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Abstract: This essay reviews a number of theoretical perspectives about uncertainty and
paticipation in the present-day knowledge-based society. After discussing the on-going
reconfigurations of science, technology and society, we examine how appropriate for policy
studies are various theories of social complexity. Post-normal science is such an example of a
complexity-motivated approach, which justifies civic participation as a policy response to an
increasing uncertainty. But there are different categories and models of uncertainties implying
a variety of configurations of policy processes. A particular role in dl of them is played by
expertise whose democratization is an often-claimed imperative nowadays. Moreover, we
discuss how different participatory arrangements are shaped into instruments of policy-
making and framing regulatory processes. As participation necessitates and triggers
deliberation, we proceed to examine the role and the barriers of deliberativeness. Finaly, we
conclude by referring to some critica views about the ultimate assumptions of recent
European policy frameworks and the conceptions d civic participation and poaliticization that
they invoke.
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Science, Technology & Society

Many have aready discerned that something is changing in science and the world at
the turn of the millennium: “busness as usud in science will no longer suffice, that
the world at the close of the 20" century is a fundamentally different world from the
one in which the current scientific enterprise has developed” (Gdlopin et al., 2001, p.
219). But dmost everybody acknowledges that the main changes have been occurring
in science with respect to the world, i.e, in the reaionship between science and
society. In the early arrangements between science and society, there used to exist
clear digtinctions between the two fields such that norms and principles in each one of
them were harmonioudy cohabiting and co-ruling a determinigtic, regular (and linear)
cosmos. Of course, this coexisgtence did not exclude any combination between science
and society; the trgectories of facts, discoveries, ideas, beliefs were possibly molded
by passng through a multiplicity of different moddities but in each one of them they
were capitulated into exact non-contradicting rules of reason governing both science
or/and society. However, since the late 1980s (and with the end of the Cold War), the
diginctions between science and society were suddenly blurred and their boundaries
became no longer odf-evident. Snce then, we have been witnessng a
“reconfiguration, one thet in the eyes of many researchers has narrowed the confines
of academic freedom, while giving free play to commodification of research and
commercid dakeholder interests (market governance) and other players, including
socid movements and activists or NGOs’ (Elzinga, 2002, p. 2). In other words, the
witnessed reconfiguration is not jus a mere rearrangement by a two-ways mixing or
mutud permedtion of science and society; it is something more snce sructura
transformations are occurring in both science and society. In particular, science, the
authority of which used to be the foundation of legitimacy of the modern date, “is
now increasingly seen as an indrument of corporate profit and unaccountable power”
(Ravetz, 2001, p. 7). The way Michd Cadlon ses it, science in the present-day society
IS just a ‘quas-public good, because it has become to a certain degree socialy,
economically or politicaly ‘ gppropriable’ (Calon, 1994, p. 400).

During the last two decades, there has been an increessng number of different
conceptudizations of the ways such recombination of science and society is shaped
and many different names, idess, theories and modds have been coined in order to
grasp the new reationship between science and society. Nevertheless, one should
remark tha it is not completely clear whether dways these conceptudizations are just
opinions on descriptions of how things are developing or whether they dso conditute
normative prescriptions of how things have to develop according to the ingght of the
promoters of such concepts and theories. In this sense, Mark Elam and Margareta
Bertilsson (2003) are cautioning that “behind every authoritative account of mgjor
changes of science and society relations stands a more or less explicit vison of how
the future ‘knowledge-based society’ should be organized. The work of accounting
for change is never innocent of a desire to make a difference to change” (p. 2).

Having sad the last cavedt, it remains to remark that — independently of the rhetoric
and the inmog intentions of the coiners of dl such descriptive or normative concepts
or theories — some eementary but very essentid premise is required to be satisfied so
that these re-imaginaions of stience and society might be practicadly viable and
contextualy sustainable. This is the idea that a new ‘socid contract’ or a ‘New Ded’
(Lubchenco, 1997; Latour, 1998; Gibbons, 1999) is needed to be established among



dl involved parties in the assayed draw of science close to society. Such a new socid
contract is strongly needed not just as a procedurd means to raify the new
arangements but dso as a necessary requirement to settle with a concomitant criss
linked to the changing character of science and society in our times. Asit is stated in a
recent working document of the Commisson of the European Communities (2000),
there is a paradox in the exiging relationship between science and society. On the one
dde, stience and technology conditute the “heart of the economy and society,”
dtracting an increesingly high amount of expectations towards the belief that they can
bring a growing postive impact on society. On the other Sde, advances in science and
technology have been hgppening in such ways as to end up greeted with equdly
growing skepticism or even daming hodility. The reason is because sometimes
techno-scientific expertise might ether fail to cope with socid expectations or tend to
neglect public concerns about the outcomes of techno-scientific developments, which
are vitaly important for the whole society.

For this purpose, in a concrete effort to establish a new contract between science and
society, the European Union (EU) has recently adopted a number of extremely urgent
priorities, which am to improve the qudity of policy-making by esablishing an
inclusve and participatory policy framework. Thus, the Commisson of the Europesn
Communities is currently setting up the processes to implement the drategic god to
make Europe the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the
world by 2010, based upon the creation of a strongly participatory and democratic
European Research Area (EC, 2000, 2001b). It is believed that such a sound
indtitution is needed in order to improve the interactions between policy-making,
expertise and public debate and, thus, to produce sustainable relationships between
science and society (EC, 20014a).

The attempted policy reorientation, which in particular drives to ded with the new
gtudtion in science-technology rdationships, is commonly epitomized as the turn
from traditiond governing or politicd Seering towards a new process of governing,
usudly described as ‘governance’ Although there exigs multiple definitions of this
concept (cf., Kooiman, 2002; Rhodes, 1996; Boudourides, 2002), the generd
tendency is to underdand governance as an andyticd framework for collective action
resulting from multiple interdependent state and public actors, private ingitutions,
voluntary organizations etc. with blurring boundaries and respongbilities (Stoker,
1998).

Although — at least in the context of Europe — the governance perspective is usudly
condgdered to emanate from the so-cdled ‘democratic deficit’ and the concomitant
predominance of a drong ‘input-oriented’ legitimacy of policy-making over a wesk
‘output-oriented”  democratic perspective (Scharpf, 1999), there are many further
theoreticd invedtigations of the sources of the concept. According to Philippe
Schmitter (2002, p. 54), governance emerges as a result of a double falure “state
failures and/or market failures” State falures are crested when something goes
wrong with “caling upon the government, backed by the hierarchica authority of the
state, to impose a solution.” Market failures arise from “relying upon firms to alocate
resources by market competition and, thereby, generate a voluntary, mutudly
satisfactory outcome.” In the words of Luigi Pelizzoni (2001b, p. 11), dtate falures
manifes the “fallure of plurdism,” because of the increesng margindizaion of the
political inditutions of parliamentary democracy from processes of competition



among civil society groups. On the other dde, Pdlizzoni argues, market failures are
jus the “falures of neo-corporatism,” because of its inability to cope with
complexity, when “in a pod-fordigt, globdised economy, interests and concerns are
too diversfied to be represented and managed by a handful of monopolistic actors’
(Pelizzoni, ibid.). In other words, what the proponents of the governance paradigm
ae aguing is that “network governance’ comes to fill up the empty space that
hierarchies and markets are increasingly producing in regulatory practices.

Complexity & Policy-Making

Therefore, as it is typicdly acknowledged nowadays, there is the need for an
adminidrative re-organization because of the observed tensons between the
functiond gpproach usudly followed by governments and the incressng complexity
that modern societies are exhibiting (Lebesss & Paterson, 1997). For ingtance, in the
EU Science & Society Action Plan, the rationale for the new research and foresight
must be sought and thought “in view of the complexity of relations between science
and society” (EC, 2001b, p. 19). Thus, the key concept is that of ‘complexity, a
concept paradigmdicdly inscribing most of the dams in the ongoing discussons
about the new recombination of science with society. This is why in this section we
are going to be concerned with how complexity (or better said complexities) are put in
action in the context of policy sudies.

