Theoretical Approachesto Under standing Inter sectoral Policy Integration

Shannon, M.A.
University at Buffalo School of Law
State University of New Y ork at Buffalo
Buffalo, New York, USA

ABSTRACT

Policy sectors have variously been described as "advocacy coalitions,” "policy
communities,” "policy systems," "iron triangles,” "power blocks' among other
concepts depending on disciplinary perspective. Intersectoral policy integration
presumes that the way to achieve increased efficacy in actual outcomesis through
improved integration of policy across multiple sectors. This paper examines severa
different conceptions of policy sectors and shows how each conception affects the
kinds of mechanisms useful in promoting integration across policy sectors. The
purpose of this exerciseisto advance practical understanding of policy sectors so as
to enhance the effectiveness of efforts toward intersectoral policy integration.

Three genera social theories will be used to examine policy sectors: socia systems
theory which envisions autonomous and self-referential policy sectors; advocacy
coalition theory that envisions organization around centers of interest and conflict;
and communicative action theory that envisions dynamic, self-organizing policy
communities. Each of these perspectives offers something in understanding the actual
behavior of policy sectors. This paper is not attempting to advance any particular
theory, rather its purpose is to expand our ability to understand the behavior and
dynamics of policy sectors so as to better provide the participatory, planning, and
institutional mechanisms for promoting integration. The national forest programme
process utilizes al three of these mechanisms, and thus improved understanding of
how different policy sectors organize and behave differently can improve the design
and implementation of these mechanisms.

KEY WORDS: Intersectoral policy integration, participatory processes, social
systems theory, advocacy coalition theory, communicative action theory.

1 INTRODUCTION

How tightly are policies connected to those they benefit? Examination of this
question fills the academic and practice journals in the many fields of policy studies.
What is evident is that the answer is always, "well, it depends...." Yes, but depends
on what?

This paper addresses this question in the context of demands for intersectoral policy
integration. If policies aretightly held in place by beneficiaries -- interests, political
alignments, and agencies, then working across policy sectors can be very difficult. If
policies are more loosely related to the interests of beneficiaries, the structural and
ideological preferences of organizations and agencies, and the shifting alignment of



political interests, then it may be somewhat easier to pursue efforts to integrate
policies across sectors. Clearly, these are empirical questions. But how one
conceptualizes these questions and carries out research is a theoretical question.

The purpose of this paper isto examine three, common, but quite different theoretical
approaches to thinking about intersectoral policy integration. Each theory
conceptualizes the idea of a"policy community” quite differently. Asaresult, not
only would the empirical study be affected by the initial theoretical standpoint, so
would the results, and thus a so the recommendations for approaches for improving
intersectoral policy integration.

The three general social theories to be discussed in this paper include: socia systems
theory which envisions autonomous and self-referential policy sectors; advocacy
coalition theory that envisions organization around centers of interest and conflict;
and communicative action theory that envisions dynamic, self-organizing policy
communities. Each of these theories offers something to students of policy and policy
practitioners in terms of understanding the actual behavior of policy sectors. The
following sections will take up each theory areain turn and provide a brief overview
of key propositions, major concepts, and implications for understanding policy
dynamics. Thiswill be followed by a discussion of how this theory might affect our
understanding of intersectoral policy integration.

It should be noted that these three theory areas are not the only ones applied to
understanding policy. Paul Sabatier (1999) edited a book titled "Theories of the
Policy Process" that includes discussions of rational choice theory and punctuated
equilibrium theory as well as innovation and diffusion models. However, | chose
these three areas because they represented a useful range of theoretical approaches
when considering policy integration. At the systems theory end, policy communities
are self-referential and so the problem of integration is a profound one. At the
communicative action end, policy communities are constructed through
communication and thus creating aforum for dialogue is a critical problem. And for
advocacy coalition theory, policy communities depend upon conflict and contested
ideas and so finding opportunities for negotiation and compromise isimportant. Each
perspective brings into focus some of the challenges to policy integration in a multi-
level governance context.

