Governance of the European Research Area:
The Role of Civil Society

Final Report

by Henning Banthien, Michael Jaspers and Andreas Renner
(with the collobaration of Matthias Adam, Jörg Mayer-Ries and Meike Wulfers)

Bensheim – Berlin – Brussels
October 20th, 2003

IFOK

Page

I

Legal notice
Neither the European Commission nor any person acting on behalf of the Commission is responsible
for the use which might be made of the following information.
A great deal of additional information on the European Union is available on the internet.
It can be accessed through the Europa server (http://europa.eu.int).

Contact persons
For any questions or recommendations, please contact:
Philippe Galiay
Michael Jaspers
European Commission
Institute for Organisational Communication
DG Research (SDME 6/58)
(IFOK GmbH)
Rue de la Loi, 200
Berliner Ring 89
B-1049 Brussels
D-64625 Bensheim
e-mail : philippe.galiay@cec.eu.int
e-mail: jaspers@ifok.de

Date of print:
October 20th , 2003

IFOK

Page

II

Acknowledgements
The authors wish to thank Sheila S. Jasanoff of the John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard
University, Lars Klüver of the Danish Board of Technology, Ortwin Renn of the Academy for
Technology Assessment Baden-Württemberg, Teresa Rojo of the University of Sevilla, Roland Schaer
of the Cité des Sciences, Sciences et Société, Andy Stirling of SPRU University of Sussex, Fabio
Terragni of ASNM and Gérard Valenduc of the Fondation Travail-Université Centre de Recherche
Travail & Technologies who guided us in their capacities as project monitors and intellectual partners
throughout the project.
In addition, we are highly indebted to the 200 participants of the Brussels conference in June 2003
and, in addition, to the more than 90 individuals who so kindly enlisted their time and energy in the
various telephone interviews and questionnaires. They answered our questions, openly shared their
experiences and views, provided or directed us to other resources, stimulated our thought process and
provided our work with invaluable insight. Although the findings and perspectives found in this study
are our own, we could not have reached this result wit hout the co-operation of our colleagues from
around the world. We are sincerely grateful to each and every one.
Moreover, we would like to encourage readers to share their thoughts with us on the topic of the study.
Contact information: banthien@ifok.de, mayer-ries@ifok.de, jaspers@ifok.de, renner@ifok.de

IFOK

Page

III

Executive Summary
Objective
In order to respond swiftly and effectively to the innovations affecting society, civil society must be
involved in the political process. The general aim of this study is, first, to promote a better
understanding of the conditions required when effectively involving civil society in the determining
process of the European Research Area and, second, as a result of this, to boost the culture of
consultation within the scope of research policy and the creation of the European Research Area. This
present study is one of various initiatives undertaken by the Commission with the aim of reforming
European governance and reinforcing the culture of consultation and dialogue within the EU,
especially with regard to the creation of a European Research Area. The study particularly supports the
White Paper on European Governance (2001) and the Science and Society Action Plan (2001) (in
particular actions 22 and 23 thereof).

The setting
The methodology of the study itself was participative. At all stages of the process, a lot of the input
was gathered via an international expert network . In addition, the research was peer reviewed by an
international panel of renowned experts and practitioners, themselves involved in civil society
participation. Moreover, this report of the study served as the foundation for the international
conference which was held in Brussels on June 12/13th 2003, jointly organised by the European
Commission and IFOK. The results of the conference contributed to the final report.

Structure of the report
The report consists of six main chapters, complemented by a bibliography and an excerpt from the
data base on procedures of public participation in European science and technology based decisionmaking as well as in selected third countries contacted by IFOK. The conference proceedings can be
found in the annex as well.
The report is structured as follows:
Chapter 1 gives the reader access to the general background, the objective and the focus of
the study.
Chapter 2 illustrates the scientific debate(s) related to civil society participation. It defines
what civil society participation means in the context of this study, sketches the rationale for
civil society participation and gives a broad overview of the major (scientific) communities
dealing with civ il society participation in research-based policy-making. Eight important communities enter the picture - technology assessment, foresight, risk assessment, e-governance,
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science and ethics, public understanding of science, the democratisation of expertise and
sustainable development and environmental protection.
Chapter 3 gives an overview of the analytical Framework, the methods of civil society
participation as well as contributing ideas for their classification (according to design,
through linkage with the political sector and regarding areas of application). Civil society or
public participation is – particularly in Europe, with its multitude of cultural and political
contexts – characterised by a variety of different approaches.
Chapter 4 analyses the different viewpoints for the assessment of civil society participation,
suggests further lines of thought for a comparative assessment of public participation
procedures and indicates a useful selection of practices and pitfalls that policy-makers
should take into account when faced with the challenge of tapping the full potential civil
society participation offers to improve governance in the European Research Area.
Chapter 5 summarises the governance discussion within the EU and its relevance for RTD
policy-making. It outlines initiatives which have already been taken to strengthen the role of
civil society participation in the European Research Area and identifies fields of action which
are highly relevant for the Commission.
Chapter 6 summarises the general lessons of the study and develops policy
recommendations for the Commission and its partners the implementation of which can lead
to a better involvement of civil society in research policy making in Europe. The presentation
of each recommendation is following a scheme responding to all relevant questions which are
related to them.
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Policy recommendations
There is an as yet unsatisfied demand for a more coherent and systematic dialogue with civil society
that complements the recently established online consultations and that provides an added value to
both the Commission and civil society. Workshops and conferences are important forums for a faceto-face exchange with civil society; yet alone they do not suffice to explore the full potential of civil
society participation. Six rules may help to further improve the existing mechanisms:
1. Civil society participation goes beyond civil society consultation. Participation is about
mutual learning.
2. The institutional bodies (advisory groups, committees etc.) for civil society participation
must be flexible and dynamic.
3. Civil society participation implies the participation of citizens involved in the issues
concerned.
4. There is a strong need for professional standards for civil society consultation.
5. There is a strong need for a more systematic, priority-driven approach of civil society
consultation.
6. The roles of industry and science in participatory governance have to be taken into
account when implementing participatory governance.
7. The instruments applie d for civil society participation should be more demand-driven
rather than supply-driven.
They policy recommendations which are summarized below 1 are based both on the analysis/input
provided by
•

the conference and

• the chapters 1 to 5 of the study
including the recommendations given by the expert panel.

1

The following paragraphs summarise the „vision” of each recommendation. For the complete text of the
recommendations, see chapter 6.
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Policy recommendation 1:
Creating a dynamic and flexible civil society forum
A dynamic and flexible civil society forum could play a key role in developing a more structured and
open culture of civil society consultation in European research policy. The forum is pos itioned at the
intersection of DG Research and civil society and therewith facilitates the exchange between these two
sectors. Consequently, it works in two directions: On the one hand, the civil society forum provides a
point of „easy access” for informal civil society consultations. It supports the Commission in finding
appropriate channels to communicate with civil soc iety (in particular with the individual citizen)
without creating additional bureaucratic structures and obstacles. The Commission makes use of the
support instrument wherever it feels that it helps to improve policy-making. On the other hand, the
forum will be a contact point for civil socie ty. It collects input from various groups within civil society
and processes the information according to the needs of the Commission.
The civil society forum will support the Commission in arbitrating between contending claims and
priorities and will assist in developing a longer-term policy perspective. It is neither a „traditional“
advisory committee, nor an additional burden/ restriction for decision makers. It consists of a core
group and multiple forums on specific issues. Their composition is dynamic, following the issues at
stake and the stakeholders concerned. The forum works with a large pool of experts from all levels of
civil society, including both individual citizens and representatives from civil society organisations
such as consumer associa tions, environmental NGOs, community-based organisations, charitable
organisations, educational and training organisations, foundations etc. It works on a task-oriented
basis. Once the target (for example recommendations) has been achieved, the composition of the
forum will be modified following the emerging issues.
The civil society forum will be the major access point and platform for a continued dialogue between
civil society and the Commission that was started at the Conference on the role of civil society for
governing the European Research Area in June, 2003.

Policy recommendation 2:
Integrating Participatory Foresight in the Preparation of Framework Programmes and other
Strategic Priorities
The definition of thematic prioritie s for the EU research funding activities and the development of
Framework programmes are key tasks and core competencies of DG Research. Areas of research have
to be identified that both foster the competitiveness of the European economy (Lisbon goals) and fit
the needs of society. They are crucial for the future of research in Europe, in particular with view to
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the building of a European Research Area. The early involvement of civil society in the preparation of
framework programmes and other strategic priorities via various foresight elements has clear
advantages: potential achievements can be a better basis for policy-making, more transparency, a high
level of credibility within society and more acceptance of decisions.

Policy recommendation 3:
Europe an Academy for Civil Society Participation in Science and Technology
Knowledge exchange and capacity building are key success factors for a better civil society
involvement in the building of the European Research Area. This holds for all stakeholder groups:
science, public authorities, civil society, the media and those professionals who carry out such
processes. Since each stakeholder group plays a specific role in participatory procedures, the level of
required knowledge and competence can vary. An academy is a flexible institution which provides
training facilities which are individually designed for each stakeholder group, taking into account
different interests, levels of knowledge and societal and cultural contexts. Each individual can make a
choice among different (virtual or face-to-face) teaching opportunities according to his or her
individual time budget or personal interests and skills. But the academy is more: whereas usual
(Internet based) information pla tforms only provide static information, the academy can foster
interaction between the stakeholder groups, enhance network activities, further develop knowledge on
participatory processes and thus serve as a „(virtual) think tank” for civil society participation.

Policy recommendation 4
Citizens debating on science: Universities as platforms for „European Future Days”
Europeans want to be informed about new developments in science an technology which affect them.
The direct dialogue with policy makers and scientists about their work helps to make science more
transparent and to foster mutual understanding about opportunities, risks and concerns.
The „European Future Days” programme could focus on concerted Europe-wide initiatives – held
annually on a particular ‘European Future Days’ – which bring research and policy makers closer to
society on a local/regional level. The future issues should be of pan-European interest. The „European
Future Days” can also provide opportunities to disseminate information about research policy-making
on the European level, on participatory processes and can stimulate the implementation of these on the
local and regional level.
Universities and other research institutes are invited to deliver this exchange. Universities are situated
at the crossroads of research, education and innovation and therefore constitute the „natural home” for
the transmission of know ledge. The growth of the knowledge economy, in particular, leaves
universities in a favourable position to become more closely involved in community life. They should
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increasingly become a forum for refle ction on knowledge, as well as of debate and dialogue between
scientists and people. The aim of the „European Future Days” is to involve a large number of actors.
Media coverage and accompanying activities (e.g. in schools) can help to address a broader public.

Policy recommendation 5:
„European Science and Society Exchange Program”
Due to the prevailing curriculum of scientific education and an increasing complexity and degree of
specialisation which can be observed in the field of research, scientists are often not conscious of the
full range of implications their work has for society as a whole. On the other hand, civil society,
including NGOs, have a high demand for solid scientific advice. In addition, they often lack a full
understanding of the important economic and institutional forces that technological research is mainly
driven by.
The construction of a truly European Research Area needs an exchange of the different actors
involved, so that the European dimension and the common interests of European civil society, as well
as those of the European community of scientists and R&D related industries, come to be fully
realized. The „European Science and Society Exchange Program” aims at ensuring this exchange,
foster mutual understanding and strengthen the position of organisations from civil society.

Policy recommendation 6:
Identifying benchmark projects
In order to boost motivation for investing in civil society participation, benchmarks can serve as an
orientation for the European Commissions’ activities related to civil society participation. Benchmarks
provide a good picture of how to implement one’s own principles as they refer to existing good
practices. References are made to specific projects („project x”) undertaken by a certain administrative
body („ministry of y in country z”).
Benchmarks summarize existing experience and provide knowledge for individual and contextsensitive solutions. They should refer to criteria that are measurable. Opaque criteria such as „success”
of civil society participation procedures therefore have to be broken down into manageable criteria
such as „transparency”. Transparency (for example transparency to participants) is an example of a
criterion that plays a vital role for the European Commission’s own policy (see Minimum standards on
consultation, White Paper on European Governance etc.), it plays an increasing role in the
international agenda (such as Aarhus Convention); furthermore, there is a wide range of different
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approaches, legal requirements and political cultures throughout the world (e.g. between the United
States and Europe).

Policy recommendation 7:
Supporting Existing Advisory Bodies in the Application of Civil Society Participation
In a world of increasing complexity, it becomes more and more difficult to assess the impact of
scientific and technological developments. How will GMOs, ethical testing, stem cell research,
nanotechnology or new communication technologies affect our lives? What are the emerging scientific
developments and key technologies with a high „ethical or societal impact” in the future? And how
can scientists become aware of those potential concerns and deal with them?
The mechanisms that have been developed in order to respond to these challenges are manifold:
institutionalisation of forecast or participatory technology assessment, establishment of research
advisory bodies, working groups and task forces, ethics councils, public hearings organised by the
parliament etc. However, even though these bodies have succeeded in bringing European research
policy closer to the citizens, there is still a considerable potential for further improvement. In
particular, there is a gap in the extent to which the particular priorities for timing or attention, or
different value judgements and framing assumptions adopted in expert assessment are validated in
relation to wider civil society.
A reinforced action of DG Research supporting existing bodies in exploring the potential of
stakeholder participation could play a vital role in establishing a strong link between civil soc iety and
the Commission – and thereby raise the level of trust in European research policy partic ular in critical
situations. Making use of the potential of both online consultations and face-to-face dialogues
(stakeholder dialogues, citizen forums, consensus conferences etc.), the Commission will be able to
realise a first-movers advantage, positioning itself at the forefront of modern public administrations. It
is likely that other European institutions and networks (EP, EcoSoc, CoR, EPTA, TRUSTNET) will
follow.

Policy recommendation 8:
Towards a Convention on civil society participation in research policy-making
A coherent involvement of civil society requires a harmonious foundation which clearly defines the
ways in which civil society is involved in research and research (-based) policy. A convention can
ensure participatory standards within the ERA and serve as a stimulation for parallel initiatives on the
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trans-national/global level. It can be considered an achievement of various measures which have
already been undertaken in the EU (see White Paper on Governance, Science and Society Action Plan
etc.).
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Introduction

This chapter gives the reader access to the general background, the objective and the focus of this
study. Moreover, the reader is provided with a coarse map of the study, namely the areas covered and
the structure of the report.

Background and Motivation
Democratic systems in Europe are currently facing new challenges. Innovation and scientific progress
are accelerating, providing great opportunities for economic and social development. Decision-making
is thus becoming increasingly difficult and requires a great amount of expertise, particularly in a
scientific and technological sense.
At the same time, the multitude of new technologies, possible research agendas and routes of
development directly affect the lives of individual citizens – and are often highly disputed (as the
public debates on food safety, genetic testing or nuclear energy exemplify) (Beck 1992, Jonas 1979,
1985). This situation poses a tremendous challenge to democracy in general, and to research policy
and research-based policies in particular.2
These problems are of particular relevance within the European Union, with its decentralised political
organisation and its diversity of cultures, norms and traditions (Taylor 1992, Rawls 1993). The
creation of a European Research Area is therefore an ambitious project that can only be completed
successfully if the research activities in Europe find broad acceptance within society. Research
activities must not stand apart from society, but rather take into account the concerns of the citizens.
New types of civil society participation such as those used in technological and risk assessment, in
research agenda setting (for example on ethically sensitive issues) and in scientific policy consulting
(for example via joint fact finding) may help to improve the public understanding of science, raise the
acceptance of research policy (as well as decisions in other policy areas that draw heavily on scientific
evidence) and improve the quality of scie ntific policy recommendations. Civil society participation is
therefore very likely to play an important part in the debate on how to transform the European Union
into the world’s most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy by 2010, as envisaged by
the Lisbon Summit.
This present study is one of various initiatives by the Commission aiming at a reform of European
governance and reinforcing the culture of consultation and dialogue within the EU, especially with
regard to the creation of a European Research Area. The study supports in particular two initiatives of
the European Commission:

2

Particular challenges are how to chose technologies (seen as a problem of „social choice“), how to deal with
path dependencies etc.
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•

the White Paper on European Governance (2001) 3 , which aims at improving democratic
governance within the European Union. The White Paper demands openness, participation,
accountability, effectiveness and coherence as five political principle s of good governance. In
addition, both a better involvement of civil society and a reinforced culture of consultation and
dialogue are requested.4

•

the Science and Society Action Plan (2001) (in particular actions 22 and 23 thereof).5
Following „Science, society and citizens in Europe” (SEC(2000)1973), this action plan aims
at pooling efforts at the European level to develop stronger and more harmonious relations
between science and society. Among other things, the action plan calls for an intensive
exchange of information and best practices between Member States and the regions on the use
of participatory procedures for national and regional policies. The Commission commits itself
to organising events at regular intervals to enable civil society to participate in debates on
specific issues. The Science and Society Action Plan supports the objective set at the Lisbon
Summit for Europe to become the world’s most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based
economy by the year 2010.

A presentation of civil society consultation procedures in progress within the Sixth Framework
Programme for research and establishing the European Research Area will be given in chapter 5.

Objective
In order to respond swiftly and effectively to the innovations affecting society, civil society must be
involved in the political process. The general aim of this study is to first promote a better
understanding of the conditions required in order to involve civil society effectively in the process of
creating the European Research Area and second, as a result of this, to boost the culture of
consultation within the scope of research policy and the creation of the European Research Area.
•

The report presents current research on civil society participation, classifies and compares
different types of participation and thereby gives a rich and colourful picture of different
approaches, experiences and lines of discussion related to civil society participation in science

3

European Commission (2001): European Governance. A White Paper. COM (2001)428 Final.
http://europa.eu.int/comm/governance/white_paper/index_en.htm.
4
White Paper on European Governance, p. 10, 14-17.
5
European Commission (2001): Science and Society Action Plan, COM(2001)714 Final.
http://www.cordis.lu/rtd2002/science-society/home.html. Action 22: „The Commission will organise, through
workshops and networks, an exchange of information and best practice between Member States and the regions
on the use of participatory procedures for national and regional policies.“ Action 23: „The Commission will
organise regular events enabling civil society to participate (in the form of public hearings, consensus
conferences or interactive online forums) in specific issues (biotechnology, environment, information
technologies, health, innovation etc.), in cooperation with the Economic and Social Committee and the
Committee of the Regions.“
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and technology-based policy-making. It also focuses strongly on the identification of „useful
practices” and the conditions necessary to encourage the culture of consultation within
research policy-making and the establishment of the European Research Area.
Major research questions that leaded the project are:
•

What are the major lines of discussion with regard to the role of civil society in (researchbased) policy-making? What (scientific) communities deal with these issues?

•

What kind of civil society participation procedures are applied in Europe (and its regions)?
How can this colourful picture of processes be captured? How can different types of methods
and institutional settings be classified?

•

How are these processes embedded within society? What role do they play within the political
decision-making process?

•

What are the lessons to be learned from the experiences obtained so far? What are the useful
practices, which are the pitfalls?
How can civil society participation in research policy-making be improved in the future? What
are the significant trends regarding better participation processes?

•
•

What can be the role of the Commission in this area?

Applied methodology
The methodology of the study itself has been a participatory one and combined desk research,
questionnaire based interviews, expert meetings and peer-reviews.
•

The Institute for Organisational Communication (IFOK)6 has been commissioned with the
study and is responsible for the process design, the collection and assessment of data and the
report.

•

An international panel of high-level expertise on civil society participation procedures and
research policy-making 7 peer-reviewed the study and supported the IFOK research team by
providing substantial input, by discussing criteria for the classification and comparative
assessment and by providing methodological feedback for the study.

•

About 70 international experts (scientists and/or practitioners) were interviewed by mail or by
phone and contributed their advice and recommendations.

6

See also www.ifok.de
Members of the panel are: Sheila S. Jasanoff of the John F. Kennedy School of Go vernment, Harvard
University, USA; Lars Klüver of the Danish Board of Technology, Denmark; Ortwin Renn of the Academy for
Technology Assessment Baden-Württemberg, Germany; Teresa Rojo of Pax Mediterranea S.l., Spain; Roland
Schaer of the Cité des Sciences, Sciences et Société, France; Andy Stirling of the SPRU University of Sussex,
UK; Fabio Terragni of ASNM, Italy; and Gérard Valenduc of the Fondation Travail-Université Centre de
Recherche Travail and Technologies, Belgium.
7
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An international conference with strong participatory elements was held in Brussels in June
2003 Roundabout 200 participants coming from 26 European countries and various
backgrounds (science, public authorities, civil society, industry, research and practise of
participatory processes), had a very fertile exchange in discussing the status quo (as presented
in the interim report of this study) and consequently explored new ways towards a more
participatory mode of policy-making in the area of RTD.

Areas of applications covered by the study
There are various areas of application of science and technology-based research policy in which civil
society participation is currently already being practised to a larger extent in research policy.
Partic ipatory technology assessment plays a dominant role. There exists a wide scientific community
developing and practising new methods of civil society participation (such as consensus conferences).
Apart from technology assessment, other areas of application that have not yet been developed so far
or that are not always directly linked to policy-making (as it is the case for public understanding of
science) are:
•

risk assessment

•

technology foresight

•

science and ethics (ethics councils)8

•

e-governance

•

public understanding of science

•

democratising expertise

•

sustainable development

Many methods of civil society participation have been developed in the spheres of environmental
decision-making and regional planning, which are often closely related. As environmental policies
tend to draw on scientific evidence and therefore belong to the group of research based policies, there
is no clear division line between civil society participation in environmental decision-making and civil
society participation in research-based policies.
The study covers both

8

•

research policy and

•

the wider field of research based polic ies

For a brief overview of these fields see the following chapter.
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Whereas one key challenge for research policy is to define the proper priorities for research (both
basic research and applied research), other policies refer to scientific evidence most often in the
context of regulatory activities, for example developing an appropriate legislative framework.
As well as coming from genuine research policy, most case studies identified originate from the
following policy areas:
•

consumer protection

•

health care

•

environmental policy

•

agricultural policy

•

energy policy

•

transport policy

Among the issues that have been at the forefront of public debate are genetically modified organisms,
genetic testing, nuclear energy / waste, food safety (mad cow disease), sustainable mobility / transport.

Geographical areas covered by the study
The study focuses on the European experience. It covers the initiatives undertaken by the European
Commission, the Member States and their regions and the accession countries. However, as the
objective of the study is to help the European Commission in further exploring the potential of civil
society participation in science and research-based policies in Europe, not all geographic areas are
covered with the same intensity:
•

European Commission: analysis of civil society consultation procedures in progress for
preparing and implementing the Sixth Framework Programme for research and establishing
the European Research Area.

•

Member States (and their regions): analysis of civil society consultation procedures used in
preparing research policy, including support for the expertise needed for other research-based
policies.

In addition, the experiences in the accession countries and selected third countries are taken into
account.
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Structure of the report
The argument of the report follows this structure:
•

Scientific debate : clarification of the notion of civil society participation; brief overview on
the role of civil society participation within the debate on new governance and criteria for
assessment

•

Communities: major lines of discussion: brief outline of the different (scientific)
communities that deal with questions related to the study, explanation of their relevance for
the objective of this study.

•

Classification: discussion of different methods and dimensions of civil society participation
procedures (and reference to experiences of the Member States).

•

Comparative assessment: identification of „useful practices”.

•

The European Dimension: Civil society participation in preparing the European Research
Area.

•

Policy recommendations : discussion of future initiatives for the improvement of civil society
involvement.

•
•

Bibliography: survey on the most relevant literature.
Data base (Annex): presentation of case studies in the Member States of the European Union
(and their regions), including a selection of case studies from the accession countries and
selected third countries.

•

Conference proceedings (Annex): summary of speeches, contributions and workshop
discussion.
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The scientific debate: the rationale behind civil society participation

This chapter illustrates the scientific debate(s) related to civil society participation. It defines what
civil society participation means in the context of this study, sketches the rationale for civil society
participation and gives a broad overview on the major (scientific) communities dealing with civil
society participation in research-based policy-making.

Introduction
Today’s community of social and political scientists engages in extensive discussion on public
participation in science and technology policy. This includes a wealth of case studies, a number of
meta studies and reviews, research reports, studies compiled for political institutions, and theoretical
work (see the detailed bibliography in the annex). In general, the dominating points of view are either
descriptive, focussing on the peculiarities of processes or on the relation of participation to political
and social structures, or normative, discussing standards for the appraisal of participatory processes
and implementing these in evaluation.

Defini tion of civil society participation
Civil Society
There exists a broad range of definitions of civil society depending on the focus of the analysis. Two
major lines will be briefly outlined below:
•

Civil society as a society of individual citizens : Liberal political theorists9 tend to highlight
the freedom of individual citizens and the need for a protective state (James Buchanan) that
protects civil rights without getting involved in activities that interfere with the private sphere.
Civil society, then, is defined by its opposition to the state as a collective entity. In this context
the notion of „civic society” (Bürgergesellschaft) is also employed. This notion refers to the
political role of the citizens. It does not focus on the question whether the citizens are part of
any scientific communities, run corporations or are engaged in non-profit organisations.

•

Civil society as the third sector: sociologists in particular often define civil society as the
intermediate sector that neither belongs to the state nor is part of the private-sector economy.
Civil society thus covers all activities of the non-profit sector of the economy. It is often
referred to as the third sector.10

9

Two of the most renowned political thinkers that belong to this tradition are the John Rawls and James
Buchanan. Both have used the contractarian analytical framework to derive normative criteria for a „good
society”.
10
See among others the works of H. Anheier or U. Beck. For A. Gramsci, civil society is a set of institutions
through which society organised and represented itself autonomously from the state.
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Neither of these two definitions seems adequate for the purpose of this study. The focus of this study
lies on persons or group of persons within society who usually play a minor role in the formal
decision-making process. The „target” group varies according to the context. It can be either lay
citizens, stakeholders or persons directly concerned by a certain policy.
It can be concluded that „the“ civil society does not exist as such, nor is there a particular defined set
of stakeholders who have to be involved in a participatory process per se. In other words, the
identification and selection of participants always depends on varying factors, such as the problem at
stake and the purpose and the design of the process. Thus, the civil society that is ultimately involved
will vary accordingly.
Another clarification has to be made at this point: Civil society is frequently referred to in the form of
civil society organisations . This definition is widely used in official EU documents. The White Paper
on European Governance as well as the working group on „Consultation and Participation of civil
society” both refer to a definition deve loped by the Economic and Social Committee11 . The definition
refers to the following civil society organisations:
•

the labour-market players (trade unions and employers federations’, often referred to as the
„social partners”)

•

organisations representing social and economic players , which are not social partners in the
strict sense of the term

•

non-governmental organisations which bring people together in a common cause, such as
environmental organisations, human rig hts organisations, consumer associations, charitable
organisations, educational and training organisations

•

community-based organisations , i.e. organisations set up within society at grassroots level,
which pursue member-oriented objectives: youth organisations, family associations and all
organisations through which citizens participate in local and munic ipal life

•

religious communities

For a certain range of problems, however, it has proven successful to involve unorganised citizens.
This broader understanding of civil society12 , which includes both civil society organisations
(stakeholder groups) and individual lay citizens, will be adopted for this study.
With the exception of the labour-market players and organisations mentioned above, industry is
therefore not included in this definition of civil society.

11

Economic and Social Committee (1999), CES 851/99 D/GW.
http://www.esc.eu.int/pages/en/acs/SCO/docs/ces851-1999_ac_en.PDF
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Participation
The notion of civil society participation is used in different contexts, of which civil society
participation in science and technology based policy-making is only one. Moreover, due to the
multiplicity of political cultures in Europe, there are different views of how civil society should
participate in political decision-making processes.
Usually, different degrees of participation are distinguished. The spectrum of possible degrees of
participation is illustrated by the so called „ ladder of citizen participation”.13 The ladder covers
several different types of participation, from very passive (single -sided) to very (inter)active forms of
civil society participation. The Danish Board of Technology for example differentiates between:
• providing information (for example pamphlets)
•

taking feedback (for example Eurobarometer)

•

getting into dialogue (for example citizen hearings)

•

supporting articulation (for example consensus conferences)

•

giving influence (for example mediation)

•

giving power (for example direct democracy)

Even though it has to be acknowledged that there exists a wide range of different civil society
participation methods that all have useful applications, the focus of this study is on a limited range of
procedures: It is argued that the complex issue research (based) policy deals with needs of a strong
interaction among policy-makers and civil society. Interaction goes beyond keeping the public
informed of ongoing polit ical debates and decisions. It means that civil society has its say, the means
to formulate a position, for example, and to know that this position is being taken into account in the
policy-making process.14 „Useful” participation thus depends on mutual learning in the political and
the public sphere. This learning process requires participation to be more than one isolated event with
a brief exchange of statements, it must be a longer-term, deliberative process or structure with real
opportunities for exchange.
There exists a wide range of literature on the desirability of direct civil society involvement in political
decision-making. 15 In particular, it is controversially discussed whether direct civil society
participation strengthens democracy (as suggested in publications such as „Healthy Democracy” by
12

See also the Minimum Standards for consultation.
The participation ladder originally has been developed by Sherry Arnstein in the late 1960s and includes forms
of „non-participation” (such as manipulation of the public), forms of single -sided participation („information” /
„consultation”) and forms of interactive participation („partnership”). Arnstein’s ideal are „delegation of power”
and „citizen control” as very strong forms of direct civil society participation in policy-making.
14
There are, of course, different ways in which they can be taken into account, see following chapter.
15
An excellent overview is given by Peter Henning Feindt (2001).
13
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Ned Crosby or „Democracy in Practice” by Thomas Beierle and Jerry Cayford) or whether it
undermines the democratic institutions based on the election of representatives.

