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INTRODUCTION

At least since the first democracy executed its most prominent expert advisor, the
relationship between democracy and expertise has been a topic of more than aca-
demic interest. Socrates was not a scientist in today’s sense of the term, but like
many experts today, and unlike the Sophists of his own time, he sought to make the
search for truth useful to his contemporaries. The Athenians’ marked lack of appre-
ciation led Plato to the view that in a just state philosophers would need to be kings.
Things have not worked out that way, but politics today has become unthinkable
without the continual reliance on various forms of expertise. Expert advice enters the
political process through established institutions, short-term commissions, ad hoc
committees, and informal personal networks. Experts from every imaginable profes-
sion and academic discipline advise executive, legislative, and judiciary branches of
government, as well as interest groups, businesses, and civic organizations of all
kinds.

This chapter examines the potential contribution of expert advice to the represen-
tative tasks of the German Bundestag (Federal Parliament). We consider three advi-
sory institutions relevant for legislative decision making in Germany, each primarily
associated with one of the reference points of our analysis: enquete commissions
(parliament), the Office of Technology Assessment (science), and citizen panels {the
public sphere). We evaluate these institutions with respect to both the quality of their
expertise and the extent of their contribution to democratic representation.

Political decision makers turn to experts for two fundamental reasons. First, they
use expertise to make their decisions more reasonable, justifiable, and effective. Sec-
ond, because the use of expertise gives decisions a greater claim to public accep-
tance, politicians hope that citizens will be more willing to accept a decision based on
(or at least rationalized with) expert advice. Expertise thus serves what might be
called problem-oriented and politics-oriented functions.' The former refers to the
‘substantive’ use of expertise to identify, understand, and make decisions about
socio-technical problems. The latter refers to the communicative use of expertise to
justify policies, as well as the strategic use of expertise to delay decisions or avoid
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responsibility. Using expertise to either develop or explain policy decisions allows
politicians to make a justifiable claim to public acceptance. Even the strategic use of
expertise might offer a justifiable way of promoting the goals for which a politician
was elected, thus increasing acceptance among supporters.” It is important to note,
however, that a justifiable claim to public acceptance cannot be equated with actual
m:v_.mo acceptance, and the latter rarely depends entirely (and often not at all) on ex-
pertise.

Expertise thus provides only one of the resources with which politicians seek to
make their decisions democratically legitimate. Legitimacy is of course a complex
concept and cannot be explored here. For present purposes we want to suggest that
ideally legitimate decisions require a combination of expert advice, popular involve-
ment and acceptance, and legal authorization and accountability. Legitimacy thus has
both substantive and procedural components. Neither rational and effective decisions
that are publicly rejected, nor irrational and ineffective decisions that are publicly
accepted, are fully legitimate.’

The substantive and procedural components of legitimacy roughly correspond to
the two key elements of our normative conception of democratic representation:
leadership and participation, sometimes conceived in terms of the ‘trustee’ and ‘dele-
gate’ models of representation (Pitkin 1967: chap. 10). Public representatives in a
democracy should neither slavishly follow nor entirely ignore public opinion. Repre-
sentatives ought to premote those policies they consider to be in the public interest,
and it is in the public’s interest that representatives take the desires, opinions, and
electoral preferences of regular citizens into account. Understood in this way, politi-
cal representation does not conflict with public participation, as is often assumed, but
depends on it (Plotke 1997).

The relationship between technical expertise and democratic representation has
long taken the form of a scientization of politics. Since the mid-twentieth century,
expanding governmental activities and new technological risks have increased the
reliance of advanced industrial states on technical advice. This has led to an expan-
sion of the leadership component of democratic representation, usually at the expense
of the participatory component. Expertise of various sorts has always played a key
role in representative democracy, insofar as it helps representatives determine which
policies will effectively promote the public interest (Ezrahi 1990: chap. 2). But in the
context of scientized politics, experts are mistakenly portrayed as fulfilling a univer-
sal human interest in effective policy, and hence, as the public’s only true representa-
tives (Hitzler 1994: 17; Feenberg 1999: 137).

The scientization of politics has been associated with both decisionist and techno-
cratic models of expertise (Habermas 1970: 62-80). According to the former, experts
provide value-neutral information about available means, and politicians make value-
based decisions about desirable ends. The legitimacy of political decisions is seen to
rest not on substantive standards of rationality, nor on active public participation, but
solely on the formal authorization and accountability of the decision makers. The
technocratic model, in contrast, equates political legitimacy with the rationality and
effectiveness of policy, replacing politics with scientific administration. Both models
mistakenly assume it possible to promote the public interest without active public
involvement. And both depend on an image of value-free science that has been re-
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peatedly refuted by empirical research on the co-production of science and politics in
the laboratory and public life (Jasanoff et al. 1995). Each model thus fails to fulfill
the above-described conception of legitimacy: the decisionist model lacks substan-
tive rationality, and the technocratic model lacks public acceptance and involvement.

In response to the shortcomings of scientized politics, interest groups of all kinds
have sought their own sources of expertise, which when coupled with the complexity
of socio-technical problems and the uncertainty of scientific knowledge, has led to a
politicization of science — the flip-side, so to speak, of the scientization of politics
(Weingart 2001: chap. 4). Paradoxically, the politicization of science has simultan-
eously increased expert prominence and decreased expert authority. And to the extent
that experts today become associated with the interest groups that sponsor their work,
the politicization of science extends interest-group representation into the realm of
expertise.