2. FRAMEWORK FOR EMERGENT GOVERNANCE

Understanding the framework of governance that underliesthe call for policy
integration is the first task of this paper. The demand for intersectoral policy
integration stretches beyond just the environmental arenas into the agricultural, social
welfare, economic and other policy spheres (Sandel 1996). Meeting the challenge of
these new demands for integration is difficult and time-consuming, and requires new
relationships to be built among very different policy networks, academic disciplines,
and administrative agencies (Landy and Plotkin 1982). This section on emergent
governance is taken from Shannon (2002a) which focused on the participatory and
collaborative processes. This companion paper will focus on intersectoral policy
integration.



Governance is a concept that necessarily relies on both agency and structure elements
(Crozier 1980; Giddens 1984). Intermsof structure, governance describes a pattern
of ingtitutional arrangements. However, action in terms of innovation, creativity and
organizing is necessary to create and enact institutions (Shannon 2002a,b). For
emergent institutions to persist over time, however, they must institutionalize the
creative, generative capacity of collaboration (Wheatley 1992). Thus, the structural
element of collaboration is produced and maintained by the agency of actorsto
engage in cooperative, supportive, learning, and adaptive behavior. Collaboration is
an activity that includes sharing resources - including staff and budgets, working to
craft joint decisions, engaging the opposition in designing creative solutions to shared
problems, and building new relationships as needs and problems arise (Shannon
2002a,b). Facilitating, supporting, and rewarding such behavior is a necessary
characteristic of collaborative institutions and a supportive mechanism for
intersectoral policy integration..

Governance is a pattern of institutions and behavior over time that link principles to
actions, choices, and outcomes. However, the emergent quality of collaboration and
communicative action leads to understanding governance as an emergent system.
Since environmental governance connects expressions of principles and ethical
commitments to actions and choicesin actual localities, it isimportant to
conceptualize the elements of the system and their relationships as well as their
respective functions. The following schematic is a start in developing such a
conceptualization.
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Figure 1. Conceptual Framework for Emergent Governance

Collaboration refers to certain kinds of cooperative behavior, certain forms of
institutions, and certain kinds of communicative action. To call this framework
"emergent governance” isto say that these kinds of behaviors, ingtitutions, and
opportunities for communicative action bring into existence this type of governance
system. Thiskind of system shall be referred to as "emergent governance.” However,
it isimportant to make clear at the outset that emergent governance is an outcome of



action and the sustained capacity for collaborative action over time. While generally
applied to management, the concept of "backward mapping” -- asking what resources
are necessary to carry out a desired objective -- is auseful framework for thinking
about emergent governance (Elmore 1970/80). Through communicative processes
various actors develop common visions for action along with creating the capacity to
achieve these visions - collaboration.

First to describe briefly the elements of this framework and what kinds of behavior,
institutions and communicative action are entailed in its parts aswell asin giving it
unity. Beginning with the relationship between globalism and localism. Inthis
conceptual framework, the primary communicative work of the global sphereisthe
creation of principles (agreements, conventions, laws, or shared ethical commitments)
that arise from within action and are expected to have amore or less universal or
global reach. By place-based localism is meant the everyday work of creating
meaning through action and carrying out actions with consequences for land,
resources, and peopl e (Jacobs 2000; 1992). Place-making is acritical feature of
emergent governance because meaning can only come through action within a context
of actors (Schneekloth and Shibley 1995). Thus, without place-making action there
can be no situated meanings that guide decisions, frame management choices, and
link policy networks.