The rationale of civil society participation
Under which conditions can we consider a given participatory process to be good or successful? A
number of criteria for the assessment of public participation are frequently proposed. These include:16
•

Strengthening the accountability and transparency of decision-making 17

•

Improving the quality and legitimacy of decisions

•

Creating acceptance and a consensus concerning decisions

•

Building trust between administration and civil society

•

Stimulating individual and institutional networking

•

Raising public awarene ss and knowledge on scientific issues

•

Improving the active involvement of citizens in the democratic process

•

Being cost-efficient

In general, these criteria can concern either the processes of participation themselves, or their results.
In both respects, however, the assessment is often relative to the particular perspective of various
actors. For example, an outcome like the blocking of a decision might be regarded as a failure of the
process by some administrative agency, while at the same time it is considered a success by the
citizens concerned (Chess/Purcell 1999, Webler 1995). This shows that the goals that different actors
have can determine whether some result is considered successful. Also, whether the process is
perceived to be fair, for example, can depend on the expectations that participants bring to the process.
Still, next to such subjective standards of evaluation, there is taken to be a number of general,
normative criteria. They follow on theories about how good discourses and democratic participation
should proceed. On the basis of Habermas’ theory of communicative action, it is concluded that the
rules and the conduct of a discourse should ensure fairness and competence (Webler 1995, Renn
forthcoming, Webler/ Tuler 2002). Fairness concerns the opportunity for participation, the openness
and neutrality of the process concerning agenda, and the rules of conduct, and the form of the
16

Many of these criteria are also stated in the various official documents of the EU-Commission on good
governance.
17
Transparency and accountability can mean rather different things. The sense discussed here may be taken to
refer just to the consequences of direct engagement for those involved and the provision of more clear external
procedural justification for resulting decisions. An extended understanding of transparency and accountability
also relates to more ‘substantive’ than ‘procedural’ issues – such as the transparency and accountability achieved
through documentation and validation of the divergent perspectives (values, interests, frames) under which
expert evidence, analysis and judgement inform alternative possible decisions (Davies, et al, 2003). These might
be contrasted, respectively, as the ‘closing down’ and ‘opening up’ of decision justification (Stirling, 2003)].

IFOK

Page

10

Final Report

Chapter 2: The Scientific Debate

involvement in the political decision making (for example early in the decision making process). The
result must also be fair, for example, concerning the distribution of chances and risks. Competence
requires that the participants develop the best possible understanding of the problem and use the best
available procedures to resolve competing claims (Webler/ Tuler 2002).
Other standards for the evaluation of participation are derived from theories of democracy. In general
they agree that participatory processes should be based on an adequate understanding of the problems
at stake and should have actual influence on political decision-making. According to pluralism, this
means that organised interest groups, representing the interests of their members and having access to
expertise, should be able to enter the competition for influencing political decisions. Direct
participation theory, in contrast, takes citizens outside of their professional roles (as ‘amateurs’ or
laypersons) to be the central actors of participation (Barber 1984). They should be given the
opportunity of entering a process of both learning about the issues to be decided and transforming their
initial interests, thus developing a broader perspective and becoming more fully developed citizens
(Laird 1993, Fiorino 1990).
Adherence to these general standards is also believed to influence the acceptanc e of the process and of
its outcome both by the partic ipants and the wider public (Rowe/ Frewer 2000, Chess/ Purcell 1999,
Joss/ Bellucci 2002).
To conclude, there are some general standards for participatory processes. They are fairness
concerning access, conduct and result of the process, the improved unde rstanding of the participants
and the assurance of an actual influence on decision-making. Observance of these standards is
important for participation to be meaningful and acceptable.

In addition, there are more concrete goals that can be set for participatory processes. They seem to be
largely dependent not only on the specific circumstances of a participatory process, but may also vary
according to the different actors involved. In some case the objective may be to reach consensus on a
specific issue, in other cases the objective may be less ambitious (but as important) to clarify
differences and to raise the level of tolerance for divergent values and norms within society (Davies et
al, 2003; Stirling, 2003). The assessment of participation according to them, therefore, must always
depend on context and perspective.
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Overview on (scientific) communities dealing with society participation in
technology and science-based policy
There are a number of communities that address – among other things – the role of civil society within
research and research based policies. They are all characterised by their institutions, practices,
agendas, journals, conferences and networks.
They cover the following areas that are particularly relevant for this study:
•

Participatory Technology Assessment (pTA)

•

Participatory technology foresight

•

Participatory risk assessment

•

e-governance

•

Science and Ethics

•

Public Understanding of Science

•

Democratising Expertise

• Sustainable Development and Environmental Protection
These communities do partly overlap, as with risk assessment and technology assessment. In the
following, they are briefly outlined and their relevance for the question of this study is explained.

Technology Assessment
Technology Assessment was introduced with the establishment of the Office of Technology
Assessment (OTA) by the United States Congress in 1972. Its initial purpose was to alert parliament
of important technological developments and risks, and to do so independently from government
sources. Since its initiation, and with the transferral to Europe, technology assessment has changed
considerably. Most importantly, in many countries, participatory forms of technology assessment have
been developed.
Today, participatory Technology Assessment is the best-known area of civil society participation. It
refers to „the class of methods and procedures of assessing socio-technological issues that actively
involve various kinds of social actors as assessors and discussants“ (Joss/Bellucci 2002, p. 5). The aim
is to include social, ethical and political aspects and thus broaden the perspective of the traditional TA.
This corresponds to the general tendency of TA in Europe, which is to acknowledge the importance of
societal dimensions of science and technology and to design TA exercises which correspond to this
new perspective. The notion of „Innovation and Technology Assessment“ (ITA)18 reflects this new
understanding of TA. The aim is not the isolated assessment of certain technologies but the discussion
of alternatives. The stakeholders are involved in participatory processes and are given a platform on

18

www.innovationsanalysen.de
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which they can formulate their visions and their concerns and where they can actively
contribute to the creation of broader acceptance for decision-making.
There is a wide community of institutions 19 , scientists and practitioners dealing with (participatory)
Technology Assessment, and the corresponding scientific debate on such exercises has been very
active and productive. For example, a number of major European studies dealing with partic ipatory
Technology Assessment have been conducted or have been started recently (for details see description
in the data base):
•

ADAPTA - Assessing Debate and Participatory Technology Assessment20

•

EUROPTA - European Participative Technology Assessment 21

•

PARADYS - Participation and the Dynamics of Social Positioning 22

•

TAMI - Technology Assessment in Europe: between Method and Impact 23

• STAGE - Science, Technology and Governance in Europe 24
Technology assessment often is closely linked to parliamentary decision-making. The EPTA-network
(European Parliamentary Technology Assessment25 ) supports the exchange among these governmental
institutions.

Risk Assessment
Risk assessment is in many respects closely intertwined with technology assessment. However, there
are a number of distinctions that justify a separation of the two lines of discussion. Risk assessment
has its own roots which have little to do with parliamentary initiatives to set up advisory bodies such
as the Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) in the U.S or the European Institutions that belong to
the European Parliamentary Technology Assessment (EPTA) network.
Risks are often associated with complex cause-effect relationships, uncertainty in the assessment of
potential damages and probabilities as well as far-reaching ambiguities when it comes to interpreting
complex and uncertain results (Renn 2002). The cognitive dimension plays an important role. To
citizens, only those risks that are perceived are a problem. Other risks may be neglected. Civil society
participation therefore aims at clarifying the knowledge based on which judgements about tolerable
levels of risks are made.

19

See EPTA-Network. See also List of links on ITAS-homepage.
http://www.inra.fr/Internet/Directions/SED/science-gouvernance/pub/ADAPTA/
21
http://www.tekno.dk/subpage.php3?article=345&survey=14&language=uk&front=1
22
http://www.uni-bielefeld.de/iwt/paradys
23
http://www.europaeische-akademie-aw.de/projecte/tami.htm
24
http://www.spsg.org/scisoc/stage/
25
http://www.tekno.dk/EPTA/epta/index.php3
20
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What is more important, risk assessment plays a large role within the private sector. There are
different sources for potential human or environmental damage that have been associated with certain
industries (for example chemical plants, nuclear plants, waste incineration) such as endocrine
disrupters (pseudo-estrogens), pesticides and herbicides, softeners, genetically engineered products,
carcinogenic substances, complex mixtures, Ionizing and non-ionizing radiation, exposure to
electromagnetic fields and radioactivity.
Risk assessment has to be clearly separated from risk communication that, to a smaller or larger
extent, is closely intertwined with public relations activities. For certain industries with controversial
businesses risk communic ation plays an important role. Similar to risk assessment there has been a
trend towards dialogue-based instruments. In the U.S. and partly also in Europe, community advisory
panels and neighbourhood forums („Nachbarschaftsforen”) have proven useful instruments for
establishing partnerships between industry and community-based civil society organisations. They
have been used in particular by the chemical industry (for example BASF).
In order to foster the exchange in Europe, the European Commission supports the TRUSTNET, a
network of institutions dealing with risk assessment.

Name : TRUSTNET
Duration: Founded in 1997
Method: European Network
TRUSTNET is a pluralistic and interdisciplinary European network involved in the field of Risk
Governance supported by the European Commission (DG RTD). The network intends to contribute to
the quality of the decision-making processes within the governance of hazardous activities in Europe.
It is carrying out a collective reflection on the difficulties encountered by the traditional risk
regulations. It is assessing and diffusing the emerging concepts and experiences (precautionary
principle, pluralistic expertise, decentralisation of risk management,…) as well as the innovative
institutional arrangements (agencies, stakeholder participation, citizen conferences,…) that may
enhance the quality, legit imacy and practicability of the decision-making processes on risk.
Publication: http://www.trustnetgovernance.com/.

Foresight
Foresight exercises have increasingly been practiced for several decades in various fields, especially in
the field of research and policy-making. Following a widely accepted definition, the term „foresight“
describes „the process involved in systematically attempting to look into the longer-term future of
science, technology, the economy, the environment and society, with the aim of identifying the
emerging generic technologies and underpinning areas of strategic research likely to yield the greatest
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economic and social benefits.“26 Five characteristics specify such kinds of exercise: a focus on the
long term perspective, communication among the actors, co-ordination of the strategies of the actors
by means of interactions, consensus in terms of shared visions of the future and commitment to the
results of the exercise.
When analysing the latest and current foresight activities and the scientific debates on them, several
trends can be identified which will briefly be outlined here:
•

The increasing role of foresight in the context of national research policy-making and longterm strategic planning of S&T funding activities.27 Especially during the decade following
1990, many foresight activities with a wide range of methodologies have been carried out in
Europe on national levels with the aim to provide guidance for decision-making.

•

The shift from Technology Foresight to a broader notion of foresight. While early foresight
processes aimed at identifying future developments in science and technology, current
foresight processes have shifted towards a much wider approach and try not to restrict their
considerations only to the economic and social context and their relevance for research and
technology development. Foresight activities are seen to an increasing extent as a
comprehensive attempt to identify future challenges and risks in society and at developing a
common understanding and vision of what should be achieved in science and in society in
general (Zweck/ Braun 2002). One major issue in this context is the focus on societal needs
and how science will be able to meet these challenges and find solutions.

•

This shift is in accordance with another significant change in foresight activities - they seem to
become increasingly participatory. Early foresights were characterised by expert discussion,
with a strong focus on future developments within their fields of expertise. Since then, the
involvement of many scientists and disciplines, of other stakeholders, of different societal
sectors and also of civil society, including the individual citizen, has become a major
characteristic of the latest and of current foresight activities, leading to a significant change as
far as applied methodologies and the nature of foresight results are concerned. The
participatory dimension is today one of the most challenging and promising features of
foresight and is largely discussed in terms of identification and selection of participants, their
involvement and their contribution to foresight. 28

•

There is a clear trend towards regional foresight activities in various European countries. The
major advantages of the regional approach is to address strategic questions in a locally
restricted but socially comprehensive manner and to involve a wide range of societal
stakeholders, which can also lead to new local or regional networks. The participative
dimension is therefore potential strength of regional foresight processes. Activities on the

26

Ben Martin, http://www.unido.org/userfiles/kaufmanC/MartinPaper.pdf.
See Barré http://prospectiva2002.jrc.es/download/FINAL_proceedings.pdf, p. 118.
28
See Minutes of the Futur-Workshop in Berlin in December 2002 (forthcoming).
27
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European level (for example initiatives from the Commission and the IPTS as well as a
conference in Brussels in September 2002) show the dynamics in this area. 29
•

Having been successful on the national level, the European dimension of foresight has been
identified as one of the most promising fields of activity in Research and Technology
Development (RTD) and related foresight activities. The perspectives of Foresight on a transnational and European level have been and will be discussed at various conferences.30
Foresight ought to play a significant role in FP 6 projects and programmes.31 High level group
recommendations,32 comparative studies and activities such as the Commission’s initiatives or
the various projects of the IPTS33 strengthen network building 34 and trans-national cooperation
and foster new perspectives on foresight activities for European regions, Member States and
accession countries at the EU-level. 35 The ongoing activities of CREST cluster 6 („Foresight
and Society“) are an interesting contribution to these co-ordination efforts. The objectives of
Cluster 6 are to establish a pan-European forum of societal actors involved in Foresight
exercises with a view to influence S&T policies, disseminate best practices and establish
communication links with interested societal groups. In addition, the social aspect and the
communication/awareness-raising potential of Foresight activities across Europe should be
further developed. 36

Name: eForesee
Institution: Crehan, Kusano & Associates sprl – Belgium (Co-ordinators)
Duration: ongoing
Type: Foresight
This two-year project will address challenges faced by policy-makers implementing foresight
activities for smaller economies and regions. In particular it examines the potential role of foresight in
29

For more information, see http://foren.jrc.es; http://www.regional-foresight.de/ See also the special issue of
„The IPTS Report“ Nº 59, November 2001, on: Foresight and Regional Development, and the final report of the
STRATA-ETAN expert group, ftp://ftp.cordis.lu/pub/foresight/docs/regional_foresight_en.pdf.
30
Conferences in Seville (May 2002) and Ioannina (May 2003).
31
See paper on „Foresight in FP 6“. See also the presentation of Werner Wobbe at the Futur Workshop in Berlin
in December 2002 (forthcoming).
32
ftp://ftp.cordis.lu/pub/rtd2002/docs/for_hleg_final_report_en.pdf.
33
IPTS has the aim to provide prospective techno-economic analysis in support of the European policymaking
process, see http://ipts.jrc.cec.eu.int/. For an overview on foresight activities in the EU, see for example
http://www.cordis.lu/rtd2002/foresight/home.html.
34
For the ESTO-Network, see http://esto.jrc.es.
35
http://les.man.ac.uk/PREST/Research/foren_conference.htm.
http://prospectiva2002.jrc.es/download/FINAL_proceedings.pdf; Foresight in the Enlarged European Research
and Innovation Area: http://medlab.cs.uoi.gr/conf2003.
36
See also Science and Society Action Plan (COM(2001)714 final), Action 28: „The Commission will facilitate
the coordination of research and foresight exercises at regional, national and European level on issues related to
the action plan. This coordination will take the form of forums, seminars for representatives of national
ministries on the key issues of „science and society” or networks of centers of excellence.“
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dealing with the structural changes to the economy that accompany the accession process, as well as
the integration of accession states into a European Research Area.
Publication: www.eforesee.info

Science and Ethics
Scientific developments and new techniques often raise important new ethical issues. These issues
concern the question of which methods are morally acceptable within scientific research (for example
stem cell research or cloning), or which new techniques should be applied in such areas as health care
(as germ line therapy, pre-implantation dia gnostics) or agriculture (genetically modified crops). While
there is a wide-reaching and lively academic and public discussion on many of these topics, public
participation in political decision-making in these areas assumes a number of different forms. For one
thing, various institutions of technology assessment have initiated public discourses. Also, national
ethics councils have been established in almost all European countries.
Institutionally, the national ethics councils are advisory committees to the national parliaments or
governments. However, a number of important features distinguish them from other advisory councils.
First, the kind of expert advice they are intended to provide is relatively new. It is often disputed in
which sense there can be expertise in the area of ethics. At the same time, many of the ethics councils
are composed such as to ensure a rich diversity of standpoints. Members usually include experts from
various disciplines (the natural sciences, law, philosophy, theology), representatives of civil society
organisations, and (sometimes) lay persons. They often work rather independently from the
government or parliaments, in that they can chose topics to cover by themselves. Finally, they tend to
work more openly than traditional advisory councils. They often allow for direct contributions and
participation by interested citizens, have public meetings, and see as a major task to disseminate
information and to stimulate public debate.
In its Science and Society Action Plan, the European Commission sets the goal of supporting the
networking of European ethics councils.

E-Governance
The Internet is a source of great expectations and hopes, especially when the aim is to inform a wider
public or to interact with it. The number of processes which make use of the advantages of the
medium of the Internet is increasing. However, in the field of Internet-based discourses concerning
innovation and technical analysis, one can rarely find concrete internet performances fulfilling these
expectations, as is pointed out in an evaluation study of virtual ITA discourses.37 This study shows that
37

IFOK: Evaluation internetgestützter Diskurse zur Innovations- und Technikanalyse. Final Report 2001.
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solely Internet-based ITA discourses being held on complex technical topics with many and
heterogeneous participants have currently only very small chance of proving successful. This seems to
be due to particularly high requirements regarding the (technical, motivational and communicational)
abilities of the participants and the professional organization of the discourse. The appropriate means
that would widen its scope and facilitate more demanding sophisticated virtual ITA discourse is not
yet available. If a serious professional effort were made to develop such a framework, however, it
would indeed be possible to develop the large potential of virtual communication and thereby generate
real added value to traditional forms of discourse.38 In order to arrive at this standard, it is necessary to
shape the discourse’s architecture and background properly and to accompany its progression
continuously. While the study has identified the installation of a proper framework as an important
task for the near future, it concludes that Internet-based ITA discourses are likely to succeed only if
they are – as individual virtual components – integrated into a more comprehensive discourse, which
essentially comprises face-to-face communication. At present, virtual forms of discourse can only
serve as an integrated structural supplement to established types of discourse. Furthermore, their link
to political decision-making and their presence in traditional media is equally decisive.

Name: Interactive Policy-Making (IPM)
Institution: EU Commission
Duration: ongoing (since 2001)
Method: e-government
In April 2001 the European Commission adopted a communication on Interactive Policy-Making
[IPM - C(2001)1014], which aims at improving governance by using the Internet for collecting and
analysing reactions in the marketplace for use in the European Union’s policy-making process. This
initiative will be used by the Commission to evaluate existing EU policies and for open consultations
on new initiatives.
Publication: http://ipmmarkt.homestead.com/

Public Understanding of Science (PUS)
Public understanding of science is a very active field involving various institutions, initiatives and
specific methodologies for public information, raising awareness, spreading scientific know ledge and
changing attitudes for a better understanding of science.39

38

Note that it is sometimes possible to compensate for the alleged weaknesses of the Internet and to transform
them into strengths.
39
For more information, see: http://www.cordis.lu/improving/public-awareness/selected.htm. See also the
ESCITE-Network: http://ecsite.ballou.be/new/index.asp.
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This movement is particularly strong in the UK, where it was given programmatic status in the late
1980s following an influential report in 1985 by the Royal Society (the British academy of science).
The Royal Society called for the improvement of the public’s knowledge and appreciation of science
and technology – mainly by educational measures. The report received a good response from policymakers and the scientific community, resulting in various initiatives including grants for scientists who
wanted to communicate their findings to a wider public.
An important field for the implementation of an „improved public understanding of science” is the
science exhibition. In this respect, science exhibitions have become heavily politicised. In 1993, the
UK government even made the „public understanding of science” official policy when it published
„Realising Our Potential”, a White Paper on science and technology. The overall objective of this
measure was still to achieve more positive attitudes towards science and technology, which was
understood as crucial for its commercial exploitation. The early approach to „public understanding of
science” has in general been an educational one, since „the public” was regarded merely as
uninformed.
This unidirectional approach to PUS was replaced during the 1990s by a more interactive model for
the interaction of science and the public. This went along with a certain deregulation of state functions
in the early 1990s and an increasing emphasis on individual action and responsibility. As a
consequence, interactive exhibitions, and participatory and „bottom-up” processes were carried out).
Some PUS-institutions such as science museums have started to engage in procedures of participatory
technology assessment. Representatives from politics and administration are increasingly involved in
PUS activ ities, for example in workshops or public debates on risks and S&T issues. These exercises
are mostly informal and not directly related to policy-making. Still, by facilitating direct dialogue
between science and the public and by involving policy-makers personally, they can have quite a
significant, indirectly polit ical impact.40
Different associations are existing with the aim to co-ordinate and to enhance the work of PUS
institutions. The ECSITE network is a forum for the exchange of experience and concerted action in
particular for science museums in Europe.

Name : ECSITE - the European Collaborative for Science, Industry and Technology Exhibitions
Duration: Founded in 1989

40

Today, different models of PUS are discussed, often with a strong deliberative focus. For conceptions such as
„Public engagement with sciences (PES)“ and „Alternative public understandings of science (APUS)“, see for
example Hagendijk, R./ Kallerud, E. (2003): Changing Conceptions and Practices of Governance in Science and
Technology in Europe: A Framework for Analysis, STAGE, Discussion Paper 2.
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Method: European Network
ECSITE is a not-for-profit organisation representing science and technology centres and museums
throughout Europe. The organisation aims to promote public understanding of science and technology
by co-ordinating and improving the activities of science centres and museums, natural history
museums, zoos and aquariums. The common thread uniting all ECSITE members is a commitment to
public engagement with science through accessible, interactive exhibits and programmes. ECSITE
facilitates co-operation among Europe’s science centres – establishing standards, sharing expertise,
disseminating best practice, encouraging collaboration and developing training programmes.
Publication: http://ecsite.ballou.be/new/index.asp

Democratising Expertise
The complexity of the problems political decisio n-makers have to decide upon has steadily risen
during the last few years. Scientific expertise is therefore becoming more and more important in
policy-making. This raises the question of how to combine the meaningful inclusion of scientific
knowledge with the democratic legitimacy of decision-making (Jasanoff 1990). For this question, a
number of issues are important:
•

Scientific expertise is often highly controversial. This is particularly true in respect to the
assessment of risks. The question „how safe is safe enough?”, for example in the sphere of
food safety or the safety of nuclear waste disposal, cannot be answered easily. Science can
often only state what is not known or uncertain with differing degrees of probability. In
addition, scie ntists often have conflicting views on how to tackle a problem or which
recommendations follow from given findings. Disputes about the proper methodology and the
correct assumptions are frequent. Often the object of investigation or the choice of methods is
value-loaded.

•

The notion of knowledge has undergone considerable change in meaning. The distinction
between lay persons’ or civil society’s knowledge and expert knowledge no longer holds,
since many forms of knowledge which are relevant to science (and policy-making) come from
lay persons’ contexts. The question is how to develop this knowledge and how to make it
accessible and productive for further use.

•

Some authors also maintain that the sciences themselves are currently undergoing substantial
changes. According to them, scientific knowledge is to an increasing extent produced directly
in the contexts of application, and some „extended peer review“ that includes consumers
ascertains the quality and the „social robustness“ of scientific findings (Gibbons et al. 1994,
Funtowicz et al. 2000).

•

The idea of democratising expertise leads to the claim of a demand-driven research agenda,
i.e. a research agenda that is set according to societal needs.
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Next to institutionalised scientific advice for policy-makers, research centres that are closely linked
with civil society organisations are of importance. They play an increasing role in empowerment of
civil society. The „science shops“ that have been developed in the Netherlands have also played an
important part in this. Science shops are institutes, which were originally founded to provide
independent, participatory research support to NGOs on a demand-driven and affordable basis. They
have since evolved and become institutions with a rich experience and advisory competence with
respect to societal needs and issues, which sometimes promotes the idea of a purely demand-driven
„shop“. One major achievement of science shops is to have developed very functional structures of
good interactions between civil society and science – structures other institutions (for example in the
field of partic ipatory technology assessment) can build on, even at a time when many sciences shops
have gone through a crisis or have been closed. The overall picture is that science shops are very close
to societal needs and issues, but traditionally do not offer a forum for public and political interaction.
We do find remarkable initiatives here, however, which aim at strengthening the interaction between
research institutions and society and at improvin g cooperation in science, research and development of
small to medium-sized NGOs.41 The political sphere is little involved in these processes, and the study
will therefore not focus on them. However it has to be pointed out that the interaction structures which
have been developed by science shops are important in terms of mid-term and long-term interaction
between science and society – with a significant indirect impact on policy-making. 42
Another important question is how policy-makers acquire expertise. The European Commission has
recently published guidelines on the collection and use of expertise.43 They refer to the
recommendations made by the working group „Democratising Expertise and Establishing Scientific
Reference Systems“ (Final Report, May 2001.). The structures for scientific policy advice in the EU
are currently being investigated by an international group of six research institutions.44 The study
includes the national, regional and trans-national levels. The aim is to characterise the institutions that
give advice, to analyse advantages and disadvantages of the different methodologies and to identify
useful practices.

Environmental Protection and Sustainable Development
The discussion on participation in science and technology policy is intertwined with discussions on
environmental regulation. With environmentally relevant decisions, scientific and technological
41

These activities are supported by the European Commission. For more details, see
http://europa.eu.int/comm/research/science-society/scientific-awareness/shops_en.html and the INTERACTS
network: http://members.chello.at/wilawien/interacts/main.html.
42
In the United States, there exists a strong movement of community-based research centres that also aim at
enabling civil society to take part in highly complex (and controversial) debates concerning science and
technology-based decision-making. The LOKA institute, situated in Washington D.C., which helps establishing
community research networks, plays an important role.
43
European Commission (2002), COM (2002) 713 final.
44
See http://www.isi.fhg.de/ti/Projektbeschreibungen/je_adbo_e.htm.
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questions are often of major importance, and these cases especially are of particular interest for this
study. In addition, many of the participatory methods which are applied in research policy-making
today as well are used invariably across environmental regulation and participatory Technology
Assessment.
The issue of environmental protection can be seen as the origin of many of the civil society
participation procedures as we know them today. Environmental movements in many countries of
Europe and elsewhere have led to a great variety of methods of civil society participation. In addition,
a number of directives and conventions have formed a legal framework that fosters civil society
participation.
In this context, the „Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-making
and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters” (Aarhus Convention), adopted and signed by the
European Community in 1998, is an important step towards strengthening the role of civil society in
environmental decision-making. One of its major aims is to provide an opportunity for people to
express their opinions and concerns on environmental matters and ensure that decision makers take
due account of these.45
Today, environmental protection is usually discussed within the wider context of sustainable
development. The underlying rationale is that the goals set for environmental protection cannot be
achieved if the dynamics of the social and economic system are neglected. That is, the dependencies
between the ecological and the socio-economic systems have to be taken into account when designing
policies. Environmental protection, social inclusio n and economic prosperity are policy goals
that cannot be pursued independently from each other.46
The problems faced when aiming at implementing the concept of „sustainability” have much to do
with research policy. Both the ecological systems as well as the socio-economic systems are much too
complex that is possible to identify in the best way possible to achieve sustainable development. We
do not know what additional risks to sustainability will come in 5, 10 or 50 years. In addition,
sustainability is a concept that balances ecological, social and economic objectives – decisions, that
45

There is substantial literature on participatory decision-making in environmental policies. Among these, there
is one major comparative analysis that is of particular interest for the present report and that will thus be outlined
briefly: The Regional Environmental Centre has conducted a study that explores the status of civil society
participation both in the European Union and the Candidate Countries, called „Doors to Demo cracy: Current
Trends in Public Participation in Environmental Decision-Making in Central and Eastern Europe”. This volume
is part of a series of publications that aims at drawing conclusions on a pan-European level by gaining an
overview of trends and practices in the NIS countries (former Russia), the Central and Eastern European region
and the Wes tern countries. The series was published by means of a cooperative effort by the REC, the European
Environmental Bureau and Ecopravo-Lviv based on surveys from 15 CEE countries, 5 NIS countries and 11
Western European countries.
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need to be taken by society. That is, sustainable development can only be achieved if societies learn
how to deal with highly complex issues (IFOK/IWÖ 1998). It is a concept that focuses on institution
and capacity-building which enables society to search for new – sustainable – development paths.
Civil society participation therefore has been identified as the key to sustainability (Meister 2002;
2003).
Name: ULYSSES
Institution: Darmstadt University of Technology, Germany
Type: Technology Assessment ULYSSES (Urban Lifestyles, Sustainability and Integrated
Environmental Assessment) is a European research project on public participation in Integrated
Assessment. Integrated Assessment (IA) aims at providing support to decision makers by using a more
integrated perspective than can be offered by disciplinary research. Important applications are
problems of environment and sustainability. A number of projects are devoted to building computer
models for such decision support. To enhance the effectiveness of this research, ULYSSES aims at
embedding such models in a social discourse and to integrate also recommendations by citizens into
assessments. The goal is to make decision support methods more relevant for application in
democratic contexts. To reach this goal, ULYSSES has further developed techniques of moderated
group discussions into a tool called IA-Focus Groups. These groups have used computer models to
support their discussions, and formulate citizen recommendations as the result of the ir deliberations.
ULYSSES has been coordinated by the Darmstadt University of Technology, Germany, and was
supported by the European Commission, DG XII, RTD Programme Environment and Climate. The
ULYSSES research team comprised researchers from ten research institutions in eight European
countries.
Publication: http://zit1.zit.tu-darmstadt.de/ulysses/

Name: VISIONS
Institution: European Commission
Duration: 1998-2001
Type: Foresight
VISIONS is an Integrated Assessment project, which began in 1998 and finished in February 2001,
under the auspices of DG XII of the European Commission. The project forms part of the Fourth
Framework Program of the European Commission, Environment and Climate. The main objective of
VISIONS was to create a set of alternative scenarios for future sustainable development paths, up to
2020 and 2050. The project aimed to provide a point of reference and practical tools for key-decision
makers and stakeholders. The scenarios were used to test and apply state-of-the-art software tools, in

46

For this reason, sustainability has been introduced in the Treaty of the European Union as a cross-sectoral
policy.
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combination with participatory methods for consensus building. The scenarios cover Europe as a
whole and three selected regions: North West UK, Venice (Italy) , and the Green Heart (The
Netherlands).
Publication: http://www.icis.unimaas.nl/visions/

Conclusion
The number of areas in which participatory exercises are applied is increasing, and the impressive
number of studies, for example on pTA illustrates that the learning process on participation is very
active and well underway. On the other hand, there is little discussion on how the experience of public
participation can be transferred to other fields or stages of policy-making – such as funding activities,
evaluation activities or activities shaping the structure of the research and innovation system.
The overview on the different lines of discussion makes it visible that there is an interdependency of
science and society. The scientific community does not only influence the way how society observes
certain problems, the research agenda of the scientific community is strongly influenced by civil
society. That is, not only do lay citizens benefit from the exchange with the scientific community (for
example on consensus conferences), scientists also benefit from a self-reflection on their researchprojects, which is fostered by critical questions posed by lay citizens.
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Classification

Civil participation is – particularly in Europe with its different cultural and political contexts –
characterised by a variety of approaches. This chapter gives an overview of the Analytical
Frameworks, the Methods of Civil Society Participation as well as ideas for their classification (by
design, by linkage with the political sphere and by areas of application).

