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Practical Rationality: From Bounded Rationality
to the Critique of Ideology in Practice

“

Imtroduction

In planning and policy enalysis, rationality is not simply a cogni-
tive problem. If we treat it as a matter of knowing—or, more pre-
cisely, following conventional accounts, as a matter of calcula-
tion—we are liable to ignore the historical contingencies of
practical rationality in action (Faludi 1984; Reade 1984; cf.
Forester 1989). Investigating rational mental processes, we may
neglect rational conduct and practice. This chapter proposes an
account of practical, situated, rational action as an alternative to
the common instrumental view of rationality as means-ends calcu-
lation.

After offering a Weberian critique of instrumental rationality
and an account of practical communicative action, this chapter: (1)
reformulates the “boundedness” or constrained character of such
action; (2} agsesses the practical significance of that reformulation;
and (3) considers the ethical, critical, and political implications of
this account of rationality in planmaking.

Herbert Simon and Jurgen Habermas, leading exponents of
the Carnegie-Mellon school of decision making and the contempo-
rary “Frankfurt School” of social theory, respectively, point to simi-
lar problems and new directions: the analysis of situated practical
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tion. Simon rejects the notion of rational decision making asf (:::1;:
Strain: d optimization, and he calls instead for a program o 11
Stl-al'neb ﬁp ioralism ,the investigation of the proc?dures actg:asgg
Ezzﬁ)y ?iei;:ion mak’ers in real-choice situations. Simen (1979,

writes:;

ics i focusing on new research questmn.s whfnse
Emm:anrlsm:ezfu?r(;wexplicit :gatt.ention to prooedur.al ratlone;hty%
ita:s;vconomics becomes more and more im{g}llv:}cli in tmhgl:ti.tu& B:t, 3.
ertainty, more and more colnoerned with the co s
:ﬁsy of busﬂness til.ecisic:n-umkl:ngt the shift 1r(; fpzomg:.z;nl?;s e
become inevitable. Wider and w1der. areasf o iy
1 the over-simplified assumptions o the situati -
o ?;:'e' ed omniscient decision maker with a rea,hstlc' Enl-
consh ﬁigl ical} characterization of the limits on Map 3 ramona.
?t?caidgthe consequences of those limits for his economic

behaviour.

And Hebermas, as we shall see, has sought to develop atmodei‘ }(::

tical comn;unicative action, action. understood not as Ihe
pral(;.lt of a formal means-ends calculation, but as a pragm
Tres

socially meaningful performance.

ionality—
ritique of lnstrumen_tal Fanomf
Thzfd Pguctical Communicative Action

In Toward a Eational Society and the more recent %hegq ;)); gacaor;zy
municative Action, Habermas works to reformulaé;e ki; mt',o theary
of social rationalization (Ha’z;rmai;fgsé}}Q?II;Cheeraﬁinahzaﬁon
i n
" mff]:; T;CBS Oﬁie;n;(; distinguishes two ca.nd%dates: pur-
pm?essest' nalpor i;xstrumental action and symb?llc mteractlt;n._
Mhe parposi rational actor is the functionally rational calcula 1;,1
e purgols'w?nberactor is the practically rational member engagel.
Fhe S vers: tion.! For the calculator, rationality preduces con'aro ;
for convemi ed. conversationalist, rationalit){ pl:oduces under-
- t}}e engdg consensual decisions. This distmct‘lon, Habemas
Standmlg) :tnBellah more recently remind us, derives in \‘.famgu]s
?:rcrln??r:m Aristotle’s distinction between techne and praxis (Bel-

; s 1973). .
fah l?ﬁ2élgﬂ?ii:?;odel of action, questions of value and signifi
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cance seem to be given, already provided, without incompleteness,
ambiguity, or bias. Questions of political legitimacy (calculation for
whom, solving which and whosge problems?) are ruled out of court.
Rationality here pretends to political neutrality or, better, to indif-
ference and disregard for encompassing (and more subtly consti-
tuting) political influences. Thus a ‘murderous regime may be
served in rational ways; murder might be performed not just effi-
ciently but rationally—if this account of rational action is
accepted. This is an awkward if not oufrageous position, as C.
West Churchman (1962, 73) points out: :