This conceptual model shows only two of several potential linking relationships
between global and local spheres. The first is the process of intersectoral policy
integration. Whereas historically policy issues have been located within relatively
autonomous policy sectors supported by separate government bureaus, the emphasis
today is upon developing intersectoral policies that link policy networks, policy
purposes, and affect desired changes in policy outcomes (Lee 1993). For example,
many of the changes in land management in the United States result from linking
resource extraction policies with nature conservation policies (Caldwell, Wilkinson
and Shannon 1994). When actors, agencies, NGOs, and political resources that have
traditionally ignored one another are suddenly forced (usually by legal changes) to
work together and collaborate, there is often alot of animosity and territorial behavior
at the outset. However, the kinds of problems that land and resource policy address
today demand collaboration because no one policy sector, agency, or political actor
can effectively address the problem alone (Shannon 1998; Johnson et.al. 1999). The
new issues cross boundaries ecologically, socialy, politically, administratively, and
legally (Meidinger 1999; 1997). Indeed, frequently several regions, states, countries
areinvolved and their separate regimes must find ways to work together on a common
problem.

The demand for intersectoral policy integration stretches beyond just the
environmental arenas into the agricultural, social welfare, economic and other policy
spheres (Sandel 1996). Meeting the challenge of these new demands for integration is
difficult and time-consuming, and requires new relationships to be built among very
different policy networks, academic disciplines, and administrative agencies (Landy
and Plotkin 1982).

The second linking process is participatory approaches. By participatory approaches
is meant political processes that self-consciously and directly engage the people
interested in and affected by the choices as well as those whose actions, budgets, and



commitments are necessary to carry out the choices (Reich 1985). These
participatory approaches in the context of emergent governance are addressed in more
detail in Shannon (2002a).

The result of these integrative and participatory linking processesis aform of
organization that works at multiple levels through horizontal networks. Rather than a
focus on the vertical integration of levels of governance, this framework suggests
multiple levels of policy, planning and administration that are linked through both
demands for policy integration and participatory processes (Schattschneider 1960).

At each level, there are numerous networks which reflect the problems of that scale of
governance. Clearly, both agencies and NGOs play important rolesin vertical
integration across these levels of governance. However, thisis different than
assuming the each lower level issimply a subset of higher levelsin termsof desired
policy goals and outcomes. For example, in federalist system of government each
lower level of government is expected to carry out the mandates of the higher levels.
However, the higher levels do not have to apply lower level decisions nor need these
decisions even be recognized or treated as legitimate. In amulti-level system, thereis
only aloose-coupling between levels based on the integrative and participatory
processes that link them. Thereisalso, of course, the "feedback” process based on the
actual responses of the ecological or social systemsto policies and actions. This
element is not evident in this framework but should not be forgotten.

As aunity, this conceptual model of emergent governance revealsto us the necessity
for continuous creative action. Asdiscussed in Shannon (2002a), generative politics
creates new meanings, actors, and organizations as compared to reactive politics
which is bound by existing interests, preferences, and authorities. However, how
policy communities are understood theoretically affects our understanding of
generative politics. These next three sections outline the three different theory areas
explored in this paper.

3. SOCIAL SYSTEMSTHEORY*

A) Theoretical background

Socia Systems Theory considers organizations or organizational networks as social
systems. Social systems are understood to be closed and self-referring systems. Self-
reference can be understood as the mechanism of a system which is necessary to
handle complexity. In other words, socia systems reduce complexity by restricting
their range of attention. Clearly, organizations do this by definition in that their
structure and purpose focuses attention on afew of the infinite factorsin the world
and directs action towards identified purposes. Such restrictions allow organizations
and individuals to focus their energy, concentration and resources on those elements
within their scope of attention and responsibility. Such limits of focus and attention
also result in stabilizing the social world and avoiding the possibility of chaotic
complexity. Moreover, these constraints on attention define the conditions under
which the restricted (enclosed) can act as self-referring organizations and build up
internal complexity. Thus, the self-referring process is the precondition for identity of
any social system (Kickert 1993).

! This section on social systems theory was largely written and conceptualized by Claus Henning
Schmidt, doctoral student in the Institute for Forest Economics, University of Freiburg, Germany.