However, to define complexity is beyond the scope of the present essay (not to say
that it gill appears to be an open, unresolved, theoretica question). Just to give some
hints, we can say that complexity is a property of things or processes (or systems),
which diginguishes them from those which are smple (or ‘complicated, on the other
end) in terms of a number of various aitributes, such as reationd gructure, holistic
orientation, multiplicity of scdes (ether in space or in time), irreducibility (in its parts
or in other references), multiplicity of legitimate perspectives, contextudized
ggnificaion, representationa incompletion, emergence, reflexivity etc. (Funtowicz &
Ravetz, 1994; Gdlopin et al., 2001; Law & Moal, 2002).

Let us give an example from political philosophy drawing on the work of Walzer. In
his book Spheres of Justice (1983), Michad Wazer argues againg the singularity of
John Rawls theory of justice For this purpose, Walzer builds his versior? of justice
on a st of multiple orders that he cals ‘spheres of justice’ Each of these domains
have their own way of didributing justice, wedth and power but dso any other socid
good. Furthermore, Wdzer cdls ‘complex egditarian’ a society that is sudaning
these spheres on the bads of certain autonomous distributive mechanisms, which are
imposing grong limitations to the converson of one socid good into another.
Apparently, Wdzer's scheme of a ‘complex equdity’ is an elegant conceptudization
of a socd complexity on defense of plurdism and equdity, which is exhibiting some
of the defining characterigtics of the concept like rich multiplicities and rigid
irreducibilities.

Thus, when complexity theories enter the arena of policy dudies, it should not dude
that policy studies themsdves — but also society (and science, of course) — are by their
own conditution highly complex fidds As a result, one could wonder — dightly
paraphrasing Peter Stewart's (2001, p. 323) “quedsion of socid complexity” — do
complexity theories give answers to dl the hot politicd and socid issues that policy-



makers are trying to answer or are some of them too complex and aways eusive to be
tamed by these theories? In fact, P. Stewart (criticaly examining N. Luhmann and
other proponents of system theory, critica redism etc.) argues that this is the case
with society, in the study of which complexity theories have many wesknesses and
rather fall to rigorous modd socia processes in complexity terms. Thus, when a
policy-maker comes to examine the practica utility of complexity theories in policy
condderations, she might aways bear in mind that not only the object of complexity
theories is a complex and sringent entity but (necessarily — from the reflexive point of
view) smilaly complex and contested are the means and drategies (either cognitive-
intellectud or pragmatic-politica) typicaly used to approach this entity.

Neverthdess, the previous criticism does not intend to diminish the success tha
modern complexity theories have in the context of systems-theoretica or cybernetic,
mathematica-computationa, physcad and biologicd sciences. There ae many
examples from the latter sciences, in which remarkable advances by complexity
theories are observed, such as in the cases of chaos and nonlinear dynamical systems,
fractds, dgorithmic  complexity, sdf-organization, autopoiess, organizationd
complexity etc. As a mater of fact, it is the rich andyticd indght gained from these
fields that policy theorists can use in their invedtigations in order to confront the redl
complexities of the contemporary world (Boudourides, 2000). After dl, would it be
possble for policy sudies to tackle the complexities of the new reconfigurations of
stience and society without drawing upon the ‘new’ language of the science(s) of
complexity aming to harness socid complexities? There is nothing wrong with such
an appropriction for a fidd in which reflexivity on the acceptance of made policies
and dfidency in thelr implementation are virtues that count most. Furthermore, up to
the degree that the language of complexity can adso reflect and sudtan the
fundamenta principles of the Western democratic tradition (as participation
indugvity, deiberationregpongvity, plurdismaccountability etc), then it is a
pressing chalenge for policy studies (in particula) and politica theory (in generd) to
cope with the increesng complexities of modern societies (Zolo, 1992). For this
purpose, n the next section, we are going to discuss a certain trope of science policy,
which attempts to appropriate® fruitfully and to ‘mobilize; for a good cause in the
policy context, concepts and ideas shared with complexity theories.

Post-Normal Science

This is a science policy trope, which seems to be taking serioudy in account the
lesson of complexity. Its fundamentd thess is based on the idea of ‘post-normd
science,’ a thess, which has been proposed and developed by Silvio Funtowicz and
Jerome Ravetz (1991, 1992, 1993). To see how close to complexity this idea claims to
be it suffices to recdl a very popular dogan: “post-normd science as a bridge
between complex systems and environmenta policy” (Funtowicz et al., 1996, p. 8).

By its name, it becomes clear that this trope intends to outgo the Kuhnian regime of
‘norma science; argued to have been ruling the past arangements of a routine
puzzle-solving scientific practice, adminigered in a amilaly smplisic, sdf-assured
and certain policy environment. According to the post-norma science thess, current
problems (manly originating from environmenta debates) demand another Syle of
both science and policy: one which is typicdly characterized by uncertan facts,
values in dispute, high stakes and the need to take urgent decisons (Ravetz, 1999, p.



649). Thus, what is seen to happen under post-normdity is nicdy described by an
inverson of the “previous diginction between ‘hard,’ objective scientific facts and
‘soft, subjective vaue-judgments” because now “we must make hard policy
decisons where our only scientific inputs are irremediably soft” (ibid.).

This is why, when the “textbook andogy fals’ and the demand of quality of decison
making (both in terms of processes and outcomes) becomes increasingly crucid, the
proponents of post-norma sciences resort to two concepts — ‘systems uncertainty’ and
‘decison stakes — in order to seek the locus of the new science policy in relation to
more traditional problemsolving drategies (Funtowicz & Ravetz, 1991, 1992, 1993).
Uncertainty dgnifies the limitations or the unavalability of confident knowledge
about the ways systems function; stakes indicate the magnitude of consequences when
adopting one view over ancther, i.e. the vaue-sengtivities or the vaue-ladenness of
policy decisons. When both uncertainty and stakes are smadl, traditiona research and
expertise do the job, without having to pay any dtention to vaue-laden
congderations. When ether one (or both) of them is medium, routine techniques are
not enough, making necessary the apped to ‘professondly consultancy’ (as are the
sarvices provided by surgeons or senior engineers). Post-norma  science  emerges
when ether (or both) of these key issues is high. Then the accentuated intengty of
these issues unavoidably raises inferences, which necessarily have to be conditioned
by the vaues hdd by the involved stakeholders (in contrast with the ‘vaue-free
character of traditiona science).

One of the man implications derived from this thess refers to the dam of the
particular cognitive demands set up by post-normal science. These are specid needs
in relation to “direction, qudity assurance, and aso the means for a consensud
solution of policy problems in spite of ther inherent uncertainties’ (Funtowicz &
Ravetz, 1991, p. 145). What these needs necessitate — s0 the argument goes — is the
mobilization of an ‘extended peer community’ (p. 149) in order to extend the quality
assurance character of conventiond (norma) science policy mechaniams. The post-
norma extended peer community condsts of dl stakeholders, potentidly affected by
policy decisons a issue, who are expected to offer their ‘extended facts’ which are
covering, for ingance, al sorts of locad knowledge, anecdotes, community based
rescarch, persond and communa vaue commitments etc. (Ravetz, 2001, p. 6).
Therefore, broadening® the framing of an issue — a the levd of admisson of
uncertainties, vaue-loadings and recognition of the right of dl interested parties to
speak out and be heard by policy-makers — is adding a tone of ‘openness and
(democratic) ‘paticipation’ in  policy processes of decisonrmaking, otherwise
condemned to failure if they were based soldy on the purdy technicd dimensons of
the issue (ibid.). However, the implicated further extenson of democracy by dcitizen
mobilization is not the man concern here — it is merdy beieved that the involvement
of a larger condituency of peers, covering different kinds of knowledge, will
contribute to the accomplishment of high-qudity policy outcomes. Nevertheless, as
Ravetz remarks, such opening in public participation does not necessarily result a
redoration of trust in officdd scentific expertise, because through these processes the
public might become “even more suspicious of government assurances of safety” (pp.
6-7). In any case, these are the stakes of the “‘post-norma’ world of science palicy, in
which scientific demondrations are complemented by <stakeholder didogues ... dl
ddes come to the table with full awareness that their specid commitments and



perspectives are only a pat of the story, and with a readiness to learn from each
other” (p. 15).