Introduction
Due to its decentralised structure and its multiplicity of cultures, Europe offers a broad field for
experimentation with new modes of civil society participation. In many countries and regions,
traditional forms of participation - election of political representatives, direct democracy, protest on
the streets or legal action - have been completed by innovative, dialogue-oriented instruments.
The objective of this chapter is to draw a picture of the different types of procedures of civil society
participation in science and technology-based decision-making, both in European and in other
countries. Since there is not one single way of giving such an overview, different characteristics of
participation will be taken as bases for classifying the field here. The various systematisations that thus
accrue will draw the attention to various typical and crucial features and circumstances of
participation. They are intended, in their entirety, both to capture the richness of the field and to make
it perspic uous and tangible. As it will be seen later on in chapter 5, the success of civil society
participation largely depends on the capability of designing a process that fits to the specific
circumstances that policy-makers face. The chapter is structured as follows:
•

Overview of different analytical frameworks classifying civil society participation procedures
according to the problem situations and the ensuing objectives that are pursued.

•

Presentation of the most relevant methods or institutional settings of these interactive forms
of civil society participation.

•

typology of different civil society participation procedures according to different dimensions.
They are split into three groups:
process design (selection of participants etc.)
relationships to the political decision-making process (either direct or indirect, via
media)
areas of application (within research policy and research based policies)

References to cases taken from different countries and regions in Europe complement the presentation.
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Analytical framework: Outline and objectives of civil society participation
procedures
It has proven difficult to give a short and precise answer to the question of what civil society
participation is good for. Even if we restrict the analysis to the policy-maker’s perspective (that may
differ from the perspective of civil society groups as each group has its own motives), we have to
acknowledge that there exists a wide range of different problem settings. The extent to which civil
society participation can improve policy-making depends very much on the context. The issue
discussed, the level (local or national), the political culture and many other factors play a crucial role.
In order to reduce complexity, a number of classifications have been developed that identify different
dimensions related to the objectives of civil society participation procedures. They help to give a
picture of the different types of problems that may be resolved by getting civil society actively
involved.
The following analytical frameworks are briefly outlined below:
•

the EUROPTA framework (Simon Joss/ Sergio Bellucci)

•

the AFTA47 framework (Ortwin Renn)

•

the TAMI-framework (TAMI method/impact group)

Based on this analysis, a new analytical framework will be developed that will be used for the
comparative assessment (chapter 5).

The EUROPTA framework (Simon Joss / Sergio Bellucci)48
The EUROPTA report proposes a two-dimensional analytical framework in order to assess different
types of civil society participation. The aim of the framework is to bring out the features that may
improve the political system’s capability to reconcile diverging interests as a basis for decisions on
technology policy that are acceptable to all or at least a majority of actors (Joss/Bellucci 2002, 18).
The two basic problems of inequality and uncertainty are analysed with respect to three dime nsions
(Joss/ Bellucci, 2002, p. 18-19):
•

cognitive dimension (problem of knowledge): the contestation of factual expertise

•

normative dimension (problem of legitimisation): a lack of societal consensus concerning
modern technologies

•

pragmatic dimension (problem of management): limited capacities of the political system to
steer technological developments

47

The scheme has been used at the Akademie für Technikfolgenabschätzung (AFTA: Centre for Technology
Assessment)
48
EUROPTA: European Participative Technology Assessment
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The notion of inequality refers to the existence of different – and often conflicting – interests, values
and norms as well as different levels of (political) power. The notion of uncertainty refers to the
different types of problems that arise due to the high complexity of the issues discussed. The table
below illustrates the six different dimensions analysed in the EUROPTA report. The analysis has been
made in the context of technology assessment.

Inequality

cognitive dimension

normative dimension

pragmatic dimension

reflecting different actors’

reflecting the plurality of

reflecting the unequal

perspectives on scientific

(possibly conflicting)

distribution of

and technological issues,

norms and values that

institutionalised or

including the

often get mixed up with

informal influence on

technologies’ influence on interests

decision-making processes

their living conditions

shaping technology, as
well as unequal
distribution of resources
that enable actors to take
part in such processes

Uncertainty

is generated, as the

arises from new questions

results from the

understanding of a

and problems generated by difficulties of political and

phenomenon becomes

scientific-technological

social systems and

ever more complex, and,

developments, for which

institutions to reach

at the same time, principal

traditional ethical

conclusions and, under

limits of cognition emerge

principles, norms and

conditions of cognitive

standards are not

and normative uncertainty,

instructive or adequate any to implement decisions in
more and new ones are not a turbulent environment
(yet) in sight

Source: Joss/Bellucci (2002, 18f)

Joss and Bellucci (2002, 20) derive three main policy tasks from this analytical framework. Policy
tools should:
•

•

IFOK

enhance the decision-making process by making it better informed – that is, supporting
decision-making in a way that ensures decisions are taken on the basis of the best available
knowledge (cognitive dimension).
broaden the legitimisation of decision-making by providing a voice also to those affected
and/or to those previously marginalized, and thus democratise the decision-making process
(normative dimension).
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contribute to the basis for future consensus -building, or for the clarification of disagreement;
they should do this by providing forums where common searches for solutions to inequality or
uncertainty problems can be made (pragmatic dimension).

The AFTA-framework (Ortwin Renn)
Ortwin Renn suggests a threefold distinction between epistemological, reflective and partic ipatory
discourses. The distinction has been developed in the context of risk management and therefore pays
special attention to the management of the uncertainty that characterises risky decisions (see the fig.
below). The three types of discourses correspond to different, and increasingly complex, conflicts that
may be resolved by civil society participation procedures:
•

Within a cognitive discourse, experts (not necessarily scientists) discuss the potential
opportunities and risks involved in a certain technique or decision, based on a common vision
and the likely developments that can be foreseen without relying on pure speculation. The
objective of such a discourse is to arrive at the most adequate description or explanation of a
development that provides opportunities for the affected actors. The goal is to achieve a
homogeneous and consistent definition and explanation of the phenomenon in question, as
well as a clarification of dissenting views. It is best suited to conflicts that are mainly
cognitive.

•

With reflective discourses, next to the clarification of knowledge (as in cognitive discourses),
the assessment of trade-offs between the competing possibilities like the extremes of rejection
and embracement is also crucial. They can involve agency officials, external experts,
stakeholders and affected groups. Reflective discourses are mainly appropriate as a means to
decide on risk-averse or risk-prone approaches to innovations. This discourse provides
answers to the question of how much uncertainty one is willing to accept for a given future
opportunity.

•

The third type of deliberation, the participatory discourse, is focused on resolving
ambiguities and differences about values. Established procedures of legal decision-making,
but also novel procedures, such as mediation and direct citizen participation, belong to this
category. Participatory discourses are mainly appropriate as a means of searching for solutions
that are compatible with the interests and values of the people involved and to resolve
conflicts among them.
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Figure 2: The Risk Management Escalator
(from simple via complex and uncertain to ambiguous phenomena)

Risk Tradeoff
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Deliberation
Necessary
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Risk Balancing
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Risk Assessment
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Risk Assessment
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Types of Conflict:
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Actors:
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cognitive
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Uncertain
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Source: Renn
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The TAMI framework49
The method/impact working group of the TAMI project has developed another framework that is
based on the distinction of
•

the issue dimension on the one hand. Three types of issues are identified:
technological/scientific aspects, societal aspects and policy aspects.

•

the impact dimension on the other hand. Again, three categories are identified: raising
knowledge, changing attitudes (opinions) and initialising actions.

Similar to the EUROPTA framework presented above, the TAMI framework has been developed in
the context of technology assessment.

Table: Typology of Impacts
I.
Impact Dimension
Raising
Knowledge
Issue Dimension

Technological /
scientific aspects

II.
Changing
Attitudes /opinions

III.
Initialising
Actions

Scientific Assessment

Agenda Setting

New R&D Policies

Technical options

Setting the agenda in the

New action plan or

assessed and made

political debate

initiative to further

visible

Stimulating public debate

scrutinise the problem

Comprehensive overview Introducing visions or

decided

of consequences given

New orientation in

scenarios

policies established

Societal aspects

Social Mapping

Mediation

New Decision-Making

Structure of conflicts

Blockade running

Processes

made transparent

Bridge building

New ways of governance

Self-reflecting among actors

introduced
Initiative to intensify
public debate taken

Policy aspects

Policy Analysis

Re-Structuring the Policy

New Policies

Policy objectives

Debate

New legislation is passed

explored
Comprehensiveness in
Existing policies assessed policies increased
Policies evaluated through

Policy alternatives
filtered
Innovations imp lemented

debate
Democratic legitimisation
perceived
49

TAMI - Technology Assessment in Europe: between Method and Impact
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Using these dimensions of impact and dimensions of the issue gives us a matrix that shows nine types
of impact of Technology Assessment. An inventory of 23 roles or functions of TA in policy-making
that was developed by the members of TAMI-project can be arranged according to these types of
impact.50

Conclusion: The IFOK framework
The analytical frameworks outlined above have all a number of similarities. They refer to the problem
of insufficient knowledge or uncertainty as well as to the problem of differing or conflicting interests.
For the present purpose in this study, it is useful to take a pragmatic stance. It aims at giving policymakers advice on how to explore the potential of civil society participation in the realm of science and
technology-based decision-making. The distinction between insufficient knowledge on the one side
and the problem of conflicting interests on the other side helps to identify typical problem
constellations policy-makers are faced with.
This scheme will be extended in two dimensions: First, it seems to be useful to introduce the category
„values” (or norms) even though if it is closely intertwined with the two categories already
established. All the cognitive problems have a value-dimension; besides, interests and values are often
difficult to separate: While interests can be understood as primarily concerning the actor’s preferences
related to his personal situation (for example the availability of goods to him or the absence of risks),
values refer to his broader conceptions of what is right or wrong, for example in a moral sense. Even if
in practice these dimensions are sometimes difficult to separate, depending on the prevailing problem,
different types of civil society participation procedures will be recommended. Second, it seems be
helpful to introduce a further category, namely the visions of the future that actors have. Even if
visions of a (desirable) future can perhaps ultimately be traced back to the categories already
introduced, they are typically le ss articulated and, due to the often long term perspective and high
degree of cognitive uncertainty, less fiercely contested. Developing and resolving opposing visions of
the future often calls therefore for specific methods and is a standard type of problem that policymakers are faced with.
The typology derived from these reflections is thus based on the characteristics of the initial
constellation of actors, which are the starting point for a process. The actors (for example citizens,
stakeholders, interest groups, experts, authorities) are regarded as being characterized by their
knowledge of a particular topic, their interests, their values and their visions. The initial problem
situation therefore can be seen as constituting differences and conflicts in these four respects:

50

Executive Summary TAMI Method/Impact Group.
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Knowledge (differences in or lack of knowledge)
Interests (conflicting interests)
Values (conflicting values)
Visions (different orientations or uncertainty about the future)

Participatory processes will in general be initiated to bring about a change in the constellation of these
dimensions, for example to exchange the specific knowledge different actor groups have or to reach a
compromise between conflicting interests. Or they aim at making this constellation more precise and
known to policy makers, for example to inform policy makers about the moral evaluation of some
topic by citizens or about the different conceptions of a desirable future.51
It is quite obvious that this separation of four dimensions is an analytical approach, whereas in practice
these four dimensions are often intermediately related: It is for example the values which frame
knowledge; interest are conditioned by knowledge and values as well. However, the clear distinction
of these four dimension proves useful for the analysis and assessment of different approaches.

Overview of methods of civil society participation
A wide range of different methods – or institutional settings – has been developed in order to improve
policy-making by civil society participation. This section gives an overview of the different methods
used. In practice, different methods are frequently combined. Some of the methods have been
developed in policy areas such as local planning and environmental regulation. Since many of the
methods have been applied in different contexts, only typical processes are listed.
The presentation includes also certain institutional bodies or mechanisms that have been developed for
civil society participation, such as advisory committees or public hearings. Alternative names or the
designation of related methods are given in brackets (Renn/ Webler/ Wiedemann 1995, 339ff,
Beckmann/ Keck 1999).

Advisory committees (advisory bodies / councils)
Advisory committees are institutions set up by government or parliament in order to consult these
bodies on specific policy issues, often in respect to science and technology. Advisory committees
usually consist of experts and/or high-level representatives from civil society and different stakeholder
groups. Three different advisory committees are briefly outlined below:
•

ethics councils

51

Participatory processes in S&T policy often tackle problems in the environmental sector. But since there are
many other issues these processes can deal with, it is not useful to classify the processes according to the issues.
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•

economic and social committees (social partners)

•

councils dealing with specific issues (sustainable development / innovation)

One important type of such committees are ethics councils which exist in many countries, either on
national, regional or sectorial level, and their aim usually is to give opinions on ethical problems and
to stimulate the public debate on these matters. The oldest national ethics council is the French Comité
Consultatif National d’Ethique pour les Sciences de la Vie et de la Santé, established in 1983. Other
national councils have been established, among others, in Greece (1998), Finland (1991) and the
United States (2001).52 The European Group on Ethics, established in 1997, is an independent,
pluralist and multidisciplinary body which advises the European Commission on ethical aspects of
science and new technologies in connection with the preparation and implementation of Community
legislation or policies.53
Another type of advisory body is institutions that have been created in order to foster social dialogue.
They deal with various issues, such as those related to research policy and research-based policies,
among others. These committees, representing the social partners in particular, have a long tradition in
countries such as Germany or Austria („Sozialpartnerschaft”), in southern European countries and, in
particular, in the European Union itself (Economic and Social Committee).
Finally, a number of new committees have been formed recently dealing with specific policy issues
such as innovations or sustainable development. These committees tend to have a broader stakeholder
representation and the social partners usually play a minor role. Examples are the Nationa l
Sustainability Councils that exist in many countries within Europe today. 54 In Germany, an innovation
council („Innovationsbeirat”) was established by the Government in 2001. Members are high-level
representatives from the scientific community and stakeholder groups. In Italy there exists the
National Board ENEA debating on alternative energies or the bioethics committee. These bodies are
characterised by high-level representatives (i.e. scientists, lawyers, professionals, no direct
involvement of lay persons) and an intelle ctual, idealistic and scholastic attitude – they sometimes risk
to be quite remote from real life and questions of application as some people criticise.

52

A list of some of the national ethic councils can be found at:
http://www.ethikrat.org/_english/committees/ethics_committees.html
53
See http://europa.eu.int/comm/european_group_ethics/index_en.htm. The twelve members of this group are
coming from academia.
54
For further information see www.nachhaltigkeitsrat.de/service/links_e/index.html .
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Citizens’ advisory council (citizens’ advisory committee, community advisory panel,
neighbourhood forum)
Citizens’ advisory councils are composed of local citizens, typically neighbours of a facility like a
chemical plant. The councils are permanent institutions. Their aim is to give the public the opportunity
to voice concerns and formulate questions, and to give industries the opportunity to address their
issues. Typically, the selection of participants is highly restricted. Members are usually chosen by the
institutional body seeking advice. The same is true for the agenda. Often, citizens’ advisory councils
offer few opportunities for participants to discuss issues outside of the prearranged charge. This
instrument has been used widely by the chemical industry as part of their risk communication. 55

Citizens’ jury (citizens’ panel, citizens’ review panel; similar: planning cell, citizens’ forum)
Citizens’ juries are a means of acquiring informed recommendations about a specific policy or
decision problem from a group of representative citizens. About 15 to 20 randomly selected citizens
formulate a joint recommendation on a previously fixed set of questions. The jury is supported by a
professional facilitator and has access to experts that represent all relevant positions. Often an advisory
committee gives advice concerning the selection of the experts and the questions to be asked. The
panel of cit izens autonomously deliberates the question. Compared to citizens’ juries, planning cells
(„Planungszelle”) are less focused. Whereas citizens’ juries are typically asked to express a preference
among three or four pre-selected policy options, planning cells are more engaged in designing policy
options as well as making recommendations about which additional criteria might lead to policy
acceptance (see also: Consensus conference). A recent example of a planning cell is the citizens’
report („Bürgergutachten”) on consumer policy in Bavaria. The greatest number of cases, however,
took place on a local level.

Consensus conference (consensus development conference, citizens’ conference, PubliForum)
A consensus conference may be described as a public enquiry by a group of 10 to 30 randomly
selected lay citizens who are charged with the assessment of a socially controversial topic of science
and technology. They formulate a joint report. The citizens are autonomous in framing the problem
and selecting the experts. They deliberate on the report, which, contrary to the denomination of the
method, does not necessarily present a consensus, but can develop a number of diverging positions.
The hearing of the experts and the presentation of the report are public. Usually, the citizens prepare
the conference over two weekends. The conference itself with the hearing of the experts and the
writing and presentation of the report takes four days. Consensus conferences have been held both
under the auspice of participatory technology assessment and public understanding of science.

55

For example the BASF Nachbarschaftsforum.
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Altogether, hundreds of consensus conferences have been conducted in Europe and the United States.
Very often, they dealt with questions related to medical technology 56 and biotechnology: „National
consensus conference on plant biotechnology” (UK), „Bürgerkonferenz Streitfall Gendia gnostik”
(Germany) or the „Citizens Conference on Genetically Modified Food” (Denmark), „Genetic Testing
in the Netherlands”. Other topics have been covered, too, such as „Traffic in Copenhagen” (Denmark)
or „Elderly People and Information and Communication Technology” (Norway).

Focus groups
6 to 12 participants (lay citizens or representatives of stakeholder groups) meet in face-to-face
facilitated workshops in order to discuss issues related to science and technology. The method can be
applied on all levels, from local to international. Focus groups provide a picture of the different
perspectives, interests and visions of the participants. They have been used for example at the project
„consumer focus groups on biotechnology” that produced a detailed report on the cultural construction
on food as a valuable information for the government.

Future Workshops (Zukunftswerkstätten, similar: Future search conference)
A future workshop is a method that aims at assigning those persons concerned by future developments
an active role in developing future scenarios. Participants can be experts, lay citizens or people from
the public authorities. They jointly develop desirable or potential future scenarios and discuss the
necessary conditions for their implementation. Before starting to design future scenarios the
participants collect criticisms of the present situation. The workshops tend to be held with groups of
up to 15 people and last 1 to 3 days. They are supervised by a professional facilitator, who establishes
a communicative and creative atmosphere. Future workshops are applicable to issues with a long-term
perspective.
A future search conference is similar to a future workshop, but includes a larger number of persons (60
to 80 persons in one room or several hundreds in parallel rooms). In the United States, they are often
used in organisational development pr ocesses, in Europe more often in community develo pment. Their
aims are to achieve shared goals and fast action.

Initiative (referendum)
Many local, regional or national constitutions include the instrument of initiatives or referenda. They
are launched either by the authorities or by citizens or groups collecting a certain quorum of

56

The US-American National Institutes of Health have organised more than 100 „consensus development
conferences“ on medical technology starting in the 1980s.

IFOK

Page

35

Final Report

Chapter 3: Classification

signatures. Depending on the procedure, the city council or parliament can be obliged to discuss a
given issue, or a referendum is held whose outcome can be legally or politically binding.
In a number of European countries, referenda are frequently held on controversial issues related to
science and technology based policy-making such as nuclear energy, biotechnology or abortion (for
example Switzerland, Austria, Italy).

Mediation (compensation, bridge-building, benefit sharing)
Mediation is used in a wide range of conflicts from the private to the political, for example
environmental conflicts. The conflicting parties are directly involved or send representatives who are
authorized to take decisions. With the help of a neutral third party, the attempt is made to reach a
consensual solution through negotiations (search for win-win-solutions). The liability of the results is
voluntary and usually not integrated into a formal administration process. Even though mediation and
bridge-building have many characteristics in common, they have slightly different connotations.
Bridge-building is not necessarily related to the resolution of an open conflict. The aim is to bring
people together who would not have met otherwise and therefore could not have benefited from the
exchange. Mediation brings people together who have conflicting interests (and know about them).
The instrument has been used in particular in respect to environmental conflicts about large
infrastructure projects (environmental mediation). One of the largest mediation processes in Europe
has been the mediation process concerning Frankfurt airport.

Negotiated rule making (regulatory negotiation)
A regulatory agency sets up a committee to reach a consensus over some specific regulation. The
agency and all stakeholder groups are to be represented, and the agency commits itself to accepting an
eventually emerging consensus as a preliminary regulation. Negotiated rule -making is applied in risk
management and environmental regulation. Often, highly technical issues such as the fixation of
thresholds are discussed, and the public is represented by professional representatives of interest
groups. The method is used in particular by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

Planning for real (community planning, citizens’ exhibition)
This method is often used in town pla nning. The participants are citizens from the target community,
government officials, local councillors, and – if requested – experts. Planning For Real works with a
community-assembled model on which problems and improvements are identified through pictorial
option cards. The aims are to facilitate the exchange of information and visions and to enhance the
self-mobilization energies.
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The process „Listening to the City” gave participants an opportunity to help shape the redevelopment
of Lower Manhattan and the creation of a permanent memorial to the victims of September 11th .

Public hearings (similar: written comments)
Public hearings are open forums where interested persons can attend and officials of some agency
present their proposals and respond to questions and objections. Hearings often take place relatively
late in the policy process, when a detailed plan has already been worked out. They are often prescribed
by law. The aims can be to give concerned parties an opportunity to voice their objections, to warn the
agency of potential opposition, to provide input to decision-making and to explain the proposal to the
general public. Often citizens or interested groups are invited to submit written comments on some
proposal or plan and thus voice objections. This presupposes that the plans are made public. The
opportunity for written comments and the transpa rency that goes with it is often legally obligatory in
planning processes or in cases such as the release of genetically modified organisms. In general, the
legal provisions are much more far-reaching in the United States than in the European countries. An
example for a public hearing in a European country that meets high standards of transparency it the
„Speaking Out” series of hearings in the UK (for example the „Science Summit on Genetic Testing”)
organised by the Science in Society-Committee funded by the Royal Society.

Public survey (opinion poll)
In surveys, the wider public is asked for their opinion. Surveys can measure both directions and
intensities of beliefs as well as their setting in values and attitudes. The aims are to incorporate the
views of affected people that would not otherwise make their views heard, and to counterbalance the
biases that result from the more selective forms of participation. Recently, several institutions have
started to explore the possibilities for online-based opinion polls. Often, they are used as one element
among others (Listening to the City, Futur – the German research dialogue, RISCOM-II project in
Sweden, environmental assessment of the Jurmala town-development plan in Lithuania). In the UK, a
survey was conducted after participants of the Citizen Foresight on the Future of Food & Agriculture
had criticised the method of the process. The survey asserted the outcome of the cit izen foresight.
Public surveys are frequently used by the European Commission. A recent survey on issues related to
science and technology related policy-making was on the attitudes of citizens in Europe (Gaskell/
Allum/ Stares 2003).

Round Tables
Round tables have some similarities with negotiated rule -making, but leave much more room for
individual arrangements. Often round tables are used as a platform for negotiations with
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representatives of certain industries or scientific organisations in order to establish codes of conduct
with respect to environmental, ethical or social standards. Even though civil society participation is not
obligatory, often various civil society organisations take part in such discussions. In contrast to
negotiated rule making, round tables are not intended to lead to codified legal arrangements even if in
practice the voluntary agreements reached have sometimes been transformed into legally binding rules
later on.

Scenario workshops
Scenario workshops evaluate possible future developments. They normally have a group size of 24 to
32 partic ipants. The participants are usually residents, entrepreneurs, planners or technical experts. On
the basis of a status quo analysis, the main influencing factors and key data are collected – while
changing general conditions of future developments. The scenario technique is applicable for
statements of economic, technological and social developments.
Scenario workshops have frequently been used in various countries, for example, the scenario
workshop on Urban Ecology (Denmark), „Gene, Geld und Gelehrte” (Germany), a citizens’ jury /
scenario workshop on food and farming futures for Andgra Pradesh (India), Speaking out meetings on
genetics and health (UK).

Classification by process design
Participants
Civil society participation procedures differ widely in the way partic ipants are selected. A first,
important category refers to the groups participating. In the following three different groups are
discussed:
•

stakeholders

•

persons directly concerned

•

lay citizens

Stakeholder participation usually takes places via organised interest groups. As illustrated in chapter
2, there is a wide variety of different stakeholder groups:
•

IFOK
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institutions exist both on the European level (Economic and Social Committee) and the
national level (for example the „Sozialpartnerschaft” in Austria). In Germany, the labour
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union and the employers association of the Chemical Industry jointly initiated a dialogue to
discuss the challenges posed by the concept of sustainable development. 57
•

NGOs as organisations that bring people together in a common cause play a major role in
participatory processes dealing with controversial issues often related to environmental
protection and/or human rights. Compared to lay citizens they have the advantage of being
better informed on complex scientific issues and therefore try to represent the voices of those
interests that seem to be underrepresented in political decision-making (such as the future
generations). They played an important role in many discourse projects on bioethics,
genetically modified organisms etc.

•

Community-based organisations play a vital role in conflicts related to regional and spatial
planning. Often they centre around controversially discussed infrastructure projects for
example airports, waste incineration plants or nuclear waste deposits. Community-based
organisations then participate in public hearings, organise other forms of protests (letters of
protest, media campaigns, street demonstrations) or go to court or participate in mediation
processes. In some cases, the engagement of local initiatives has initiated a public debate that
continued on the national level. The project „AKEnd”, a discourse on how to resolve conflicts
that go along with the search for a safe nuclear waste deposit, is rooted in such a local civil
movement.

•

Religious communities are particularly involved in processes that deal with difficult ethical
questions (such as abortion, therapeutic cloning, transplantation medicine, research on stem
cells and are usually represented in ethics councils. In Denmark, the future of religion itself is
the subject of investigation of a discourse that is about to be started.58

Corporations are not included in this list of civil society stakeholder groups. The role of industry will
be analysed in the following chapter.
A special group of stakeholders constitute the people who are directly concerned by a given
problem or a envisaged decision taken by government. Their role is worth mentioning in two respects:
•

On the one hand, there have been a number of processes where organisations of disadvantaged
people (for example people with a high risk of transmitting hereditary diseases) have taken
part. An example is the „panel de citoyens malades ou parents de mala des en matière de
recherche sur les cellules souches et le clonage thérapeutique“.

•

On the other hand, people concerned by hazardous infrastructure projects often partic ipate at
public hearings or other, more interactive, dialogue forums. Often they are organised in
community based organisations.

57

The discourse „Bausteine für ein Zukunftsfähiges Deutschland“ (IFOK 1998) did not cover subjects that are
directly related to research policy; however, it can be seen as a milestone project for innovative problem solving
by the social partners.
58
The process will be managed by the Danish Board of Technology.
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The distinction between organised civil society (interest groups ) on the one hand and lay citizens on
the other hand plays an important role for classifying different types of civil society participation. One
also has to distinguish between individual citizens who participate in a process because they are
themselves affected by a certain issue and citizens who were randomly selected and who therefore do
not represent a personal concern.59 There exist a wide range of civil society participation methods that
aims at bringing lay cit izens and experts together in order to foster an informed decision-making
process such as consensus conferences or citizen reports. There has also been larger citizens’
conferences with several hundred lay citizens participating, for example the two citizens’ conference
on genetically modified food held in France and in Germany with 250 and 200 lay citizens
respectively.
The different types of participants reflect different types of justific ation for civil society participation.
Two typical selection principles can be identified:
•

balance of interests : This criterion refers to the inequalities of power that have to be
acknowledged when civil society participation aims at resolving a conflict. This is particularly
relevant for mediation processes. The stakeholder groups participating will use their exit
option if they realise that they have more attractive – i.e. powerful – means to pursue their
interests outside the participatory problem solvin g arrangement.

•

representativeness: This criterion is particularly relevant for civil society participation
procedures that follow the model of an ideal discourse (although if statistical
representativeness does not automatically lead to reliable results). In order to have a level
playing field, it is important that the composition of participants represents the variety of
different standpoints that exist in society. The result of a dialogue then should not depend on
the economic or political power of the participants represented, but on the quality of
arguments that are brought forward. Representativeness plays a role particularly for discourses
on ethical issues that should be discussed independently from the interests of different
stakeholder groups.

Balance of interests is a key criterion for negotiations, whereas the representation of the full spectrum
of perspectives that exist in society is a fruitful basis for deliberation. The distinction between these
two categories illustrates that the normative claim to let the „relevant” groups participate cannot be
discussed apart from the given context.

59

At the same time these two categories are sometimes difficult to separate: since each citizen is at any one time
a lobbyist for his or her own interests emerging from his professional (for example scientific), political (for
example member of NGO) or private (for example head of family) background. This multiplicity of interests has
to be taken into account when approaching participatory processes.
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In addition, several methods for the selection of participants can be distinguished (Joss/Bellucci
2002, 54). Below, the most common methods are briefly outlined and illustrated with a few examples:
•

random selection: at the „Bürgerkonferenz Streitfall Gendiagnostik” as a first step 10.000 lay
citizens were randomly selected, followed by a lottery identifying 19 citizens to participate.