The concept of self-referring systems leads to severa propositions:

» Systemsare not open and adaptive towards their environment but are connected
through structural coupling.

»  Systemsrespond to external stimuli based upon their own internal beliefs and
process rules. Thus, systems are dependent upon the history of their past responses
in addressing new problems or situations.

» Systemsare complex and stable sets of structures and relationships, thus
intervening to create change in the system is difficult because of the autopoetic
nature of the system response.

The idea of self-reference becomes more evident by looking at the core operation that
pervades any self-referring system. Communication® (and not people)is the core
operation that pervades any self-referring social system. The self-referring notion of
basing social systems solely on a communicational paradigm is atotally different way
of observing and reconstructing reality than phenomenological thinking, which starts
with very concrete things, like real people performing real acts. In social systems, the
technological information infrastructure, hierarchy, culture, laws and processes reflect
accumulated communication, and therefore have a strong influence in shaping the
types of communication that are enabled or hindered. People act in various social
systems and depending on the resistance of the communication patterns, rules can be
changed or new communication can be established.

B) How can Social Systems Theory help expand our ability to understand the
behavior and dynamics of forestry policy sectors?

Key ideas derived from Social Systems Theory include:

» understanding forestry (policy) society as being differentiated into closed self-
referring social systems (or ‘'meaning worlds'), which can influence each other
only indirectly;

» accepting that closed and self-reference mean it is no longer possible to co-
ordinate, direct, and control social systemsto move along predetermined paths
through interventions from external systems, such as politics, law or corporate
management;

» accepting the creative dynamism unleashed through the self-referring
processes in which communication acts produce new artificial structures like
Forest Certification schemes that have dynamics of their own and can self-
reproduce through self-reference;

2 Example: There are ten human beings in the room in which the EFI seminar is taking place. But the
seminar's 'social system' is also a eleventh cognitive unit active in the meeting in the form. Thisis a
meaning-creating entity with similar dynamics to the kinds of things going on in the minds of its
physical actors. However, this social system does not consist of the physical people and their
interrelations, but solely of the EFI seminar's communication acts based on expressed language,
gestures and other sensory interplay. It is aworld of meaning, with alife and cognition of its own. The
social system creates products of meaning which do not represent an aggregation of what has gone on
in individuals minds and is different to the thoughts and memories of each individual



* being aware that socia self-reference does not give primacy either to the
individual or the collective, but to the emergent communication system which
results from discourses involving systemic structures and real people.

C) Forest Certification asan illustration of social systemstheory
1. Political and legal background of forest certification

The reduced role of governmental and legal power can be seen as afacilitator in the
development of social systems. Since the emergence of socia systemsis highly
dependent on existing and potential communication patterns, neo-liberal and self-
restricting political arguments in western countries but also recently in eastern
countries have made room for the emergence of new forms of social systems. The
reduced ambition and possibilities of government to guarantee social welfare has led
to a creative dynamism. Standards are not finalized anymore by central power. The
discussion on the standards of sustainable forest management is been driven by a
number of organizational actors. Government is solely providing aframework in
which it encourages the emergence of indifferent actors with self-organizing
complexity. As a consequence the views on an object are multiplied and forests can
be seen from many different perspectives. The many different perspectives on forests
provide society with very complex and specialized services. Aslong as different
perspectives are not hindering each other no co-ordination is necessary. But recent
development in the forest sector has shown that different social actors are getting
more and more involved with each other and conflicts arise about sustainable forest
management which are not solved by superpower governments. As aresult inter-
organizational or networking between different actors can be observed but very little
is understood about the logic of co-ordination.

2. Theemergence of forest certification

Forest certification can be seen as one of the examples of co-ordination logic among
emerged self-referring social systems. The emergence of Forest certification has
several features:

» Forest certification roots are in the debate regarding on poor, self-restricting and
insufficient markets and policy means.

