a well-known
textbook with an instructive figure documenting the negative correlation
between distance and learning. ““Thus it would appear,” the authors
concluded, “that there are good psvchological as well as economic rea-
sons for minimizing the school journeys of voung children.”! This was a
clear-cut argurnent for decentralized schools, that is, many schools close
to where the children live, as opposed to fewer schools with longer
distances to travel berween home and school. I included this knowledge
and the figure in my draft report together with many other results that
might count as pros and cons in the County Council’s decision regarding
whether 1o centralize or decensralize urban development.
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pp. 4-3; here quoted from Didier Eabon, Michsl Foucault (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1991), p. 215,
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The Foucauli Reader (INew York: Pantheon, 1934), p. 89,
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phitosophical theory, he suggested that Goethe's phrass from Fawse, quoted in
the main text, might serve as a motto for the whole of his later philosophy. See
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8. See also David K. Hendersen, “Epistemic Competence and Contextualist
Epistemology: Why Contextualism Is Not Just the Poor Person’s Coheren-
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52 Richard Rorty, “Towards a Liberal Utopia,”™ Times Lirerary Supplemens, June
24,1094, p, 14,

10 EXAMPLES ANDILLUSTRATIONS: NARRATIVES OF
VALUE AND POWER

1 Ronald Abler, John Adams. and Peter Gould, Spatial Organizaton: The
Geographer’s View of the Werld (Englewood Cliffs, NT: Prentice-Hall, 1971}, p.
$78.

2 Bent Fiyvbjerg, Rationaliny and Power: Donocracy in Pracrice (Chicago, IL:
University of Chicago Prass, 1998). See also Bent Flyvbjerg, The Aalborg
Stuedv: Case Salection and Data Collection, Research Report (Aalborg: Depart-
ment of Develeprent and Planning, Aalborg University, 1997).

3 Michel Foucaulr, “Ntetzsche, Geneslogy, History.” in Paul Rabinow, ed.,
The Forcaull Reader (New York: Pantheon, 1984), p. 77.
Ibid., p. 76.
Flvwhierg, Rarionality ond Pozer, p. 86,
Ihid., pp. 86-T7.
As a methodological footnote I should bike to remark that in answering the
guestion of who wins and who loses in ihe Aalborg Project. T carried out
environmental and social impact audits using statistical and other quanrtitative
analvses. This was necessary for relating process ro outcome in the project.
Here as elsewhere, the sharp separation often seen in the literature between
gualitative and guantitative methods is a spurious one. The separation {s an
unfortunate artifact of power relations angd dme constraings in graduate train-
ing; it is not a logical consequence of what graduates and scholars need to
know to do their studies and do them well, In my interpretation, phronetic
social science 1s opposed 1o an either or and stands for a both. and on the
guestion of gualitative versus quanttanve methods. Phronetic social science is
problem-driven and not methodelogy-drnven, in the sense that it employs
those methods which fur a given problemaric best help answer the four value-
rational questions. More often than not, & combination of qualitative and
quantitative methods will do the task and do it best. Forrunately, there seems
currently to be a general relaxation in the old and unproductive separation of
qualitative and guantitative methods.

Ibid, p. 110,

Ibid, p. 113.

10 The alderman iz the city counci] member with administrative responsibility
for the Aaloorg Project and for all other matters regarding planning and
environment in Aalborg. The Citv Council has four aldermen -women plus
one mavor, cach holding a powerful position with responsibility for a large
budget and a large staff in each of five municipal main arezs of policy and
administration.
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James Miller, The Passion of Michel Foueaund: (New York: Simon and Schuster.,
1893}, p. 235,
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