It is simply a mistake to think that game theory, or much of
so-called decision theory, is an analysis of rational behavior,
" The work in these fields is undoubtedly very important, but it
has very little to do with our learning about rationality. This
is because the problem of rationality is not to define rules of
behavior, given the goals, but rather to define rationai goals.
To relegate rationality to the study of means only is to trivial-
ize it. It is to lose the whole traditional spirit of the concept of
rational behavior to say that a man may “rationally” murder

his friends in cold blood, as long as he structures his choices
according to *“rational” rules,

The strictly means-ends calculating approach to rational
action, them, may lead to embarrassing (not to say repugnant)
results. If instrumental rationality. cannot address the issue of
desirable goals and norms—if it must rather assume those as stan-
dards with respect to which to calculate streams of benefits and
costs, pleasures and pains—then the purposes for which rational-
ity is used are nonrational, perhaps irrational {and it is not clear
how we would draw this distinction). Worse still, technical or
instrumental rationality then involves us in a process of calcula-
tion in which we are to believe that we are sophisticatedly and
rationally pursuing the nonrational or irrational. This deeply vio-
lates our most basic common sense. Peculiarly, then, in an impor-
tant sense, we do not know what it is that we are supposedly ratio-
nally doing when we act instrumentally. This result should give us
substantial pause and reason to doubt the adequacy of such an

instrumental, calculating view of rationality (Elster 1986; Mans-
bridge 1988),

This embarrassing result echoes the pathos of Weber's life-
work. Eric Reade (1984) has suggested that Weber took instru-
mental rationality to include the assessment of ends in them-
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selves. This is ambiguous at best, if not incorrect. Chosen ends
might lead us to differing clusters of consequences, and, to this
limited extent, Weber thought, ends might indeed be assessed. Yet
Weber despaired of ever being able to compare and evaluate ends
with respect to one another—and he pointed to the problem by dis-
tinguishing purposive rational (zweckrational) and value-rational
(wertrational) action. Had Weber thought that ends themselves
could be compared rationally, he would not have found it neces-
sary, in his famous “Politics as a Vocation,” to distinguish the
“oathic of ultimate ends” from the “ethic of responsibility”; the for-
mer would simply have been reducible to the latter—a conclusion
Weber obvicusly and strenuously rejected (Weber 1958a, chap. 4).
Respecting the doubt that a rational evaluation comparing ends
was possible, Weber repeatedly warned of the consequences of
rationalization—overvaluing the calculating, instrumentally ratio-
nal competences of human beings to the neglect of other virtues
{and other conceptions of raticnality as well). Two quotes suggest
Weber's own critique of the problematic character and adequacy of
understanding rationality to be essentially instrumental in nature.
The first passage is often quoted; the second, though far more
striking, is less well known.

At the close of The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capital-
ism, Weber points to the significance and implications of a society
organized increasingly upon the lines of purposive rational, calcu-
lating action. He referred to the spread of such rationality as ratio-
nalization, and he wrote of its secular and ascetic capitalist mani-
festations as an “iron cage™

No one knows who will live in this cage in the future, or
whether at the end of this tremendous development entirely
new prophets will arise, or there will be a great rebirth of old
ideas and ideals, or, if neither, mechanized petrification,
embellished with a sort of convulsive self-importance. For of
the last stage of this cultural development, it might well be
truly said: “Specialists without spirit, sensualists without
heart; this nullity imagines that it has attained a level of civi-
lization never before achieved.” {(Weber 1958b, 182)

In another essay, “Religious Rejections of the World and
Their Directions,” an essay aiming “at contributing to the typology
and sociology of rationalism,” Weber notes that “{TThe cosmos of
natural causality and the postulated cosmos of ethical, compen-
satory causality have stood in irreconcilable opposition” (Weber
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195_8a, 324}, 35‘5)‘ Yet Weber did not celebrate the scientific realm
of Increasing Instrumental rationality at the expense of the reli-
gious and ethical life; he was far too astute a moral observer.
W'ebexl' thought~—as Popper was later to think as well—that the
s‘clen_uﬁ.c or critical attitude itself could not be systematically justi-
‘fl-ed on its own standards. The foundation of the scientific commu-
{11ty'was nonrational, then: moral decision or commitments. This
ironic, if not self-contradictory, result led to disturbing ethical con-
clusions, as Weber forcefully and poignantly peinted out. He wrote
a profound indictment whose deep charge of senselessness must be
a::lddressed by all those advocating any reduction of rationality to
instrumental rationality:

Science has created this cosmos of natural causality and has
seemed _unable to answer with certainty the question of its
own ultimate presuppositions. Nevertheless science, in the
name of ‘intellectual integrity’, has come forward with the
cl.alm of representing the only possible form of a reasoned
view of the world. The intellect, like all culture values, has
created an aristocracy based on the possession of rational cul-
ture an_d independent of all personal ethical qualities of man.
The aristocracy of intellect is hence an unbrotherly aristoc-
racy. Worldly man has regarded this possession of culture as
the highest good. In addition to the burden of ethical guilt,

however, something has adhered to this cultural value whicl';
was bound to depreciate it with still greater finality, namely

sel}selessness—if this cultural value is to be judged in berm;
of its own standards. (Weber 1958a, 355)

) As Weber knew, then, the first model of rational action
mfstrumental rationality, leads to embarrassing and morally 1;mui
bling results. Actars seem to pursue the nonrational rationally; as
calculators they seem to mistake in the Golden Rule the gold’for
the spirit of the rule. They seem to emulate the latest and most
efficient model in evolving generations of computer systems—
rather than emulating the most profound models of civic virtue
brotherhood, or Aristotelean ethical maturity (Bellah 1982), ’

The second mode! of rational action suggests that conduct be
understood not as the use of a tool but as the making of a promise.
As social beings, actors shape each other's attention to the world
and expectations of it. Such communicative action ordinarily makes
both content and context claims; we promise or agree to or threaten
or ask something, and we do so in particular social or institutional
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contexts. Habermas argues at length that Sl:lch actiot-i is never gua‘li—
anteed to succeed. Communicative action is a oontlngerft, sk]ll.e .
practical performance, and when it breaks down, two optmr'xs amscii
Either actors give up the attempt at mutual un‘derstandmg an
cooperative interaction (perhaps to resort fo coelzrcmn), or Fh_ey ::z?,y
momentarily step aside from the stream of action to pa_rtlclpa 11.;11
“discourse™ a forum in which they may attempt, res!)ectmg only the
force of the better argument, to resurrect a'nd gustain t.he c'onversa-
tion—to test a factual claim against the ewdence? or to ]ustlfy_a nor-
mative claim with reasons, se that noncoercive commun}catw::i
interaction may proceed. In this way, Habqrmas suggests, mtuat&:)
communicative action involves practical l::la]II"lS made (testably, su} 1
" ject to criticism via discourse) between social actors; f:hus aocmf
action is contingently rational action (Forester 198.9). This Ir}odel 0
action makes possible a powerful empirical analysis of pfractace—afl
analysis both structurally informed and phenomenologically sent}sll-
tive. For our purposes here, though, we can cpnce'm.rate not on the
anatomy of communicative action but upen its situated character
and its notion of eriticism and discourse. ' e
The practical communicative model of action suggests a ric
notion of raticnality, for here questions of norms a1:1d \'ralues a'rei
not presumed to be undiscussable but yf:t m_ecessarﬂy mfluent:li);l
and constitutive of the very sense of action 1tse.1f. Hell'e' we mae[i
then, to address the conditions under which action, cnt1c1sr_n, an
justification take place—and allow ourselves .to grapt ltl'}at justifi-
cation of normative positions might be as ratlc?r}al, .mflmtely more
context-sensitive but less precise, as any utilitarian calculation
(Fischer 1980; Klosterman 1978). Here we need a theory, not of
risk and rankings, but of conditions of action and d?scou_rse, debate
and argument, and, in an overall sense, democratic voice (Haber-
mas 1975; Barber 1984; Forester 1989; Fischer and Forester 1993).