The post-norma science approach has dready proved attractive enough as a policy
framework to ded with globd environmentd issues (incuding globd warming) — for
instance, as adopted by O'Riordan & Rayner (1991) — and it has provided concrete
tools for the management of uncertainties — like the NUSAP (Numericd, Unit,
Spread, Assessment, Pedigree) scheme (Funtowicz & Ravetz, 1990). However, this
approach has dso attracted a number of severe criticisms (Jasanoff & Wynne, 1998,
Yearley, 2000). These criticisms manly focus on the following points (for the firs
two points see Wynne [1992] and next section):

Negligence of quditative differences among forms of not-knowing or incertitude.
Quedtionable ‘objectiveé measurability and comparability of the two principa
dimensions of uncertainty and stakes.

Disegard of the interdependencies between uncertainty and dakes, two
dimensons which nether in principle nor in practice can be consdered to
condiitute truly discrete entities. contests over the stakes are adways inseparable
from daims about the uncertainties (Y earley, 2000, p. 110).

Insufficent  judtification of why and how the dam on the advisbility of
extended peer review follows from the theoreticd premises of the post-normd
condition Steve Yearley (2000, pp. 109-110) has assessed that the argument of
the post-normd science thesis looks less convincing in cases near the axes of the
two principd dimensons (uncertainty and stakes), such as, for example, the case
of cosmology (high uncertainty, low dstekes) and the case of various disasters
(high gakes, low uncertainty). Yearley has argued tha the problem with post-
norma science in such cases is an incomplete explanation of the rationde and
scope of public involvement in knowledge production and cetification,
sometimes  together with a fase identification of the required qudification for
participation, i.e, the dements and condituencies of the extended peer review
involvement. Furthermore, given the frequent public misrus to expetise
Yearley doubts whether the publics might be eager to adopt the role only of peer-
reviewers (p. 120).

Types of Uncertainty

According to Jerome Ravetz (1997, p. 6), uncertainty is a non-quantified form of risk
and it may unfold in many versons ranging from sources of datigicd erors (and
notions of confidence intervals) up to various condderations of ignorance. In
particular, Ravetz consders that two forms of ignorance are very important. One is
wha he cdls “policy-critical ignorance” referring to the case “when there are no
parameters, no theories, hardly any guesses, to supply a necessary foundation for
policy decisons. Such was the case in the early days of the BSE/neo-CID criSs’
(ibid). But there is another notion of ignorance that Ravetz cdls ‘ignorance of
ignorance and he congders it to be the most dangerous of al. By this, Ravetz means
a socid condruction of fase beliefs on the possesson of the necessary knowledge or
samply unawareness that “there is something out there getting ready to impact on us’
(ibid.). Ravetz holds that, based on the Cartesan legacy of the “suppresson of the
tradition of awareness of ignorance’ (Ravetz, 2001, p.13), our previous scientific
methods were “designed around the achievement of postive knowledge and the



fostering of ignoranceg’ (p. 7), i.e, they were built upon the notion of ‘ignorance of
ignorance’ (p. 13). Therefore, to come to grips with our ignorance is not a trivid task
and Ravetz believes that “this will be a mgor task of philosophica recongruction,”
which will need to take us back to the thought of Socrates, through a “wholesde
reform of philosophy, pedagogy and practice’ (p. 13).

Brian Wynne (1992) has developed an dternative agpproach to conceptudize
uncertainty from a more diagnogtic than prescriptive point of view (Yearley, 2000, p.
111). Instead of locating uncertainty on an “objective scale” as Wynne consders that
Funtowicz and Ravetz have done, he is trying to compose a ligt of different forms of
not-knowing, “overlad one on the other,” depending on the breadth of “socid
commitments (‘decison stekes) which ae bet on the knowledge being correct’
(Wynne, 1992, p. 116). Thus, Wynn€e's taxonomy (1992, 2001), drawn upon a number
of previous modds of uncertainty — such as the work of Smithson (1989, 1991) — is an
atempt to meke some key didinctions on the following seven categories of
uncertainty:

Risk: sysem behavior is bascdly known and chances of different outcomes can
be quantified probabiligicaly — “know the odds.”

Uncertainty: important sysem parameters are known but not the probability
digtributions — “don’t know the odds.”

Ignorance: knowledge about the system and likehoods of its outcomes escape
recognition — “don’t know what we don’t know” or *“unknown unknowns.”
Indeterminacy: issue, conditions and causd chains ae dl openended and
“outcomes depend on how intermediate actors will behave’” in non-determinate
behaviora processes.

Complexity: open behaviorad sysems and emergent, multiplex, ‘nontlinear’ and
irreducible processes.

Disagreement: divergence over obsarvation, framing and interpretation of issues.
Ambiguity: contested or unclear meanings of the issues and, hence, of the process
key-dements.

To depict the first four types of uncertainty, we are going to use a schematizaion of
Brian Wynne's (1992) categories according to a dightly reworked verson of a mode
proposed by Andy Stirling (1998). In this scheme two are the sdient dimensons. (i)
public knowledge about outcomes and (ii) technical knowledge about likehoods of
outcomes. The firg dimenson varies between two forms of knowledge of outcomes,
uncontested (and well-defined) and contested (or/fand poorly-defined, even not
defined). The second dimenson is expressed by the level of exiging or avalable
ddidicd edimations of outcomes, which may vay between Stuations of complete
lack of any causd inferences and determinations (non-determinacy) and cases when a
dochadtic (probabiligic) andyss is feasble Thus, Fig. 1 distributes these four types
of uncertainty asfollows:



Technical knowledge

Probabilistic
Risk Indeterminacy
Uncontested Contested Public
Well-defined Not defined  knowledge
Uncertainty Ignorance

Non-determinate

Fig. 1. Types of uncertainty (Wynne, 1992; Stirling, 1998).

Note that the above schema is nothing more than an indicative representation, in the
sense tha the types of uncertainty might ether fit somewhere in between the poles of
socid/technicdl knowledge or even ovelgp and shae possbly common
characterigtics. This is how Wynne describes the gtuation: Although “conventiond
rsk assessment methods tend to trest dl uncertainties as if they were due to
incomplete definition of an essentidly determinate cause-effect system ... many risk
sysdems embody genuine indeterminecies  which  are  misepreserted by this
approach.” Because “the scientific knowledge which we condruct ... is aso pervaded
by tacit socid judgement which cover indeterminecies in that knowledge itsef”
(Wynne, 1992, p. 116).

Failings as the above of traditiond risk management techniques have been daborated
by Wynne (1996a, 1996b) in the context of his case study of how scientists and the
government have atempted to ded with the Chernobyl fdlout on upland Cumbrian
sheep fams. The way Yearley has epitomized Wynne€s man aguments, Wynne
appears to clam two things in relation to how experts and the public are deding with
al these types of uncertanty. On the one hand, the weskness of experts is their
tendency to treat dl forms of not-knowing as quantifisble risk, while the public is
deciding whom to trugt through her lay contextud ingghts. On the other hand, in
reation to matters of ignorance and indeterminacy, the public is proven to be
ggnificantly more expert that the scientists (Y earley, 2000, p. 111).