A desire to restore expert authority without returning to scientized politics has led
over the past thirty years to calls for the democratization of expertise, usually focused
on efforts to expand the number and type of parties involved in technically complex
political issues (e.g., Petersen 1984; Hennen 1999; Joss and Bellucci 2002). When
determining research priorities, making policy recommendations, or even, less fre-
quently, when conducting research itself, experts are increasingly expected to solicit
and respond to the views of lay citizens. Efforts to democratize expertise often draw
on a pragmatist model of expertise, according to which the values implicit in science
and technology are subjected to political deliberation, and political goals are adjusted
in light of the technical means available for their realization (Habermas 1970: 66).”
Depending on the range of participants involved in such pragmatist mediation proc-
esses, commentators refer to either a corporatist model or a participatory model of
expertise. The former includes representatives from government, science, and major
interest groups; the latter expands the range of participants to include lay citizens (see
Joss and Bellucci 2002). As long as it avoids a populist reduction of political ques-
tions to matters of subjective preference, the participatory approach more fully cap-
tures the aims of the pragmatist model than the corporatist view. Whereas the deci-
sionist model reduces public participation to periodic elections, and the technocratic
model includes no role at all for the lay public, a participatory version of the pragma-
tist model links the participation and leadership elements of democratic representa-
tion.

Efforts to democratize expertise have met with two distinct responses. Some see
democratization efforts as nothing but a further politicization of expertise and argue
instead for a return to an imagined golden age of value-frec expert advice. Others
claim that public participation on expert advisory committees justifies the immediate
adoption of their recommendations by legislatures without further deliberation or
consultation. From our perspective, each of these responses to democratized exper-
tise lacks a coherent understanding of the relationship between expert advice and
democratic representation. The first response assumes expert advisory bodies can
ignore the lay public; the second asserts that by involving the public they acquire the
same representative status as a popularly elected legislature. This chapter attempts to
identify a conceptual and institutional space for expert advisory bodies that avoids
both of these misconceptions.
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EVALUATING EXPERT ADVISORY INSTITUTIONS

In developing criteria of evaluation, we have sought to go beyond the typical concern
with the scientific validity of expertise. When expert knowledge is uncertain, contro-
versial, and intertwined with value judgments, when many advisory commissions
include non-experts, and when the political need is not so much for science but for
policy relevant advice, traditional criteria of validity are insufficient. We have thus
developed two criteria that combine a rough measure of scientific validity with cer-
tain aspects of the participation and leadership elements of democratic representation.

Representativeness

The criterion of representativeness refers to the degree to which advisory institutions
incorporate diverse social, political, and disciplinary perspectives. With regard to
scientific validity, the notion of disciplinary representativeness captures the basic
idea of peer review, which typically seeks to include a wide range of perspectives
from a single discipline. It is also similar to traditional scientific notions of publicity
and openness to criticism, especially as they pertain to the frequent need for interdis-
ciplinary cooperation in expert advisory processes. In politics the idea of representa-
tiveness is associated with the tradition of ‘descriptive’ representation, which con-
ceives representation in terims of resemblance or similarity between representative
and constituent (Pitkin 1967: chap. 4). In contrast to the ‘delegate’ model of repre-
sentation, which employs elections or communication between elections to bind rep-
resentatives to their constituents, the descriptive view assumes that descriptively
similar representatives will spontaneously act as their constituents would have acted.
It appears in the common expectation that representatives should possess the same
demographic characteristics — race, class, gender, age, education, etc. — as the people
they claim to represent. It can also be seen in the United States Federal Advisory
Committee Act of 1972, which requires that advisory committees be “fairly balanced
in terms of points of view represented and functions performed” (5 U.S.C. App. |,
§§5(b)(2), 5(c); Jasanoff 1990: 47, Smith 1992).

It is important to note that descriptive similarity in either science or politics does
not authorize representatives to act on their constituents’ behalf. Nor can representa-
tives whose claim to represent resides only in descriptive similarity be held account-
able by or to their constituents, since people can be held to account only for what
they have done, not for who they are (Pitkin 1967: 83-91). What descriptive repre-
sentatives can do is call attention to the questions, concerns, and social perspective
they share with their constituents (Young 1997; Mansbridge 1999). Evaluations of
representativeness always remain contestable, however, as the relevance of any par-
ticular perspective to a particular question often becomes a controversial question
itself.

A high degree of descriptive representativeness on an expert advisory committee
has a number of potential benefits. First, to the extent that increasing the number of
alternative perspectives on a problem improves understanding of the problem, repre-
sentativeness contributes to the rationality of an advisory committee’s work. The
more perspectives involved, the more likely that errors and biases will be identified
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and corrected. Second, representativeness may increase the public acceptance of ex-
pert advisory committees, insofar as it increases the likelihood that committee rec-
ommendations will be responsive to the concerns of every social group relevant to
the committee’s topic.® Third, if the members of an expert advisory committee are
publicly associated with particular social, political, or disciplinary groups, they may
evoke a symbolic form of representation — that is, a feeling of being represented —
among other members of those groups. Although symbolic political representation is
easily misused for ideological purposes, it can also foster a sense of membership and
help decrease the alienation of excluded groups from political life.

Despite these potential benefits, the representativeness of an advisory committee
cannot by itself ensure the legitimacy of any decisions to which it contributes. The
democratization of expertise does not alter the fact that, at a fundamental level, ex-
pertise aims at a primarily scientific rather than political form of representation.
Rather than ‘representing’ in the sense of acting for others, expert advisory commit-
tees ‘make representations of” empirical evidence, experiential perspectives, and
normative claims. Expanding the membership of such committees may make their
recommendations more broadly representative of available evidence and social per-
spectives, but it does not authorize such committees to act on the public’s behalf.
Similarly, descriptive representativeness may foster public acceptance of both the
advisory process and any subsequent decisions, but it does not provide a measure of
public acceptance.