Situated Rational Action

lore the problem of rationality as one of practical commu-
Ei;?:i?;paction, vI:e must ask: “Who acts? In what con.teyfts? In
what situations of choice? Constituted by Whi'it norms? Tl_.nmted by
what sorts of bounds and constraints?” The 51-tuated ra.ational act.or
inherits an historical starting point in which 1nformat1on_ z.md misg-
information, help and hindrance, support. and oppositicn, _are
likely to be contingent, variable, always ambiguously forthcoming.
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At the worst, if the nature of the constraints and obstacles to
action varied across all situations—for example, health policy,
land-use planning, environmental pelicy, and so on—then the
resulting account of rationality would be, it seems, unacceptably
relativistic. But, if we can typify expectable constraints across var-
ious planning and policy situations, we can see how the theory of
rational action depends in part upon a theory of historical context
or, sociologically, a theory of the institutional and structural con-
texts of action. Here the major socin) and political theories offer
partially complementary and partially contradictory accounts of
the real contexts of action.

As facts do not speak for themselves, neither do contexts;
their interpretation is just as theoretically informed as that of any
“fact.” The Marxist, Weberian, and Durkheimian anticipate differ-
ing structural constraints and obstacles to practical action. But
just how their paradigms call attention selectively and practically
to differing aspects of a given situation is neither well understood
nor yet clearly articulated.

If we can assess the situated character of our rational actor (a
policy analyst or planner, for example}—not to leave him or her in
the abstract, out in the cold—we can ask the following social ques-
tions: How do the institutional structures and social processes of
the society at large reproduce and re-create the decision context of
the planmer, of the actor? How is the decision situation, the prob-
lem-solving or the advice-giving situation, socially and politically
constructed? What pressures, incentives, temptations, confusions,
threats, seductive techniques, or professional expectations are
pressed upon the planner or policy analyst? These influences
extend far beyond any cognitive sense of bias or ideology—and
Habermas’s reformulation of the problem of ideology as that of
“systematically distorted (pragmatic) communications” opens up a
rich set of practical influences to investigate,

So to understand a planner's action as more or less rational, we
may well need to understand how the planning organization itself
reflects, in Schattschneider’s brilliant phrase, “the mobilization of
bias” (Schattachneider 1960, 71). Some citizens or interest groups,
for example, may systematically have access to local government or
federal agencies, whereas other citizens do not, and knowing that
may be important in gauging what is to count as rational action by a
planner or policy analyst mandated to serve both groups of citizens.
Notice that if analysts treat all similarly, under the banner of equal
formal opportunity (that is, the door being open to all who can
knock), the analysts help to ensure that the given inequality of
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access will be perpetuated. Significantly, though, analysts’ efforts to
improve access to those without it may be seen as wasteful and even
inequitable if the organizational biases that constitute the actual
work setting are not taken into account.

The Rebounding Of Rationality:
Practical Anticipation And Response

Simeon, of course, broached this line of analysis long ago. If Simon
had not used, however, the passive voice of “bounded rationality”,
but had referred to “the bounding of rationality” instead, his read-
ers would have been drawn much more quickly by the grammar of
the phrase to ask: What bounds rational action? How does such
bounding take place? Can some of the boundedness of action be
prevented, whereas some cannot? How might social structure
influence the boundedness of action?

Two crucial distinctions need to be drawn if we are to clarify
the actual boundedness of rational action. The distinctions have
force when we note that Simon’s paradigmatic notion of bounded-
ness, namely the cognitive limits of decision makers’ brainpower,
is one that is apparently both (1) inevitable and (2) not socially
systematic (it is nonstructural). Simen’s own emphasis seems to

-beg two questions, therefore. First, might not some practical

bounds, instead of being inevitable, be artificial and unnecessary,
mere artifacts of personality or power relations or custom—any of
which might be changed, thus rebounding the action situation at
hand? Second, if bounds can be socially constructed by virtue of
organizational design or political structure, might not some
bounds be socially systematie, derived from existing patterns of
social structure rather than from wholly random or ad hoc
sources? Posing these questions allows us to reforrnulate the
boundedness of rational action (Forester 1989; Kemp 1980, 1982).
Bounds or constraints upon rational action not only vary along two
dimensions, nonsystematic or systematic, and necessary or unnec-
essary, as suggested by table 4.1, but correspondingly practical
responses to such varying “bounds” will vary as well.