In fact, Wynnes diagnoss locates an insurmountable predicament on traditiond
practices of expert-based policy-making: “Through their ratiordist discourses,
modern expert inditutions ... tacitly and furtively impose prescriptive models of the
human and the social upon lay people, and these are implicitly found wanting in
human terms’ (Wynne, 1996b, p. 57). As Alan Irwin and Brian Wynne have argued,
“stience ... offers a framework which is unavoidably social as well as technica since
in public domains scientific knowledge embodies implicit modeds or assumptions



about the socid world” (Irwin & Wynne, 1996, pp. 2-3). Therefore, Wynne expects
that sustainable policy decisons, based on broader sociopolitical commitments, may
arive when the public resds this ‘furtive impogtion’ and raises questions about the
limits of applicability of scientific modds or about its underlying socid assumptions.
In other words, Wynne's plea is that the broader uncertainty — ignorance and
indeterminacy — should be embraced and debated, in open-ended and case-by-case
forms of ddiberations, by dl involved dakeholders, rather than being arbitrarily
banished or ignored or routinized/inditutionalized, as the dominant tradition of expert
policy-making would recommend. Smilarly, in an attempt to formulate a theoretica
goproach to the operationdization of ‘post-norma’ extended peer communities,
Stephen Healy (1999) has rediscovered the crucid role that might be played by
uncertainty, ignorance and indeterminecy: “If we are to darify how extended peer
communities may be inditutiondised we mus firg underdand how they might be
configured and extended facts enrolled. A particular opportunity to achieve both these
ams is granted by uncertainty ... [by] extended multidimensond conceptions that
embrace both ignorance ... and indeterminacy” (Hedly, 1999, p. 656).

Uncertainty in Policy Processes

We are going now to reflect on another uncertainty-based modd of policy-making
logic proposed by Claudio Radadli (1999, pp. 47-49) and aso discussed by Luigi
Pellizzoni (2001a, pp. 206-208). In this model, policy processes are understood in
terms of two dimensons. the sdience of the issue a stake and its level of uncertainty
(Fig. 2). When both sdience and uncertainty are low, the policy process follows a
bureaucratic logic, by which the involved actors are competing and bargaining for the
control of the issue. When sdience is high but uncertainty is low, traditiond politica
conflictsin decision-making are setting up.

Uncertainty
High
Technocratic politics Epistemic communities
Policy entrepreneurs
Low High Salience
Bureaucratic politics Tradition political
decision-making
Low

Fig. 2. Uncertainty and salience in policy processes
(Radadlli, 1999, p. 48; Pdlizzoni, 20014, p. 208).
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When uncertainty is high, then experts turn out to play a prominent role, because in
these gtuations knowledge might be either a scarce and costly resource, which is
highly contested, or it might be even controversa (Pdlizzoni, 2001a, p. 207). In the
former case, only the means to solve a problem are ill-defined, neither the Structure
nor the gods of the problem: new knowledge is needed to fit into an exising
theoreticd scheme so that a solution might be found to the problem and this
knowledge is uncontested in its description and its rationale. In other words, in this
case, uncertainty is reduced to lack of proper scientific knowledge, which should be
(or is expected to be) recovered in the future by further scientific research. Pdlizzoni
identifies this type of uncertainty with the one typicaly addressed by raiond choice
theory. Apparently, this is an issue, which can be entrusted to expert advisory bodies,
and, thus its sdience remains low. Consequently, when uncertainty is high but
sdienceislow, then the policy processtypicdly follows atechnocratic logic.

However, high uncertainty of an issue may occur because of other reasons too, such
a () when exiding knowledge is unsetled yet (either cognitively or normatively)
and subject to dternative interpretations or different scientific methods, theories or
disciplines (i) when there exis persstent disagreement and controverses among
experts, (ili) in cases of indeterminacy or ignorance. Note that the first and the last
sources of uncertainty are connected, as Silvio Funtowicz and co-workers have so
clealy explaned: “The framing of the problem aso frames our future ignorance, for
what is excluded from enquiry dso frames our future ignorance’ (Funtowicz et al.,
2000, p. 333).

This is a different type of uncertainty from the previous one of rational choice theory,
because now not only the means but aso the structure and the ends (gods) of the
issue are contested. Pellizzoni cdls it ‘radicd’ (or deep) uncertainty fbid.). Note that
radicd uncertainty is a typicd case of an ‘intractable controversy’ (Schoen & Rein,
1994), as in a plethora of examples in environmenta and techno-scientific issues (for
inance, GMOs, BSE, dectromagnetic fields, climate change etc.). Intractable
controverses differ from smple routine political disagreements in that the later can
be resolved by appeding to facts and usng a standard techno-scientific (rationd)
argumentation. On the contrary, in the former, the parties in a dispute tend to use or
emphasze different facts, interpret them differently and resort to conflicting theories.
There is no consensus either on the relevant knowledge or on the disputed principles:
“facts and values overlgp” (Pdlizzoni, 2001b, p. 6). Otherwise sad, a controversy is
inractable  when the usuad draegies of conflicc management cannot  apply
(Hisschemod ler & Hoppe, 1996).

In the case of a radicd uncertainty, the dructurd disagreement on an issue is
automaticdly triggering a generdized conflicc aound the issue  which s
automaticaly raisng up the sdience of the issue Then, in dStudions of high
uncertainty and high sdience, Radaglli (1999, p. 48) and Pellizzoni (2001a, p. 208)
ague that two (heterogeneous) sets of involved dakeholders may take the leed:
epistemic communities and policy entrepreneurs. Epidemic communities, which are
paying a key roe in intenationd environmentd policy, ae neworks of
“professonds with recognized expertise and competence in a particular domain and
an authoritetive dam to policy-rdevant knowledge within the doman or issue-ared’
(Haas, 1992, p. 3). They are defined by shared beliefs, common knowledge and policy
experiences and ther influence comes from therr inditutiondization and from the
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support of organized interests that they receive. Policy entrepreneurs are individua or
collective actors who have the power to influence a policy area (King & Roberts,
1987). They are clustered around concrete policy discourses (Haer, 1995), in which
they reframe and process policy issues through ‘ narrations' shared by different actors.

Concerning now the policy outcomes of processes involving different levels of
uncertainty, Luigi Pdlizzoni (2001a, p. 209) suggests that these outcomes can be
mapped in terms of two dimendons knowledge (which essentidly amounts to
uncertainty) and policy discourse. Knowledge can be assumed to be either
uncontested or contested. Policy discourse can be framed either (i) on a unitary or
consensud bads or (i) on a plurdig or dissenting setting; typicdly, a technocratic
framing would favor the former discourse, while a traditionad political framing the
latter. Then the following four kinds of policy outcomes can result (see Fg. 3).

Uncertainty — Knowledge

Contested

Expert Inclusion & mutual

issue arrangement understanding
Unitary Pluralist Dlsco_urse
framing
Established bureaucratic Tradition political
expertise decision-making
Uncontested

Fig. 3. Uncertainty and discourse in policy processes (Pellizzoni, 2001a, p. 209).

When the discourse is unitary, then the outcome is ether an established bureaucratic
policy, if the knowledge is uncontested, or an expertise-based arangement, if the
knowledge is contested. When the discourse is plurdist but the knowledge is kept
uncontested, then the discourse framing of traditiond politics is the expected policy
outcome. However, the dtuation is more complicated, when the discourse is plurdist
and the knowledge is contested, depending on how much atention is given to the
issue outsde specidigt circles, i.e, the degree of public coverage given to the debated
controversy. Typicdly, in this case, the policy outcome is that of an incduson of an
extended number of involved actors (in accordance with the policy setting of post-
norma science) and an orientation to mutud undersanding among these actors.
Apparently, such an outcome is more flexible than what might have resulted from
traditiona  technocratic  authoritarianism  or  drategic  bargaining-negotiation  (as
suggested by rationd choice theory).
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Questioning Expertise

From the discusson of the previous section on how uncertainty might Structure
various configurations of policy processes, it is evident that expetise plays a
prominent role in many cases. But how is expertise defined and usudly conceived?
Arguing with Claudio Radadlli (2002), it is more convincing to associate experts less
with specific intentiond or behaviord festures of the actors and more with the
dructure in which they are enacted and operate. In this sense, expertise usualy comes
from a multiplicity of dructures or domains of epigemic, bureaucraic and
technocratic policy-making, such as (cf., Radadlli, 2002; EC, 2001a): (i) communities
of sdentists, ad hoc or ‘independent’ experts, consultancies and scientific advisory
committees, (ii) ‘stakeholders or vaious ‘holders who possess some qudity of
resource that entittes them to participate in a governance arangement (Schmitter,
2002, pp. 62-63; more in the next section); (iii) ‘inrhouse’ experts, fonctionnaires of
the European Commisson (EC) or other European agencies, including expertise
developed through the research policy of the EC, or working within nationa
minigtries, diplomats, etc.