Resonance

No matter how representative an advisory institution, if it remains ignored by policy
makers and the public it will have little impact on either policy decisions or public
discourse, and hence, make little contribution to democratic representation. We use
the idea of parliamentary and public resonance to characterize the level of attention
generated by advisory committees to their topics and activities among decision mak-
ers and the general public.

Our assessment of both representativeness and resonance focuses on the institu-
tional design of our three selected advisory institutions. Our assessment depends in
part, of course, on the actual performance of these institutions to date, especially in
cases where an established pattern of activity suggests an informal institutional norm.
But we are less concerned with the representativeness and resonance that these advi-
sory institutions have achieved so far, and more with what can be expected in light of
their institutional designs and their relationships with other institutions. We do not
address micro-level questions regarding the quality of deliberation within these advi-
sory institutions or between their members and the politicians they advise. Our con-
clusions thus take the form of hypotheses regarding the contribution to democratic
representation that one might reasonably expect from each of these advisory bodies
in light of the norms and incentives reflected in their institutional frameworks.
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EXPERTISE AND THE GERMAN PARLIAMENT

Like the legislatures and parliaments of other advanced industrial states, the German
Bundestag has over the past fifty years expanded its activities to address a wide range
of technically complex problems, increasing its need for expertise. This has led to
numerous changes in both the form and function of expertise (see Krevert 1993:
128f.; Thunert 2001). Expert advisory processes have become more explicitly politi-
cal, more interdisciplinary, and more open to including lay citizens. Indeed, there has
been a general shift away from decisionist and technocratic models and toward a
pragmatist model of expertise. Many advisory bodies today, including those exam-
ined here, build explicitly on the pragmatist insight that politicians have little use for
scientific knowledge as such, but rather for expertise tailored to their political needs.
At the same time, however, this generally pragmatist orientation manifests itself in
very different ways.

ENQUETE COMMISSIONS

The enquete commission was created as part of the Bundestag’s ‘small parliament
reform’ on 1 October 1969, Parliamentary investigative committees (Untersuchungs-
ausschiisse) generally confine themselves to past instances of alleged corruption, so
many parliamentarians wanted a new institution that would provide advice on emerg-
ing problems and upcoming decisions. Enquete commissions were also specifically
aimed at overcoming the legislature’s informational deficit with respect to the execu-
tive (Altenhof 2002: 12). According to the Bundestag’s administrative regulations,
any member of the legislature may request the creation of an enquete commission,
and if 25 percent join the request a commission must be created. One half of the seats
on every commission are given to members of the legislature, one half to invited ex-
perts. Both legislative and expert members are appointed by the parliamentary party
groups (Fraktionen), each group receiving an allotment of seats in proportion to its
number of seats in the Bundestag. Enquete commissions generally have 12-20 mem-
bers. They meet periodically during a single legislative term, after which they may be
reestablished by the next legislature. Commissions often prepare several interim re-
ports, and they are required to provide a final report to the legislature at the end of
each legislative term. Over twenty enquete commissions have addressed a wide vari-
ety of topics, including nuclear power, information technology, ‘youth protest,’
AIDS, global warming, genetic engineering, technology assessment, and the legacy
of the East German dictatorship.’

Enquete commissions serve both problem-oriented and politics-oriented functions
(see Krevert 1993: 167ff). Insofar as they educate parliamentarians and the general
public, they facilitate scientifically informed public policy and the effective resolu-
tion of political problems. They are not research institutions, however, and do not
aim to resolve political conflicts by ‘speaking truth to power.” Indeed, the Bundestag
has repeatedly affirmed the essentially political character of enquete commissions
(Altenhof 2002: 161f., 326). Beyond this general orientation toward political issues,
different commissions have somewhat different purposes: some aim more to monitor
and control the government, others more to seek consensus on an emerging issue.”
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Some even appear to have primarily strategic purposes (Hoffmann-Riem 1988: 61).
Whatever their purpose, because they include experts not elected by the public, ad-
ministrative regulations explicitly limit enquete commissions to providing general
recommendations rather than advocating specific policy measures (Altenhof 2002:
92).

Representativeness of Enquete Comntissions

Given their institutional proximity to political power, one can expect the disciplinary
representativeness of the expert members of enquete commissions to be lower than
that of most other advisory institutions. It is no secret that the parliamentary groups
select experts with the aim of garnering scientific validation for their political posi-
tions. Experts are not chosen according to their party membership, but the selection
process generally involves careful screening of an expert’s scientific publications in
light of their political implications. Although experts occasionally surprise the party
that invited them, the lines of division on an enquete commission usually run not be-
tween experts and politicians, but between the commission members from the gov-
erning coalition and those from the opposition parties, with the experts aligned with
the side that invited them. Depending on the particulars of the case, this arrangement
can hinder the inclusion of all relevant disciplinary perspectives (Hoffmann-Riem
1988: 63). Indeed, some expert members of enquete commissions have complained
that, if they wanted to have any influence on the commission’s deliberations, they
had to tailor their statements to their sponsor’s position (Ismayr 1996: 37).

In addition to their institutional bias against high disciplinary representativeness,
enquete commissions have limited social representativeness. Although enquete
commissions increasingly hold extensive public hearings, they are not legally re-
quired to involve the general public. Nor are there institutional incentives to employ
demographic criteria in selecting commission members. Demographic criteria seem
to play a role only when it becomes politically impossible to ignore them, as with the
commission on the legacy of the East German dictatorship, which emphasized the
inclusion of participants from former East Germany (Altenhof 2002: 181-3). There
are no formal requirements, however, for the inclusion of traditionally excluded so-
cial perspectives, such as those of women and minorities.