•

volunteering: at the process „Listening to the City” residents of New York could subscribe
online via the Internet.

•

categorical self-selection: A method often used at conferences where participants chose
between different working groups. It is a key criterion for open space conferences.

•

co-nomination: The group of participants of the first phase of the FUTUR research dialogue
were selected by co-nomination, which was based on an initial list set up by the Ministry for
Education and Research and the consortium of institutes that managed the process.

•

selection through networking : at the „Diskurs Grüne Gentechnik” the German government
identified 30 stakeholder groups that themselves nominated a total of 100 persons who were
invited to participate.

•

appointment: this is the typical sele ction method for advisory bodies (ethics committees,
economic and social committees). Their members are usually directly appointed by the
government. In the case of the Economic and Social Committee, the European Council
chooses the participants from a list set up by the national governments.

Often, the managing institutions have certain criteria to meet in order to reach a certain mix of
participants. Often they refer to certain demographic criteria. The ethnic balance played a role in the
process „Listening to the City”. In a number of cases the participants were chosen by age. At the
ozone consensus conference in Austria the lay panel consisted of young people aged 18- 26, and
among other criteria (higher education) the age (16 to 40) was a criterion for selection for the scenario
workshop „Gene, Geld und Gelehrte” in Germany. The ongoing project „Future Child“ in Malta
addresses specifically young people and children. The same applies to the „young foresight” process
in the United Kingdom.

Duration
Processes differ widely in respect to their duration. Single events (public hearings, conferences) exist
alongside permanent institutions such as ethics councils or long-lasting processes such as the series of
Citizens Conferences on Genetically Modified Food that ran from 1991-1998 or the Discourse on
Genetically Modified Herbicide-Resistant Crops in Germany that lasted more than 2 years. The
follow-up conference on genetically modified food in Norway ran from 1996 to 2000 (with two major
events). Another aspect of duration is the way how processes are linked with one another. In some
countries, institutions and practitioners have collected fruitful experiences in various processes over a
long period. This professionalism and institutionalisation has proven very useful for the continuity of
public debates and the evolvement of methods and process designs.
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Face -to-face vs. virtual communication
Another dimension that gains importance is whether the civil society participation occurs through
face-to-face dialogue (workshops, conferences) or other media. Among others, the following media
have been used:
•

online-voting (Danish Voting Conference on Drinking Water)

•

surveys (Eurobarometer)

•

chats and newsgroups

•

facilitated online workshop (German future research dia logue)

•

virtual events (Online-Conferences)

•

press conferences, interviews etc.

Size: number of participants
It is amazing how greatly the number of participants may differ. A typical consensus conference takes
place with about 10 to 30 participants, whereas other processes involve several thousand or more
citizens. The project „Listening to the City” involved 6000 citizens of New York in a process of
deliberating on how to rebuild the Ground Zero.

Reporting and dissemination of results
Processes differ in the way how they focus on the dissemination of their activities and results.
However, reporting and dissemination activities are important issues to make processes better known
both to different actor groups and the broader public. This is especially true for processes involving a
limited number of actors. Of course, the role of media or of institutions related to PUSH in this context
is crucial.
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Classification by connection with political -societal sphere
The connection of the different sub-systems of society
The interrelationship between civil society and the political sphere in the domain of science-based
policy issues can be best illustrated by looking at the different sub-systems of society:

Social
System

Expert
System

Political
System

Economic
System

The different processes analysed in this study are always positioned at the edge of several sub-systems
of society. Even though many processes involve actors from more than two subsystems, most of the
methods can be classified in a first approximation at the intersection of two subsystems. 6 intersections
are briefly commented below:
•

Community Advisory Panels build bridges between private sector corporations and civil
society. The same applies to (environmental) mediation even though the role of
representatives from political-administrative bodies and experts tends to play a larger role than
at Community Advisory Panels

•

Planning Cells, Planning for Real, Citizens’ Jury are processes positioned at the intersection of
civil society and the political (-administrative) system.
The expert advisory panels (expert workshops, ethics committees, sustainability councils) that
consult the government bring scientific expertise into the political decision-making process.
They are positioned at the edge of the expert system and the political system. However, civil
society today plays an increasing role in such advisory bodies.

•

•

IFOK

Risk benefit balancing (Ortwin Renn) is a core activity that brings together experts and
private corporations . Participatory elements are introduced when risk communication is
carried out in close feedback loops with civil society (Community Advisory Panels,
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Neighbourhood Forums) or when community based research centres enable citizens to take
part in the process of risk-balancing.
•

The intersection of the expert system and civil society is the arena for a number of processes
that aim at strengthening the exchange between experts and lay citizens such as consensus
conferences, scenario workshops, future search conferences, community based research
centres, science shops or projects run by science museums or science centres.

•

There is a long tradition of interaction between the economic and the political system. This
applies both to initiatives by private-sector corporations (lobbyism) as well as to measures
undertaken by government (agencies) such as consultation of corporations, organisation of
round tables with the social partners (social dialogue, Sozialpartnerschaft) or the establishment
of advisory bodies, such as the Economic and Social Committee, where representatives of the
employers’ federations have a strong stand.

The most interactive methods of civil society participation are at the intersection of all four societal
sub-systems . Consensus conferences, multi-stakeholder-dialogues and environmental mediation are
prototypes for an interactive participation of civil society. Depending on the specific case, a method in
some cases uses a wide range of participants, including representatives from civil society, the expert
system, corporations and government, whereas others use a more focused group of partic ipants. For
example, the discourse projects „Genetic Testing in Germany”, the „ARL – Diskurs” and the discourse
on „Crop protection and environmental concerns” was run only with experts (from different
disciplines).
A further question is who initiates a process: the government, the scientific community, civil society
or corporations. Indeed, the greatest number of processes observed in this study were launched by
a government or administrative bodies. Research instit utions are often asked to organise the
process. Civil society plays a major role in setting the agenda, for example through the organisations
of protest against certain regulatory measures.
In a couple of cases, discourse projects have been launched by corporations. For example, the Italian
foresight process was initiated and funded by large Italian industrial and service companies. In the
Netherlands, Unilever initiated a large Citizens’ Conference on Genetically Modified Food (in
cooperation with the consumer society) that ran from 1991 to 1998.
The first Swedish foresight project was an initiative run both by public and private institutions (IVA,
NUTEK, the Swedish Foundation for Strategic Research and the Federation of Swedish
Industries).The second round of this foresight exercise has started in early 2003 and has an increased
implication of partners from industry and business.
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Discourse projects have also been initiated by research organisations 60 such as the French National
Institute for Agricultural Research (INRA): Taking into account the public debate on GMO in France,
INRA has started in 2001 a pilot project which aims at opening up the planning of research
programmes by systematically involving parts of civil society. The objective is to enable a „coconstruction” of research programmes, i.e. to establish an advisory committee which helps to take into
account the values, interests and concerns of those people who will be (more or less) affected by these
research activities and their results.

Formal vers us informal civil society participation
The distinction between formal and informal processes is important to form a clear picture of the
landscape of different civil society participation procedures in the realm of science and technology
based decision-making. However, it is not obvious what exactly this distinction is about. Four
different interpretations that all offer useful distinctions are shown below:
•

First, civil society participation can be either legally obligatory, i.e. be based on legal
regulation, such as public hearings, or voluntary in the sense that it is complementary to legal
or constitutional procedures, such as consensus conferences, future search conferences,
foresights etc.

•

Second, civil society participation procedures can be initiated either by a government, as
most of the consensus conferences, ethics councils and advisory bodies, or by civil society
institutions or industry such as the Unilever discourse on Genetically Modified Food.

•

Third, civil society participation can take place via institutionalised bodies (such as the
consultations of the Economic and Social Committee) or via the intervention of noninstitutionalised actors .61

•

Fourth, civil society participation can take place via formalised processes (for example with a
longer duration, a clear methodology and defined objectives) or via more open forms of
interaction (for example informal meetings, one-day workshops).

The institutional context differs from country to country. Some processes that are legally binding in
one country may not be legally binding in another country. To give an example: although mediation
mainly is a process that is not legally obligatory, in some countries such as the USA mediation is
obligatory in certain cases (though not related to research policy or research based policies).

60

Research institution have played a significant role in the exploration of new areas of application for
participatory methods. Both in the United States and Germany, environmental mediation had been first
introduced by research institutions via pilot projects („action research“) (IFOK: Environmental mediation in
Europe. Study commissioned on behalf of the European Commission. Interim Report. April 2003.
61
See ADAPTA report, p. 4.
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Policy-cycle
The policy cycle allows for another classification of civil society participation that helps to draw a
picture of the full variety of procedures used in the different contexts. Usually three different phases of
policy-making are identified:
•

ex-ante: agenda-setting

•

ongoing: decision-making and implementation

•

ex-post: evaluation

The distinction is important in that it draws attention to the fact that the bulk of the processes can be
found at the forefront of political decision-making (ex-ante). Here, a processes can for example either
be designed to open up an issue (building awareness and sharing information) or to close it down
(finding a solution) Still, some processes typically take place relatively late in the preparation of some
decision (for example hearings), while others serve the purpose of first identifying possible options for
decisions (for example scenario workshops). In general, there is a strong incentive for civil society
organisations to make their arguments heard before political decisions have been made, and often also
before the options are determined. Participation often is less attractive once decisions are taken and
policies have to be implemented or evaluated. However, there are a number of institutionalised
advisory bodies that accompany policy-makers throughout the policy-cycles. For example,
sustainability councils tend to see their role not only in advising the government before decisionmaking, but also in commenting on the progress of implementation, including the evaluation of past
programs.
For a number of controversial issues, the distinction of the three policy phases does not work because
there is an ongoing process of regulation and re-regulation (for example in the area of bioethics), so
that different phases exist parallel to one another.
In addition, the categories of ex-ante and ex-post can still be used in two different respects:
• Within the phase of political decision-making, civil society groups can be involved earlier or
later. It has been criticised that the Economic and Social Committee does not have a pro-active
role within the decision-making process so far. It comments on policy proposal once the
European Commission has finalised its drafts.
•

IFOK

Technology assessment and foresight differ in respect to the state of technology development.
There is a need for technology assessment once a technology has been developed (ex post
with respect to technology development), whereas foresight deals with the question of which
technologies could be (or should be) developed in the future (ex ante with respect to
technology development).
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Multi-level governance
Much has been written on the difficulties and challenges of multilevel governance in Europe.62 Civil
society participation has to be seen as part of this multi-level governance system. Civil society
participation in Europe takes places on a wide range of different levels of political decision-making:
•

local (for example consensus conference on traffic in Copenhagen)

•

regional (for example Citizens report on consumer policy in Bavaria)

•

Member States (for example Diskurs „Grüne Gentechnik” in Germany)

•

European (see chapter 3 of this study)

•

global (for example World Summit on Sustainable Development Johannesburg, World
Economic Forum Davos, World Social Forum Porto Allegre etc.)63

Often, different levels of policy are intertwined. For example, the local protest against nuclear waste
disposal in France led to a national debate that gave rise to a national research program on nuclear
waste disposal. In addition, the role of the European institutions in shaping a common legislative
framework has risen over the past years. This gives rise to the problem that a common European
legislation is valid in regions with different cultural traditions and differing norms and values.
Even though the methods of civil society participation can usually be applied on all levels of policymaking, the context for the processes can differ substantially, depending on the level. A consensus
conference with lay cit izens on the European level will be very different (for example media coverage
in the home region of the participants) from a consensus conference held on a local level.

Classification by the political-cultural context
Multiplicity of cultures and political systems within Europe
Europe consists of a large variety of different regions, all having their own history and culture. As a
consequence, different cultures of dialogue have evolved in the different states and regions. Hence, the
notion of „participation” is interpreted in different ways.64 Three major lines are identified below
according to the regional context:
•

The Northern European perspective: From consultation of the „social partners” to
stakeholder dialogues: In many Northern European countries there is a long corporatist

62

See the works of Helen Wallace, Beate Kohler-Koch, Fritz Scharpf or Hubert Heinelt.
Two forms of participation have to be differentiated: on the one hand, there are self-organised movements
such as the protest against WTO or the IMF by a colourful range of NGOs as well as a growing number of multistakeholder dialogues and consultative process organised by international organisations such as the United
Nations.
64
The second discussion paper of the STAGE network presents another typology with six types of governance,
following in particular the classification of M. Elam and M. Bertilsson: Discretionary governance, Educational
governance, Deliberative governance, Corporatist governance, Market governance and Agonistic governance,
see Hagendijk, R./ Kallerud, E. (2003).
63
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tradition of dialogue between policy-makers and the „social partners”. In particular in the
Scandinavian countries there exist close relations between policy-makers and civil society
organisations. Often they are actively involved in the decision-making process via
consultation and other – more interactive – forms of participation. Civil society then plays a
pro-active role rather than the role of a mere supplier of information. In Germany (as well as
in Austria) the „social partners” (labour unions and employers associations) play a strong role
in employment policy. Recently there has been a tendency in many countries to break up these
traditional boundaries in order to involve even more civil society groups in the decisionmaking process. There is the tendency to move „from consultation to dialogue” and from
„traditional lobbying” to „stakeholder dialogues” in these countries.
•

The Southern European perspective: Participation as a challenge of multilevel
governance: In many Southern countries there exists no strong tradition of civil society
participation in political decision-making. In this context, strengthening civil society
participation is often interpreted as strengthening the voice of local and regional authorities
within the multilevel decision-making process in Europe. From this perspective, a more
effective involvement of the Committee of the Regions and the Economic and Social
Committee is seen as a key issue for strengthening civil society participation within the system
of European Governance.

•

The Central and Eastern European perspective: Civil society played a crucial role in the
reform of the political systems during the late 1980s in Eastern Europe. Currently, a large
effort is being made to develop a powerful legal framework for civil society participation.
Driving forces are, among others, the adoption of the acquis communitaire of the European
Union and the implementation of the Aarhus convention with respect to environmental policymaking. However, in Eastern Europe with its unique history of transparency and shared
decision-making between government bodies and civil society, the public is perceived to play
a significant role in the policy-making process
The brief picture sketched above is too rough to explain the different contexts in which civil society
participation take place in Europe. The different designs of the political system (for example the direct
democratic system in Switzerland with its unique characteristics of civil society participation), the
different cultures of conflict resolution ( for example protests on the streets or strikes play a more
important role in some countries than in others), the different levels of trust which the population has
into the competence of decision-makers, these are all aspects which are highly important. Successful
forms of civil society participation can not simply be transferred from one country (or region) to
another.

Different contexts in the United States and Europe
The institutional- legal setting as well as the political culture differs widely in Europe and the US. This
has a substantial impact on the role civil society plays in the decision-making process of science-based
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policies. One important aspect regards the civil rights. The right to defend individual rights against
government intervention plays a vital role in the US-American debate on public participation. As a
consequence much legislation has been made in order to give citizens rights to inform themselves on
government activities: already more than thirty years ago, the US Congress passed the „Freedom of
Information Act“ (1966), the „Federal Advisory Committee Act“ (1972), the „Privacy Act“ (1974) and
the „Government in the Sunshine Act“ (1976). Together, these laws greatly expanded citizens’ access
to government information and decision-making.
Due to this legal setting, public hearings tend to be more „interactive“ in the United States than in
Europe because administrative bodies have to justify how they have dealt with citizens’ comments
they have received (a task that may cause severe problems once that online comments are used more
widely: the low „entry costs” may lead to a high number of comments that the public administration
may not be able to handle adequately).
On the contrary, there are relatively little efforts made by the government in the US to actively involve
civil society in public policy-making. There is little emphasis on capacity building, for example in
order to raise the level of „scientific literacy“. Citizens have the right to attend public hearings, it is up
to them to organise themselves in order to acquire the knowledge necessary to actively participate in
the debate. As Sheila Jasanoff pointed out, this sometimes leads to the effect that corporations and
stock market analysts are the most important stakeholder groups participating in hearings on complex
issues such as GMOs - and not, as might be expected from a European point of view - environmental
organisations, consumer protection associations etc. There is little government action to create a level
playing field for NGOs that do not have the financial resources for lobbying activities which are
important to have a say in the political arena.65
These differences are clearly visible in particular with regard to the sphere of environmental
mediation: Whereas in the US, this form of civil society participation is discussed as an instrument for
„alternative dispute resolution“, i.e. as an alternative to going to court, environmental mediation in
Europe is seen much more as an instrument for civil society participation in policy-making that aims at
achieving better informed decision-making.
Concerning the institutional set of scientific policy advice, there are significant differences between
the US and the EU (on the federal and EU levels respectively). In the US, the use of scientific advice
by Congress, federal government and federal agencies is subject to a number of regulations that
provide opportunities for public participation. For example, all external advisory committees of federal
agencies have to provide access to interested people (disclosure of proceedings, submission of

65

For details see for example James Fishins work on informed decision-making by citizens („deliberative
polling“), Fishkin (1995).
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evidence), and the composition of the committees has to be balanced with respect to the points of view
presented.
In contrast to the US, risk regulation on the EU-level seems to be left to experts to a greater extent.
Since 1997, the scientific committees have been reorganised. With the foundation of the Scie ntific
Steering Committee, the responsibility for legislation and policy-making has been institutionally
separated from responsibility for scientific advice, and increased transparency is given high priority.
Still, membership to the councils is based exclusively on scientific excellence, and there are no open,
formal procedures that ensure the possibility for comment by and direct involvement of interested
individuals (König/Jasanoff 2002).

Wide range of experiences in third countries
There is much to be learned from the experiences in third countries outside Europe (and the US). For
example, the participatory budget project now conducted for several years in Porto Allegre, Brasil,
gives interesting insights in how to get the public more actively involved in priority setting.
A rich „tool box” of instruments of civil society participation has been developed in the sphere of
development assistance such as the Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA). Many aid agencies have
gained rich field experience on community involvement. Besides that, the role of civil society is
strengthened by the policy of the European Union to condition development assistance according to
the criteria of „good governance”.

Classification by areas of application
The classifications offered so far do not explicitly refer to the context of technology or science based
policies. The question therefore has to be raised: Which are the productive areas of application of civil
society participation procedures in science- and technology-based policy-making? In order to tackle
this question, we need to have a closer look at the range of applications within the wider sphere of
research policy.
In chapter 2, a number of lines of discussions have been identified with regard to 8 different
(scientific) communities: technology assessment, risk assessment, foresight, science and ethics, egovernance, public understanding of science, democratising expertise and environmental protection
and sustainable development. This distinction helps to clarify the different aspects, research questions
and programs that deal with civil society participation in research and research based policy.
There are some key characteristics though that are common to all these types science- and technologybased policies: They deal with questions of extreme complexity and consequently are confronted with
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great uncertainty (concerning risks). And often, decision-making concerns norms and values of
citizens that may not be compatible.

Three areas of application
Research policy-making can take action and decisions in three different areas:
•

Offering orientation (for example visions): raising the level of understanding on complex
science- and technology-based policies

•

Shaping the regulatory/institutional framework (for example defining restrictions, shaping
the innovation system or setting up regulatory frameworks)

•

Funding research activities: identifying priorities for research

This distinction helps to realise that much of civil society participation concentrates on enhancing the
knowledge and understanding of controversial issues. In these context, the legal regulation of these
issues is frequently discussed (for example of GMOs or of nuclear energy). In contrast to this, funding
decisions are rarely made in dialogue with civil society. There are a few exceptions, though: The
German research dialogue FUTUR explicitly aimed to support the Ministry of Education and Research
in defining priorities for research funding.
As the definition of priorities for research is one of the key subjects of research policy, this may be an
explanation as to why it has been observed that civil society participation plays a minor role compared
to other policy areas (such as environmental policy or development assistance) (Spichtinger 2002).

Research policy and research based policies
Whereas the definition of priorities for research funding is an activity exclusively belonging to
research policy, the development of a legal framework with respect to controversially debated issues
(such as GMOs, therapeutic cloning, genetic testing etc.) is always at the intersection of research
policy and other policy areas (health, environment, consumer protection, energy etc.). Research policy
therefore often supports these policy areas as well. Similar to the concept of sustainability, the
European research area is a cross-sectorial policy area.

Basic research versus applied research
Another dimension for classifying research policy is the distinction between basic research and
applied research. In basic research, conflicts usually only arise with respect to ethical norms for
research activities themselves (such as the use of stem cells or animal testing). The applications of
basic research in technology are often much more disputed, since the interests of the various actors are
directly touched.
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However, the traditional distinction between pure science and applied science seems increasingly
inadequate (Gibbons et al 1994, Funtowicz and Ravetz 1993). The basic thrust of the distinction has
been a linear model of technology development, according to which a first step of basic scientific
research that can largely follow the internal logic of scientific development and curiosity leads to
scientific theories that, in the second step, can be successfully applied to solve problems of practical
importance. In contrast to this, much of the current „basic“ research for example in biomedical or
environmental science is already dominated by intended applications. This means that the research is
conducted with specific intentions for application, and itself often proceeds by attempting to develop
applications.
At the same time, these areas are often too complex to allow for the formulation of larger-scale
theories. Instead, models of limited range, combining resources from different disciplines, and aiming
at options for intervention and control take precedence. The consequence is that scientific knowledge,
at its very core, is increasingly uncertain – due to the complexity of the issues – and at the same time
operates in areas that are of high relevance to political decision-making and administrative regulation.
In these cases, the use of participatory methods cannot be distinguished according to whether basic or
applied research is concerned. That means, the early warning system to identify controversial issues
(foresight, risk assessment, technology assessment) applies similarly to all parts of research, and
correspondingly, to all areas of research policy.

IFOK

Page

52

Final Report

Chapter 3: Classification

Conclusion: Major trends
The research on civil society participation in governing the European Research Area has revealed a
number of trends that are common to many different applications of civil society participation, both in
research policy and in other research based policies. The three major trends are identified below:
•

•

•

Openness and transparency: Political and administrative decision-making is becoming more
open and transparent on all levels. This trend answers to the demands of citizens and interest
groups for more information on the grounds and procedures of decision-making and leads to
increased accountability of the involved actors. The arena of political decision-making tends
to move from „lobbies” to other, more open and transparent locations. To an increasing extent
citizens can find out via the Internet which interest groups (for example employers
associations, non-governmental organisations) have been consulted in the decision-making
process and which arguments have been brought forward.
Inclusiveness: Policy-making with respect to science and technology is also becoming more
inclusive. This means that previously closed policy-circles are breaking up and new actors,
mostly from civil society, are becoming involved. Also the basis of policy relevant knowledge
is getting more inclusive. Increasingly, the monopoly of scientific experts for the supply of
expertise is questioned. The specific knowledge of practitioners , consumers , users or
patients is increasingly gaining importance for evaluating policy options, i.e. expertise is
„democratised”. Hence, the notion of „science” is changing due to the fact that a scientific
research process will have to integrate other people than only scientists. Science itself is held
accountable by society for its choice of research topics and comes under pressure to serve
societal (or economic) demands. The agenda of research – as can be seen for example in the
case of foresight – is being formulated more and more according to societal demand, and less
by independent „basic research”. As a consequence there is a growing demand for policy tools
to raise „scientific literacy” of the public.
Interactivity: Unidirectiona l policies tend to be replaced by interactive exchange and
decision-making. Instead of mere information of the public by authorities and accountability
of the authorities with respect to the public, the different actors often enter a discursive,
dialogical process of deliberation, negotiation and decision-making. This also applies to the
relation of science to society (public understanding of science), where the top-down approach
to the dissemination of scientific knowledge tends to be superseded by mutual receptivity.

The common cause of these trends seems to lie in the increasing complexity of the societal and
scientific frames for science and technology policies. Society is increasingly interlinked and diverse,
both horizontally (with respect to the plurality of knowledge, interests and values) and vertically (from
micro- to trans-national levels). Scientific and technological progress raises new issues, both
concerning the increased awareness of ignorance that – seemingly paradoxically – has arisen from
increased scientific knowledge, and concerning the normative evaluation of new options for action. In
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addition, policy-making has to face global challenges (such as climate change, droughts and floods,
population growth, poverty, terrorism), with the sustainability of future develo pments emerging as
the pivotal yardstick that is, at the same time, highly abstract and demanding.
The increased complexity of policy-making concerning science and technology, as witnessed by the
three major trends, seems to answer to this complexity of the societal and scientific frames.
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Comparative Assessment

In the previous chapter we have learned about different approaches to the interpretation and analysis
of civil participation procedures as such. The question remains, how can the interaction between
politics and civil society be improved by the means of participation? Taking this question as the point
of departure, this chapter analyses the different viewpoints for the assessment of civil participation
and suggests further lines of thought which will be discussed at the conference later this year.

Introduction: The need for context-sensitivity in the assessment
The purpose of this chapter is to assess the different methods of civil society participation and to
identif y practices that can improve governance in the area of research policy and research-based
policies. Since the focus of this study is on the interaction between politics and civil society, the
guiding question is how can the interaction between politics and civil society be improved?
However, an evaluation of civil society participation procedures has to acknowledge several important
limitations.
•

First, it is often insufficient to assess the methods in isolation from the specific contexts in
which they are implemented. Much of the success of a certain process depends not only on the
method as such, but on the way in which it is implemented. In addition, many specific
circumstances of the process are crucial for its success. The context of the problem situation,
including the history of the conflict, the personalities involved, the constellation of interests,
the cultural and linguistic context and the political culture all have great influence on the
course and the outcome of a process (Chess/ Purcell 1999, Webler/ Tuler 2002). The fact of
whether a certain consensus conference deals with a local infrastructure project (for example
how to avoid traffic jams) or with a national regulation in bioethics makes a considerable
difference to the objectives of the process, for the requirements for informed discussion and
for the conditions for consensus. Political culture varies considerably across different
countries within Europe, for example with respect to the degree of trust in decision-making by
politicians or the traditions of consultation and participation.

•

Second, the evaluation of results from participatory processes can be made from the
perspectives of different groups: those involved in the process, stakeholders and others who
are not involved, and decisio n-makers. They usually assume distinguishable points of view
towards the process and its results:
the deliverance point of view (those involved in the process),
the receiving point of view (stakeholders and others who are not involved), and
the actor’s point of view (decision makers).
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What can also be taken into account is whether the client (i.e. the initiator) of the process is
satisfied with the results or not. The evaluation of a given method depends on these
perspectives.
•

Third, the fact that many different objectives can be pursued by civil society participation
must also be taken into account. The failure or success of a process does not necessarily
depend on whether or not a consensus has been achieved, for example. Diversity and dissent
can also lead to very valuable results. It would in general be wrong to assess civil society
participation exclusively according to its impact on political decision-making. Instead, the
possible impact of participation should be viewed more broadly, including the effects on those
involved, on wider society and on political culture.

•

Fourth, it is often difficult to pin down and measure the impact of particular processes, for
example on political decision-making or on public debate (Joss/ Durant 1995, Joss/ Bellucci
2002). Therefore, any assessment is confronted with empirical uncertainties about what the
effects of a process actually were.

The objective of this chapter, therefore, cannot strictly be to identify best practices concerning civil
society participation in research policy. Due to the complexity of the problem setting, it is impossible
to derive a linear decision-tree here that would specify which type of problem could best be resolved
with which standard type of solution (method, institutional arrangement etc.). Instead, it is important
to recognise the limitations that are set by context, perspective, different objectives and
uncertainty.
Nevertheless, if one focuses on methods that are well characterized and takes account of the contextual
features, it still seems possible to present outlines of an assessment of methods and to identify some
general trends regarding the suitability of certain methods to typical problem situations (Rowe/ Frewer
2000). The aim therefore is to specify „useful practices” – practices that seem suited to improving the
governance of the European Research Area.
The assessment follows the categories that have been used to structure the field of methods,
arrangements and applications of civil society participation procedures (chapter 4: classification). It
will therefore discuss the methods with respect to
•

different problem situations

•

design elements of the processes

•

the linkage with the political-societal sphere

•

areas of application
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Assessment of methods as applied to different problem situations
This section refers to the four different initial problem constellations that have been identified in
chapter 4. The categories are:
•

Knowledge differences: The relevant actors differ with respect to the knowledge that they
possess or that they consider reliable.

•

Clashes of interests : The actors have competing interests.

•

Conflicting values: Incompatible values are involved, which different actors deem more or
less important for a given issue.

•

Deviating visions : The actors have different visions of a desirable or likely future.

The initial problem constellations for most participatory processes will probably include differences
and conflicts not only in one of these four dimensions, but in a number of them. In addition, if more
than two actors are involved (for example a large number of civil society groups), the differences can
vary with respect to any pair of them. Nevertheless, it is possible to view many of the methods of
participation as dealing primarily with problems arising in one of the dimensions. Correspondingly,
one can attribute a primary task to the processes. This task consists of bringing about some change in
the initial constellation of knowledge, interests, values or visions, or of making this constellation
transparent to policy-makers. The dimensions of initial constellations can thus be taken as the basis for
an assessment of participatory processes.