As Luigi Pdlizzoni (2001b, pp. 2 and 7) has argued, there are not a few instances
when the two fundamenta commitments of the socid contract of science with society
— dignterestedness and objectivity — become problematic in the ways expertise is
trying to implement them. In fact, when policy- or decision-makers are asking experts
to provide them with disnterested and objective factud condderations, it is generdly
assumed the vdlidity of two ided principles, which should inspire the work of experts.
On the one hand, it is expected that experts assessment can be ether value-free or,
otherwise, a least based on vadue differences, which can be messured univocaly
(e.g., in economic terms). On the other hand, experts conclusions are expected to be
ather unanimous or, otherwise, a leadt, in a date of temporary disagreement, which
could be later reconciled by means of a closer scrutiny or deeper ddiberation among a
wider circle of experts. However, in redity, things turn out to be quite different, as
Pdlizzoni is arguing, in many ingances when these ided premises ae fadfied.
Examples are abundant in cases of:

() safety, threatened by hazards or accidents as, for instance, in circumstances of
environmenta risk (Irwin, 1995, 2001) or even risks povoked by business, in
particular by multinationa enterprises (Ravetz, 2001, p. 2);

(i) unintended consequences produced by ‘side effects of such developments, as,
for ingance, in GMOs and GM food, xeno-transplantation, human genome etc.
(Ravetz, 2001, p. 3);

(i)  intractable disagreement or unsettled controverses among experts, who are
driving to preserve their authoritative power over science and technology by
dl means as, for ingance, in the case of the regulatory conflicts in the EU
over GM crops (Levidow et al., 2000).

What results from dl these cases is a growing conviction about the contextua and
socidly congtructed character of knowledge production; this is the perception of what
Pdlizzoni (ibid.) has cdled ‘pladticity’ of scientific knowledge in order to highlight
its subordination to politicd and economicd interests but dso its socid and culturd
madleghility.
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But why do experts possess such a privileged podtion among inditutions and the
public in the European conception and architecture of policy-making? According to
Andersen and Burns (1996), experts conditute one of the three man forms of
representation in the EU (together with interest groups and single countries).
However, the fact that from its creation the EU has focused on regulatory (rather than
on didributive or re-didributive) policies aming to efficdency and consdering
knowledge to be ther main asset explains the dominant postion given to experts. As
many have remarked (cf., Pdlizzoni, 2001a), this orientation has some negative
consequences in EU policy-making, such as an increasing de-politicization, lack of
trangparency and low public accountability.

Furthermore, expertise might be consdered to be suffering from a lack of public
legiimacy and, thus, to become problematic in at least two aspects: representation and
knowledge (Radadli, 2002). According to Claudio Radadli (pp. 198-199), when
expertise is represented in a process of public policy, what is in action is a different
notion of representation than, say, when a person or an organization is entitled to
represent a certain political, socid or economic entity. In fact, what is clamed to be
represented in the former case is just knowledge as a highly vaued resource in the
policy-making process. But the concept of knowledge is quditatively different from
that of a political, socid or economic identity, which would be expected to participate
or to be represented in the former case. This is what Radadli cdls the
‘anthropomorphic’  view of knowledge, i.e, a tendency to define knowledge in
relation to certain actors (eg., experts or knowledge-holders or ‘guardians in
Schmitter's terminology — see below). But then, the crucid question to answer is
Wha makes knowledge a more critical resource in policy-making than, say, money or
votes and gives advantages to knowledge ‘guardians? According to Radedli, it is
what he cdls the ‘cognitive structure of the policy process the factor, which attributes
such a predtige to experts. As Radadlli argues, the ‘cognitive structure’ is a socid and
culturd condruct, which “provides interpretation, representations of political events,
learning opportunities and ‘lenses tha give focus to interests and behaviora codes’
(p. 202). This is why Radadli suggests that to democratize expertise should involve
multiplcg drategies in different dimensons, including civic education, the media and
culture

Participation & Policy-Making

We have seen before that the mandate of the democratization of expertise through an
increasing expandon of participatory processes is a commonplace now among policy-
and decisonrmakers due to the extremely dramatic nature of the problems raised up
in the context of the present-day knowledge-based society and economy. Thus, the
prevaling issue becomes now that of participation, which desperately cdls for
solution, if viable and sustainable policies are to found to al these problems.

To gpproach the issue of participation, we are going to revolve around five main
questions about participation that Philippe Schmitter (2002, pp. 58-67) and Luigi
Pdlizzoni (2001b, pp. 3-6) have recently raised and discussed: (i) Why and for what
purpose are participatory arrangements gppropriate (chartering)? (i) Who is entitled
to paticipate and how is she or he sdected (compostion)? (iii) How is participation
implemented (procedures)? (iv) How are paticipatory processes connected with
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decisonr-making (decisonrules)? (v) How ae they connected with the problem
Setting (agenda: setting)?

On the chatering quedtion, Philippe Schmitter has based his ardyses around the
research of Eleanor Ostrom (1990) on issues of ‘governing the commons and the
management of ‘sdf-organized, commontpool resource regimes” In this sense,
Schmitter (2002, pp. 59-60) highlights the following attributes (origindly suggested
by Odrom), which might assure a sudanable peformance of participatory
arangements. (1) Feasble improvement, aming to enhance only resource settings
that are not a a point of deterioration (or underutilized). (2) Development of common
indicators to measure the flow of information and to establish operationd benchmarks
of ‘best practice’ (3) Guarantee of predictability so that resource units do not differ
gpatidly and are not subject to ‘loca’ interpretation. (4) FHexible adgptation of the
resource system into particular spatial contexts (national and regional) 2

On the compostion question, Schmitter (2002, pp. 60) suggests the following three
atributes that participants (‘appropriators of the resource sysem’ in Ostrom’s
terminology) should exhibit: (1) Sdience in the sense that they should possess a
ggnificant interes in the issue and they are cgpable of convincing ther ‘followers-
employees-clients to comply with the decisons derived in the context of the
paticipatory process. (2) Common understanding of how the resource system
operates and how participants interactions affect it. (3) Low discount rate in relation
to future benefits to be achieved from the resource (something which depends on the
devdopment of sufficiently high levels of trust so that actors would tend to abstain
from short-term ‘ opportunistic’ benefits).

Moreover, Schmitter (2002, pp. 62-63) identifies seven qudities or resources, which
define the entittement to paticipate (and the identity of participants): (1) rights
(citizens); (2) gpetia location (resdents); (3) knowledge (experts or guardians); (4)
share (owners); (5) stake (beneficiaries-victims); (6) interests (spokespersons); and (7)
status (representatives).

On the procedura question, Schmitter (2002, pp. 67) proposes five very generd
guidelines that participatory arangements should follow: (1) The precautionary
principle, in cases that the avalable knowledge is incomplete or uncertain, which
would demand caculations according to the worse-case scenarios in order to avoid
potentid cogts than to maximize potentid benefits (2) The forward-regarding
principle, which would demand cdculaions on the bass of the furthet future
projection and, thus, necesstate that some participants develop a long time
perspective. (3) The subdgdiarity principle, which would restrict deding only with
issues that could not be resolved a a lower level decision body. (4) The principle of
(partid) trangparency, which would alow public dissemination of the proceedings of
a process only once a decison has or has not been made but never during the period
the process takes place. (5) The principle of proportiond externdities, according to
which no decison should be taken when its effects in socid, economica and political
terms are disproportionate ether to the origind expectations of the charter of the
participatory arrangement or to the sandards of fairnessin society.