A representative political composition, in contrast, is an implicit goal of the en-
quete commission’s institutional design. Because the parliamentary members are
appointed by the parliamentary party groups in proportion to the groups’ electoral
strength, the political makeup of every enquete commission mirrors that of the
Bundestag. Insofar as the legislature is descriptively representative of the full range
of political views in German society, enquete commissions will be too. The use of
proportional representation in the German electoral system facilitates the representa-
tion of a relatively wide range of political views. This does not guarantee, of course,
that all political views are represented, and those members of the legislature not
aligned with a parliamentary party group (Fraktionslose) have charged that their ex-
clusion from the appointment of members to enquete commissions reduces the com-
missions’ representativeness (Altenhof 2002: 80--85). More generally, the direct link
between the political composition of enquete commissions and that of the legislature
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creates an institutional limitation on complete representativeness not present in, for
example, citizen panels. This lack of full political representativeness might help ex-
plain why enquete commissions have so far not addressed some of the issues that
most concern German citizens, including unemployment, terrorism, German unifica-
tion, security policy, and European integration (Altenhof 2002: 334f.). Nonetheless,
enquete commissions probably have a higher degree of political representativeness
than any other form of expert advice in Germany.

Parliamentary Resonance of Enquete Commissions

Some enquete commissions elicit far more interest from Bundestag representatives
than others, due simply to the topicality of the subjects they address. Beyond the mat-
ter of parliamentary interest in their topics, the most important factor in the uptake of
commission ideas and reports appears to be the efforts of the parliamentary members
to mediate between the commission and the Bundestag through both informal con-
tacts and organized workshops. Although everyone on an enquete commission has a
single vote when approving the final report, parliamentary members have a certain
‘home court’ advantage: they are familiar with the procedures, they chair the meet-
ings, they may bring an assistant to the meetings, and they have existing alliances
and cooperative relationships with other members of the legislature (Altenhof 2002:
205). Expert members of the commission tend to have more influence in cases where
parliamentarians have not yet committed themselves to a particular position on the
topic. Overall, however, a commission’s influence does not depend primarily on the
quality or quantity of the scientific evidence assembled by the commission. Indeed,
the more enquete commissions succeed in capturing the complex, interdisciplinary
character of the problems they study, the more difficult it becomes to assimilate their
reports to the segmented organizational structure of the legislature (Ismayr 1996: 40).
Rather than scientific validity, parliamentary resonance depends on the efforts of
individual parliameatarians in actively promoting a commission’s work (Altenhof
2002: 203-209).

Such efforts have so far proven successful in only certain respects. With regard to
the problem-oriented functions of expertise, the Bundestag has never adopted all the
recommendations of an enquete commission, and no recommendations have been
implemented that were not in accord with the program of the majority coalition (Al-
tenhof 2002: 318). Enquete commissions have achieved greater parliamentary reso-
nance with respect to the politics-oriented functions of expertise. For example, they
have sometimes been effective at serving a ‘pilot function’: parliamentarians who are
able to reach a consensus among the members of an enquete commission can expect
to reach one in the Bundestag as well (Altenhof 2002: 209f.). Additionally, the most
influential commission recommendations have been those that were already present
in the broader public discourse (Altenhof 2002: 320). In sum, enquete commissions
merit relatively high expectations for parliamentary resonance, but primarily with
regard to their politics-oriented functions, and especially when combined with strong
public resonance.
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Public Resonance of Enquete Comniissions

As with parliamentary resonance, the topics of some enquete comimissions simply
elicit more public resonance (and mass media attention) than others. Several enquete
commissions have actually been established in response to public controversies on a
particular topic (Altenhof 2002: 321). In recent years, enquete commissions have
sought to stimulate public interest by making their work as publicly transparent and
accessible as possible (Ismayr 1996: 41). Although they remain primarily oriented
toward the Bundestag, enquete commissions have increasingly made use of public
hearings, symposia, and other means of involving the public in their work. The com-
mission on the East German dictatorship, for example, heard testimony from 327
experts and concerned citizens at 24 public hearings. The commission on global cli-
mate change heard testimony from almost 500 experts (Altenhof 2002: 222-225).
The commission on ‘youth protest’ even held one of its hearings on live television
(Altenhof 2002: 322).

The interim and final reports of every commission are published by the
Bundestag and occasionally by a commercial publisher as well. Commission imeet-
ings are gencrally not open to the public, nor are transcripts usually published, so as
to spare participants public scrutiny, give them more freedom to modify their posi-
tions, and thus facilitate the search for consensus (Altenhof 2002: 209). Several
commissions, however, have made their commissioned reports and other research
materials available to the interested public. Some commissions have also solicited
written testimony from both civic organizations and the general public (Altenhof
2002: 226). According to one assessment, enquete commissions have in recent years
pursued a ‘continuing dialog’ with the interested public (Hampel 1991: [19).
Thought it might go too far to call them “one of the most important instruments of
wnteraction between parliament and society” (Brafl 1990: 94), it seems reasonable to
expect a relatively high public resonance from most enquete commissions.