» The debate on sustainable forest management on a broad communicative platform
has been encouraged by national and international governmental frameworks.
Especialy the Rio process (UNCED 1992) changed the centralized paradigm of
forest management towards the incorporation of environmental, economic and
social issues. Moreover, stakeholder participation, respect for local conditions, the
right of equity, responsibility for all forest resources, forest values and services are
all now part of the dialogue on forest policy.

» Theexplosion of different elements of sustainable forest management has created
freedom for the development of self-referring social systems, but also increased
the need to co-ordinate the freed elements of sustainable forest management.

3. Thelogic of co-ordination of forest certification



From the perspective of social systems theory, the possibilities of co-ordinated
standards in sustainable forest management are limited and somehow contradictory to
the idea of multiplying options and self-referring complexity. Co-ordination is limited
to the borders in which the self-referring operations of social systems are tolerable.
The FSC, as one of the most important standard setters for sustainable forest
management, illustrates the logic of co-ordination twofold:

1. Itsown organizationa structure clearly defines borders in which social systems
can keep their own self-referring operation logic. The FSC assigns each
participating actor to one of its three chambers. Actors are either part of the
environmental, social, or economic chamber and are bound to rules of voting and
participation. The chamber system dates back to the beginning of the FSC where
especialy environmental groups and industry drove the development. Actors
which are not hurt in their self-referring identity seem to be rather willing to join
the FSC as compared to actors whose identity would be reconsidered. The latter
actorslook at the FSC rather as a new expert which is biased rather than accepting
it as a co-coordinator. Especialy, alot of the forest owners in Europe consider the
FSC as a biased expert for environmental groups. Moreover, they consider the
chamber system as being unfair and argue that they do provide environmental,
social and economic values equally. Particularly the history of huge forest owners,
e.g. large parts of state forest service in Germany, had problems with the FSC
approach and decided to participate in the set up of the alternative PEFC
approach.

2. The principles and standards can be considered as the co-ordinated output of the
FSC. While the 10 Principles are very broad in scope the determination of
standards and indicators has often been very difficult. The more detailed they are
the more certain organizational actors feel disrupted in their own self-referring
logic. The discussion about reference areas in the German FSC-standard is one
example of this. As a consequence, broad support of sustainable forest
management standards among different social actors does allow determined co-
ordination and standard setting to alimited extent.

4. Summary of Illustration

Forest Certification can be considered as way of co-ordinating self-referring systems
and trying to overcome the problems which are caused through their self-referring
identities. But co-ordination among self-referring social systems has to be understood
as border setting which defines the self-referring processes. Co-ordination in sense of
social systems theory can be further understood as the solution to the
consensus/dissent paradox. Consensus can be understood as the frame to let dissent
happen. Not consensus but dissent provides society with information. Therefore,
centralised power insisting upon co-ordination mechanisms bears the danger of
dissolving advantages of self-referring complexity.

From the perspective of social systems theory, the various policy sectors work as self-
referential systems and each focuses on a particular aspect of the world. Each policy
sector can increase internal complexity because it reduces external complexity by
restricting its attention and focus. Thus, cross-sectoral policy integration would seek



to maintain the distinct identities and structures of communication of each sector in
order not to loose the increased information (complexity) through inclusion of too
much external complexity and the resulting loss of focus in each sector.

3. ADVOCACY COALITION THEORY

Paul Sabatier (1988; 1986) framed the ideas of advocacy-coalition theory in response
to his attempts to understand policy change, especially in the area of air pollution.
One of his initial premises was that a policy subsystem - those actors from a variety
of public and private organizations who are actively concerned with apolicy problem
or issue (1d 1988:131) - is the most useful aggregate of analysis for understanding
policy change. Following Pressman and Wildavsky (1973), Sabatier conceptualizes
policies as belief systems based upon implicit theories. Thus, within any policy
subsystem, there are severa "advocacy coalitions" organized around shared normative
commitments and causal beliefs (implicit theories). Policy strategies are based upon
these belief systems and each coalition adopts strategies that enhance its policy
objectives. As policiesturn into programs and activities and new information or new
external conditions arise, advocacy coalitions may change or alter their beliefs and
strategies.