On the decisonrules question, Schmitter (2002, pp. 65-66) discusses the following
gght principles of far dedsonmeking: (1) The principle of ‘putative equdity,
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which would exdude discriminations of any kind in the trestment of participants. (2)
The principle of horizonta interaction, which would regulate smoothly and flexibly
internal  organizational arangements in paticipatory processes. (3) The consensus
principle, which would necesdtate that decisons are teken through deiberation by
consensus rather than by vote or impostion. (4) The ‘open door’ principle, which
would dlow paticipants exit without the impodtion of any sanctions againg the
withdrawing members. (5) The proportiondity or reciprocity principle, which woud
roughly weigh attained outcomes with respect to the assets that the participants are
contributing. (6) The principle of shifting dliances, which would guarantee mohility
among paticipants postions during the process of consensus formation. (7) The
principle of ‘checks and badances’ which would assure the consstency of decisons
taken among decison-making processes a different levels. (8) The revershility
principle, according to which al decisons could potentidly be annulled or reversed
by dtizens ether directly through referenda or indirectly by their representatives in
higher level decison-making bodies.

Through a different perspective, Luigi Pelizzoni (2001b) gpproaches the entitlement
issue, based on a digtinction between two fundamentd types of participatory schemes:.
opinionoriented and  podtionoriented.  An  opinion-oriented  participatory
arangement is composed of public paticipants concerned  with  “highlighting,
confronting, and darifying a condelaion of generd opinions and ideas, principles
and vadues’ (Pdlizzoni, 2001b, p. 4). On the other sde, an opinionoriented
participatory arangement is composed of doakeholder participants, who am to
“addressing in a cooperative and didogicd way a dispute among well-defined socid
positions having adirect stake in anissue’ (ibid.).

Thus, drawing upon concrete case studies of European experiences (EUROpTA,
2000) of Paticipatory Technology Assessment (PTA), Pdlizzoni remarks the
folowing differences with regad to the entittement issue of participaory
arangements (pp. 4-5): In a public PTA, paticipants are defined through their
normative competence, as this is expressed by ther opinions, preferences, principles
and values. No cognitive or intelectud competence is expected in a public PTA.
Although the normative competence of a dakeholder PTA is expressed by
participants interests and stakes, these stakeholders are aso expected to possess a
cognitive competence too. They participate not only in order to assure ther legitimecy
but also in order to contribute to processes of both problem-seiting and problem-
solving usng the privileges of ther professond, socid, economic or Spatid
(territorid) podtioning. The later privileges ae what conditute the ‘postiond
insight' of such participants (stakeholders) 2

With respect to procedurd issues of PTA, Pdlizzoni (2001b, p. 5) has digtinguished
differences again according to the type of the participatory arrangement. For opinion
oriented PTA, he agues that the dilemma is to form a genera consensus or to follow
the mgority rule. On the other Sde, for pogtionoriented PTA, he clams tha the
dilemmaisto reach consensus through discussion or strategic bargaining.

On the decisgonrules issue, David Guston (1999) has posed a general framework for
evduating the impact of participatory arangements according to the following three
dimensons of impact: (1) Caegories of impact (actua impact, impact of generd
thinking, on training of knowledgesble personnd, on interaction with lay knowledge).
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(2) Taget of impact (policy, palitics and people). (3) Type of impact (substantive,
procedurd, reflexive).

On the decisonrules quedion, Pdlizzoni (2001b, p. 5) agan is interested in
highlighting differences in decison-making between the two types of PTA. In public
PTA, paticipants are more concerned in the production of indirect effects (for
indance, by dimulating politicdl changes for further invedtigetion) than a direct
impact of the decisons. In stakeholder PTA, what characterizes participants is that in
the decison process they are reluctant to abandon their usua fixed ideas, routines and
habits and to adopt an open-minded attitude and criticize exiging power reations in
favor of amore balanced representation of postions.

With regards to the agendasetting question, Pdlizzoni (2001b, pp. 3, 5-6), usng
ided-typica terms, diginguishes between top-down and bottomup approaches in
relaion to whether the agenda is st up and controlled by the promoters or the
participants in the process. In public PTA, Pdlizzoni clams that a truly bottom-up
gpproach is rather problematic since the average participant is not prepared
cognitively, normatively and politicaly to affect and reorganize the agenda Thus, in
such dtudions the ‘threat of manipulation’ is present. In stakeholder PTA, the
problem is, Pdlizzoni thinks, that a top-down approach might not so much raise the
problem of manipulation as raher the possble expulson of some paticipants from
the process. Moreover, in such Studtions, Pdlizzoni argues, the main problem is the
‘threat of drategy, depending on how dstakeholders are behaving in terms of usud
interest negotiation.

In a further attempt to formaize a classfication of participatory approaches to policy-
making, Luigi Pdlizzoni (2001a, pp. 215-218) has sngled out two dimensons
purpose of participation and agenda-setting. In the first dimendon, the purpose of
paticipation is diginguished according to whether it is ddiberation or decison+
oriented. In the second dimension, agenda-setting (or issue-definition) is distinguished
according to whether it is top-down or bottom-up. Then the following arangements
of four policy approaches rexut (Fig. 4): (1) Referenda, which may be taken as an
exanple of a decisonoriented and top-down gpproach. (2) ‘Citizen bills) which
conditute decison-oriented bottom-up citizen initiatives. (3) Consensus conferences,
as typicad examples of ddiberation-oriented bottomrup approaches. (4) Citizen
advisory committees, which conditute smdl groups of participants-discussants (i.e,
discusson-oriented) sdected by promoters (thus, obeying a top-down logic). Of
course the last two approaches are just two characteriic examples among many
others (Rowe & Frewer, 2000).
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Fig. 4. Approaches to participatory policy-making (Pellizzoni, 20013, p. 216).

Participation & Deliberative Democracy

To be able to discern the characterigtic atributes of concrete participatory forms and
arrangements, one needs to reflect further on the compostion question. In particular,
from the sdection criteria used to answer this question, one could derive some
andyticd typologies of the indusve or excdusonary character of participatory
arangements. To do this, we are going to follow again Luigi Pelizzoni’s (2001a, pp.
212-213) didinction between two dimensions of participation: (i) a normative and (ii)
a cognitive dimenson. Depending on around which issues — related to concerns or
knowledge — participation is focused, the resulting arangements can be ether
inclusve or exclusonary. Then, taking together these dimensons, four modds of
policy-making may be digtinguished (Fig. 5): (1) The technocratic mode, based on a
double excluson: Experts are defining both the problem and the solution and are not
dlowing any politicd process of interaction, negotiation or deiberaion with
laypersons. (2) The modd of traditiona politics, which is inclusve with respect to
values and concerns but exclusonary with respect to the cognitive dimenson: Experts
are framing unquestionably the technica contents of the issue but dl other stakes are
permitted to be debated, negotiated and shared among al the participants. (3) The
neo-corporatis model, which dlows debate and negotiation amnong a limited number
of involved dakeholders, representing concrete interest groups and organizations:
Only these paticipants can provide ther indghts in the cognitive processes of
problem formulation and solution — the concerns of any other participants are
excluded from the normative process of decison-meking too. (4) The modd of
deliberative democracy, which is inclusive in both dimensons It acknowledges the
rdevant indght from every paticipant and it incorporates the whole range of
expressed concerns from the whole society.
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Fig. 5. Models of participatory policy-making (Pellizzoni, 2001a, p. 213).

Clearly, on the compostion question, the tradition of deliberative democracy shares
the vaue of ‘popular incluson’ with participatory liberdism. But there is a difference
in the way this inclusveness is now comprehended. For participatory liberd theorigts,
indugon is an ed in itsdf (Barber, 1984). For ddiberative democracy, “the ultimate
god is a public sphere in which better ideas prevall over wesker ones because of the
grength of these ideas rather than the strength of their proponents’ (Ferree et al.,
2002, p. 301). In paticular, a wel functioning public sphere should include actors
from the ‘periphery, i.e, autonomous (‘autochtone’) actors that Jirgen Habermas
(1984) was asociating with the ‘life-world”  of citizens. These actors, by ther
didogue with the center, might subscribe to an ‘ided speech gtuation’ and, thus,
contribute to the fostering of more deliberative speech.