THE OrFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT AT THE GERMAN PARLIAMENT (TAB)

The Biiro fiir Technikfolgenabschdrzung beim Deutschen Bundestag or TAB was
created by the Bundestag in 1990. The authorizing directive called for the establish-
ment of an institution whose legal form, scientific competence, and interdisciplinary
structure would allow it to provide advice to the legislature with a high degree of
institutional independence (Deutscher Bundestag 1989). The task of establishing
such an advisory body was thus appropriately delegated to the Institute for Technol-
ogy Assessment and Systems Analysis (ITAS), a major research institute in
Karlsruhe, Germany. The ITAS is almost entirely government funded, but it remains
institutionally independent of the Bundestag. Organizational and political responsi-
bility for the TAB is held by the Bundestag’s Committee for Education, Research,
and Technology Assessment, facilitated by a permanent rapporteur group, comprised
of one member from each of the parliamentary party groups.

The TAB pursues a diverse program of activities aimed at, first, understanding
the legal, social, and environmental potentials and risks associated with scientific and
technological developments; and second, suggesting alternative options for political
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action, though not specific policy measures (Petermann 1994: 80; Meyer 1997: 347).
The TAB does not generally performn research itself, but commissions either original
research or literature reviews of existing research. Given its political independence
and institutional distance from the legislature, the TAB is the most scientifically-
oriented of the advisory institutions examined here. It embraces a relatively tradi-
tional, ‘instrumental’ conception of technology assessment, making it the most suited
to ﬁwm problem-oriented functions of expertise {see Peters 1996; Petermann 1999:
56).

Representativeness of the TAB

Unlike enquete commissions and citizen panels, the TAB has little aspiration to ei-
ther social or political representativeness. The notion of political representativeness
does appear in the work of the TAB’s parliamentary permanent rapporteur group
(Berichterstatter-Kreis), a subcommittee of the Bundestag’s science and technology
committee. The rapporteur group has the task of turning legislators’ oftcn very gen-
eral expressions of interest in research on a particular topic into concrete research
proposals. The rapporteur group is supposed to remain politically neutral, with each
parliamentary party group appointing only one member. Nevertheless, insofar as the
work of the rapporteur group involves politically charged decisions, it may have a
distinctly political influence on the topics of TAB rcscarch. This is only to say that,
as an advisory institution, the TAB’s work might be considered politically represen-
tative in the minimal sense that it conducts research on topics of interest to those in
power. Social representativeness, in contrast, seems to play no role in the TAB’s
work.

With regard to disciplinary representativeness, there is little evidence that the po-
litical influence on the selection of TAB research topics extends to the research itself.
Indeed, the TAB’s mission is explicitly conceived as advising the entirc parliament,
rather than any particular parliamentary group (Beyme 1997: 160f.). Put differently,
the TAB seeks to make its work representative of scientific rather than political opin-
ion. Although the TAB staff is relatively small (currently ten scientists), a wide range
of disciplines are represented, including biology, chemistry, physics, agricultural sci-
ences, political science, sociology, and economics. Moreover, when preparing its
reports the TAB commissions 5-10 external studies, seeking to solicit a wide range of
scientific opinion (Grunwald 2003). It also occasionally holds interdisciplinary work-
shops, thus increasing the disciplinary representativeness of its projects. This gener-
ally high disciplinary representativeness is decreased somewhat by the dominance of
the social and natural sciences with respect to both the TAB staff and the topics of
TAB reports. Perspectives from the humanities are almost entirely absent. Given the
ethical issues at the center of recent public debates on genetic research, the lack of
bioethical expertise, in particular, is an important limitation of the TAB’s discipli-
nary representativeness.
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Parliamentary Resonance of the TAB .

The TAB’s impact on legislative processes is even more indirect than that of enquete
commissions, and its parliamentary resonance is not easy to assess. The parliamen-
tary rapporteur group holds primary responsibility for ensuring that TAB reports and
activities receive a hearing in the legislature. The rapporteur group attempts to bring
attention to TAB advice in all of the relevant Bundestag committees. This is an enor-
mous task for which there is rarely sufficient time and expertise (Deutscher
Bundestag 2002). The reception of TAB reports is also hindered by the inevitable
conflict between their interdisciplinary approach and the highly specialized character
of legislative committees.

Nonetheless, TAB reports have often had an indirect effect on Bundestag deci-
sion making. They do not contain specific policy recommendations, but aim rather to
provide an informational basis for parliamentary deliberation. Of the 78 reports pre-
pared between 1991 and 2001, twenty-five were published in the official Bundestag
register; nine of those resulted in Bundestag resolutions proposed by the rapporteur
group (Deutscher Bundestag 2002). It appears that TAB reports contribute to the
conceptualization of problems and the development of parliamentary agendas, even
without being directly referenced in parliamentary debate.

Public Resonance of the TAB

Unlike the other advisory institutions examined here, the TAB generally does not
seek a direct influence on public discourse on technical issues. Nonetheless, it is pos-
sible to identify a few areas in which it has achieved a certain level of public reso-
nance. Many TAB reports are available to the publie, the agency publishes a biannual
newsletter, and it maintains a public website. A recent parliamentary assessment rec-
ommended that the TAB undertake more aggressive public relations work, suggest-
ing public workshops, increased cooperation with other research institutes, and par-
ticipatory technology assessment projects as ways to involve the lay public
(Deutscher Bundestag 2002). Another possibility is to allow public access to the
Bundestag commtittee meetings at which new TAB reports are initially presented.
This occurred for the first time on 21 May 2003.

Finally, the TAB may be said to have a certain amount of indirect public resonance.
Unlike the executive branch, the German legislature has a constitutional mandate for
public transparency, which it seeks to fulfill in various ways. Plenary sessions, for
example, are televised and open to the public. If TAB reports and activities find reso-
nance within the Bundestag, they may also contribute in a roundabout way to public
discussion of scientific and technological issues (see Peterman 1999: 52).