While policy change can be expected as a routine aspect of policy processes,
predicting the direction or magnitude of change is amore difficult question. Sabatier
(1988) follows Heclo (1974:306) in defining policy oriented learning as arelatively
enduring alteration of thought or behavior based on experience and aimed at
achieving or revising policy objectives. Thiskind of policy-oriented learning might
be termed "single loop learning” (Lee 1993) wherein advocacy-coalitions respond to
new information or new conditions or new adversaries and revise or strengthen their
strategies to better achieve their objectives. But the coalitions do not change their
basic objectives or belief systems. In thiskind of learning, advocacy coalitions could
be expected to resist new information or signals of failure of their strategiesin an
effort to protect core beliefs and theories.

Lee (1993) contrasts single-loop learning with "double-loop learning.” Double-loop
learning occurs when individual's, groups, or organizations question core
commitments, beliefs, and objectives. Sabatier suggests that when advocacy
coalitions engage in debate, dialogue, negotiation and conflict, there is the potential
for questioning core beliefs and objectives. However, he suggests that the greater the
stability in external - real world conditions, the less the likelihood for learning across
coditions. Thus, Sabatier's work examinesin some detail the stable aswell as
dynamic factorsin policy in order to better understand, and eventually predict, the
degree and kind of policy learning in an advocacy coalition framework.

Some of the relatively stable policy parametersinclude: basic attributes of the
problem area or nature of the economic "good or service;" basic distribution of
resources, including power; fundamental cultural values and social structure; and the
basic legal structure (Sabatier 1988: 135-6). Some of the dynamic factors include:
changes in socio-economic conditions and technology; changesin systemic governing
conditions; and policy decisions and impacts from other subsystems (Sabatier 1988:
136-7). Considering the complexity of these factors, it is no surprise that most policy



problems demand specialization and lead to the creation of the numerous, specialized
policy subsystems we find.

Sabatier's analysis fits well into the multi-level governance model proposed in this
paper. He defines advocacy coalitions more precisely as "people from avariety of
positions (elected and agency officias, interest group leaders, researchers) who share
aparticular belief system - i.e., aset of basic values, causal assumptions, and problem
perceptions -- and who show anon-trivial degree of coordinated activity over time"
(Sabatier 1988: 139). It isworth noting his reasoning as to why he uses the term
"belief system" rather than the more usual concept of "interests.”

"This framework uses belief systems rather than 'interests' asits focus because
beliefs are more inclusive and more verifiable. Interest models must still
identify a set of means and performance indicators necessary for goal
attainment; this set of interests/goal's, perceived causal relationships, and
perceived parameter states constitutes a 'belief system' "(Sabatier 1988: 142).

This more inclusive concept also allows for wide variation in strategies consistent
with core beliefs and objectives, and thus provides for "single loop" policy learning to
occur continually. Nonetheless, the expectation is that every advocacy coalition seeks
to employ strategiesto protect the assignment of governmental responsibilities so that
the governmental unitsit controls as atightly linked beneficiary retain the most power
(Sabatier 1988, citing Schattschneider 1960).

Schattschneider's(1960) now classic concept that "organization is the mobilization of
bias' fitswell in understanding advocacy coalitions organized around belief systems.
It also directs attention to the self-organizing aspect of advocacy coalitions. Thus, as
belief systems gain in complexity and sometimes fragment into more specialized sets
of core ideas, new information and new situations are gradually reflected in the range
and diversity of advocacy coalitions.