However, ddiberative theory chalenges the ideds of democracy supported by
representetive liberd theorists, which are based on preference-aggregetive politica
processes or on barganing among conflicting interests or on the ditigt redriction of
the discusson (March & Olsen, 1989). In the words of Luigi Pelizzoni, “the
deliberative perspective admits that political preferences conflict, that modern society
is plurdist and cannot be viewed as a community with shared goas and principles ...
[and] that conflicts can be resolved by means of uncongrained discussion intended to
achieve the common good” (Pellizzoni, 2001b, p. 8).

Therefore, “deliberativeness is the core vaue of this perspective, and it involves
recognizing, incorporating, and rebutting the arguments of others — dialogue and
mutual respect — as well as judtifying one€'s own” (Ferree et al., 2002, p. 306). Thisis
grounded on the posshility of reaching consensus on the ‘best argument,” thanks to
the fundamenta unity of reason and the invariant structure of language, according to
Habermas (1996). Since “mutua understanding is the outcome of a process of
abdraction or generdization,” the proponents of deliberative democracy try “to find,
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behind different pogtions, a common set of principles from which the solution to the
problem at stake can be derived” (Pellizzoni, 2001b, p. 9).

However, the main criticisms to the arguments of deliberative democracy concern the
problem of inequdity and the problem of incommensurability (ibid.). Inequdities and
differences in datus, power and the possesson of other resources manifest the
practicd difficulties of the reconciligtion between the deliberative democratic ided
and the actud redity of politicad conflicts On the other dde, incommensurability
manifests the difficulties of the rapprochement between different cognitive and
axiologicd pogtions. Although reason might be a shared qudity among humans, its
exercise does not dways lead to agreement. When there are acute differences in
worldviews or problem definition or factuad assartions or vaue assumptions,
agreement on the ‘best argument’ cannot aways be reached (Pellizzoni, 2001c). In
these cases, what is missng is a conceptua framework, which would provide a
common measure to compare among different opinions, which is an dementary and
necessary condition for deliberation to dat. Moreover, beneath the clam of the
universdig-rationdis dominant approach, Chantal Mouffe (1999, 2000) has argued,
hegemonic pretensions are often hidden.2 Similarly, Lynn Sanders argues that appedls
to deliberation “have often been fraught with connotations of rationdity, reserve,
cautiousness, quietude, community, sdflessness, and universdism, connotations
which in fact probably undermine ddiberation’'s democratic clams’ (Sanders, 1997,
p. 348).

Findly, incommensurability also rases the issue of the socid Stuatedness of
positions, i.e, the issue of pogtiond objectivity (Sen, 1993). Thus, trans-postiond,
trans-group and trans-culturd  assessments may provide a way out of
incommensurability and total reaivism (Pdlizzoni, 2001b, p. 9). Moreover, the
posshility of trans-pogtiond assessments should be in principle open to everybody,
who may peform critica, loca and contextud observations, taking into account
different assumptions and descriptions and trying to filter out the fdse or sensdess
ones. Hence, Pdlizzoni agues, “the am of ddiberation becomes to confront
contextud  knowledge, different podtion ingghts looking a  gmilanities
isomorphisms, common features among differently framed descriptions of portions of
redlity, in order to find a shared ‘loca’ solution to aproblem” (ibid.).

Concluding Remarks

We darted our invedtigation by pointing out the complexities of modern governance,
which necessarily today — in the knowledge-based society — has to ded with the new
ways that science, technology and society are ©elated to each other. In this framework,
uncertainty becomes the centra policy issue and we saw two approaches dedling with
it pos-normd science and Wynne€'s diagnostic modd. However, uncertanty
necesstates participation and ddiberation and, thus, we discussed the ways
paticipatory arangements are actuated through modern policy discourses in order to
enhance democratic governance.

So far, so good, in theory. But what's hgppening in practice? Is participation solving
problems in the way it is implemented in modern governance and policy-meking?
Some would be rdluctant to sSgn on the effectiveness of participatory policies in
concrete contexts and would rather question the underlying structura and normetive
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assumptions of such policies. To give ®Ime characteristic examples, let us discuss two
recent criticiams of rdevant EU initigives which focus (i) on how the latter atan a
relegitimization of decisonr-making in science and governance and (ii) on what kind
of conceptions of dvic participation and politicd engagement these policies are
based.

Examining the case of EU policies on agriculturd biotechnology, Les Levidow and
Clare Marris (2001) are trying to identify the serious problems and misconceptions in
the orientation of the EU policy frameworks of science and governance. Ther
argument is that, in the dominant models of science and technology, a discourse of
technologicd determinism  (dressng paticular  technologicd imperatives, dosdy
related to competitiveness) is often invoked in order to “promote and concea socid-
politicadl agendas, while pre-empting debate on dternative futures’ (Levidow &
Marris, 2001, p. 345). They argue that, origindly during the 1980s and early 1990s,
the officid policy discourses had adopted a ‘deficit moded’ of how the publics were
understanding science and technology, according to which lay people were assumed
to base ther oppostion on fear and ignorance. Thus, the need for ‘better
communication’ to be disseminated from expertsinto society.

However, Levidow and Marris hold that subsequently the problem “shifted away from
public ignorance to midrust” and, thereby, the observed crias of confidence
increasingly necessitated ‘better debate or ‘stakeholder didlogue rather than ‘better
communicetion’ (p. 348). But, they argue, by shifting the issue from ‘how to educate
the ignorant people€ to ‘how to regain trust in science essentidly the new rhetoric
continued to mis-diagnose the problem and to propose inadequate solutions, il
drawing upon the same deficient public understanding of science. This explains why,
for Levidow and Maris, the proposed ‘new forms of didogue were “sought manly
as a means to restore the legitimacy of science and technology, not as a means to
recongder innovation processes’ (ibid.).

Furthermore, the officia discourses and regulatory procedures, Levidow and Marris
cdam, were often attributing public distrus to science and technology to ‘extra-
sentific  concerns — for indance ‘ethicd’ issues — “as if vdue-free sdentific
knowledge was readily avalable, as if scientific evidence were separable from values,
and as if expert advice could thereby stand separate from ‘other concerns™ (p. 349).
At the same time, this sysematic reinforcement of the notion of a vaue-free and
neutral science was accompanied by a relegation of the ‘extra-scientific’ concerns to a
subjective redm, where they would be evduated differently by actors according to
their vested interests and values (ibid.).

Levidow and Maris give an exarmple of such a concedment of vaue-frameworks in
regulatory policies in the way the officd language and inditutiond practices
diginguish a vaue-free ‘risk assessment’ from a socidly-, politicaly- or ethicaly-
laden ‘risk management’ (p. 350). But, from our previous discusson of uncertainty
and ignorance, we have seen how ill-founded such a digtinction is Therefore, by
continuing “to entertain an atificid boundary between (supposedly objective)
‘science and (supposedly subjective) ‘other factors, which are labeled as ‘societa’
or ‘ethicd’, or ‘paliticd’” (ibid.), Levidow and Marris argue, “rhetorics of openness
have tagged onto the dominant models, rather than superseding them’ (p. 345).
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Thus, Levidow and Maris conclude “If the am is to rdegitimise decison-making,
government will need to ‘un-learn’ many inditutional assumptions and to redefine the
problem a stake. Rather than seeking ways to change the public, it is necessary to
change the inditutions responsble for promoting innovation and regulating risks. In
partticular they need to change their preconceptions of science, technology and public
concerns. In such a process, public concerns offer a useful sarting point and socia
resource for organisationa learning” (p. 357).