CITIZEN PANELS

Recent calls for involving lay citizens in the work of enquete commissions and the
TAB pay homage to a thirty-year tradition of participatory expertise. The frequent
political bias of mainstream technology assessment toward elites, as well as its epis-
temological bias toward technical rather than social and moral questions, has fostered
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a wide variety of efforts to include regular citizens in expert advisory procedures (see
Saretzki 1997: 281; Joss and Bellucci 2002: 6). A number of studies have compared
the various existing forms of participatory technology assessment (e.g., Rowe and
Frewer 2000). We focus here on those that a) bring experts and lay citizens into dia-
logue with each other, b) include participants not affiliated with established interest
groups, and c) address themselves to both policy makers and the general public.
These criteria are most clearly fuifilled by consensus conferences, planning cells, and
citizen juries, which we refer to collectively as ‘citizen panels.’

Citizen panels consist of a group of 10-20 lay citizens who meet on three or four
weekends to learn about and discuss a socio-technical issue, confer with an expert
panel, write a report with policy recommendations, and then hold a press conference
to publicize their work. Citizen panels have been sponsored by both private and gov-
ernmental institutions. They aim to educate participants, stimulate public discourse,
and advise decision makers on socio-technical issues. Although the precise meaning
of ‘lay citizen’ often remains unclear, organizers expect that participants will articu-
late goals and values different from those of most experts and politicians. Discus-
sions among the panelists are meant to follow a ‘deliberative’ model in which panel-
ists eschew bargaining or self-interested claims in favor of reasoned argument. Even
so, organizers usually allow majority and minority reports when consensus proves
impossible. As of 2002 about 50 citizen panels had been organized in over fifteen
countries on a wide range of socio-technical issues, including transgenic plants and
animals, food irradiation, telecommunications, atomic waste, genetic testing, and
stem cell research (Loka Institute 2002). In Germany, planning cells have been or-
ganized since the 1960s (Dienel 2002), and in 2001 the German Hygiene Museum in
Dresden sponsored the country’s first consensus conference (Schicktanz and
Naumann Noowv._:

Representativeness of Citizen Panels

Citizen panels aspire to high social representativeness, but their methods for achiev-
ing it are diverse and complex."' Citizen juries and consensus conferences use either
a telephone poll or advertisements in local and national media to generate an initial
selection pool. The organizers then draw on the pool to select a panel fulfilling a
range of demographic criteria, including age, gender, education, occupation, and area
of residence. Political party membership or ideology has not usually been a selection
factor, suggesting that political representativeness is not a priority for most citizen
panels. Planning cells rely solely on random selection to compose the panel, selecting
a larger number of participants for 2-10 panels that run simultaneously (Dienel 2002:
253)."

Despite the widespread use of random selection in assembling citizen panels, or-
ganizers often fail to clarify whether the goal is to achieve a statistically representa-
tive sample or a demographic cross-section of the population (see Carson and Martin
2002). In a statistically representative sample, the number of people representing
each significant social group is proportionate to the number of that group in the gen-
eral population. Defining ‘significant social group’ is of course problematic, as is
determining which people ought to be deemed representative of which groups (Smith
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and Wales 2000: 56-57). It is clear, however, that a panel of 10-20 members is far
too small to be statistically representative of even the most relevant social groups in
any of the countries where citizen panels have been organized. A cross-section, in
contrast, need only have a single member from each relevant social group.” None-
theless, many commentators continue to uphold the statistical sample as an implieit
ideal, presumably because it seems to ensure every citizen an equal chance of par-
ticipating.

There are two things to be said here. First, in comparison to other forms of citizen
participation — voting, demonstrating, contacting public officials, even donating
money — the number of those involved in citizen panels is extremely small. Inequali-
ties in the probability of selection, therefore, pale in significance when compared to
the enormous inequalities inn most other forms of participation. Second, the use of
random selection does not provide an equal opportunity for everyone to participate,
but merely an equal probability of being chosen. Those chosen must accept the invi-
tation, but those not chosen have no way to become involved. The purpose of repre-
sentativeness on citizen panels, therefore, ought not to be seen in terms of its contri-
bution to citizen participation. There is little reason, therefore, to prefer an ideal of
statistical representativeness to that of a representative cross-section. Indeed, despite
occasionally misleading formulations, most organizers justify their selection proce-
dure with reference to the idea of a representative cross-section (Hérning 1999: 357;
Hennen 1999: 356). This idcal standard makes it likely that citizen panels will realize
the benefits of social representativeness more fully than the other advisory institu-
tions examined here.

Unlike the lay panelists, the participants on the expert panel are not randomly se-
lected but carefully hand-picked by organizers, usually with some degree of input
from the lay panelists. The aim has generally been to achieve as much variety as pos-
sible with regard to both the fields of expertise and the range of opinion on the rele-
vant issues (Durant 1995, 77; Joss 1995, 99-100). Like the TAB and unlike enquete
commissions, citizen panels have no institutionalized incentives that would prevent a
high degree of disciplinary representativeness on the expert panel. At the same time,
however, most citizen panels have far fewer financial and organizational resources
than the other institutions examined here. Those enquete commissions that hold pub-
lic hearings with a large number of experts probably achieve a higher degree of dis-
ciplinary representativeness than a citizen panel. In terms of institutional design,
however, citizen panels match the high disciplinary representativeness of the TAB.