The practical implications of these distinctions are substan-
tial. The person who always anticipates systematic distortions or
constraints when random and usually nonsystematic ones exist,
we are likely to call paranoid; the person who treats inevitable
constraints as if they were transient artifacts of the situation, we
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Tab.le.4.1 ) Bounded rationality: a critical theoretic reformulation
to distinguish types of misinformation or communicative distortion
(bounds on the rationality of action) (adapted from Forester 1989).

Autonomy of the Source of Distortion

socially ad hoe socially systematic-structural

idiosyncratic personal traits  information inequalities
affecting communication resulting from legitimated
divigion of labor
inevitable random noise
distortions transmission-content losses
across organizational
boundaries

Contingency 1 Cognitive limits [Simon] 2 Differentiation [Weberl
of Distortion :

willful unresponsiveness monopolistic distortions of
exchange
interperscnal deception
) monopolistic creation
socially interpersonal bargaining of needs
unnecessary behavior; for example,

distortions  bluffing ideological rationalization of

class or power structure

3 Pluralist Bargaining 4 Structural legitimation
{Lindblom] [Marx]

are likely to call impractical at best and a fool at worst (the
geniuses who transform the inevitable into the artificial notwith-
standing). More interestingly, though, we can anticipate structural
and systematic constraints, whereas nonsystematic ones will be
more uncertain; we may devise a strategy to get information that
another organization is expected to withheld, but, in the face of
random staffling problems, we may be forced to hedge our bets by
allowing some additional increment of time to do what we are try-
ing to do.

Distinguishing these bounds upon rational action also has
political implications. Liberal political theorists, for example, focus
attention far more to nonsystematic conflicts of pluralist interest
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groups, while Marxist theorists focus attention instead upon struc-
tural constraints on social action. Technically minded analysts
attend to inevitably “given” problems, while political and entrepre-
neurial analysts make an art out of assessing the political “given-
nees,” the artificial social construction of the problems they face
(Meltsner 1976; Baum 1987, 1890; Benveniste 1989; Clavel 1986;
Healey 1992; Hoch and Cibulskis 1987).

If this analysis of the variable boundedness of rational action
is half-right, then the empirical study of planning and policy analy-
sis practice might produce insightful accounts of the practical
repertoires of strategies that analysts actually use in the face of
these various sorts of practical constraints. By informing the practi-
tioner’s anticipation of different types of constraints upon his or her

-action, such a planning theory of the varisble boundedness of ratio-

nal action might also directly inform practical planning strategies.
For example, responses to ad hoc but necessary constraints (quad-
rant 1, table 4.1) include strategies of risk analysis, the hedging of
bets, allowing redundancy; responses to necessary systematic con-
straints (quadrant 2) include boundary spanning, specialization of
function, and socialization of risk (when, for example, knowledge or
commitment is systematically diffuse). Responses te ad hoc but
unnecessary constraints upon action (quadrant 3) include strate-
gies of bargaining, sanctioning others’ behavior, checking and mon-
itoring, and using legal remedies. Finally, responses to systematic
and unnecessary constraints (quadrant 4) may include strategies of
community, class, or political organization, the use of cealitions,
and the exposure and critique of ideological claims.

These responses, organized into table 4.2, provide only the
barest glimpse at the wealth of the practical repertoires of strate-
gies that are likely to be found in practice—in response to these
distinctive types of constraints upon action. Just as table 4.1 sug-
gests how various major political theories might focus attention
upon differing practical constraints upon action, so does table 4.2
suggest how and why these major theories find such different
practical strategies of action to be rationall

A further, more challenging problem remains. Judgments of
value and significance must be made in situations of action, even if
they might now be partially protected from the mystifications and
biases reflected in unnecessary constraints upon action. The work
of judgment, what Sir Geoffrey Vickers described so lucidly as the
appreciation of fact and value, remains as a practical problem
demanding a theory of ethics and evaluation, understood within a
broader a theory of socisty as well.?
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Table %.2 Examples of responses to particular types of bounds or
constraints upon raticnal action.

