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Flyvbjerg asserts that power can usurp the democratic process. The example he uses, the Aalborg Project, clearly demonstrates how the economic ambitions of the few, in this case the Chamber of Industry and Commerce, can have devastating effects on an entire population. In Aalborg “rational, deliberative democracy gave way to premodern rule-by-the-strongest.” (154)  But is this unusual? Flyvbjerg says no and suggests a method for discovering the sources of misplaced power using a phronetic model of social science inquiry. Used judiciously, the model can effectively diagnose the source of many ecological and social ills. 
Time and again we recognize environmental problems without knowing why they occur or who is responsible. In the Aalborg case, money was the driving force. Indeed, it is not difficult to find similar cases right here at home. For example, when Quincy, Washington mayor Patty Martin tried to find who was behind the scheme to turn hazardous waste into fertilizer, she came up with nothing but denials from the fertilizer companies. (Fateful Harvest, HarperCollins, 2001). Similarly, when reporter Michael Schacker tried to discover who was killing the honey bees, the trail lead directly to Bayer CropScience and their pesticide IMD, but no one could prove a connection. (A Spring without Bees, Lyons Press, 2008)
In each of these cases, it was necessary to uncover the driving force—the interests who had the power—in order to find the responsible party. But how is that done? According to Foucault, “power is everywhere” (117), not at some specific locus. To find and understand its source, Foucault believes one must focus on “the local and context-dependent."  (107)
Based on that assumption, Flyvbjerg contends that to find the source of power in situations like these, one needs to employ the case study method. Moreover, the ability to use the case study method depends on level four and five context-dependent inquiry rather than epistemic, theory-based reasoning. Flyvbjerg believes phronetic context-sensitive research is what social science does particularly well. He explains: “In the study of human affairs, there exists only context-dependent knowledge, which thus presently rules out the possibility of epistemic theoretical knowledge.” (71)
By careful study of the Aalborg records, Flyvbjerg was able to uncover the power players and lay the blame squarely on the Chamber. Likewise in the Quincy case, Martin found that although the money trail led to the fertilizer companies, the power to proceed actually came from the EPA. And although Schacker never found proof that IMD was killing the bees, he did discover that each of the big agricultural schools doing the research was highly funded by Bayer CropScience. 
In each instance the investigator had to follow the money to find the power, but the actual process of discovery required expert intuition. By asking the question, “Who gains, and who loses, by which mechanisms of power?” (145) the investigators were able to track the source of power. And power, as Flyvbjerg says, “defines physical, economic, social, and environmental reality itself.” (155)
One might point out that not everything is about money, and that the reasons for seeking power are as varied as humans themselves. This is true, but there is always a gainer and a loser. Someone or some group always prevails over another. Flyvbjerg’s method of inquiry will work regardless of the source of or motivation for power.
As we approach environmental problems we should not dismiss social science as being irrelevant but view it “as a practical, intellectual activity aimed at clarifying the problems  . . . we face as humans and societies.” (4) Although there will always be a place for theory-driven context-independent study, by using epistemic science together with phronetic science we can be effective and directed in our search for social and environmental justice.