Parliamentary Resonance of Citizen Panels

Most citizen panels seek to impact legislative decision making in some way. This
goal is most obvious in those countries, such as Denmark and the Netherlands, where
citizen panels are institutionally linked to the national legislature (see Gloede and
Hennen 2002). In a recent survey, Danish legislators said that by lessening their de-
pendence on biased experts and uninformed citizens, consensus conferences had
made important contributions to legislative decision making (Grundahl 1995: 38;
Joss 2000: 347-48). There is also evidence that the Danish Parliament’s decisions to
ban food irradiation and to prohibit companies from demanding DNA-profiles of
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their employees were influenced by consensus conferences on those topics (Andersen
and Jaeger 1999: 335). The nature and degree of this influence, however, is very dif-
ficult to assess.

Unlike enquete commissions and the TAB, the parliamentary resonance of citizen
panels may conflict with their goal of offering a critical perspective on legislative
decisions and stimulating public debate. Indeed, overemphasizing the potential for
political influence might create incentives for panelists to tailor their recommenda-
tions to the exigencies of legislative decision making. It appears reasonable, then, to
expect less direct legislative resonance from citizen panels than from the other advi-
sory institutions examined here.

Public Resonance of Citizen Panels

Beyond their potential impact on policy makers, most citizen panels seek to influence
both the general public and the panelists themselves. Such influence might take the
form of changes in people’s substantive knowledge of the topic of the panel, their
procedural knowledge about the policy process, or their reflexive knowledge of
themselves as citizens (Guston 1999: 469f.). With regard to influence on the panelists
themselves, most participants report having learned a lot about the topic of the panel,
and many claim to have an increased interest in science and technology policy well
after the conclusion of the panel. Most seem to take the task very seriously, and they
appreciate being taken seriously as political actors (Smith and Wales 2000: 60f.).
Although there is little to be said against such educational effects, one might ask
whether they are an effective way of improving citizen involvement in science and
technology policy. Whatever educational and empowering effects citizen panels have
on participants, their possibilities in this regard pale in comparison to those of tradi-
tional civic organizations, political parties, and interest groups — all of which, how-
ever, might well benefit by adopting the pragmatist approach to expert advice evident
in citizen panels.

Given these considerations, it seems that the more important potential of citizen
panels lies in their impact on the general public. Given sufficient media coverage,
citizen panels can serve as crystallization points for public discussion of sociotechni-
cal issues. As one commentator puts it, a citizen panel “should act as a two-way link
between public debate and the representative decision-making institutions. As such,
it draws on, and seeks to represent, public discourse on science and technology, as
well as advancing it by feeding the results of the assessment procedure back into it”
(Joss 1998: 21). The degree of media coverage and public interest has been very dif-
ferent for different citizen panels, but their institutional design equips them to speak
at least as well to the general public as to political decision makers.

CONCLUSION

The social, political, and disciplinary representativeness of each advisory institution
examined here depends primarily on its procedures for selecting participants and its
use of external resources. A comparison of enquete commissions and citizen panels
shows that the latter aim for a higher level of social and disciplinary representative-
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ness. Citizen panels have not tended to emphasize political representativeness, but
there is nothing to prevent them from doing so, and it is an implicit aspect of their

More
a| TAB Citizen
panels
Disciplinary Enquete
Representativeness Oomzﬂ\mm\o:m
Less » More

Social and Political Representativeness

Diagram 1: Social, political. and disciplinary representativeness in the design of three
advisorv institutions

announced goal of generating the most inclusive deliberation possible. Although the
superior resources of enquete commissions, and especially their use of public hear-
ings, may often lead to a level of representativeness higher than most citizen panels,
their reliance on an openly partisan procedure for selecting participants sets a lower
institutional standard for representativeness. Whereas the organizers of citizen panels
may be asked by those excluded from a particular panel to justify the exclusion with
reference to the panel’s topic, the parliamentary party groups that organize enquete
commissions have an electoral mandate to pursue their party program and may well
be justified in tailoring their selection of participants to this purpose. The TAB as-
pires to high disciplinary representativeness, but it has thus far sought neither politi-
cal nor social representativeness (see Diagram ).

With regard to parliainentary and public resonance, our analysis suggests that
both are usually very indirect. Each of the three advisory institutions aims primarily
to shape the identification, understanding, and discussion of socio-technical prob-
lems, rather than the resolution of those problems. The TAB and enquete comimis-
sions both aim for a high degree of parliamentary resonance. Enquete commissions
have in recent years increasingly defined their task in terms of public resonance as
well. Citizen panels are the most dependent on public resonance, relying on mass
media coverage to influence both public discourse and legislative decision making.
Whereas citizen panels seek parliamentary resonance via public resonance, the TAB
has the potential of reaching the public through its impact on legislative debate. The
TAB has thus far sought little direct resonance with the general public (see Diagram
2).

It would be a mistake to assume that each of these advisory institutions should
seek to maximize its resonance and representativeness on all levels. Not only would
this exceed the resources of most institutions, it might in some cases be counterpro-
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Diagram 2: Parliamentary and public resonance in the design of three

advisory institutions

ductive. Citizen panels, as noted above, might compromise their ability to stimulate
critical public debate by seeking too much parliamentary resonance. The TAB might
sacrifice some of its disciplinary representativeness if it sought to also include a widc
range of social and political perspectives. Indeed, the differences among these advi-
sory institutions allow each to make a distinct contribution to the legislature’s task of
democratic representation. The TAB provides politically relevant but otherwise neu-
tral scientific expertise; enquete commissions facilitate pragmatist negotiation over
competing policy options in light of expert testimony; and citizen panels provide an
informed but potentially critical perspective from outside the framework of main-
stream scientific and political institutions.