Autonomy of Distertion

socially ad hoe socially systematic-structural

risk analysig boundary spanning

iI}evitabIe hedging specialization of function
distortions
allowing redundancy socialization of risk

Contingency 1 2
of Distortion

" bargaining political or community or

) class organizing

socially

unnecessary sanctioning behavior,

I . exposure and eritique
distortions  checking and monitoring 1

of ideology

legal remedy coalition utilization

3 . 4

Bounded Rationality and Ethical Responsibility

“Bounded rationality” in its standard political and administrative
form.had perversely socialized rationality by presuming existing
relations of power to be fully legitimate {or, in what amounts prac-
tically, if not theoretically, to the same thing, by presuming them
to be above challenge in any specific cage). If policy analysts and
p_lanners, as satisficing rational ectors, are ever to assess poten-
tially illegitimate or unjustified coercive influences constraining
their satisficing solutions, they must consider the political legiti-
macy of the relations of power at hand 3

Simon's satisficer, no less and no more than Lindblom’s incre-
mentalist, is a political animal, though a potentially rational one—
but as along as questions of illegitimacy and the abuse of power
are neglected, that satisficer and inerementatlist will be only a def-
erential and quiescent—and thus an ethically dangerous and
hardly professional—political actor. So the question arises: Should
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not the ethically responsible rational actor in real constrained situ-
ations of choice and action distinguish, anticipate, evaluate, and
act correspondingly differently toward political constraints that
have strong claims to legitimacy and those that do not (Krumholz
and Forester 1990, chap. 15; Burke 1986)?

Rationality and Criticism

How does our Habermasian account suggest anything helpful in
the face of such problems? The Habermasian rational actor is a
practical communicative agent who makes claims in a community
of affected persons, claims for which he or she would be willing to
offer justifications and arguments in discourses where (in princi-
ple) only the force of the better argument may prevail. Thus the
counterfactual willingness to engage in processes of eriticism, to
subject one’s views tothe force of the better argument, is as cen-
tral to Habermas as it is, in ancther variant, to Popper (Faludi
1984; McCarthy 1978; Smith 1981). For Popper and Habermas
both, an appeal is made to a counterfactual (existing in principle,
if only imperfectly realized in fact) community of inquirers and

_ affected persons having the freedom to offer and challenge argu-
ments, to put forth evidence and justifications, to seek the better
argument. The detailed epistemological differences between
Habermas and Popper notwithstanding, the Habermasian model
of discourse underlying the practical claims made in communica-
tive action is no more—and no less—counterfactual than the Pop-
perian notion of the critical attitude and the critical scientific com-
munity of inquirers (McCarthy 1978, 44-52).

Yet, although Popper suggests that the critical attitude itself
cannot be systematically justified, Habermas argues, extending
the arguments of Karl Otto Apel, that the counterfactual ideal of
an ideal speech situation in both theoretical and practical dis-
courses is inherent in our ordinary use of language with one
another, in our ordinary communicative competence (Habermas
1975, part 3; 1979 chap. 1; of. Forester 1991, 52-55). Habermas
suggests that while factual claims anticipate the court of theoreti-
cal discourses for their in-principle establishment, normative
claims anticipate instead the court of practical discourses for their
hypothetical justification.

Habermas argues, then, that our notion of rationality is sys-
tematically connected to the consideration of the conditions of crit-
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icism that may exist. Instrumental action may be criticized as cor-
recf; or not, as more or less effective or efficient; communicative
action more broadly may also be criticized as justifiable within the
affected community (Habermas 1970, 1979). As a result, the crux
of 1_:he problem of the possibility of rational action will 1',101: be th
welghtmg of consequences and, as Simon says, the rnathematicalle
straglg-htft‘:rward optimization of a payoff; it ;vill be, instead thy
anticipation of threats to conditions of free discoursc; and unl,ualme
per‘ed fir%guj:.nentation. Thus the problem of communicative ratio-
nality is intimately linked to questions of freedom and justice (th
essential conditions constituting the community of inquirers ang
all tho‘sg affected). To the extent that an action might in principle
be ratified by all those investigating it or affected by it in a dI;s-
course based upon the strength of the offered arguments alone, to
that exteqt might the action be called “rational”. ’
The imagination called for, here, by the potentially rational
actor is that searching for action which would meet generalizable
agreement 'by all those affected. Rationality thus—whether of the
most tec!uucfal instrumental actions or the most ethically charged
cann:'tumcatlve action more generally—becomes a function ofg;n-
principle consent, roughly as the Popperian notion of scientific

results appeals to the in-princi isi ;
. principle provisional accepta
community of scientific inquirers. eptance by the