Knowledge Differences
Knowledge differences between relevant actors of science and technology policy arise between
experts and non-experts (both policy-makers and lay people), between experts from different fields as
well as between experts within the same field. In these cases, it is an important aim of participatory
processes to disseminate the knowledge between the different actor groups and to reach a consensual
description of the issues at stake. Furthermore, participation often aims at making knowledge available
to experts and policymakers that concerned citizens possess.
When knowledge differences primarily consist of laypersons lacking knowledge that experts possess,
a one-way transfer of information from experts to citizens seems appropriate. As for complex
questions such as the assessment of risks, however, experts often disagree considerably. In such cases,
laypersons should assume a more active role, by seeking advice from different experts, or by experts
representing the different positions on which the citizens form an opinion. If the mobilisation of
citizens’ local knowledge is also important, experts and citizens should be involved in equal parts.
Frequently, involved citizens have an initial demand for additional knowledge to be able to develop an
informed opinion. This demand is often met not only by providing written information to the lay
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participants, but also by eliciting relevant scientific information from experts by means of queries. The
format of the query helps the citizens to maintain an active role rather than being mere recipients of
scientific knowledge.
If experts disagree on relevant issues, it is natural to first resort to the standards agreed within the
scientific disciplines. In the context of participatory processes, however, expert disagreement is also
dealt with in a number of other forms. It is part of the methodology of citizens’ juries to involve
experts that support different expert views. The task for the jury of lay people here is both to ask
critical questions towards all sides and to reach an opinion with respect to the most credible expert
statement. At consensus conferences, it is up to the participants to select the experts they consider to
be relevant or reliable. In some countries, advisory bodies to the government or agencies have to be
composed in such a manner that the entire range of different standpoints is represented. Laypersons
can also play further roles in the management of expertise, for example by jointly defining the issues
that have to be clarified through external expertise.66
As for advisory bodies, some countries have opportunities for participation, such as challenging the
balanced composition of a council or submitting and commenting on expert deliberations. At first this
openness tends to delay political decision-making and to make the scientific basis of decisions more
contested. However, closed systems are unlikely to survive crises. Therefore, a recursive process in
which expert judgement in a predefined scope alternates with phases of public deliberation offers the
best prospects for finding accepted solutions on complex risk issues. (König/ Jasanoff 2002)

Clashes of interests
Almost invariably, different actors have conflicting interests concerning disputed decisions. However
the methodologies are not always specifically designed to deal with these interests. Where this is the
case, the conflict of interests can be addressed either by an attempt at transforming the interests of the
participants, making them more compatible, or by means of negotiations, in order to find a
compromise that satisfies all parties. This subsection first discusses methods that primarily involve
concerned citizens and then turns to methods of including organised interest groups. Finally, some
typical problems are presented.
Public hearings and surveys are frequently applied methods of making the views and interests of
concerned citizens known to policy-makers. Surveys allow for broad access and representativeness
of the citizens involved. They furthermore provide rather detailed overviews of opinions and positions.
However, they do not involve any learning on the part of the participants, and often have only min imal
impact on political decision-making (Fiorino 1990, Rowe/ Frewer 2000). A central problem of surveys
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as well as of forms of public involvement like written comments and consultations is that they only
allow for unidirectional communication and therefore do not include any real interaction between
different actors.
Public hearings do involve such interaction. One of the problems that hearings pose, however, is that
they often take place relatively late in the policy process, when a detailed plan has already been
worked out. This leads to citizens adopting a passive role and often finding themselves in opposition
to a proposal that is perceived as already having been pre-decided. Although many people usually
attend public hearings, it is often observed that opponents are over represented. The opposition of
citizens is sometimes fairly effective, leading to administrations or agencies changing their plans. But
from the perspective of administration, public hearings are usually a failure, since they almost never
lead to a consensus (Fiorino 1990, Chess/ Purcell 1999, Rowe/ Frewer 2000).
More elaborate methodologies for conflicts of interests, therefore, concentrate on repeated dialogue.
Citizens’ advisory councils include interested citizens, usually from the neighbourhood of a plant,
local authorities and industrial representatives. Due to the long-term existence of the council,
industries can build up trust within their neighbourhoods by providing continuous and early
information and by taking concerns seriously. Citizens’ advisory councils can then play an important
role in improving local interaction. In the case of citizens’ advisory councils, not only the voicing, but
also the transformation of the interests of the involved actors might be a goal in its own right, with
citizens, local planners or companies recognising that their initial plans are not worth pursuing.
In situations where the interests are organised, it is advisable to secure the different interest groups
for negotiation. If interested or concerned citizens are organised in groups, then, by including all
organised groups, appropriate representation can be achieved. The search for mutually beneficial
packages, rather than the search for the best argument, will be at the centre of the processes. Close
interaction with political decision-making is often very important.
Different forms of expert-stakeholder discourse (with experts and stakeholder representatives) are
used if the societal situation contains fixed and antagonistic interests. In the area of participatory
technology assessment (pTA), the processes often deal with existing technological systems that lead to
problems, but where the fixed situation prevents joint action. Here, a type of pTA that remains
removed from decision-making can provide a forum for creative ideas that breaks up the existing fixed
situation. The participants have to represent a large variety of views, but at the same time have to be
able to strive for new ways of doing things. In addition, they should be able to convey the result to
their community. In order for partic ipants to be motivated to take part, the issue has to be urgent or the
stakes high. The results of expert-stakeholder pTA are more useful to decision-makers if they include
66

This has been practised, for example, by the regional dialogue forum that follows up the mediation of
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policy proposals such as plans for RTD or scenarios, and less useful if they concentrate on problemfinding (Joss/ Bellucci 2002, 230-233).
Negotiated rulemaking does not involve ordinary citizens either, but rather stakeholder
representatives (Fior ino 1990, Rowe/ Frewer 2000). Still, by pluralist standards, it can count as an
exemplary form of participation. It improves competition between organised interests, can provide
substantial education to participants, offers access to officials and may provide substantial influence
on decision-making (Laird 1993). However, since participants are to function as representatives of
their group members’ interests, they are restricted in their autonomy to change their personal views
and to transcend these interests in their search for the common good. Negotiated rule -making is
therefore most successful if the problems to be solved are rather technical in nature, requiring
substantial expertise, and is not suitable if basic value conflicts have to be settled
(Renn/Weber/Wiedemann 1995, Laird 1993).
Mediation aims at transforming perceived zero-sum-games (distributional conflicts) into win-winsituations. By inviting the different stakeholder groups to participate in a negotiation, a platform for
dialogue is created, which helps to identify solutions that benefit all parties concerned. Mediation is
based on the assumption that people, even though they may always have conflicting interests
concerning the distribution of resources, simultaneously have a shared interest in defining a common
set of rules about how to deal with these conflicting interests. The standard example is the market
economy: Even though each firm has a strong interest in receiving political privileges (subventions,
protectionism etc.), at the same time it has a strong interest in a competitive market order that denies
such privileges to all firms (including its competitors), because it is an overall more productive setting
which, in the long run, is beneficial to all. Such positive-sum games can be identified even in
situations where conflicting interests seem to prevail in a way that does not allow for mutual
agreement on a common set of rules. For example, the develo pment of a way of monitoring noise
pollution near a large airport is beneficial to all relevant parties concerned, even if there is no mutual
agreement on whether the airport should be extended or closed down (Meister 2003).
If there is a large number of different actors involved, with no exclusive mandate for political
decision-making on any part, a stakeholder conference such as the EU conference on sustainable
agriculture in developing countries (2003) can play a useful role. In this case, scientists, policy
makers, development experts and civil society representatives from developed and developing
countries met to hear presentations on and discuss the role of biotechnology in developing countries’
agriculture. The state of the global discussion can be brought forward by exchanging information and
positions and building up contacts and networks.

Frankfurt airport.
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The participation in research-based policies often requires considerable resources. Where transpa rency
in decision-making leads to regulators publishing large amounts of technical information (as is the
case in the area of environmental regulation), this can easily lead to an information overload on the
part of civil society organisations. Furthermore, an abundance of opportunities for participation in
technical committees can overstrain NGOs. Unequal distribution of resources and motivation can lead
to unequal representation of different groups and to professional negotiators taking precedence
(Halffman 2003).
Political prestige can play an important role in the motivation of participants. The higher the polit ical
prestige of a process, the more likely a stakeholder is to take part. This is illustrated by the discourse
„Green gene technology” in Germany, which enjoyed high prestige because it was initiated by a new
minister and right after the Ministry had been restructured. This made participation attractive to
stakeholders.
When interest groups are called for participation in negotiations, they often find themselves in (or try
to avoid) a trap of inclusion. To take part in a participatory process they must accept the rules of the
process and the legitimacy of the outcome. This can be contrary to the interests of NGOs if the
procedure or the outcome is unlikely to create a win/win situation. Therefore, in order not to be
trapped by being included in a consultation process, some NGOs prefer to keep their distance
(Halffman 2003). This is illustrated by the discourse on genetically modified herbicide-resistant crops
(Germany, 1991-93). This discourse led to the finding that risks associated with genetically modified
crops are no different to those produced by conventional plant breeding. In order not to have to admit
this discursive defeat, the environmental groups pulled out (van den Daele 2001). In contrast to this,
„Eten en Genen” was signif icantly criticised by NGOs, presumably also because the discourse was
explicitly addressed to lay citizens and did not include the environmental organisations.

Value conflicts
In comparison to clashes of interests, value conflicts usually go deeper. Where moral values are at
stake, participants usually find it hard to agree to compromises, since moral claims are generally
considered not to allow for bargaining (van den Daele 2002). In cases of moral conflict, the aims of
participatory processes therefore can be either to bring the participants to fundamentally rethink their
positions, to look for pragmatic solutions that do not touch the basic conflicts, or otherwise to rest
content with the elaboration of the different positions, raising mutual understanding and tole rance.
Additionally, it can be an objective at first to identify the different positions that exist and their
common ground, and to make them known to policy-makers and other interested parties. To obtain
such information, the participation of lay citizens will be more successful than the participation of
organised stakeholder groups.
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Different methods of participatory technology assessment with citizens as participants are used to
assess technological developments. The methods are best applied to topics that are currently debated,
where future development is open and the societal situation is not fixed. The relation to policy-making
is in general indirect. Whether or not informing the politicians leads to success can depend on how
familiar policy-makers are with this kind of information. Therefore, the efficiency of the methods can
only be evaluated after repeated practice (Joss/ Bellucci 2002, 230/231).
Both at consensus conferences and with citizens’ juries, the education and deliberation of cit izens is
a central aim. They thus score highly according to the norms of direct participation theory and to the
requirements of fairness and competence. However, since only a small number of participants are
directly involved, the fact that they are representative is problematic and can be questioned by
outsiders. Additionally, there is usually no formal connection to decision-making procedures.
Therefore, the actual influence of these processes is often only weak or moderate and depends on the
particular relation of the process to the political sphere (Fiorino 1990, Laird 1993, Renn/ Webler/
Wiedemann 1995, Joss/ Bellucci 2002). Since the participating citizens attend a number of meetings
involving intensive interaction and discussion, the processes can lead to a transformation of their basic
views, thus allowing them to formulate a consensual position in their final report. But even if this
cannot be achieved, the processes often lead to valuable elaborations of different basic positions. In
particular, consensus conferences also address the wider public and thus contribute to the
dissemination of knowledge and to public debate.
Ethics councils are often composed in such a way that they represent different moral pos itions and
interests and assemble the necessary expertise. Furthermore, laypersons are sometimes included. Still,
the composition of some councils has been criticised. Academics and especially scientists whose
interests are at stake are seen to be too dominant compared to civil society. The composition should
also not follow the proportions of political parties. Instead, it is crucial for the reputation of ethics
councils that they work independently from parliament and government. Even though many councils
work on enquiries from political institutions, they also choose topics by themselves. To strengthen
their reputation of being independent, some councils try to avoid positioning themselves clearly on
one side of current political debates. Instead, ethics councils usually address the wider public in a
variety of ways, including the publication of reports, public hearings and public sessions, with press
conferences and via the Internet.
The institutional setting can strongly influence the course of moral controve rsies concerning the
implementation of technology. As has been shown in the case of green biotechnology, such disputes
can lead to increased confrontation, or to the identification of possible consensus, depending on
different institutional settings. If moral controversies are discussed in a public arena with a general
audience, representatives of different positions are strongly inclined to emotional and/or personalized
argumentation. Moral positions are presented as personal avowals, and opponents are often personally
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attacked for violating basic moral duties. As a result, the initial opposition is strengthened, and
disputes prevail. The results are different for longer-term discursive processes, during which
participants meet on a voluntary basis and face to face, for a common cause and without an
anonymous audience. Here, reasons are generally given and noted for different positions and
opponents are not personally discredited. Moral controversies, in these contexts, are either avoided by
concentrating on common moral grounds, or they are themselves made the subject of the discussion,
by thinking about moral pluralism or by discussing procedures for dealing with the remaining
controversy. As a result, moral disputes, where unresolved, tend to be hedged by tole rance and
pragmatism. This is well illustrated by the „Discourse on genetically modified herbicide-resistant
crops” (Germany 1991-1993) (van den Daele 2001).

Visions
Visions are characterized by their future orientation. They typically concern expectations or wishes as
to how a given aspect of everyday life, economy or technology will look in the middle to longer-term
perspective. The visions of different actors are often rather vague initially. They therefore have to be
developed by bringing together creative ideas and knowledge about possible trends. The result can
lead to the identification of options for actions, the raising of new issues and the provision of visionary
input to strategic pla nning.
In scenario workshops , where problems of local development usually take centre stage, the
interaction between the different actor groups (citizens, local authorities, business, planers) can break
up stereotyped conceptions and thus overcome barriers for communal decision-making. As the
questions dealt with are typically of local importance, it can be difficult to find wider resonance for the
results. Therefore, a special effort has to be made to secure an audience. (Andersen/ Jaeger 1999)
The series of scenario workshops on urban ecology in Denmark (1992-1993) is an example of a
particularly successful implementation of the method. The pr oposals worked out by participants from
four different communities were found to raise new, innovative issues. Their public and political
impact was considerable, with the new Minister for Environment backing the report and putting urban
ecology on his agenda, a national committee being established, and the methodology of scenario
workshops being adopted and circulated by the EU. The main factor that contributed to this success
was the high awareness of urban ecological issues on the part of the public as well as politicians at the
time. At the same time, the issue had not yet been rigidly framed, and there was a basic consensus that
something had to be done on it. (Joss/ Belucci 2002, Andersen/ Jaeger 1999)
In foresight processes, the possible uses and benefits of future technologies are explored. The results
provide a basis for strategic planning and the funding of research. Since future societal needs and
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problems are often central to foresight, the involvement of civil society can be very fruitful. At the
same time, foresight requires much expertise. The challenge therefore is to design processes whereby
the interaction between laypersons and experts functions well. Since foresight processes can deliver
orientation and legit imacy to policy-making, they may serve as a useful strategic instrument.
The political impact of foresight depends on the linkage between the foresight processes and the
political sphere. The German foresight process „Futur“ has a very strong link to policy-making, since
it was initia ted by the Federal Ministry of Research and Education and at the beginning of the process
the Ministry committed itself to implementing the results. The Austrian Technology Delphi (19961998) has had a relatively big impact on politics, not only because it was initiated by a Ministry, but
also because the Ministry was clearly involved in this process. Yet the heavy involvement of
politicians can also have a negative impact on the process, as the example of the Traffic Forum
Salzburg has shown. In this case the process was disturbed by the fact that a vice major followed his
own personal agenda. The Irish technology foresight had a high impact not only on strategic research
planning, but also on institutional reframing. This might have been due to the fact that it was the first
exercise of this kind in Ireland, that many of the relevant people and institutions were involved and
that it fitted in well with the political preparations for the first basic research programme.
Foresight processes, with their numerous steps, often include different methods in order to combine
their advantages.67 Nevertheless, processes should be kept as simple as possible in general.
(Stirling) A high degree of complexity may lead to a good quality of results but can obscure the
process, both for the public and the participants, and lead to a lack of transparency. The German
foresight process „Futur“, for example, only provided the public with an unclear picture, in spite the
fact that all of the steps, methods and results were widely communicated.

67

Renn therefore calls for a „cooperative approach”.
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Assessment in respect of the process design
Participants
The selection of participants is a crucial factor when designing a participatory process. Different types
of target groups have been identified (chapter 4):
•

stakeholder groups

•

those directly concerned

•

lay citizens

Stakeholders should be involved particularly when conflicting interests are dealt with. It is then
important that the representatives of the participating organisations have a mandate to negotiate.
Another category of participants is those who are immediately concerned, whether they are individual
citizens or organised stakeholder groups. Those who are concerned are the ta rget group of a certain
specialised processes, such as public inquiries. Lay citizens are important in reflective discourses
where the primary targets are agenda-setting and building public awareness.
The degree of organisation of participants can differ widely. Lay citizens are not usually involved in
processes where conflicting interests are negotiated. Instead, they often participate in exercises such as
planning cells where „good, compelling arguments“ are sought. Stakeholders and organised interest
groups represent group interests, for example the interests of companies, but also of groups which are
not represented in traditional lobby mechanisms. The higher the political level, (for example EU
level), the more these groups are involved.
Of the various modes of selection of participants, random choice is best suited to discourses with the
focus on independency and/or representativeness of the actors (for example in the case of value
conflicts). Volunteering can ensure a high level of motivation. Co-nomination opens up traditional
circles of participants and also leads to a high profile (for example in specific expertise) of the
participants.
Participants can be selected either according to their representativeness or to achieve a balance of
interests. The former aims at representing all the societal groups and involving them all, with equal
rights. The latter aims at involving all interest groups according to their political or economic weight.
If lay panels stand at the centre of the processes, the quality of the outcome crucially depends on its
interaction within the panel. If the interaction does not succeed, the results can be of poor quality. In
the case of the Ozone Consensus Conference in Austria, such results were consequently not used by
policy-makers. In contrast to this, the interaction between the participants worked well in the case of
the Danish „Future search – traffic in Copenhagen” process. Competent stakeholders (who had never
met before), lay citizens and users discussed their concerns and developed suggestions for solutions.
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The results had a considerable impact on policy-making, and also pushed for a restructuring of the
institutional landscape. However, even good results do not guarantee high political impact. While the
first German consensus conference on a national level, the citizens’ conference „Genetic testing”,
produced results of a good quality, their reception by policy-makers was rather poor.
Citizens’ panels can also be used to involve „those who are concerned” in a broader sense. In the case
of the French „Conférence de malades”, organized by the Association Française contre les Myopathies
(2002/2003), a panel of persons affected by myopathy worked on and published recommendations
concerning therapeutic cloning and stem cells. Such a selection of participants can give a particular
weight to the results. At the same time, the composition could be challenged for being biased.

Duration and Timing
As mentioned in chapter 4, civil society participation processes can have very different durations. The
following points must be considered:
•

a longer-lasting process allows for a thorough clarification of different standpoints and
arguments. However, it is expensive and often people or organisations cannot afford to
participate. Not only processes that span over months to years (such as the discourse on
genetically modified herbicide-resistant crops in Germany that was extended over more than 2
years), can be a burden to those participating but also planning cells that take up 4 workdays.
Therefore the lay participants here are usually compensated for their loss of earnings.

•

timing a short process in relation to the policy-making is much easier. In contrast to this,
longer processes can lack impact on political decision-making or on the public debate because
the topics are often no longer current by the time the process has produced results. The British
consensus conference on plant biotechnology, for example, had no visible impact on policymaking since there was no relevant policy-making underway.

The timing of a participatory process with respect to the phase of technology development, the policy
cycle and the public debate is crucial. Even though participation is possible in all phases of the
development of technologies, the problem setting must, of course, be adapted (for example depending
on whether the process deals with funding research or with implementing the technology). Relative to
the policy process, it is important that political decisions have not already been taken, or, if this is the
case, that they are re-opened for dispute. But even a good timing relative to political decision-making
cannot guarantee that the results will be well received by policy makers. This is much improved if the
topics (or the issue of public participation in general) have a high profile in the public sphere and in
the media and are currently being discussed, or if individual politicians want to put them on their
agenda. This does not make the public aware of the process, but also makes policy makers take an
interest in the views of the cit izens (Joss/ Bellucci 2002, 246-248).
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Face -to-face vs. virtual communication
Internet-based discourses are often characterised by a number of problems. It is difficult to engage the
participants for a long time, since with Internet-based discourses, it is easier for participants to give up.
Often, many of them remain passive, while a small number dominate the discussion. A partic ularly
serious problem lies in the usually low degree of interactivity. New contributions tend to ignore
previous ones, or refer to them only marginally. This, however, can be improved if the participants
know each other personally. Therefore, it is often advisable to combine Internet-based discourses with
face-to-face meetings. 68 A good example of a combination of Internet-based expert dialogue and a
conference is the ARL-Discourse in Germany.

Size: Number of participants
A number of methods of civil society participation are based on an intensive dialogue involving a
small number of participants (for example 10 to 30 people at a typical consensus conference). The
quality of the outcome, however, does not depend primarily on the number of participants, but on their
selection. Nevertheless, processes with a small number of participants are frequently criticised for not
being representative, especially if lay citizens and those who are not representative of any interest
group take part. In some cases, the results of a participative discourse have been combined by a
representative survey or a public opinion poll (for example Citizen Foresight on the Future of Food &
Agriculture / Eten en Genen in the Netherlands). Processes with a very large number of participants
(such as „Listening to the City“) tend to be given much greater media coverage. They are therefore
particularly well suited to starting a public debate or to raising awareness of a certain issue.

Assessment with respect to the connection with the political -societal sphere
Connection of the different subsystems of society
The role of civil society in science and technology related policies can best be described by means of
the interdependencies among the different subsystems of society. The chart below developed by
Ortwin Renn (2002) illustrates the interplay of the societal, political, scientific and economic
systems.69 Each of the systems can be characterised by specific modes of operation. The interaction
among the different subsystems is important for political decision-making that takes the criteria
„efficiency”, „acceptability and fairness”, „effectiveness” and „legitimacy” into account. Civil society
plays an important role not only by direct interaction with the political system, such as in elections or
in the consultation of civil society groups by government. Many forms of civil society participation do
68

This was one finding of the study on Internet-based discourses on innovation and technology assessment
conducted by IFOK (2001). See also http://www.hansardsociety.org.uk/HearingVoices.htm
69
It has to be noted that chart does not illustrate examples of the interaction between the expert system and the
social system (for example Public Understanding of Science) as well as the interaction between the economic
system and the political system (for example lobbyism).
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not include direct interaction between civil society and the political sphere. Still, they can also have an
indirect impact on political decision-making. This can include stimulating communication or debate,
setting the political agenda, removing a blockade within the policy process, contributing to an
informed decision-making process (for example through expert-stakeholder dialogues that raise the
level of knowledge) or building consensus outside the political-judicial system (mediation) (Cf. Joss/
Bellucci 2002, 243). It is therefore wrong to evaluate processes only according to their direct impact
on political decision-making. Even if no direct impact can be discerned, dialogue and participation can
contribute to a valuable culture of problem-solving, for example by changing attitudes within civil
society and public authorities.
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Source: Ortwin Renn (2002)
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Formal versus informal civil society participation
Formal processes, even though they are legally obligatory and therefore often directly linked to the
political decision-making process, do not in general have any greater impact on decision-making than
informal, voluntary processes. In contrast, some informal processes have had a significant impact on
political decision-making. For example, the voting conference on drinking water in Denmark was
informal, yet the government still implemented the proposals made. Many formalised processes of
civil society consultation are crit icised because they have a small impact on political decision-making
if civil society has little opportunity to get actively involved in the decision-making process. For
example, the Economic and Social Committee of the European Union usually only comments on
policy proposals once they have been drafted, but does not play a proactive role.
The large proximity of a process to decision-makers is not always an advantage. Advisory bodies that
work directly for the government are instrumentalised much more frequently for the obje ctives of the
government or are criticised for being instrumentalised. In general, there seems to be a trade-off
between closeness, making direct impact more probable, and independence, making the proposals
more generally accepted. Sometimes it seems more effective to include political decision-makers in
civil society participation process that are organised outside the political arena, as, for example, in the
Austrian technology delphi or the German research dialogue „Futur“. The governments in both cases
drew on the results when forming their decision, even though they were not obliged to do so.
The institution conducting the process should in general be located neither too closely to nor too far
away from political decision-making. Close contacts improve the mediation of the results and thus the
influence of a given process on decision-making. Sometimes, if indirect political influence by means
of stimulating public debate is the most important result of the process, such contact is not necessary.
However, the independence of the institution is also important for maintaining its reputation and
credibility within the political sphere (Joss/ Bellucci 2002, 251/252).
This balance between a relatively close link to parliament on the one hand and independency on the
other has been achieved by the Danish Board of Technologies in Denmark and the Rathenau-Institute
in the Netherlands. Their good links to political debate also seem to be due to the consensus and
dialogue-oriented polit ical cultures in both countries.
In general, participatory processes are more likely to be successful if there is a tradition of informal
political processes and direct participation. In Switzerland, where there is an established tradition of
direct participation, non-representative participation was at first faced with opposition, since it was
seen as competing with the traditional, representative forms of partic ipation. The corporatist traditions
of most European countries do not in general hinder participation, but the corporatist structures
sometimes have to be taken into account (Joss/ Bellucci 2002, 249-250). Innovative forms of dialogue
and civil society participation can help to break up neo-corporatist structures that privilege certain civil
society organisations (such as the social partners).
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Policy Cycle
Much of what has been said about the best timing of processes also applies to the position of
participation within the policy cycle. In general it is better – for the impact, the motivation of the
participants, and the value of the process - to bring in participation early on in the decision making
process. However, civil society participation can improve policy-making during all stages of the
policy-cycle. The evaluation of policies is generally underdeveloped. This also applies to procedures
of civil soc iety participation. This may well be a profitable area in which to introduce further
innovations.
In many respects, the notion of the policy cycle and the linear conception of decision-making that goes
with it can be misleading. Participation should instead be viewed as a structured system of
engagement. From this perspective, continuous, long-term relations and interaction are most important
when it comes to participation (Jasanoff).

Multi-level governance
The multi-level structure of European governance poses specific challenges for the design of civil
society participation processes. It might well be that it is more effective to conduct certain discourses,
for example on ethically sensitive issues, on a national or regional level (giving the national
government advice on how to bargain on the European level), rather than on a European level.
Even though the methods themselves can be applied on all levels of governance, and many problems
can also be dealt with on any level, the conditions for successful involvement are likely to differ
considerably with the context. A consensus conference that has successfully been conducted in one
Member State could thus be a complete failure when repeated on a local or European level.

Assessment in respect to the political-cultural context
The political-cultural context is one of the most important aspects that has to be taken into account
when designing civil society participation processes. Successful practices made in one region can not
simply be transferred to other regions. The most important aspects are in that respect are:

IFOK

•

the different legislative frameworks : direct democracy, accountability of public
administrations, windows of opportunities to experiment with new methods of civil
society participation etc.

•

the different institutional settings concerning advisory bodies, formal consultations of
civil society organisations: ethic councils, social and economic councils etc.

•

the different cultures of conflict resolution: the role of NGOs, strikes, street protests,
informal dialogues with political decision-makers, round-tables and voluntary agreements,
trust in the formal decision-making process etc.
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Apart from that, it has to be acknowledged that experiences made in one case can not be assumed to be
repeatable if the process is copied in quite a similar setting. Civil society participation has great
„volatility” – subtle differences in the setting may have a major impact on the outcome.70 However,
this is not an argument against civil society participation. It is a plea to confront diversity. Much can
be learned from a wide variety of perspectives and experiences.

Assessment in respect to areas of application
Three areas of application
Today, participation in research policy-making mostly serves as a contribution to orientation issues.
In other domains, such as regulation, civil society is involved to a lesser degree. However, decisions
on funding are also highly controversial and could profit from civil society participation. Yet there is
only very little experience with civil society involvement in defining priorities for government
spending so far. One of the few exceptions are the Australian process on defining research priorities
and the German research dialogue „Futur“.

Research policy and research based policy
Civil society participation is of particular importance in all policy areas that deal with controversial
issues. Very often, these issues are at the intersection of research policy and other policy areas such as
environment, health, consumer protection, energy etc. Much of the insights concerning civil society
methods gained in the area of environmental policy can be of use for improving the governance of the
European Research Area.

Basic research and applied research
There is a clear tendency to bring basic research and applied research closer together. This distinction
seems to lose importance. That implies that the questions to be dealt with in the sphere of applied
research (for example the strategic use of technologies to raise the economic competitiveness or to
foster a sustainable development) touch also basic research. Moreover, civil socie ty participation can
help to give an early warning of what applications may be controversial. Ethical questions that may
come up due to discoveries in the sphere of basic research should be addressed at an early stage. To
sum up: It is important to link up basic research and applied research.

70

This effect plays a vital role in chaos theory. Its founding father, Edward Lorence, argued for example that
„one flap of a sea gull's wings would forever change the future course of weather“.
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Emerging lines of thought
There is one crucial idea which emerges out of the discussion in this study: in order to develop an
adequate and forward-looking picture of civil society participation in research policy, we should not
simply stop with the documentation of a specific set and number of participatory processes. Rather –
and this might be at the end the core message of this study – we should look for a pool of
approaches that fits in with the emerging new networks of various players in research policymaking. Thus, new forms of governance demand new ways of policy-making and partic ipation.
This key message is centred around a number of lines of thought that have been derived from the
analysis:

71

•

Context-sensitiv ity: The study showed that there exist numerous experiences that have been
made in different areas of research and research-based policies. These combine to form a vivid
picture of the possible objectives, methods, process designs and relevant contexts for
participation processes. The main general conclusion from these experiences is that the choice
of a method for participation must at the same time be highly responsive to the specific
circumstances of its application, and must be seen as part of a longer-term process of
establishing new forms of partic ipation within society. There is ample evidence that
participation as such is not a key to all problems. In various situations, participation has shown
not to be helpful. It is crucial to understand when participation leads to valuable results (and to
an added value).

•

Three-fold approach: The plea for „context sensitivity” has strong implications for policymaking. It does not make any sense to evaluate standard methods for civil society
participation in terms of „good” or ”bad”. As the study shows, there are no processes that can
be said to be the right solution for a certain type of problem, independent of the circumstances
and independent of the point of view. Therefore it is impossible to provide precise, accurate or
analytical guidelines for the implementation of methods for civil society participation. Instead,
the matching of problem and method follows three steps: First, there has to be an analysis of
the problem to be resolved and the specific context. Second, the specific problems involved
have to be classified according to typical characteristics. It is only after these two steps that the
relevant methods can be identified and the process can be designed accordingly. A fourth and
additional step could be the ex-post evaluation of the process design and the way public
participation is carried out.