In a gmilar fashion, but this time targeting the officid conceptions of participation
and paliticization, Paul Magnette (2001) has addressed a critical appraisd of the
European Commission White Pgper on Governance (EC, 20014). In spite of ambitious
objectives, Magnette discerns a limited conception of participation throughout the
policies dimulated by this document. He dams tha an ditig conception of
ctizenship restricts participation to dready organized groups, just favoring sectora
groups and interested parties, who are in a podtion to use such procedures as
petitions, lobbying, appeds to the European Court of Justice eic. Thus, the white
paper fals to encourage ordinary citizens and other genera members of civil society
to become more active. Given dso the low levels of civic paticipation in western
democracies, which are lower a the supranationa level, Magnette holds tat the mere
dimulation of ditizens involvement only in specific procedures does not suffice to
rase up the generd leve of civic consciousness and participation. Furthermore, these
policies, Magnette argues, confine participation only indgde non-binding prdiminary
procedures of non-decison during the consultative, pre-decision stage.

Magnette explains the weskness of civic participation in the European Union in terms
of two sts of factors (i) the clarity of the inditutional structures and (ii) the polarity
of the paty sysem. With respect to the former, which in principle increases
paticipation, Magnette cdams tha the exiging “lage st of chands of
representation (Council, EP, CoR, ESC, Cosac) fragments ddiberation’ (p. 7). With
respect to the polarity of the paty system, which “smplifies the eectora choice” he
believes tha the “Community method hides politicd conflicts’ through the
production of a consensus-oriented decison-meking. In fact, Magnette holds that “the
Community method, based on a long process of informa negotigtion and the
elaboration of compromise before politica discussons teke place, is a very powerful
disncentive for politica ddiberation” (ibid.). After invedigating a variety of possble
theoreticd solutions to the problem, such as inditutiond reforms and federd
conditutiondism, Magnette proclams for a politicization of the EU, which could
generate public interest and broaden public participation. However, he redizes that
this can only happen if and when the Commission changes paliticad attitudes and no
longer “congders itsdf to be a body designed to bypass political conflicts and forge
compromise before political ddliberation takes place” (p. 12).

Thus, we see, though widdy contested in its theoretica, normative and ingitutiond
dimendons, the concept of participaion has dready expanded in the redm of
‘political  symbolism,” which plays such an important role in the processes of
European integration (Wallace, 2000, p. 56). But this is another territory of
uncertainty as the present-day international conflicts and geopoliticd dekes of the
globdized world manifes.
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Notes

1. Michad Gibbons, Helga Nowotny, Peter Scott and their co-workers are talking about the
emergence of a mode-2 science and society (Gibbons et al., 1994), taking place within the
public arena, which, subsequently, the core of these theorists have preferred to call agora
(Nowotny et al., 2001). Bruno Latour (1998, 1999) proclaims the reconfiguration of the
world of science into the world of research. Karin Knorr-Cetina (1999) by looking at
epistemic cultures epitomizes what she considers to be the basis of the present-day
knowledge-based society. Silvio Funtowicz and Jerry Ravetz (1992, 1993) preach for the
advent of post-normal science. Arie Rip and Barend van der Meulen (1996) even talk
about a post-modern research system and other “higher forms of nonsense” (Rip, 2000).
Henry Etzkowitz and Loet Leydesdorff (1997) envisage the co-evolution of science and
society through the triple helix paradigm. This new science is what has been aready
called mandated science (Sdter, 1988) or post-academic science (Ziman, 1996) or even
academic capitalism (Slaughter & Ledie, 1997).

2. Of course, there are other ways too of defining the multiplicities and complexities of
justice. In their book Les Economies de la Grandeur (1987), Luc Boltanski and Laurent
Thévenot prefer to distinguish among ‘styles rather than spheres and, thus, to justify
actions by the mobilization of multiple styles in every specific Stuation. In this way, they
are able to investigate empirically al kinds of judtifications, which are convincing for
different people in different settings.

3. It would be more surprising if sometimes we were witnessing the opposite direction of
appropriation of representations. ideas, concepts, theories or methodologies first
elaborated in the context of socia sciences and subsequently migrating or diffusing inside
natural or mathematical sciences. Of course, in the present-day conjuncture (the ‘two
cultures divide, domination of hard sciences etc.) this is rather far from being possible to
happen.

4. Inthe words of Brian Wynne, “science’s greater public legitimation and uptake ... would
involve, inter alia, recognition of new, socially extended peer groups legitimated to offer
criticism of scientific bodies of knowledge from beyond the confines of the mmediate
exclusive specialist scientific peer group” (Wynne, 19963, p. 39).

5. Beddes al these, the fact is that the democratization of expertise entails finding solutions
to some thorny issues and even committing certain compromises or trade-offs. From the
point of view of policy-making, Radadlli (2002, p. 203) describes the decisions, which
have to be taken in terms of a trilemma among three poles. political legitimacy, policy
effectiveness and scientific accuracy. Radaelli argues that all the elements of this
trilemma are problematic athough they should not be considered aways as antithetic.
Findly, as the working group of the European Commission has suggested, democratizing
expertise necessitates some potential trade-offs, such as between legitimacy ad
efficiency, smplification and participation (EC, 2001a, p. 7) and between democracy and
time (Radadlli, 2002, p. 204).

6. Furthermore, Schmitter (2002, pp. 61-62) consders that the initial establishment of
participatory arrangements should be guided by the following six general norms. (1) The
principle of ‘mandated authority’ demanding the existence of a clear and well-defined
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mandate as a necessary precondition for a participatory arrangement to be established. (2)
The ‘sunset’ principle imposing an expiration date — known from advance — for any
participatory scheme. (3) The principle of ‘functional separability’ defining the borders
between tasks accomplished by different participatory arrangements. (4) The principle of
‘supplementarity’ determining that any participatory body should not compete with
existing political ingtitutions but just supplement them. (5) The principle of ‘request
variety,” according to which it is up to the participatory arrangement to establish its
internal procedures and develop ts distinctive format, appropriate for accomplishing its
tasks and godls. (6) The ‘high rim’ or ‘anti-spill-over’ principle, which will require that
changes in tasks are only permitted if the appropriate changes in mandates are issued by
the supervising ingtitution.

7. In addition, Schmitter (2002, pp. 63-64) outlines the following four principles that might
provide a basis for the judtification of the selection of participants. (1) The minimum
threshold principle, according to which no participatory arrangement should have more
active participants than what is necessary. (2) The stake-holding principle, which would
exclude participants without a significant stake in the issue — except knowledge-holders
(experts). (3) The principle of ‘European privilege — of course, with respect to European
governance arrangements — in the sense that dl participants should represent Europe-wide
condtituencies. (4) The adversarid principle, favoring selections of participants who
represent congtituencies with diverse and opposite interests (including knowledge-holders
or experts supporting different or opposing theories and paradigms), so that there might
be no preponderance of representatives holding a similar position or forming an aliance
for common purpose.

8. In what concerns the selection question, Pellizzoni (2001b, pp. 4-5) again discerns
differences between opinion-oriented and postion-oriented participatory schemes. In
public PTA, the fundamental dilemma is whether selected participants should act as
representatives d others with similar characteristics, interests and values or as citizens,
who might decide to transform their characteristics through their interaction and
deliberations with others. On the contrary, the basic problem of stakeholder PTA arisesin
circumstances when certain stakeholders' interests and positions have low visibility or the
organization level of these stakeholders is very poor to permit them to convince their
constituencies to compile with the decisions taken in the process.

9. This is why, in her criticisms of deliberative democracy, Chanta Mouffe envisages
politics through a mode of radicad or ‘agonigtic plurdist’ democracy, which would
replace the ‘consensudistic’ gpproach to public deliberation (1999, pp. 755-756). For her,
“pluraigt politics should be envisaged as a ‘mixed-game,’ i.e,, in part collaborative and in
part conflictua and not as a wholly co-operative game as most liberd plurdists would
haveit” (ibid.).
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