Conclusion

I we treat rationality as a problem purely of epi i

t19n, and instl.'umental calculation, thenf we I;:ief;l:iggi i-(;slil:
First, we may ignore the real lived situations of people needing to
ma}{e px_'actlca.a.l judgments, needing to act, and so our notion of
ratlor_mhty will be far too abstract and impractical. Second, we
may ignore the historical constitution of any potentially rati'onal
a_acto_rs gntangled situation, and so we will fail to appreciate th

u.mtltutlonal complexities (the biases, prejudices, partial f 1 e-
tions) of “the problem” at hand. , o

_ Third, we are likely to ignore the pressur i

rational _actors to act in particular polirt);ical w:;sljtpsol?bs;?b?e?:i iﬁ
the cognitive calculating view of rationality, we are likely then to
be !e.ss al:fle to anticipate and counteract those practical social and
poht'lcal influences that render planners’ and analysts’ conduct
coni_:lngent and vulnerable to distortion (for example, the play of
arbitrary or organized, but illegitimate, power). ’ paye
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Fourth, if we fail to distinguish unnecessary from necessary,
ad hoc from structural hounds constraining rational action, our
calculating view is likely to suppress questions of justice and legit-
imacy altogether. Yet, in fact, advocating such a narrow view
would imply that existing constraints must be accepted——as if any
play of power bounding action (limiting information, for instance)
were in fact legitimate. A more effective self-imposed discourage-
ment of normative criticism can hardly be imagined. What appears
to be an apolitical “sotisficing” account of rationality in the
abstract, then, may be in the actual concrete case the most quies-
cent, blindly deferential political action possible. The relations of
power that shape the bounds of action, and thus the satisficing
action or decigion, would be accepted in principle (), however ille-
gitimate they may be.

Fifth, if we ignore the social and institutional context of
action, our instrumental or caleulating view is likely to ignore the
practical problem of ideology: the ways in which issues of problem
formulation, scope, time horizons, weightings of consequences, and
so on may be practically constituted, prejudged (pre-judiced), and
influenced by elements of the social environment that hardly
reflect the interests of those to be affected by the action or decision
at hand. .

Sixth, thus, our caleulating view would reduce rationality
and questions of rational action to apparently technical problems
when they are quite obviously (also) political and ethical (norma-
tive} through and through. Because the consequentiality—the
value and significance—of consequences cannot be given before
questions of rational action arise, attempts to formulate a powerful
notion of rationality must recognize the potentially rational actor
to be a participant in a community of potentially affected per-
gons—whose free consent and assent (in principle) to the actor's
decision might be taken 1o establish the very rationality of the
decision.t This discursive or argumentative model of rationality in
planning depends upon a notion of the planner as a potentially
rational participant in a political and social world—a notion
excluded and obscured by a purely instrumental, calculating view
of rationality.

By taking the problem of rationality to be a problem of situ-
ated action, more than one of epistemology and cognition, a practi-
cal account of planners’ behavior in choice situations can be given.
The problem of rational action in planning can then be recognized
as socially situated, politically contingent, facing bounds poten-
tially ad hoc or gystematic, necessary or unnecessary, in a political
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world, i i
o ::ie;:::chaﬁ' ;_ﬁ]hers who' might in principle criticize and
frooeph or xele fgi-) . icular planning actions. Hardly solving ques-
b £ hotes for nzsl and for all, such an account of situated and
et ot Tt enab? lon—an account of practical rationality—
AR tg p?hcy anal;_rsts and planners better to antici-
i tosf rtlfxg and l_nasing “bounding” influences that
e e nz hace in practice (Forester 1989, chap. 4). Such
e o e s aneia o countract thos
i}}:l'l:c pra:cf:u':e_ in w_hich 'rational act:iyoz ;pilra::fmu:ilangopdmy-ana-
possibilities of its criticism and consensual accepiancr;:n soted to