•

Professional process design and process management: The challenge today is no longer to
further elaborate different standard types of civil society participation methods, but to learn
how to use the pool of methodologies in order to design complex processes. The challenge is
particularly great since politics is only one „player” among many. The dynamics of processes
that involve different groups within society (civil society, experts, policy-makers) is difficult

This was one of the key aims of the international conference which was held on June 12/13th , 2003.
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to control as flat hierarchies replace the traditional hierarchical system that policy-makers in
government and administrations are used to. There is a growing need for both professional
process design and professional process management.
•

IFOK

Institutional setting: It largely depends on the institutional setting whether useful practices of
civil society participation are fostered – or whether the potential lies idle. The formal standing
of the process, however, often has little to do with the factual role of civil society in decisionmaking. Informal processes that do not have any legally established connection with decisionmaking can still be highly relevant if they respond to latent or urgent needs of civil society.
Social movements can exert an important impact by acting on the public formation of
awareness or opinion that rational policy-makers (having a strong interest at being re-elected)
cannot ignore.
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5
The European Dimension: Civil Society Participation in Building the
European Research Area
This chapter summarises the governance discussion within the EU and its relevance for RTD policymaking. Moreover, it outlines initiatives which have already been taken to strengthen the role of civil
society participation in the European Research Area, including a conclusion and further remarks.

Civil Society Participation in European Governance
Introduction
The interaction between the European Institutions and civil society takes various forms:
•

through the European Parliament as the elected representative of the citizens of Europe,

•

through the institutionalised advisory bodies of the EU (Economic and Social Committee
and the Committee of the Regions ), based on their role according to the Treaties, and
through less formalised direct contact with interested parties.72

•

It is these less formalised direct contacts that are at the focal point of this chapter.
The Amsterdam Treaty Protocol 7 stipulates that „The Commission should […] consult widely before
propos ing legislation.”73 Therefore we should welcome the fact that the Commission has a
longstanding tradition of consulting interested parties from outside when formulating its policies, as it
incorporates external consultation into the development of almost all its policy areas.74 However, the
mechanisms for consultation are currently being challenged. Until recently each department within the
Commission had its own mechanisms and methods for consulting its respective sectorial interest
groups. Critics pointed out that some interest groups might gain privileged access to the Commission.
The Commission, therefore, has started several initiatives in order to „reduce the risk of the policymaker just listening to one side of the argument or of particular groups getting privileged access”. 75
This debate has recently been revived, particularly by the White Paper on European Governance
(European Commission 2001), which defines criteria for „good governance” within the European
Union.

72

We may distinguish two different types: open consultations (which are based on communications and
green/white papers, for exa mple) and the consultation of target groups (which can be ad-hoc, structured and
formalised consultation).
73
See also the current Environmental Action Plan that highlights the importance of stakeholder consultation.
74
European Commission (2002, p. 3). Towards a reinforced culture of consultation and dialogue - general
principles and minimum standards for consultation of interested parties by the Commission. Communication
from the Commission. COM (2002)704 final.
http://europa.eu.int/comm/governance/docs/comm_standards_en.pdf
75
White Paper on European Governance.
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The White Paper on European Governance and its follow-up process
The reform of European Governance is of major importance for the future of Europe and determines
the political agenda. The European Convention and the governance activities of the European
Commission are outstanding examples of this. The reform of governance addresses the questions of
how the EU uses the powers given by its citizens and how to make policy-making more inclusive and
accountable. Civil society participation plays a vital role in this concept. The paper calls for „a
reinforced culture of consultation and dialogue”. Civil society involvement is seen as an effective
means to arbitrate between competing claims and priorities and assists in developing a longer-term
policy perspective. „Participation is not about instit utionalising protest. It is about more effective
policy shaping based on early consultation and past experience“. 76 In addition, the White Paper calls
for improved interactions between experts, policy-makers and the public sphere.77
The White Paper defines five core principles of good governance :
•

Openness: The Institutions should work in a more open manner; in particular, they should
actively share information about what the EU does and the decisions it takes.

•

Participation: The quality, relevance and effectiveness of EU policies depend on ensuring
wide participation throughout the policy chain – from conception to implementation.
Improved participation is likely to create more confidence in the end results and in the
institutions which deliver policies.

•

Accountability: Roles in the legislative and executive processes need to be clearer.

•

Effectiveness : Policies must be effective and timely, delivering what is needed on the basis of
clear objectives, an evaluation of future impact and, where available, of past experience.

•

Coherence : Policies and action must be coherent and easily understood.

The five principles reinforce the already existing principles of proportionality and subsidiarity.
Implementing these principles, as well as a better combination of different policy tools, such as
legislation, social dialogue, structural funding, and action programmes need to be achieved.
The White Paper proposes a number of initiatives that are highly relevant to the question of how to
strengthen the role of civil society in governing the European Research Area. It proposes, among other
things, to establish

76
77

•

Minimum standards for consultation of civil society for legislative decision-making
processes

•

Guidelines for the good use of expertise in Community policy-making

White Paper on European Governance, p. 15.
White Paper on European Governance, p. 10, 14-17.
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An online database of civil society organisations and consultative committees that provides
accessible information about ongoing consultation processes as well as online consultation
within the inter-active policy-making initiative.

These issues are analysed more in detail below.

1. General principles and minimum standards for consultation
In December 2002, the Commission adopted General Principles and Minimum Standards for
Consultation78 as had been proposed in the White Paper on European Governance. The overall
rationale of the proposed guidelines and standards is to ensure that all relevant parties are consulted in
an adequate way.
The document states that the Commission should make available in a concise manner all information
needed to facilitate responses; publish widely in order to meet all target audiences, using a single
access point on the Internet; allow sufficient time for responses; acknowledge receipt of contributions
and display results of open public consultations on the Internet; and allow all relevant parties to
express their opinions.
It must be acknowledged that the principles and minimum standards of the European Commission do
not give binding rights to EU citizens or their organisations. Citizens can complain that in certain
cases the consultation did not take place or was too narrow, but they cannot insist on rectification. 79

2. Collection and the use of expertise
In addition, the European Commission recently published a communication on the collection and the
use of expertise.80 It aims at encapsulating and promoting good practices related to the collection and
use of expertise at all stages of Commission policy-making. There are three components.

78

European Commission (2002), COM (2002)704 final
http://europa.eu.int/comm/ governance/docs/comm_standards_en.pdf. This issue was previously analysed in
depth by the working group „Consultation and Participation of Civil Society”. Report of the Working Group 2a,
White Paper on European Governance (2001),
http://europa.eu.int/comm/governance/areas/group3/report_en.pdf.
79
A legislative approach is called for by a number of NGOs, see for example Hontelez (2003).
http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/governance/pdf/conferences/03012728hontelez.pdf.
80
European Commission (2002): Communication from the Commission on the collection and use of expertise by
the Commission: Principles and Guidelines, „Improving the knowledge base for better policies”, COM(2002)
713 final. http://europa.eu.int/comm/governance/docs/comm_expertise_en.pdf. The guidelines are based on the
recommendations of the working group 1b „Democratising Expertise and Establishing Scientific Reference
Systems”. Report of the Working Group 1b, White Paper on Governance, May 2001.
http://europa.eu.int/comm/governance/areas/group2/report_en.pdf.
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The core principles of quality, openness and effectiveness should underpin all activities of the
Commission in this domain.

•

The set of guidelines should be used to help departments implement the principles.
• Finally, a series of practical questions should help departments design methods for collecting
and using expert advice appropriate to the circumstances of specific cases.
With its communication the Commission wants to help its departments mobilise and exploit the most
appropriate expertise, with a view to establishing a sound knowledge base for better policies.
Moreover, the Commission seeks high credibility for its process of collecting and using expert advice.

3. Online Consultation of Civil Society
The Commission is currently developing various Internet-based mechanisms in order to make civil
society consultation more transparent and effective. Core initiatives are:
• The setting up of database(s) as a means of achieving more transparency. An example is
CONECCS: a database for Consultation, the European Commission and Civil Society. The
database is supposed to provide information about the Commission’s formal or structured
consultative bodies, in which civil society organisations participate.81
•

Internet-based activities aimed at gathering information and feedback such as, „Your Voice
in Europe “,82 act as the European Commission’s „single access point“ to a wide variety of
stakeholder consultations 83 , discussions and other tools which enable the individual to play an
active role in the European policy-making process. This page is part of the activities of the
Interactive Policy-Making Initiative (IPM) as part of the Action No. 8b (White Paper on the
administrative reform of the European Commission), the aim of which is to improve
governance by using the Internet for collecting and analysing reactions in the marketplace for
use in the European Union’s policy-making process.84 Another example is the Dialogue with
Citizens 85 - a web site with plenty of information and links concerning citizens’ rights and
opportunities for participation in Europe.

These online forums do not replace face-to-face interaction. The Commission regularly holds
workshops and conferences on a large variety of issues that bring together the concerned actors and
stakeholders (some of whom have little or no experience of meeting) and thus fosters exchange
between different stakeholder groups and the Commission.
.

81

http://europa.eu.int/comm/civil_society/coneccs/index_en.htm
http://europa.eu.int/yourvoice/index_en.htm
83
http://europa.eu.int/comm/research/consultations/list_en.html
84
http://europa.eu.int/comm/reform/refdoc/index_en.htm
85
http://europa.eu.int/citizens/index_en.html
82
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Strengthening Civil Rights: The Aarhus Convention
The Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-making and Access to
Justice in Environmental Matters („Aarhus Convention”) does not address research policies directly;
however, environmental policy has a lot in common with research policy. One issue that has been
dealt with within the Aarhus framework are GMOs. At their meeting held from 21st -22nd October
2002 at Lucca, Italy, the parties to the convention adopted „guidelines on access to information,
public participation and access to justice with respect to genetically modified organisms ”.86
The Aarhus Convention has been judged as the „most significant international legal instrument on the
environmental rights of Europe’s citizens“. 87 It emerged out of the „Environment for Europe”
process. The Convention was negotiated and signed in 1998 by 36 European countries, including all
15 EU member states and the European Community. The Convention entered into force in 2001. 88
The Convention is based on three closely interrelated pillars:
•

access to information, 89

•

public participation in decision-making

•

access to justice.

Civil Society Participation as defined in the Aarhus Convention
Article 6.2:
The public concerned shall be informed, either by public notice or individually as appropriate, early in
an environmental decision-making procedure, and in an adequate, timely and effective manner, inter
alia, of:
(a) The proposed activity and the application on which a decision will be taken;
(b) The nature of possible decisions or the draft decision;
(c) The public authority responsible for making the decision;
(d) The envisaged procedure, including, as and when this information can be provided: (i) the
commencement of the procedure; (ii) the opportunities for the public to participate; (iii) the time and
venue of any envisaged public hearing; (iv) an indication of the public authority from which relevant
information can be obtained and where the relevant information has been deposited for examination by
86

http://www.unece.org/env/pp/mop1/gmo.guidelines.e.doc
R. Hallo of the Stichting Natuur en Milieu (NL) in his contribution „Developing instruments for a reinforced
culture of consultation and dialogue“ at the conference „Environmental Governance and Civil Society:
Challenges and Opportunities for Europeans“ held on January 27-28, 2003, in Brussels.
http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/governance/pdf/conferences/03012728hallo.pdf
88
Several EU member states have already ratified, the rest are moving toward ratification. The Community is
currently working on ratification.
89
See also: EU directive on freedom of access to information on the environment adopted in 1994.
87
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the public; (v) an indication of the relevant public authority or any other official body to which
comments or questions can be submitted and of the time schedule for transmittal of comments or
questions; and (vi) an indication of what environmental information relevant to the proposed activity is
available; and
(e) The fact that the activity is subject to a national or transboundary environmental impact assessment
procedure.
Article 6.3:
The public participation procedures shall include reasonable time-frames for the different phases,
allowing sufficient time for informing the public in accordance with paragraph 2 above and for the
public to prepare and participate effectively during the environmental decisio n-making.
Article 6.4:
Each Party shall provide for early public participation, when all options are open and effective public
participation can take place.
Article 6.8:
Each Party shall ensure that in the decision due account is taken of the outcome of the public
participation.
The Aarhus Convention goes far beyond the general principles and minimum standards adopted by the
European Commission in as far as it defines civil rights.
1. Moreover, the participation of civil society is not only seen as a means to improve the quality
of decision-making but as a basic democratic right. These two objectives have been
confirmed in the Lucca declaration that has been adopted by the first meeting of the parties of
the convention at Lucca, in October 2002.
Several directives of European Environmental law have had an indirect impact on the culture of civil
society participation in (environmental) decision-making, for example the Environmental Impact
Assessment Directive 90 , the European Water Framework Directive91 or the Directive on
Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control.92 They all deal with the conflicts between ecological,
economic and social interests that could be only balanced via a consultation of the parties concerned.
The implementation of these directives could lead to severe trade offs between what will lead to the
highest environmental improvement and what is still affordable for the industry.

90

The existence of Council Directive 85/337/EEC on the assessment of the effects of certain public and private
projects on the environment, amended by Directive 97/11/EEC, has served as a harmonizing element of the
requirements for participation in relation to environmental impact assessment.
91
„Directive (2000/60/EC of the EP and Council, of 23 October 2000) establishing a framework for Community
action in the field of water policy”.
92
The European Commission has recently issued a communication on the „Progress in implementing Council
Directive 96/61/EC concerning integrated pollution prevention and control“ COM(2003) 354 final.
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In addition, the Sixth Environmental Action Plan („our choice, our future”)93 2001-2010 highlights
the role of civil society and stakeholder groups in environmental policy and recommends an intensive
culture of consultation with various stakeholder groups.

Outlook: Towards Participatory Democracy
The Commission´ s commitment to higher involvement of civil society in policy-making has now
received prominent support from the highest level of Community policy. The European Convention
recognises the importance of broad and continuous participation for democracy in the Union.
Part I of the Convention provides for the establishment of participatory processes in EU policies. The
Title VI „The democratic life of the Union” of the proposed draft treaty establishing a Constitution for
Europe includes an article on participatory democracy (Art. 46).
Article 46: The principle of participatory democracy
1. The Union Institutions shall, by appropriate means, give citizens and representative associations the
opportunity to make known and publicly exchange their views in all areas of Union action.
2. The Union Institutions shall ma intain an open, transparent and regular dialogue with representative
associations and civil society.
3. The Commission shall carry out broad consultations with parties concerned in order to ensure that
the Union's actions are coherent and transparent.
4. No less than one million citizens coming from a significant number of Member States may invite
the Commission to submit any appropriate proposal on matters where citizens consider that a legal act
of the Union is required for the purpose of implementing the Constitution. A European law shall
determine the provisions for the specific procedures and conditions required for such a citizens'
initiative.

Civil society participation in RTD policy-making
European Research Area and the Sixth Framework Programme
The European Research Area as well as its predominant financial instrument, the Framework
Programmes, constitute the overarching framework within which the question of civil society
participation is to be addressed.

93

European Commission (2001): Environment 2010 – Our Choice, Our Future. The 6th EU Environ ment Action
Programme 2001-2010. Luxembourg http://europa.eu.int/comm/environment/newprg/.
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Launched by Commissioner Busquin in 2000, the creation of a European Research Area (ERA)
addresses three fundamental problems relating to the situation of research in Europe:
•

insufficient funding,

•

lack of an environment to stimulate research and exploit results, and

•

the fragmented nature of activities and the dispersal of resources.

All this can be seen against the backdrop of a Europe where scientific research and technological
development are of ever-increasing importance for economic growth, competitiveness, employment,
and the emergence of new ways of life and activities - as it was asserted by the Lisbon summit in
March 2000. To overcome these problems an „internal market“ in research must be developed, an area
of free movement of knowledge, researchers and technology, with the effect of an increased
cooperation, especially through a greater mobility among researchers, stimulated competition and a
better allocation of resources. The creation of such an internal market demands both an improved
coordination of national research activities and policies, and the development of European research
policy that takes all relevant aspects of other EU and national policies into account. Hence the
European Commission and the other Community institutions, the Member States, scientific
community and industry are being called upon to work with joint efforts and an integrative approach
towards the achievement of the ERA. A great number of activities are on the agenda and have already
taken place under the roof of the ERA, the most important being the Sixth Framework Programme for
Research and Technological Development (FP 6).
The Sixth Framework Programme (FP 6) is the predominant financial instrument of the European
Commission for implementing the ERA. Standing in the tradition of past framework programs, FP 6
has been re-shaped so as to be fully supportive of the ERA-objectives. Achieving a greater coherence
of research activities by means of an invigorated co-ordination of research, by integrating research into
other EU-policies and promoting mobility and collaboration among researchers in Europe is therefore
one of the chief functions of FP 6. The priorities of the Sixth Framework program are:
• Life sciences, genomics and biotechnology for health
•

Information society technologies

•

Nanotechnologies and nanosciences, knowledge-based multifunctional materials and new
production processes and devices

•

Aeronautics and Space

•

Food quality and safety

•

Sustainable development, global change and ecosystems

•

Citizens and governance in a knowledge-based society

The FP 6 was drafted on the one hand according to the mechanisms as defined in the Treaty
establishing a European Community (Art. 251). These comprise negotiations between the
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Commission, the European Parliament and the Council. On the other hand there had taken place
numerous consultations with stakeholder groups and national administrations (via CREST for
example). Until now, the consultation of experts and corporations by policy-makers has been
dominant compared to the consultation of civil society and its organisations. Yet the Sixth Framework
Programme of the EU – aiming at the development of structural links between institutions and
activities concerned with the dialogue between the scientific community and society at large – marks
the start of a new era.
An innovative element was the broad consultation of civil society and stakeholder groups through the
invitation to hand in „Expressions of Interests” (EoI). According to the Commission some 12,000
expressions of interest were received by the June 2002 deadline.94 Roughly 10% covered priority 7
„Citizens and Governance in a knowledge based society“. 95 The EoI came from all over Europe and
beyond, with a fair spread across all the thematic priorities. Academia and research institutes were
responsible for the bulk of them, with industry only submitting 14% of the total.
With a budget of 17.5 billion euros for the years 2002 – 2006 FP 6 represents about 4 to 5 percent of
the overall expenditure on RTD in EU Member States. Of this amount 80 Million Euros are
specifically reserved for the field of „Science and Society”.

DG Research: Science and Society Action Plan and its follow-up
The debate on the reform of governance in the EU has significant consequences for RTD policymaking. As already pointed out in the introduction of this study, the use of scientific expertise in the
political process has increased, whereas civil society rarely participates in these processes. The
dangers of closed decision-making, of an „expertocracy“ or „technocracy“, can only be avoided
through more civil society involvement, enabling a closer interaction between citizens and policymakers. A number of measures have already been taken to establish this closer interaction. They will
be presented below, taking into account the overall context of RTD policy-making on the EU level. 96
The Directorate General’s mission is, among others, „to promote a better understanding of the role of
science in modern societies and stimulate public debate about research-related issues at European
level.“97 The establishment of the most recent directorate within DG Research, „Science and Society“,
94

http://eoi.cordis.lu/search_form.cfm
ftp://ftp.cordis.lu/pub/fp6/docs/eoi_analysis_117.pdf
96
For more details, see for example the study by Spichtinger on „Civil society and the EU“ (2002), available
under www.geocities.com/dspichtinger/cseu.html.
97
The other aims as currently defined currently (http://europa.eu.int/comm/dgs/research/index_en.html) are: to
develop the European Union’s policy in the field of research and technological development and thereby
contribute to the international competitiveness of European industry; to coordinate European research activities
with those carried out at the level of the Member States and to support the Union’s policies in other fields such
as environment, health, energy, regional development etc.
95
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in 2001, can be seen as a significant influence of the White Paper on Governance. Its Mission is to
reconcile science and society (see the science and society objectives in FP 6), and to do so with a
relatively small budget.98
In 2001 DG Research elaborated a „Science and Society Action Plan“.99 Following „Science, society
and citizens in Europe” (SEC(2000)1973), this action plan aims at pooling efforts at the European
level to develop stronger and more harmonious relations between science and society.
It is structured in three parts and addresses the following issues:
•

A science policy closer to citizens 100 (involving civil society, producing gender equality in
science, research and foresight for society)

•

Responsible science at the heart of policy-making101 (the ethical dimension in science and the
new technologies, risk governance, the use of expertise).

•

Promoting scientific and educational culture in Europe 102 (public awareness, science education
and careers, dialogue with citizens)

These three pillars are reflected in the current work programme „Structuring the ERA” (Section 4:
Science and Society) that follows-up on the Science and Society Action Plan.
DG Research recently invited civil society and stakeholder groups to submit Expressions of Interests
in the field 'Science and Society' (April 1st to June 2nd, 2003) to give the public an opportunity to
help implement the specific programme 'Structuring the European Research Area'. The invitation
aimed at helping the Commission identify topics that could be the subject of calls for proposals in
2004 and beyond. A total of 260 expressions of interest from 29 different countries were submitted
before the deadline of 2 June. The Commission will be using the information as an input to the
revision of the Science and Society work programme for 2004.
Below, a short description of major initiatives within the framework of the Science and Society Action
Plan is given. The focus is on those activities which enhance the involvement of civil society.
1. A science policy closer to citizens
The Commission aims at creating a more dynamic interface between science and policy making. In
particular, it encourages the active participation of society at large in policy development.

98

0.3 percent of FP 6 is available for this issue. See Spichtinger (2002), p. 39.
European Commission (2001): Science and Society Action Plan, COM(2001)714 Final
http://www.cordis.lu/rtd2002/science-society/home.html
100
In the current work programme the corresponding headline is: „Bringing Research Closer to Society”
101
In the current work programme the corresponding headline is: „Responsible Research and Application of
Science and Technology”
102
In the current work programme the corresponding headline is: „Stepping up the science/society dialogue and
women in science”
99
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The Science and Society Action Plan refers to existing activities such as
•

the formation of expert advisory groups within FP5103 or, at the European level, of the
European Research Advisory Body or

•

the EPTA-network created by the European Parliament with regard to technology assessment
(EPTA, STOA)

However, these bodies do not provide for the direct participation of civil society but represent experts
only. This gap is addressed by the actions 22 and 23 of the Science and Society Action Plan:
•

Action 22 aims at boosting the exchange among the Member States and their regions: „The
Commission will organise, through workshops and networks , an exchange of information
and best practice between Member States and the regions on the use of participatory
procedures for national and regional policies.“

•

Action 23, on the other hand, refers directly to European policy-making: „The Commission
will organise regular events enabling civil society to participate (in the form of public
hearings, consensus conferences or interactive online forums) in specific issues
(biotechnology, environment, information technologies, health, innovation etc.), in
cooperation with the Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions.“

The Commission regularly organises conferences in order to foster the exchange with civil society in
the area of research policy and research based policies. Among the conference organised or co-funded
by the European Commission are:
•

Conference to launch the EU’s Sixth Framework Programme for research: The European
Research Area and the Framework Programme (November, 2002)

•

Conference: Foresight in the Enlarged European Research and Innovation Area (May, 2003) 1

•

the conference „Governance of the European Research Area: The Role of Civil Society” that
was held within the framework of this study (June, 2003). 104

Internet-based methods for consultation have rapidly increased in importance not only for the
Commission as a whole but in particular for DG Research. Recent online stakeholder consultations
covered two policy issues: a) the Action Plan on Environmental Technologies (ETAP) that currently is
prepared jointly by DG Environment and DG Research105 and b) the role of the universities in the
Europe of Knowledge.
103

20 EAGs have been founded for key actions under FP5.
On October 17th/18th, 2000, the Commission already organised a conference on the role of civil society
within research policy. The title was: „Science and Governance in a Knowledge Society: The Challenge for
Europe“ http://www.jrc.es/sci-gov/sumcon.html
105
http://europa.eu.int/comm/environment/etap/index.htm#stakeholderconsultation. The evaluation of the
comments received also is available on the Internet:
http://europa.eu.int/comm/environment/etap/pdfs/030730consultationoutcome.pdf.
104
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2. Responsible science at the heart of policy-making
Under this heading a number of initiatives related to ethics and risk management are addressed. A
number of these entail the direct involvement of civil society.
•

Action 30: An open dialogue will be established between NGOs, industry, the scientific
community, religions, cultural groups, philosophical schools and other interested groups on
„critical issues” for example the ethical impact of new technologies on future generations,
human dignity and integrity.

•

Action 33: An international dialogue on ethical principles will be developed through a
series of conferences and workshops.

•

Action 35: The Commission will initiate an exchange of experience and good practice
between key actors concerned with risk issues, in different sectors and different levels
across Europe.

In addition, the European Commission supports the TRUSTNET106 , an interdisciplinary European
network involved in the field of Risk Governance supported by the European Commission. The
network intends to contribute to the quality of the decision-making processes within the governance of
hazardous activities in Europe. It is carrying out a collective reflection on the difficulties encountered
by the traditional risk regulations. It is assessing and diffusing the emerging concepts and experiences
(precautionary principle, pluralistic expertise, decentralisation of risk management,…) as well as the
innovative institutional arrangements (agencies, stakeholder participation, citizen conferences,…) that
may enhance the quality, legit imacy and practicability of the decision-making processes on risk. Civil
society does not play a significant role in the work of TRUSTNET so far. However, it is desirable to
involve civil society more actively in risk management activities in order to secure a high level of trust
within society.
In addition, the access to information plays a vital role in order to reach a high level of trust.

3. Promoting scientific and educational culture in Europe
This section within the Science and Society Action Plan addresses in particular the question of how
most effectively to raise awareness and how to initiate public debates on issues related to science
policies. It is closely related to PUSH.
The Commission supports initiatives such as:

106

http://www.trustnetgovernance.com/ .
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ECSITE - the European Collaborative for Science, Industry and Technology
Exhibitions: ECSITE is a not-for-profit organisation representing science and technology
centres and museums throughout Europe. The organisation aims to promote public
understanding of science and technology by co-ordinating and improving the activities of
science centres and museums, natural history museums, zoos and aquariums. The common
thread uniting all ECSITE members is a commitment to public engagement with science
through accessible, interactive exhibits and programmes. ECSITE facilitates co-operation
among Europe’s science centres – establishing standards, sharing expertise, disseminating best
practice, encouraging collaboration and developing training programmes.107 The Commission
intends to foster the exchange among science shops. The networking of Science Shops will be
encouraged in particular through the creation of a permanent inventory and through
promotional tools (database etc.).108
European science and technology weeks : This initiative aims at raising the awareness for
science and new technologies. European Science and Technology Week demonstrates and
explains the impact of science, its uses, and its applications in the daily lives of European
citizens and are often accompanied by national science weeks.109
Research forum for interactive debates.110 The objective of this Internet forum is to discuss
the value of life Sciences for sustainable agriculture in a context of economic and social
urgency, focused on the needs of developing countries. Some of the Strategic Accompanying
Measures of FP 5, especially those designed to support the European research policies in the
field of life sciences, are important tools for completing research projects by raising public
awareness of the implications of new technologies.111 Strategic Accompanying Measures have
been evolved and are to be continued in FP 6 as Specific Support Actions, the aim of which is
to complement the implementation of FP 6. This will include for example support for
conferences, seminars, studies and analyses, working groups, expert groups, operational
support and dissemination; information and communication activities, or a combination of
these as appropriate.
SINAPSE e-network : In view of making better use of scientific knowledge in policy making,
the Commission has started to develop the SINAPSE e-network (Scientific INformAtion for
Policy Support in Europe). The network aims at increasing the dissemination and use of
scientific advice by developing an electronic library of available scientific opinions and advice
issued in Europe and elsewhere, at enabling the Commission to conduct informal scientific
consultation, at giving to the scientific community and other stakeholders the possibility to

107

http://ecsite.ballou.be/new/index.asp
http://www.scienceshops.org/.
109
http://europa.eu.int/comm/research/science-society/scientific-awareness/science-week_en.html
110
http://europa.eu.int/comm/coreservices/forum/index.cfm?forum=Research.
111
For illustration of the measures see the examples in the project data base „Identifying and defining consensus
on key food issues“ and „Bridging the gap between science and the citizens“. For further activities in the context
of PUSH, see http://www.cordis.lu/improving/public-awareness/home.htm.
108
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send early warning signal and raise awareness on scientific issues, which necessitate or could
benefit the attention of public authorities Europe-wide as well as at offering the members of
the network a secure communication tool for intra and interdisciplinary discussions. The
SINAPSE-network will be open to all scientists, scientific organisations and anyone with an
interest in science. In line with the efforts undertaken to develop new forms of governance,
SINAPSE will facilitate the involvement of actors that cannot, at present, easily be consulted
or share their knowledge/viewpoint. 112

European Advisory Bodies related to Science Policies
There exist a number of advisory bodies that help to intensify the exchange between DG Research and
other stakeholder groups such as public administrations on the national level, industry, scientific
communities – or civil society organisations:

112
113

•

CREST (Comité pour la Recherche Scientifique et Technique): CREST activities are not a
participatory processes in themselves but they can initiate, facilitate and review participatory
processes in the member states and the accession countries and give advice on the application
of civil society involvement within the Community. CREST was set up in 1974 to contribute
to the coordination of national policies and the definition of Community projects in the field
of science and technology. In CREST-clusters, national administration representatives from
member states and accession countries co-ordinate their activities in various policy fields.
Currently, there are 8 clusters for RTD policy: „Science, Technology, Innovation and the
media” (STIM), „Co-ordination of national Science Weeks”, „Science Education”, „Dialogue
and Participation”, „Women and Science”, „Research and Foresight”, „Ethics” and
„Governance, Risks and Expertise”.