From the point of view of cross-sectoral policy integration, advocacy coalition theory
suggests a mechanism for integration. Core belief systems are shared across policy
sectors, and thus advocacy coalitions can encompass more than one policy sector. For
example, abelief in the primacy of the "free market” to adjust economic production
and allocation is a core belief shared by people engaged in nearly every policy sector.
Similarly, areliance on government action to ensure fairness in distribution and
allocation decisionsis also acore belief system that is represented in nearly every
policy sector. Thus, following Sabatier we might look for how these core belief
systems are already working as integrative mechanisms across policy sectors. Then it
may be possible to bring these belief systemsinto a policy process aimed at |ooking
for strategies that meet the core commitments of different policy-subsystems, while
allowing for flexibility and dynamic responsiveness across policy sectors.

Why advocacy coalitions might engage in these kinds of negotiations when their
control over specific policy sectors might be reduced issimple: the kinds of problems
that land, natural resource, and forest policy address today demand collaboration
because no one policy sector, agency, or political actor can effectively address the
problem alone (Shannon 1998; Johnson et.al. 1999). The new policy issues cross
boundaries ecologically, socidly, politically, administratively, and legally (Meidinger
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1999; 1997). Indeed, frequently severa regions, states, countries are involved and
their separate regimes must find ways to work together on a common problem.

4. COMMUNICATIVE ACTION THEORY

Cross-sectoral policy integration refers to certain kinds of cooperative behavior,
certain forms of institutions, and certain kinds of communicative action. The theory
of communicative action focuses our attention on how meaning is created and enacted
in everyday life.

Jurgen Habermas writing in the 1960s and 1970s in Germany took up the question of
developing a "historically oriented theory of society with a practical intent”
(Habermas 1973; 1979). The 'practical intent’ was the possibility of casting off past
institutions, organizations and patterns of behavior based on critically examining
existing societal patterns. The idea of a'historically oriented theory of society' was a
critique of the abstracted social theories of organizations, social structures, conflict
and so on that were taken out of the actual contexts that produced them. Habermas
advocated theory that would be reflective on the processes of society as a whole by
reconstructing current conditions with a view to the past and anticipated future. Thus,
he wanted to resituate social theory in history and context and, at the same time, foster
atype of critical reflexive theory useful in enhancing agency of actors. Habermas
was not alonein this critique (Alexander 1988: Ch.9), but his understanding of how
communicative action was an activating process for transforming theory into practical
action underlies many current theories of participatory democracy.

Theory is generally understood a set of "logically integrated systems of quantitatively
expressed lawlike statements’ characteristic of the most "advanced" sciences (e.g.,
physics). The form of these statementsis generally: given a set of initial conditions,
one can predict future states of the system. The modern element is the aim of science
as an instrument of social control: scientistsidentify relevant factors that can be
manipulated and decision makers develop strategies using these factors to produce
desired states of human and natural affairs. In addition, modern science embodies a
normative position that once the laws of human nature and behavior are known, then
it is possible to use them to establish the conditions for a proper ordering of society.
This separation of consideration of the ethical obligations of how scientific
knowledge is used from the processes of production of the knowledgeisa
characteristic of "modern” science (Shannon and Antypas 1996). It isthiskind of
scientific work that Habermas was critiquing in his argument that by placing theory
into its historical materia conditions it was possible to reintegrate ethics aswell as
reform with science.

Thisloss of ethicsin science is one of the unfortunate legacies of the 20™ century.
For Aristotle, politics was continuous with ethics - a doctrine of a good and just life.
But in modern science, ethics was replaced by the application of positivistic social
theory to produce the conditions that would lead to human behavior according to the
laws of nature. Thus, agency was replaced by institutional and organizational
coercion. On the one hand, the practical problem of leading a virtuous life was
absorbed into the technical sphere and "following directions’ became a sufficient test
of personal and societal virtue. However, by transforming the problem of how to lead
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avirtuous life by citizens into a problem of regulating social life by the technical-
administrative sphere in order to ensure social order and stability of the state,
individuals lost their responsibility to make ethical - virtuous - choices.