The contribution of each advisory institution to democratic representation might
also be seen in terms of political leadership and participation, as mentioned above.
Contributions to leadership appear primarily in advisory committee reports; contribu-
tions to participation can be seen in processes of public consultation. The TAB thus
fosters the Bundestag’s efforts to exercise political leadership when legislators draw
on its work. Legislators advised by the TAB are better able to devise and rationally
justify effective public policies, which stimulates public confidence that the legisla-
ture is acting responsibly in the public interest. The greater the TAB’s disciplinary
representativeness and parliamentary resonance, the greater its contribution in these
respects. The TAB as currently structured, however, has little potential to contribute
to the participation element of democratic representation.

Enquete commissions, in contrast, are well suited to contribute to both leadership
and participation. They promote leadership by introducing expertise into legislativce
decision making; they foster participation by providing a platform for the articulation
of citizen interests, to which legislators can respond. Due to their unique institutional
location, enquete commissions might well benefit by maximizing all the forms of
representativeness and resonance examined here.

Given that the recommendations expressed by citizen panels have been refined
and informed through expert advice and collective deliberation, they can make a lim-
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ited contribution to parliamentarians’ efforts to provide democratic leadership. When
legislators seck to identify the public interest, as opposed to expressed citizen opin-
ions, they are justified in paying special attention to the recommendations of citizen
panels. But citizen panels are not authorized to act on the public’s behalf, and they
should not be treated as mini-parliaments or the authentic voice of the people. Insofar
as they stimulate public debate and help parliamentarians learn about citizen con-
cerns, citizen panels are suited to fostering the participation element of democratic
representation. Like the other institutions examined here, citizen panels should be
wary of sacrificing their contribution to one aspect of democratic represenation for
the sake of another.
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NOTES
' Bimber (1996: 36) draws a similar distinction between the “analytical’ and “rhetorical’ uses of exper-
tise.

o

For example, a politician might use the recent completion of an expert study as an excuse for requiring
a decision before the opposition can assemble supporters.

Note that public acceptance should ideally be expressed through both informal political communication
(e.g., public discourses, civic organizations) and formal procedures of popular and governmental deci-
sion making (e.g., popular elections and voting in parliament). Note also that if public rejection of gov-
ernmental decisions takes the form ot voting those responsible oul ol office, this does not by itself
lessen the legitimacy of the preceding decisions. But without the authorization and accountability (hat
clections provide, decisions cannot be demacratically leg t sense. This view of le-
gitimacy seeks to combine the Weberian emphasis on legal procedures, the focus in empirical political
science on public preferences, and the normative concern with rational justification prevalent in recent
theories of deliberative democracy (see Connolly 1984).

male in the |

This view of political representation as an ongoing process of interaction between state institutions and
society is broadly compatible with recent interest in processes o “governance.” The state is cast in
the role of fac

ing the resolution of public problems 1hrough cooperalive networks, rather than “en-
gineering’ or ‘steering’ society from the top down.

o

Note that the pragmatist model does not imply an elimination of the boundaries between science and
politics (Weingart 2001: 139). Science and politics each maintain their own rationalities as distinet so-
cial systems, each structured around a different set of rules. norms, incet nd goals. The preserva-
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tion of boundaries between science and politics makes efforts to mediate across them all the more im-
portant (Guston 2000).

Such effects are not guaranteed. of course, and in some cases deliberation among diverse participants
may exacerbate rather than ameliorate disagreements (Warren 1996).

Sixty-eight percent of the *experts” sitting on enquete commissions are associated with a scientific or
scholarly institution; 16 percent have no such affiliation and can be considered interest group represen-
tatives (Altenhof 2002: 183f).

Whether a problem- or politics-orientation prevails may have a lot to do with which party holds the
majority of seats on the commission. Those commissions led by the Social Democratic Party (SPD)
have tended to see their task as stimulating public discussion, those led by the Christian Democratic
Party (CDU) have focused on proposing legislative solutions (Altenhof 2002: 167). Given that opposi-
tion parties have a strategic interest in ongoing discussion, while governing parties have an interest
policy solutions. this difference in style may be traceable to the fact that the SPID was in the opposition
during most of the enquete commissions held to date, i.e.. from 1982 to 1998.

Several studies have examined the scientitic quality and political influence of TAB activities (e.g.
Petermann 1994: Peters 1996; Meyer 1997, Paschen 2000). They devote little attention, however, to
questions of democratic representation or political legitimacy (see Grunwald 2003). it is also worth
noting that most existing studies on the TAB have been performed by TAB staft members. Similarly, a
recent evaluation of the TAB by the Committee for Education, Research, and Technology Assessment
was conducted in close cooperation with TAB staff (Deutscher Bundestag 2002).

In addition to the members of the panel itself, citizen panels rely on a small organi

g commiltee to
select participants and manage the overall process. Many citizen panels also have an independent steer-
ing committee to provide advice, and they often employ a professional fac

tator ta ensure the fa
and etficiency of their deliberations. Some citizen panels even make use of secretarial services 1o assist
with preparing the final report.

eSS

The following discussion of representativeness on ci
(2004).

In contrast Lo the handpicking of participants by the organizers. random selection lends the process a
sense of objectivity. It may thus increase the panc!’s contribution to both the rationality and public ac-
ceptance of subsequent decisions. Additionally, since random selection conveys the notion that anyone
may have been invited to participate, it may give the general public a sense of being symbolically rep-
resenied by the panel (Renn et al. 1993: 353).

izen panels is developed more fully in Brown

Some have argued that minority groups should actually have disproportionately more members, lo
ensure that their perspectives on the issue receive a fair hearing (Mansbridge 1999).
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