•

European Research Advisory Board (EURAB)113 : EURAB is a high-level, independent,
advisory committee created by the Commission to provide advice on the design and
implementation of EU research policy. EURAB is made up of 45 top experts from EU
countries and beyond. Its members are nominated in a personal capacity and come from a
wide range of academic and industrial backgrounds, as well as representing other societal
interests. EURAB delivers advice and opinions on specific issues either at the request of the
Commission or on its own initiative. The board is free to cooperate with organisations and
institutions interested in European research, to create working groups on specific themes and
to consult with other experts who could enrich its reflection. EURAB was created on June
2001 by a Commission decision, which describes in legal terms its mandate, principles of
functioning and the criteria to be used for its composition. The criteria of selection of the
members do explicitly exclude civil society: The board consists of 20 members with an
academic focus nominated on the basis of a proposal from the European Science Foundation

http://europa.eu.int/comm/research/science-society/science-governance/sinapse_en.html
http://europa.eu.int/comm/research/eurab/index_en.html
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(ESF), 20 members with a business and industrial focus nominated on the basis of a propsal
from the Union of Industrial and Employers’ Confederation of Europe (UNICE) and five
members that are identified by the Commission. (Article 3 2001/531/EC, Euratom)
•

European Group on Ethics in Science and New Technologies (EGE):114 The Group is an
independent, pluralist and multidisciplinary body which advises the European Commission on
ethical aspects of science and new technologies in connection with the preparation and
implementation of Community legislation or policies. In December 1997 the European
Commission set up the European Group on Ethics to succeed the Group of Advisers on the
Ethical Implications of Biotechnology. During its first mandate the EGE (1998-2000)
provided opinions on subjects as diverse as human tissue banking, human embryo research,
personal health data in the information society, drug use in sport and human stem cell
research. At the specific request of the President of the Commission, Romano Prodi, the
Group also wrote the Report on the „Charter on Fundamental Rights related to technological
innovation“. On 24 April 2001 the Commission appointed the twelve Members for the period
2001-2004 and amended the EGE remit in order to strengthen the role of the Group (EGE
2001-2004). The secretariat of the Group is an integral part of the Group of Policy Advisors115 ,
a unit that reports directly to the President.

In addition there are a large number of Working Groups and Task Forces, often including
representatives of different directorate generals.116 They are free to consult experts from outside the
Commission. These working groups, however, are not the primary medium for stakeholder
consultation.

Conclusion and further Remarks
The analysis in this study has shown that civil society is not equally involved within all stages of the
policy-cycle. Just as industry lobbying, civil society participation is strongest in the phase of preparing
policy proposals. At this stage the incentives to participate are the greatest as civil society (or industry)
intervention has the biggest impact on the outcome of the political decision-making process. However,
it is worth analysing how the benefits of civil society participation could be deployed throughout the
whole policy-cycle.
Step 1: Basic choices and agenda-setting
Several debates in the EU (for example the debate on GMOs) have shown that European governments
sometimes had serious difficulties in playing a proactive role in dealing with controversial and/or
ethical issues and civil society’s concerns. It is not easy to develop a common understanding on how
114
115

http://europa.eu.int/comm/european_group_ethics/index_en.htm
http://europa.eu.int/comm/dgs/policy_advisers/index_en.htm

IFOK

Page

89

Final Report

Chapter 5: The European Dimension

to deal with these issues on the European level, especially when the public debate has already
significantly evolved in each member state.
Public authorities should be able to take the initiative. This requires a European „early warning
system“ where the Commission, civil society and national bodies cooperate to detect controversial
issues before or at the very beginning of the public debate and where public concerns can be identified
and taken into account at an early stage of the policy cycle. This system can deal with „traditional”
controversial issues as well as with emerging developments in science and technology and their
conflict propensity.
Step 2: Preparation of policy-proposals
As noted above, the broadest involvement of civil society (as well as of industry) takes place at this
stage of the policy cycle. However, no conclusions can be drawn from the „quantity” of civil society
participation to the „quality” of civil society participation.
Today, there exist a wide range of parallel mechanism of direct civil society consultation that does
not in all cases allow for a transparent and efficient decision-making process. One key characteristic of
the present system is that each societal group (civil society, academia, industry, public administration)
has its own communication channels with the European Commission and mechanisms for consultation
by the European Commission
•

The social partners play a vital role within the Economic and Social Committee

•

Academic institutions articulate their points of argument primarily on conferences, as
members of working groups or European-funded networks or through expressions of interests.

•

Public administrations are represented in the Committee of the Regions, take part in
networks and are addressees of the open method of consultation.

• Industry traditionally addresses the European Commission via its lobbying activities .
Other mechanisms for consultation are advisory bodies where several societal groups are represented,
for example the European Research Advisory Board (EURAB) with members from a wide range of
academic and industrial backgrounds.
Civil society, however, so far lacks clearly defined mechanisms: they are either directly consulted by
the Commission, are partially represented in the Economic and Socia l Committee or copy the lobbyist
approach (with a much lower budget than its industry „competitors”).117

116
117

For example there exists an intersectoral working group on nanotechnology that is hosted by DG research.
See also the analysis of Spichtinger (2003).
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This co-existence makes it difficult to draw a picture of what society’s needs really are. On the
contrary, the European Commission is faced with a multiplicity of different, often contradicting
arguments. What it therefore needs is an integrative approach based on platforms that bring together
the different perspectives that exist within society (civil society, industry, public administration,
academia). A new institutional body on a meta level will not be the answer: It would be too inflexible
and much likely paralysed in order to mediate among the relevant groups and networks. In a dynamic
world, the relevant partners for a fruitful discourse on issues related to science policies change too
quickly as that a rigid administrative body could adjust according to the permanent changing needs.
This means, rather than creating new channels for the consultation of civil society organisations, new
platforms for the dialogue with a widely defined civil society – including industry and academia –
should be created.
Apart from this, measures should be taken in order to strengthen the capacity of civil society in order
to enable civil society organisations to actively participate in the dialog processes. Often, these
organisations suffer not only from financial restrictions but also from a lack of experienced manpower.
Step 3: Decision-making
In a representative democracy, civil society does not play a direct role in the actual decision-making.
Moreover, the decision-making process – involving the European Council, the European Commission,
the European Parliament as well as the Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the
Regions – is clearly defined in the European Treaty.
There are a few exceptions, however:
•

Codes of Conducts and environmental agreements : First, more and more often codes of
conducts and (voluntary) environmental agreements are negotiated directly with industry.
• Comitology: Second, there exist a wide range of administrative bodies that cope with the
definition and harmonisation of technical norms and standards.
A more active and systematic participation of civil society within these bodies/institutions in the
preparation of decisions could improve the quality of the decision-making process.
Step 4: Policy implementation
Civil society is the addressee of policies, for example in the field of Public Understanding of Science.
It is desirable that civil society is involved more actively in the conception of initiatives related to
PUS.
Besides, civil society could play a more active role in the monitoring of the implementation of science
policies. This aspect will be discussed below (evaluation).

IFOK

Page

91

Final Report

Chapter 5: The European Dimension

Step 5: Policy evaluation (assessment)
The evaluation of science policies is a very demanding task. Participants of the conference complained
that there is a lack of competent scientists that could evaluate programmes because those experts with
the greatest experience tend to partic ipate in those programmes and therefore are not elig ible for the
evaluation.
This is one reason why it is important to explore further mechanisms for policy evaluation. One
promising approach is a double peer review process of research programmes:
•

a traditional evaluation process run by scientists, topped by a

•

participatory process with representatives of civil society, industry and academia that focuses
more strongly on the question how the research corresponded to societal needs

In the following chapter various policy recommendations are presented that aim at exploring the
potential of civil society participation as a means to improve research governance throughout the
policy-cycle and to strengthen the capacity of civil society to participate in the governance of the
European Research Area.
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Policy Recommendations

Introduction
The analysis of the current practices of civil society participation in European RTD policy-making
indicates the following:
During recent years, the European Commission has initiated or supported a tremendous number of
new communication channels with experts and civil society organisations. Much effort has been
invested in two areas in particular:
•

the exchange between the Commission and experts (through EURAB, European Group on
Ethics, the SINAPSE pilot project etc.) and

•

the development of Internet-based mechanism for consultation such as the online forum for
dialogue and consultation at the Your Voice in Europe Website (IPM-initiative), supported by
online databases (CONECCS, EURETHNET etc.).

However, there is one area where consultations procedures still play a minor role. There is an as yet
unsatisfied demand for a more coherent and systematic dialogue with civil society that complements
the recently established online consultations and that provides an added value to both the Commission
and civil society. Workshops and conferences are important forums for a face-to-face exchange with
civil society; yet they alone do not suffice to explore the full potential of civil society participation.
Seven rules may help to further improve the existing mechanisms:
1. Civil society participation goes beyond civil society consultation. Participation is
about mutual learning. It is interactive ; it is neither a single -sided process
(collecting opinions and information from civil society for example via online
consultations)118 nor a process that could be limited to unrelated single events (such as
individual conferences). In order to establish favourable conditions for a process of
mutual learning, the Commission needs to ensure transparency with respect to the
follow-up process, the justification and implementation of the policies discussed.
2. The institutional bodies (advisory groups, committees etc.) for civil society
participation have to be flexible and dynamic. Their composition has to be adjusted
according to the issues at stake. They should work in a target-oriented fashion and
within limited time frames.
3. Civil society participation implies the participation of citizens involved in the issues
concerned. Neither researchers on civil society participation, organised ‘stakeholder’
interests (such as representatives of the large European civil society organisations
118

Online consultations have the enormous advantage of reaching citizens all over Europe. However, apart from
specific online dialogues that have been held in the past, they are not interactive and consequently give little
opportunity for mutual learning.
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4.

5.

6.

7.

(labour unions, Environmental NGOs etc.) nor „professional citizens” (such as
individual ‘consumer’, local’ or ‘lay’ members of committees) can represent civil
society to a full extent.
There is a strong need for professional standards for civil society consultation; the
process started with the general principles and minimum standards for consultation
should therefore be continued; much could be learned from the exchange with those
involved in the Aarhus process on civil society participation in environmental
decision-making.
There is a strong need for a more systematic, priority-driven approach of civil
society consultation. It would not make sense to get civil society involved in the
discussion of every activity the Commission is pursuing. However what is needed is a
master plan on whom should be consulted on which subjects within what time frame,
and this should be drawn up jointly with civil society. It has to be transparent for
citizens to be able to reconstruct the reasons why the Commission is getting involved
in a particular dialogue with civil society (as well as for the Commission, which needs
to know its own expectations in respect to its value added for an improved process of
policy-making)
The role of industry and science in participatory governance has to be taken into
account when implementing participatory governance. The focus on more civil society
involvement should not lead to approaches where other important actors are excluded.
The instruments applied for civil society participation should be more demanddriven rather than supply-driven. Choice of approach should not be determined
simply by the availability of new media (for example the Internet) or methods (for
example citizen juries). Rather this should itself be a matter for open engagement and
justified on the basis of analysis of specific circumstances (lines of conflict, major
groups involved, ongoing developments and tendencies etc.).

Applying these key findings offers mutual benefits for both the Commission and civil society, many of
which might be realised within a reasonable time frame and at reasonable cost.
Two further remarks may help in order to find a proper balance for proceeding with this
recommendation:
•

IFOK

On the one hand, need for new – complementary – forums that allow for the integration of
different perspectives has been identified. The issues at stake have to be analysed from a
multidisciplinary perspective in order to gain a complete picture of the situation. The
European Commission therefore should continue its efforts to make decision-making
processes more transparent by creating platforms for dialogue and mutual learning and
exchange among different groups of society rather than relying primarily on separate – and
apparently opaque – channels for communicating with each group. Civil society consultation
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therefore should be seen as part of a strategy to foster effective exchange between
representatives from all sectors within society, including both civil society and industry.
•

On the other hand, the Commission should avoid multiplying the number of advisory
bodies. Given that the Commission is already involved in many forms of civil society
consultation (and still is faced with criticism), the problem seems to be not so much the
question of „what” to do, but rather „how” to do it (how to do it better). The policy
recommendations therefore focus primarily on how to improve the implementation of civil
society participation procedures that provide an added value both to the civil society
participants and the European Commission. The recommendations illustrated in this chapter
aim at filling existing implementation gaps as well as at introducing new approaches for the
improvement of civil society participation. It is not the aim to increase civil society
participation at any cost. Civil society participation is not an universal remedy. It therefore
does not make sense to introduce more and more rules that oblige the European Commission
to engage into a thorough dialogue with civil society whatever initiative may be on the
agenda. The goals must rather be to identify areas of application where an in-depth dialogue
with civil society produces a significant advantage for the Commission (and society). Civil
society participation should make scientific policy-making procedures more efficient, not
more complicated. Improving the understanding of civil society’s concerns, for example, is an
important step in raising the acceptance of EU science policies which, in turn, reduces the
future workload of the Commission.

Taking these two findings into account, it is advised to further elaborate the mechanisms for civ il
society participation step by step, by creating more opportunities for the exchange between different
stakeholder groups.
The policy recommendations are clustered into three groups:
•

Policy -making (field of application I)

•

Capacity building (field of application II)

•

Legal framework (field of application III)

They are based both on the analysis/input provided by
•

the conference and

• the previous chapters of the study
including the recommendations given by the expert panel.
Many of the policy recommendations which are presented below can be combined. This combination
is even recommended, since it can lead to clear advantages:
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•

improvement of information exchange

•

cost-saving

•

more coherence in the Commission’s activities
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• better communication of activities in the field of participatory governance
The Civil Society Forum (policy recommendation 1) can be considered as a key-stone for the use of
synergies, but also the European Academy (policy recommendation 3) has elements which link it to
other recommendations (e.g. the development of benchmarks or exchange programmes between civil
society and science). However, the reasons why the recommendations are presented separately are that
each of them responds to significant challenges, and that each of them can be fully implemented as a
singular measure.
It is also important to note that many recommendations seem to be relevant for other DGs as well;
close cooperation might therefore be helpful for benefiting from synergies on this level, too.
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Field of application I: Policy making
The following policy recommendations refer to the task of bringing research closer to society (i.e.
chapter 2 of the Science and Society Action Plan: „A science closer to the citizens”). Three
recommendations are presented, all of which aim at enhancing civil society involvement throughout
the policy-cycle. The most important suggestions include:
•

creating a dynamic and flexible civil society forum that interacts with a wide range of
different civil society actors

•

systematically anchoring elements of participatory foresight within the process of defining
and implementing framework programmes.

•

enhancing the communication with civil society within research projects funded under FP 6.

Policy recommendation 1:
Creating a dynamic and flexible civil society forum
This policy recommendation has a wide range of cross-connections to other policy-recommendations.
A dynamic and flexible civil society forum could address a number of challenges that are outlined in
this chapter and therefore could be interpreted as an overarching framework.
Vision
A dynamic and flexible civil society forum could play a key role in developing a more structured and
open culture of civil society consultation in European research policy. The forum is pos itioned at the
intersection of DG Research and civil society and therewith facilitates the exchange between these two
sectors. Consequently, it works in two directions:
•

On the one hand, the civil society forum provides a point of „easy access” for informal civil
society consultations. It supports the Commission in finding appropriate channels to
communicate with civil society (in particular with the individual citizen) without creating
additional bureaucratic structures and obstacles. The Commission makes use of the support
instrument wherever it feels that it helps to improve policy-making.

•

On the other hand, the forum will be a contact point for civil society. It collects input from
various groups within civil society and processes the information according to the needs of the
Commission.

The civil society forum will support the Commission in arbitrating between contending claims and
priorities and will assist in developing a longer-term policy perspective. It is neither a „traditiona l“
advisory committee, nor an additional burden/ restriction for decision makers. It consists of a core
group and multiple forums on specific issues. Their composition is dynamic, following the issues at
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stake and the stakeholders concerned. The forum works with a large pool of experts from all levels of
civil society, including both individual citizens and representatives from civil society organisations
such as consumer associations, environmental NGOs, community-based organisations, charitable
organisations, educational and training organisations, foundations etc. It works on a task-oriented
basis . Once the target (for example recommendations) has been achieved, the composition of the
forum will be modified following the emerging issues.
The forum
•

accompanies the Commission in preparing its policies (early consultation with respect to the
design of framework programmes, work programmes and other supportive actions)

•

gives feedback to Community actions (and therewith complements the online consultations of
civil society)

•

acts as an early warning system and „value consultants” for emerging conflicts
(identification of developments with a high societal / ethical impact)
scans the horizon for current developments in research in the European Union as well as in
third countries that will affect European Research Area

•
•

draws a vivid picture of the different debates and cultures related to research and researchbased policies within Europe

•

considers the findings of relevant participatory exercises undertaken at national or regional
level

•

applies techniques for joint fact-finding on controversially debated issues

•

provides a platform for the discussion of new topics and the experimentation of new
methods .

The range of methods which can be applied is broad (for example from online consultation to
scenario processes). The forum makes use of modern techniques of dialogue and communication.
The civil society representatives will be invited to participate in events such as scenario workshops,
policy background workshops, public forums or citizen panels that help to bridge the gap between
experts and civil soc iety. In addition, the forum will provide a platform for multi-stakeholder
dialogues including representatives from in dustry.
The civil society forum will be the major access point and platform for a continued dialogue between
civil society and the Commission that was started at the Conference on the role of civil society for
governing the European Research Area in June, 2003.
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Recommendation
In order to create a dynamic and flexible civil society forum as described above, the Commission
would have to ensure the professional and independent management of the civil society forum. The
tasks of the management would be:
•

to build up and continuously update a pool of experts that goes far beyond the existing
networks of social partner representatives regularly consulted through the existing bodies (for
example the experts could be selected on basis of a co-nomination)

•

to professionally design and facilitate the various dialogue processes that take place within
the forum, based on a thorough knowledge and experience in managing platforms for
stakeholder dialogues and mediation processes

•

to ensure the continuity of the forum and to establish the right balance between flexible and
continuous activities.

•

to monitor and maintain contact with other actors co-ordinating relevant participatory
exercises at national or regional level in order to readily present the findings as appropriate for
consideration by the Forum

The management of the Civil Society Forum will make use of a number of different formats that help
to encourage the active partic ipation of civil society in policy development and to enhance the
Commission’s citizens outreach:
•

Organisation of scenario workshops with the main actors of civil society (consumer groups,
environmental groups, science communities, and others), as well as industry representatives,
with the aim of constructing several governance scenarios for dealing with the new challenges
of technological and scie ntific changes. The results of previous research dialogues such as
FUTUR could be integrated into such an approach („participatory foresight”);

•

Organisation of policy background workshops in the field of science and technology,
bringing together major EU policy makers and representatives of stakeholder groups or
organizations. These workshops should include a small group of up to 20 individuals, pursue a
specific subject, such as a new line of technology or a specific governance approach for
science and technology, and should not be open to the public in, order to facilitate an honest
and relaxed exchange of information. These workshops should end, however, with a public
statement. The main objective here is to give policy makers an opportunity to listen to
concerns and wishes of main societal actors outside of the usual policy channels (in particular
the typical lobbying organizations).

•

Public forums, in which a specific issue such as „EU-supporting activities for specific
technological developments” is debated. Such a forum can be organised in different formats,
including open space conferences, round table discussion or Delphi processes. The main
objective here is to generate several alternatives for handling this issue, collect arguments for
and against each of the selected options and develop an understanding of the preferences and

IFOK

Page

99

Final Report

Chapter 6: Policy Recommendations

values of each actor. Consensus may not emerge, but at least all participants will have learned
more about the reasons that each group has voiced to support its perspective, and this
information will be more effectively conveyed to third parties.
•

Citizen panels or juries could be of tremendous help for bringing in the views of the
individual citizens of Europe when it comes to controversial issues such as support for stem
cell research or development of GMOs. The idea here is to use ordinary citizens as value
consultants for the EU policy makers. The panelists are usually selected by random methods
(like in a survey), they are exposed to an intensive educational programme with lectures,
group work, field tours, talks with scientists, policy makers and stakeholders, and other
learning methods. Such an educational programme can be expanded over a weekend or over
several weekends depending on the issue. Panels could be simultaneous ly organized in several
or all European countries. Such a process could add legitimacy to the policy process and
promote a feeling of European integration within the European Research Area. It need not be
initiated solely at EU level, but might also arise through co-ordination or integration of
parallel relevant initiatives undertaken at national or regional level.

In addition, the civil society forum provides a platform for the exchange of different perspectives by
initiating stakeholder dialogues that comprise a wider range of participants including industry and
public administration. (COM).
It is recommended that members from outside the European Union also be included, in particular
representatives from the candidate countries as well as from third countries – the selection should
depend on the subjects which are to be discussed. Taking into consideration the opinion of
representatives from outside the EU means „internationalising” the questions dealt with by the forum,
that is, to realise its international dimensions, for example the prospects for consent or dissent on
questions of global concern and the opportunities for a concerted action. It also means adopting a
comparative approach to partic ipatory methods, which can prove to be very useful for both sides.
What can be learned from existing experiences?
Even though the Commission has started major initiatives to improve its civil society consultation
mechanisms (for example by defining general principles and minimum standards) , there a consistent
approach is still lacking. Each unit takes its own approach towards civil society consultation.
The conference, as well as interviews with members of the Commission, have highlighted two major
lessons learnt from past experience that are addressed directly with the proposal to create a dynamic
and flexible civil society forum:
•

Even though input from civil society is welcomed by the Commission, civil society
representatives find it difficult to participate. The current possibilities for participation are
based in particular on invitations to submit Expressions of Interest and on online consultations
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are felt to be one-sided. Participants tend to feel frustrated as they do not know how or
whether the Commission reflects on the input received.
•

Initiating a dialogue with civil society very often puts the additional burden of an increased
workload on its staff: Whereas the importance of civil society participation is acknowledged
and the staff are encouraged to intensify the exchange with civil society, there is a lack of
adequate support to create forums for the exchange with civil society. It seems that the success
of civil soc iety participation depends strongly on individual persons within the Commission
that engage in such a venture.

This shows that simply creating another „standard-type” advisory body would not be a solution
for the problems sketched above. There has been an inflationary increase of all sorts of advisory
bodies in political decision-making throughout Europe. Very often, these bodies are not constituted
such as to resolve problems Many of them have an inflexible structure and adopt the function and
working mode of lobby groups. Thus there is a strong need to retain the flexibility to select the
participants according to the issue at stake and, closely related to this aspect, to maintain direct contact
to the experts within corporations, NGOs, think tanks and research institutions. In the longer term, the
forum should be self-organised by civil society groups themselves.
Actor(s)
This initiative addresses directly the European Commission, DG Research (in particular: Unit C
„Science and Society”). It involves civil society representatives from throughout Europe and beyond.
Depending on the selected method, representatives from the industry sector, the scientific community
and public administrations will be addressed, too.
The Forum fits well into the existing „landscape” of advisory bodies. It complements existing
mechanisms such as the European Research Advisory Body (EURAB) or the European Group of
Ethics in Science and New Technologies (EGE). Moreover, it fosters exchange between the
Commission and other European Institutions such as the Economic and Social Committee (EcoSoc)
and the Committee of the Regions (CoR).
Finally, the forum complements the recently established forums for online consultations by regular
face-to-face events. The civil society forum
•

will reflect the input from online consultation (for example accessible on the Your Voice in
Europe homepage) and

•

will make use of electronic networks and data bases such as the Scientific Information for
Policy Support in Europe (SINAPSE), the CONECCS data base on civil society
organisations or the currently revised EURETHNET as a systematic information tool on
ethical issues in science.
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Frameworks
This policy recommendation directly refers to
•

Action 23 („organisation of regular event enabling civil society to participate”) of the Science
and Society Action Plan (section 2: „A science policy closer to the citizens) as well as to

•

point 4.3.1.2 („encouraging the active participation of society at large in policy development”)
of the work programme 2003 „Structuring the ERA”.

•

In addition, it takes up a major claim that has been expressed at the conference „Governance
of the European Research Area: The Role of Civil Soc iety” (in particular: working group 5).

Time scale
A detailed concept could be developed during winter 2003/2004 so that the civil society forum could
start its work during the 1st half of 2004. A possible line of action could be:
•

Clear definition of the legal status, the mandate and the relation of the civil society forum both
to DG Research and other existing bodies (definition of a framework for a „structured
dialogue”).

•

Preparation of a call for tender in order to assign a professional management of the dialogue
process.
The Civil Society Forum would be initiated as a pilot project, on a small scale. Providing multiple
„docking stations” for future applications in related fields, the forum could be enlarged step by step. It
could also serve as a model for a larger network of civil society participation mechanisms at various
DGs. What is more, it has strong links to other policy recommendations of this study, in particular, to
the creation of an European academy for civil society participation in science and technology and the
institutionalisation of participatory foresight in the preparation of future framework programmes and
strategic priorities.
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Policy recommendation 2:
Integrating Participatory Foresight in the Preparation of Framework Programmes and other
Strategic Priorities
Vision
The definition of thematic priorities for the EU research funding activities and the development of
Framework programmes are key tasks and core competencies of DG Research. Areas of research have
to be identified that both foster the competitiveness of the European economy (Lisbon goals) and fit
the needs of society. They are crucial for the future of research in Europe, in particular with view to
the building of a European Research Area. The early involvement of civil society in the preparation of
framework programmes and other strategic priorities via various foresight elements has clear
advantages: potential achievements can be a better basis for policy-making, more transparency, a high
level of credibility within society and more acceptance of decisions.
Recommendation
• The Commission has already made successful steps towards a better involvement of
stakeholder groups, for example by collecting EoIs for the preparation of work programmes or
funding activities. The development of new ways of consultation should be continued and
encouraged. The recommendations which are presented below follow a modular foresight
approach towards the improvement of civil society involvement in the building of future
Framework Programmes. We strongly recommend that civil society be involved in a timely
and systematic fashion when preparing thematic pr iorities and instruments of future
framework programmes. This can include: initiating a European participatory foresight
process for the preparation of FP 7, addressing representatives and individuals from civil
society in the member states and focusing on future societal needs in Europe. The elements of
this foresight process can be manifold: identification of participants via co-nomination; focusgroups and online-discussion in each member state; future scenario workshops for the
development of long-term visions, societal needs open forums in co-operation with research
institutes and universities (addressing a wider public); parallel hearings on EU-level in
Brussels; final open-space conference for the development of recommendations.
•

Conferences and hearings on the national and regional level where representatives from civil
society are invited to comment on draft framework programmes. This includes in partic ular
activities focusing on the „Science and Society” issue.

•

The Commission initiates and receives the results of these various participatory elements and
reports on how they are taken into account.

•

The Commission invites national and regional authorities to inform civil society on how to
participate in the building of new framework programmes.
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The Commission invites a group of professional advisors and selected representatives from
civil society who continuously monitor the participatory process and give general/strategic
advice to the COM. This group could have strong links with the Civil Society Forum (see
recommendation no. 1).

The expected achievements are a definition of appropriate areas of research that can be defined neither
by politics nor by the scientific community itself alone. Civil society, as well as industry, is a group
that can give a viable input for this challenging exercise, too. By integrating the different perspectives
existing within society at different stages of the pr iority setting process, the Commission receives
valuable input for defining future priorities for the development of a European Research Area. In the
longer term, it aims at embedding the „science and society” issue into all thematic priorities
(„mainstreaming”). This gives the European Commission a strong backing to justify its proposal for a
new working programme, which is very important, since the European Commission is always faced
with a multiplicity of proposals for amendments drafted by the other European Institutions, such as the
European Parliament or the various advisory bodies (EcoSoc, CoR). These institutions will have to
justify their proposals with rational arguments; they cannot do so simply by referring to the fact that
they represent civil society.
What can be learned from existing experiences?
There are many experiences in foresight the Commission can learn from when designing their own
foresight procedures. In addition, the Commission has already collected substantial experience with
new forms of civil society participation, both positive and negative. For example, the invitations to
submit EoIs prior to designing FP 6 have been a success measured by the number of inputs provided
by civil society (understood as the non-political sphere including research institutions, industry etc.).
However, this became confusing since the people that participated were left unclear about their role
within the process of decision-making. Moreover, it proved difficult to keep track of how the
Commission was reflecting on the input they had received.
Actor(s)
This policy proposal directly addresses the European Commission, DG Research. Co-operation
partners can be national authorities (comprising CREST-activities), scientists, actors in the field of
PUSH and national and regional foresight procedures.
The project involves experts within academia, civil society, industry and public administration who
can give valuable input on successful ways of integrating civil society in political decision-making
processes.
Frameworks
These recommendations are in accordance with the Science and Society work programme 2003 where
the use of foresight is strongly recommended for the preparation of strategic decisions. They also
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support the implementation of the general principles and minimum standards for consultation defined
by the Commission.
Time scale
Even though the next framework programme seems far off (the current programme runs until 2006),
the European Commission should initiate the participatory process for the definition of its work
programme at an early stage, i.e. in 2004.
Additional option: Strengthening the culture of Citizens/Scientists Dialogue in future research
activities funded by the Commission
Engaging in a sincere dialogue with civil society should be more than an optional add-on to research
programmes, but should become normal and integral parts of future framework programmes and their
instruments. The communication with the „outer sphere” promises advantages not only for citizens,
who will be better informed on ongoing research activities, but also for the researchers themselves.
They have new opportunities to reflect on the societal needs of future research; what is more, they
profit from a high level of trust within society. New incentives for scientists and the dissemination of
relevant knowledge on participatory procedures among scientists can foster this dialogue. The
achievements are an effective civil society participation in the implementation and evaluation of
research activities that demonstrate to civil society that the Commission takes participation seriously
(for example in terms of transparency), and this with a good cost-benefit ratio.
It is therefore recommended that future framework programmes and strategic activities should enhance
this culture of dialogue. Measures which foster this culture can be discussed and developed parallel to
or in combination with the participatory foresight procedures mentioned above. Examples of these
measures are as follows:
• Scientists or research institutions which apply for EU funding should not only be encouraged
but should be obliged to declare in their proposals how they will disseminate and
communicate their key findings and how they want to interact with civil society. This
communication and interaction is particularly important for a) (potentially) controversial
issues and b) issues related to „Science and society”.
•

The Commission should offer incentives and rewards for the citizens/scientists dialogue:
Additional funds should be available for scientists who want to enter a systematic dialogue
with civil society, who are inviting NGOs to join scientific consortia and to take an active role
in research and communication activities.