For people trained in the natural, biophysical, and engineering sciences, thistalk of
ethics likely seems out of place. In biology, for example, an organism can be
demarcated from its environment and studied as an "organism” and the environmental
conditions for its survival characterized separately. The field of wildlife management
is predicated upon the ability to predict from a set of habitat and ecol ogical
conditions, the likelihood of a species to survive and thrive.

In social science, however, over the course of history social change occurs in both the
elements as well as the boundaries of society and these changes can be alearning and
regenerative process or a process of dissolution and transformation to a new system.
How are we to know? It is not possible to "stand outside" of society and know what
these changes mean. Rather, science must be located within the interpretations of
members of society for they are the only ones who know and understand what is
changing, why and what it might mean for society. There is no meaning outside of
those who produce it and so science must be located within the production of meaning
in order to have accessto this "data" about society.

So, what does this mean for policy and cross-sectoral policy integration? First, and
foremost, it means meaning existsin social action that is shared among people and is
dependent upon a shared definition - or contested definitions - of the situation.
Meaning is always intersubjective because it is produced through communicative
action. Thus, the methods of interpretive understanding - "verstehen" - of the
symbolic structure of social reality are necessary for a social science able to grasp
generative politics and emergent governance processes. Methods relying only on the
positivist description of empirical artifacts of social action cannot interpret the
meaning of these artifacts. To make visible - the work of science generally - the
processes of generative politics and emergent governance, it is necessary to go
beyond just the artifacts described - institutions, processes, organizations - and
uncover their direction - towards transformation, construction, dissolution or collapse.

Coming from the perspective of management or decision science, one might be
tempted to see the current direction implied by emergent governance and cross-
sectoral policy integration as dissolution since many of the accepted processes no
longer work as they did and technical-rational decision making is under challenge
from many sides. However, coming from the perspective of communicative action
and constructivist theory, one might see the processes of creation and transformation
moving toward a system capable of self-organization and meaning generation. From
the position of constructivist social theory, society is viewed as continuously created
through communicative action and individuals are the agents of change as well asthe
producers of continuity.

From the perspective of communicative action theory, cross-sectoral policy
integration occurs when meaning is generated through communication across sectors.
This statement is not a tautology, rather is suggests that when the intersubjective
nature of meaning generation is one's theoretical starting point, then creating
relationships and conversations across policy sectors will naturally lead to the creation
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of new meanings. These new meanings are the basis for new forms of organization
and action and move toward the generation of new institutions. Thus, communicative
action theory focuses attention not so much on the structures and rules that hold action
and meaning stable, but more on the processes that continuously generate and
maintain meaning. Our attention from this perspective would be on the waysin

which greater communication across sectors might naturally occur and ways in which
sectors must take account of one another in forming strategies. This perspective also
points to the processes that create the belief systems that advocacy coalition theory
beginswith in itsanalysis. Thus, it shows us how belief systems might change as new
meanings are generated in new intersubjective communities of interpretation
(Shannon 2000).

4. Summary and Conclusion

Each of these theoretical standpoints has something to offer to our understanding of
the possibilities, potentials and mechanisms of cross-sectoral policy integration.
While social systems theory reminds us that all organizations have self-referring
properties in the face of challenge and change, communicative action theory suggests
that these self-referring properties also depend upon intersubjectively created
meanings that can change through other social processes, like cross-sectoral policy
processes of integration. Advocacy coalition theory shows us that even within
apparently coherent and "single-minded" policy subsystems there are numerous
coalitions formed around beliefs systems that are often in conflict with one another.

These theories each direct our attention to an important aspect of policy institutions,
organizations and mechanisms. By attending to the insights offered by these theories,
effective mechanisms and long-term institutions for intersectoral policy integration
may be crafted. The national forest programme process is certainly a mechanism that
begins this long term change in how policy sectors take one another into account.
Hopefully, these theories can provide insights to governments, policy planners,
agencies and NGOs as they seek to design and institutionalize long-term processes for
integration.

[This section will be expanded after the Finland COST Action meetings based on
discussions and responses to this paper.]
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