•

Training activities can support this dialogue: scientists should learn when and how to involve
civil society and how to apply different approaches, for example focus groups or hearings.
This requires the development of a „toolbox”, where methods of civil society involvement are
explained to scientists.
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In their proposals, scientists should declare whether their research is related to issues where
civil society feels particularly concerned, and how they are going to take these concerns into
account. This requires a database, for example, where scientists find information about
relevant issues and ongoing debates.

•

The evaluation of proposals should take the communication and aspect into account and make
it a „hard” criterion (comparable to ethics or gender issues). This requires for example the
development of checklists and standards for „good” civil society involvement.
This set of recommendations can build on the experience gained from the development and
implementation of other issues (e.g. gender and ethical issues) in the current and previous framework
programmes.
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Field of application II: capacity building
Introduction
Research policies have already made a considerable move towards a stronger involvement of civil
society. The Commission today plays a very active and progressive role in this area, e.g. with view to
its various PUSH activities.
However, more professionalism in designing and running participatory processes is required and
further improvements have to be made by all actors involved (scientists, the media, politicians,
citizens) when it comes to being prepared for a true dialogue and knowing about the different ways in
which participation is possible.
There is a clear need for individua l/institutional capacity building measures on different le vels and for
different target groups.
•

Good participation requires a high degree of professionalism and accountability on behalf of
those who conceptualise and carry out these processes. Likewise, many aspects of the design
of participatory processes (such as recruitment and problem framing) are themselves a
legitimate matter for participatory consultation. The training of professionals and the
constitution of responsible agencies are therefore key success factors in ensuring the quality
and efficiency of participatory processes. This includes sufficient knowledge on participatory
processes, on methods, skills, process management and results – both on the regional/national
and on the Eur opean level. The ways in which experience is made accessible need to be
improved, including opportunities for the development of new methods and processes. The
identification of benchmarks can be helpful to learn about methods and to discuss how „useful
practices” can be transferred into other political/cultural contexts. Network activities can help
to foster mutual learning processes.

•

Governments should not consider participation as a burden, but as a helpful instrument for the
improvement of political decisions and their acceptance. In addition, public authorities often
do not have sufficient knowledge on existing methods of how to best involve civil society
(depending on the issue, level, legal/cultural frameworks). They should therefore receive
guidance and incentives for involving civil society and thus for implementing the criteria of
openness and transparency in their decision-making. Capacity building measures can help
them to see and make better use of the advantages and opportunities of participatory
processes. This includes procedures for how best to make use of participation, starting with
the identific ation of potential purposes, the implementation of the process and the way in
which to deal with the results.

•

Public understanding of science is often associated by scientists with unfair or uninformed
criticism by lay people, or inappropriate political influence or control of scientific work.
Capacity building can contribute to changing such attitudes. The dissemination of knowledge
on the opportunities for participatory processes and incentives for scientists to engage in or
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initiate participatory processes is one approach. What is also important is to create the capacity
within the scientific community in order to allow them to talk about science and to
communicate research results and their implications in different terms. Universities and
research institutes already play a major role in capacity building (for society and scientists),
but their contribution to the interaction between science, civil society and policy makers could
be much more prominent.
•

The media should be granted better access to information. Additional training activities about
civil society participation procedures can deepen the understanding of participatory
governance as well.

Additional aspects of capacity building activities should include
•
•

IFOK

the activation and involvement of target groups via the adequate use of new communication
technologies and new media, and
the establishment of networks between East and West EU-Countries, related to the specific
differences in the role of research policy and participation within these societies.
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Policy recommendation 3:
European Academy for Civil Society Participation in Science and Technology
Vision
Knowledge exchange and capacity building are key success factors for a better civil society
involvement in the building of the European Research Area. This holds for all stakeholder groups:
science, public authorities, civil society, the media and those professionals who carry out such
processes. Since each stakeholder group plays a specific role in participatory procedures, the level of
required knowledge and competence can vary. An academy is a flexible institution which provides
training facilities which are individually designed for each stakeholder group, taking into account
different interests, levels of knowledge and societal and cultural contexts. Each individual can make a
choice among different (virtual or face-to-face) teaching opportunities according to his or her
individual time budget or personal interests and skills. But the academy is more: whereas usual
(Internet based) information pla tforms only provide static information, the academy can foster
interaction between the stakeholder groups, enhance network activities, further develop knowledge on
participatory processes and thus serve as a „(virtual) think tank” for civil society participation.
Recommendation
The academy is a modular-based learning platform running on EU-level, with a clear focus on the
requirements not only of different target groups but also of each country, taking into account the broad
range of cultural and structural differences in various countries and regions. It is important to find the
right balance between EU-wide issues and learning activities, taking into account national
frameworks.
Due to the specific dynamics and requirements of participatory governance in the field of RTD policymaking, the activities of the academy should primarily focus on this particular policy area. Links to
other policy areas and the broadening of the academy’s scope should be considered as an additional
step in a long-term perspective.
The academy provides a flexible learning platform which offers various capacity building measures
for different target groups, thus improving the acceptance for and the implementation of participatory
processes. The range of teaching methods is broad, combining „traditional” face-to-face approaches
(e.g. summer schools, seminars, workshops) with the full potential of new information and
communication technologies and interactive e-learning facilities (such as virtual seminars or
discussions in online forums). The academy not only makes knowledge on civil participation
accessible, but also provides an area for mutual learning activities, inviting its users to share their
individual experiences.
The members of the academy are acknowledged experts and practitioners in the field of civil society
participation, bringing with them considerable personal and institutional networks. Their task is to
reflect on civil society participation in Europe, to collect information and to continuously improve the
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training activities of the academy. They identify benchmarks and highlight standards for assessing the
quality of the processes (including the establishment of labels and awards, for example). They can also
provide input for the debate on governance in the ERA and provide advice to policy makers. The
members of the academy are supported in their work by a group of professionals or an agency which
sets up the institutional structure and ensures the academy’s services – and this in close cooperation
with the academy members, DG Research and national or regional actors involved.
The academy can respond to the different requirements of individual stakeholder groups, both with a
focus on EU and national issues, for
•

Professionals: Providing knowledge on existing processes (e.g. databases, studies, scie ntific
literature, evaluations, benchmarks); learning about methods; offering a platform for testing
new methods; developing benchmarks; providing a forum for the exchange of experience,
coaching and mutual learning.

•

Civil society: Providing knowledge on civil society participation in general (e.g. legal
frameworks, good governance); information on ongoing or future participatory procedures on
the regional, national and EU-level and on how to participate; information on „controversial”
issues and new scientific developments; training activities on how to initiate a process;
particular activities for NGOs (e.g. fostering the exchange of experience between NGOs;
clarification of the differences between participatory processes and other forms of
engagement).

•

Policy makers: Information on „how to use” and implement civil society involvement and on
what civil society participation can contribute to policy-making; training activities on how to
initiate and fund civil society participation; knowledge on how civil society is organised and
how it can be addressed; knowledge on civil society concerns and existing positions with
respect to controversial issues.

•

Scientists and industry: Knowledge on how civil society is structured, on controversial issues
and new forms of governance in RTD policy-making; training in how to understand and how
to address civil soc iety; information about incentives and ways in which to better involve civil
society in research activities. The participation in activities of the academy can be accredited
and rewarded , for example with certificates or credit points.

•

Media: Information about existing methods and ongoing participatory processes.

The academy is a powerful instrument which responds to various challenges:
•

Improving the acceptance and the quality of civil society participation by building capacities
in all stakeholder groups. More professionalism in designin g and running participatory
processes is still required in Europe.

•

A wide range of information about participatory processes is already available (e.g. on
websites, in databases or publications), but quite often in a static way. The training activities
of the academy provide an individualised and didactic approach to the existing information.
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•

The stakeholders will know the academy as a prestigious institution for the reflection on
participatory processes in Europe and beyond.

•

The activation and involvement of target groups can be enhanced by the use of new
communication technologies and new media.

•

The academy fosters networks between Member States and Candidate States (on an
administrative or NGO-level) and thus helps to disseminate know-how and to strengthen civil
society in Eastern Europe.

•

The academy develops knowledge and tools that are readily available for Commission
services and the proposed Civil Society Forum (policy recommendation 1).

What can be learned from existing experiences?
There are already many initiatives and online activities of the EU which aim to better involve different
stakeholder groups by using new media and IT-technologies (e.g. eEurope, IPM, Your Voice in
Europe). The academy can use some of the experience which has been gained there as a starting point
and further develop these approaches – now with view to RTD policy-making and a clear focus on
capacity building measures.
Actor(s)
The Commission initiates such an academy in close cooperation with member states. Whereas the
technological infrastructure should be set up on EU-level, the development of training activities should
take place in close cooperation with actors on the national or regional level. The academy addresses
science, public authorities, civil society, industry professionals and media, on EU, national and
regional level.
Frameworks
The academy supports various Actions of the Science and Society Action Plan, in particular Actions 14 and 22.
Time scale
The building of a academy is a mid-term project. First steps for the conceptualisation can take place in
2003. The start of first capacity building activities will be in 2004. The full range of activities can be
reached at the end of 2005.
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Policy recommendation 4
Citizens debating on science: Universities as platforms for „European Future Days”

Vision
Europeans want to be informed about new developments in science an technology which affect them.
The direct dialogue with policy makers and scientists about their work helps to make science more
transparent and to foster mutual understanding about opportunities, risks and concerns.
The „European Future Days” programme could focus on concerted Europe-wide initiatives – held
annually on a particular ‘European Future Days’ – which bring research and policy makers closer to
society on a local/regional level. The future issues should be of pan-European interest. The „European
Future Days” can also provide opportunities to disseminate information about research policy-making
on the European level, on participatory processes and can stimulate the implementation of these on the
local and regional level.
Universities and other research institutes are invited to deliver this exchange.. Universities are situated
at the crossroads of research, education and innovation and therefore constitute the „natural home” for
the transmission of know ledge. The growth of the knowledge economy, in particular, leaves
universities in a favourable position to become more closely involved in community life. They should
increasingly become a forum for refle ction on knowledge, as well as of debate and dialogue between
scientists and people. The aim of the „European Future Days” is to involve a large number of actors.
Media coverage and accompanying activities (e.g. in schools) can help to address a broader public.
Recommendation
Universities already play a major role in capacity building (for society and scientists), but their
contribution to the interaction between science, civil society and policy makers could be even more
effective and important. The challenge is to profit from the universities’ local and regional networks
and skills to foster this interaction.
The „European Future Days” initiative is a Community level programme (including the definition of
common topics, distribution of information material, PR activities etc.), but most of the activities take
place on the local level. This initiative will be held all across the EU once a year, and each year it will
be dedicated to one common theme. The definition of this theme could be used to reflect on those
questions which are of the greatest concern to academic research in Europe. Sub-themes should be
convened in order to spell out the main question. Apart from these thematic constraints, there are no
restrictions as to how the topics will be delivered to the public. However, emphasis should be laid on
promoting the two central ideas to be sustained by this initiative, which are, first, to reflect the role
universities and research institutes play in the local community and in society as a whole, and second
to point out the European dimension of both the issues that are being discussed and of the university
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and research institute as a pan-European institution. Participants of this dialogue are civil society,
scientists and policy makers.
Topics of the Future Days should either be of current importance or may be those which are important
for the future. They should concern the entirety of European societies, but at the same time should
allow for a local perspective. The topic of Bioscience may serve as a first example: participants could
exchange information about their respective activities - especially ongoing research projects in this
area and their applic ations or implications at the local community level. Bioscience could be discussed
on the level of health care or agriculture: What does a GM agriculture imply? Participants would then
exchange knowledge and opinions about the ways the topic should be approached in future on local
and higher levels (national , Eur opean).
Guiding questions which can be discussed during the Future Days can be:
•

What are current/future developments in research policy-making on the global or EU-level?
How do they affect research activities on the local or regional level? What are the differences
with regard to public or scientific debate in other European countries?

•

What is the „regional dimension” of controversial issues? How does the local scientific
community deal with civil society concerns in their daily work?

•

What are current/future research activities in the region: How are civil society concerns or
societal demand taken into account in universities or in (local) industries?

•

How is civil society involved in research policy-making in each country/Europe? How can
this involvement be improved? What are ongoing activities, e.g. in the context of the building
of the ERA?

For the European dimension, a comparative approach should be adopted. Also, joint projects of
European Universities and research institutes (and the involvement of students from other European
countries) would serve the purpose of a common European approach.
In order to make the public familiar with the current debates in research and research policy-making,
the Future Days must be accompanied by a broad media coverage. Foresight activities, creative
elements and the experimentation of new participatory processes can help to involve a broad public.
The „European Future Days” strengthen the role of universities and research institutes as a (regional)
interface between science and society and contribute to the building and strengthening of
local/regional networks. This can also include schools and thus contribute to making science more
attractive to young people.
The expected achievements are:

IFOK

Page 115

Final Report

Chapter 6: Policy Recommendations

•

To enhance public understanding of the system of scientific research, especially the functional
relationship between universities and other research bodies, industry, governments and wider
society.

•

To support the idea of social responsibility in research and teaching. This includes an
awareness of on the part of researchers and students of the social context of their research and
its applic ations.

•

To build up and strengthen local networks and partnerships, both among individuals and
institutions, such that universities and research institutes are perceived as a permanent point of
interaction between science and society, not only during the „European Future Days” but
above all beyond.

•

To strengthen European networks of Universities and of civil society actors

•

To present the issues that are discussed in European terms, thereby fostering a „European way
of thinking”.

What can be learned from existing experience?
There are many examples of how the public can be involved in science: the European science week,
national science weeks and various PUSH activities (in particular at university level) may serve as an
example here. When implementing the recommendation one could take advantage of existing
networks at European universities, especially those that teach and carry out research in the sciences.
However, the European Future Days introduce new aspects, e.g. a common European topic and the
focus on interactivity between science and society with a view to participation in research and research
policy-making. One should consider whether this initiative could be implemented with clear links to
science weeks or other science events on the national and regional level. But even without this link,
the main challenge will be to ensure the coherence of the activities (in terms of time and common
focus).
Actor(s)
The Commission initiates and coordinates the European Future Days, provides the overall framework
and defines the topics. National authorities serve as links to regional/local research institutes. On the
local level, universities and research institutes serve as nuclei for the activities, involving scientists and
students, local authorities, civil society, media and industry.
Frameworks
• This initiative responds to Action 20 and Actions 7 and 8 of the Science and Society action
plan.
•

It is in accordance with the Science and Society Work Programme 2003, „promoting science
and scientific culture, particularly among young people” (p. 10 ff.).
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•

The initiative supports the Lisbon agenda, since its aim is to strengthen the role of universities
as a central location for scientific research and the transmission of scientific knowledge.

•

The importance of universities in linking the spheres of economy, science and society and
even a responsibility to do so has been recognised by the universities themselves, as can be
seen from the Graz Declaration (European University Association, 4.7.2003) Nr. 5 and 7.

•

It should be considered in the context of the Communication by the Commission on the Role
of the Universities in the Europe of Knowledge,119 where it is stated that „The universities also
have a major role to play in initiatives under the „Science and Society” action plan” (p. 10).

Time scale
The design will be finalised in 2004. The realisation of the first European Future Days can then take
place in 2005.
Governance of the European Research Area: The Role of Civil Society
Policy recommendations
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For the consultation process on this communication see
http://europa.eu.int/comm/research/consultations/list_en.html and http://europa.eu.int/eurlex/en/com/cnc/2003/com2003_ 0058en01.pdf
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Policy recommendation 5:
„European Science and Society Exchange Program”
Vision
Due to the prevailing curriculum of scientific education and an increasing complexity and degree of
specialisation which can be observed in the field of research, scientists are often not conscious of the
full range of implications their work has for society as a whole. On the other hand, civil society,
including NGOs, have a high demand for solid scientific advice. In addition, they often lack a full
understanding of the important economic and institutional forces that technological research is mainly
driven by.
The construction of a truly European Research Area needs an exchange of the different actors
involved, so that the European dimension and the common interests of European civil society, as well
as those of the European community of scientists and R&D related industries, come to be fully
realized. The „European Science and Society Exchange Program” aims at ensuring this exchange,
foster mutual understanding and strengthen the position of organisations from civil society.
Recommendation
The „European Science and Society Exchange Program” supports the exchange between researchers
and members of NGOs which will raise the level of mutual understanding and help to establish
personal links between the sectors, both with the desired effect that scientists may be as much
responsive to the demands of society as civil society will be to economic demands and to the chances
technology offers to society as a whole.
It establishes an exchange between science and society via internships for scientists at civil society
organisations (environmental organisations, consumer associations etc.). This programme addresses a
wide range of groups (in particular young actors) within the scientific community: students, young
researchers, university professors, researchers working in corporations, but also civil society activists
who want to get to know „the other side of the story”.
The „European Science and Society Exchange Program” includes:
•

The setting-up of a combined Intra-European scholar and fellowship programme and the
coordination and funding of the activities – either in the form of single projects the intern is
contributing to, or by subsidizing the intern to reduce the costs he or she is facing. Funding
could be higher for activities with partners outside the EU. The obligatory reporting on the
part of the grantee and evaluation of the reports can also be included in the programme.

•

The programme is open to students of scientific and social and humanities disciplines (i.e.
including ecology, geography, law, philosophy), to professionals from the field of scie ntific
research both in universities, research centres and research-based industries. The participation
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in this exchange programme should be accredited and provide an added value for scientists’
careers.
•

The programme is also open to civil society activists (or scientists working for NGOs) who
want to gain experience from the business sector.

•

The activities include short to middle -term internships in civil society organisations, especially
NGOs, and in R&D related industries, notably in those departments which deal with issues of
Corporate Responsibility.

•

The programme could be managed / monitored jointly by industry and NGOs (mediated by the
COM).

The expected achievements of this initiative are manifold: it helps change long-standing attitudes by
overcoming prejudices and opposition and enhancing a mutual understanding of the sectors, leading to
capacities for a constructive dialogue and interaction. This is particularly true for a pragmatic dialogue
of industry and civil society. In addition, it provides civil society organisations with scientific advice
and stimulates long-term partnerships between scientists and Civil Society organisations. In the long
term, it will help to promote a new generation of scientists who know better how to deal with Civil
Society concerns and who adopt a „social attitude” towards their scientific work. One extension of this
programme could be to foster the exchange between NGOs, e.g. between old and new member states,
and to enhance knowledge exchange and network building.
Actor(s)
The main actor is the European Commission, initiating and funding the exchange. Target groups are
civil society organisations, scientists and R&D related industries. The latter could also act as cofinancers.
What can be learned from existing experiences?
It can be drawn on the experiences made in the

Marie Curie Actions, now implemented as the Sixth

Framework Programme’s Human Resources and Mobility (HRM) activities.

Frameworks
This initiative contributes to achieving the aims presented in the Communication from the
Commission to the Council and the European Parliament: Researchers in the European Research Area:
One Profession, multiple careers120 , e.g. to „develop a European platform for the social dialogue of
researchers” (p. 24)

120

Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament: Researchers in the
European Research Area: One Profession, multiple careers, COM(2003) 436 final;
http://europa.eu.int/comm/research/fp6/mariecurie-actions/pdf/careercommunication_en.pdf.
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Timeframe
The design and implementation of this exchange programme can take place in 2004.
Governance of the European Research Area: The Role of Civil Society
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Policy recommendation 6:
Identifying benchmark projects
Vision
In order to boost motivation for investing in civil society participation, benchmarks can serve as an
orientation for the European Commissions’ activities related to civil society participation. Benchmarks
provide a good picture of how to implement one’s own principles as they refer to existing good
practices. References are made to specific projects („project x”) undertaken by a certain administrative
body („ministry of y in country z”).
Benchmarks summarize existing experience and provide knowledge for individual and contextsensitive solutions. They should refer to criteria that are measurable. Opaque criteria such as „success”
of civil society participation procedures therefore have to be broken down into manageable criteria
such as „transparency”. Transparency (for example transparency to participants) is an example of a
criterion that plays a vital role for the European Commission’s own policy (see Minimum standards on
consultation, White Paper on European Governance etc.), it plays an increasing role in the
international agenda (such as Aarhus Convention); furthermore, there is a wide range of different
approaches, legal requirements and political cultures throughout the world (e.g. between the United
States and Europe).
Recommendation
The objective is to provide the European Commission (and public administrations on the national and
regional level) with orientation when trying to define and implement minimum standards on
consultation.
The initiative to develop good criteria comprises several elements:
•

Evaluation of international benchmark projects on specific issues such as transparency of
administrative decision-making processes

•

Analysis of how these benchmarks could help to implement the Commission’s strategy to
obey certain general principles and minimum standards for consultation

•

Development of a strategy to implement benchmarks within Commission and to spread
knowledge on benchmark within Europe.

•

Besides, a prize could be awarded each year to public administrations that best meet the
benchmarks defined. This could , for example, take place in cooperation with the Committee
of the Regions with the aim of promoting regional initiatives for a better involvement of civil
society.
Once the benchmarks are identified, mechanisms and platforms will be established that ensure a
continuous process of learning about how to better explore the potential of civil society participation.
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One potential result could be to further develop and concretise the minimum standards of consultation
with regard to the special requirements of civil society participation in research policy-making.
What can be learned from existing experiences?
The project aims at exploring exactly the question of how the European Commission could learn from
existing experiences. At present, there is a wide insecurity with respect to the question of which
standards for „transparency” should or could be met.
Actor(s)
This recommendation addresses directly the European Commission, DG Research. The results will be
valuable also for public administrations on other levels (national, regional).The benchmark is based on
an analysis of good practices world-wide. Target groups therefore are public administrations that set
new standards related to transparency or other, measurable, criteria.
Frameworks
Relevant frameworks, include the General Principles and minimum Standards for Consultation, the
Science and Society Work programme 2003, p. 4, and the Science and Society Action Plan, Action 9.
Time scale
As a first step, a study is to be conducted in order to define benchmarks. This could be carried out
during the first half of 2004. By early Autumn 2004, a process of organisational development within
the European Commission could be launched in order to define paths on how to set incentives to meet
the benchmarks identified.
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Policy recommendation 7:
Supporting Existing Advisory Bodies in the Application of Civil Society Participation
Vision
In a world of increasing complexity, it becomes more and more difficult to assess the impact of
scientific and technological developments. How will GMOs, ethical testing, stem cell research,
nanotechnology or new communication technologies affect our lives? What are the emerging scientific
developments and key technologies with a high „ethical or societal impact” in the future? And how
can scientists become aware of those potential concerns and deal with them?
The mechanisms that have been developed in order to respond to these challenges are manifold:
institutionalisation of forecast or participatory technology assessment, establishment of research
advisor y bodies, working groups and task forces, ethics councils, public hearings organised by the
parliament etc. However, even though these bodies have succeeded in bringing European research
policy closer to the citizens, there is still a considerable potentia l for further improvement. In
particular, there is a gap in the extent to which the particular priorities for timing or attention, or
different value judgements and framing assumptions adopted in expert assessment are validated in
relation to wider civil society.

In particular in times of crisis or critical events (such as BSE or SARS, Aids, blood scandals,
accidents in chemical industrial sites or nuclear power plants), the public often loses confidence in the
existing institutional mechanisms. People doubt whether adequate decisions will be taken if it turns
out that they have not been taken in the past. They have a different view on the underlying
assumptions of political decisions to that of the „professionals” , but they do not whether or how their
concerns are taken into account by the existing bodies.
A reinforced action of DG Research supporting existing bodies in exploring the potential of
stakeholder participation could play a vital role in establishing a strong link between civil soc iety and
the Commission – and thereby raise the level of trust in European research policy partic ular in
critical situations. Making use of the potential of both online consultations and face-to-face
dialogues (stakeholder dialogues, citizen forums, consensus conferences etc.), the Commission will be
able to realise a first-movers advantage, positioning itself at the forefront of modern public
administrations. It is likely that other European institutions and networks (EP, EcoSoc, CoR, EPTA,
TRUSTNET) will follow.
Recommendation
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It is recommended that DG Research launches an initiative to offer assistance to the various advisory
bodies in the realm of research policy and in order to make use of the full range of civil society
participation methods. The initiative is a step towards implementing (and adopting) the minimum
standards for consultation for the purposes of DG research. In particular, it helps to identify areas of
application where civil society participation promises a substantial value added to the Commission.
The assistance should comprise frameworks on
•

how to select the appropriate stakeholder groups / participants

•

how to set incentives for civil society groups to get involved

•

how to combine online consultations with face-to-face events most effectively

•

how to document the sensitivity of expert findings to different technical framing assumptions

•

how to regain trust in times of crises and critical events

•

when it is recommended to fall back on external expertise (e.g. neutral platforms for
mediation)

What can be learned from existing experience?
Today, there is a wide range of bodies that have been created in order to make better use of existing
expertise in order to put EU-research policy-making on a sound basis. For example:
•

the European Research Advisory Body (EURAB) that over-arches a great number of
European Advisory Groups (EAG) created within FP5

•

the European Group on Ethics in Science and New Technologies (EGE)

•

numerous working groups on task forces on issues currently debated such as nanotechnology,
food safety etc.

All of these bodies have the right to organise round tables or to consult civil society organisation but
rarely make use of it because the individuals involved lack the expertise or the (financial) resources to
make use of these instruments. The same applies to other European institutions or networks.
The rationale behind this recommendation therefore is that, rather than multiplying the number of
advisory bodies, it will be more productive to help the existing bodies work more efficiently. This is
particularly relevant for those bodies that deal with controversial issues (ethical issues, risk
management).
Actor(s)
This policy recommendation addresses the science and society directorate within DG Research and the
advisory bodies on issues related to research policy that have been set up by the Commission. The
Commission may fall back on professional assistance by a service outside the Commission that has
tools readily available in order to implement this proposal.
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Frameworks
The recommendation takes up the action 23 of the Science and Society Action Plan and refers to the
White Paper on European Governance that calls for „a reinforced culture of consultation and
dialogue”. Furthermore, it is part of the implementation of the „general principles and minimum
standards for consultation” adopted in December, 2002. Moreover, the proposal refers to the draft
work programme for 2004 that comprises the development of methodologies „for the rapid
mobilisation of expertise in times of crisis or critic al events”.
As one aim of the task force is to demonstrate how to link online media with face-to-face events,
further initiatives of the Commission (such as Your Voice in Europe, online consultations,
CONECCS, EURETHNET, the SINAPSE network) are incorporated in this proposal.
Time scale
This recommendation can be implemented in early 2004.
Governance of the European Research Area: The Role of Civil Society
Policy recommendations
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Field of Application III: Legal Framework
A legal framework which ensures participatory rights and principles of civil society involvement does
not yet exist, neither on the EU-level or beyond. Yet the importance of such a framework is obvious in
relation to:
•

The provision of executive guidance for participatory procedures for which a sufficient quality
of process-related information is often missing. There are clear deficits concerning rules of
access to information, informational justice and decision making.

•

The problem of overly extended physical and institutional distances between citizens and
legislative/administrative bodies is an important issue, also the typical short-term-view of
political reflection.
Evolving the international legal framework for better civil society involvement in the EU and beyond
is therefore a significant challenge.
Learning from the „Aarhus convention”, which may serve as a model, can mean implementing EU
wide or trans-national procedural rights with view to participatory matters in research policy-making.
But learning from „Aarhus” is quite a challenge, since the framework conditions in the field of
(global) environmental policy and (global) research policy differ widely. In addition, the relevance of
the ongoing implementation of „Aarhus” for research or research-based policies is still unclear. The
building of conflicting or overlapping legal frameworks should be avoided. With respect to the
international context, the possible effects of participation concerning the global research competition
have to be taken into account as well.
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Policy recommendation 8:
Towards a Convention on civil society participation in research policy-making
Vision
A coherent involvement of civil society requires a harmonious foundation which clearly defines the
ways in which civil society is involved in research and research (-based) policy. A convention can
ensure participatory standards within the ERA and serve as a stimulation for parallel initiatives on the
trans-national/global level. It can be considered an achievement of various measures which have
already been undertaken in the EU (see White Paper on Governance, Science and Society Action Plan
etc.).
Recommendation
To achieve this ambitious goal, a participatory process involving civil society and other actors should
be initiated, focusing on the aims and the requirements of such a trans-national legal framework for
civil society involvement.
Elements of this process can be:
•

Feasibility study and master plan

•

Identification of type of decisions and fields that should be covered and what will be the
appropriate level (national/EU level)

•

Development and adoption of the convention

•

Implementation of legislative measures.

The participatory standards could be:
•

The right to know how public concerns have been taken into account in research activities (i.e.
conceptualisation, implementation, evaluation of these activities)

•

The same for research funding activities.

Expected achievements are:
•

Building harmonious standards for civil society involvement in the ERA

•
•

Promoting Europe as a trend-setter in this area
Initiating global initiatives for a legal framework for participatory principles.

In particular, the project would have to clarify how to avoid or deal with the current division line
between environmental research that is covered by the Aarhus Convention on environmental
governance and other research that is not covered by the Aarhus Convention.
What can be learned from existing experiences?
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Analysing the debate on the White Paper on European Governance can be fruitful for the preparation
and implementation of the recommended process. The debate on the „Aarhus convention” is very
instructive in this context as well. The „Aarhus convention” serves as a model for this initiative, but
the differences between environmental policy-making and research policy-making are quite obvious. It
is therefore impossible to simply transfer the Aarhus principles to the field of research policy. Instead,
the way how Aarhus has come into place and how it is currently implemented can be highly
instructive for similar initiatives.
Actor(s)
The Commission should initiate the debate on a future convention. Potential partners are
representatives from civil society, national authorities, science, UN, OECD and WTO.
Frameworks
Existing frameworks and initiatives which are relevant for this recommendation are:
•

White Paper on European Governance

•

Science and Society Action plan

•

General principles and minimum standards for consultation of interested parties by the
Commission

•

Aarhus convention

•

The debate on a Constitution for Europe.

Time scale
The achievement of such a convention is a long-term process, but the initiative should be taken as
soon as possible. The first milestone could be to set up (via a participatory process) a master plan on
how to achieve and implement this convention.
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