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Abstract
In this paper we discuss transparency in decision processes. We argue that
transparency requires fostering, producing and maintaining distributed dialogues
and communications between all those affected by ("the stakeholders") and those
producing these decisions ("the decision makers" and "the actors/experts"). The
issues raised in these dialogues will not only refer to questions of technical
efficiency, but also to what is right and fair and what is considered to be good in
society.

Social policies, particularly those of wide social significance, are in one form or
another the outcome of multiple meaning creation processes, reflecting their
multiple spheres of influence, from the local to the global, from the disciplinary to
the multi- and transdisciplinary. Each of these processes requires transparency.
This paper is focused on the structural requirements to make these dialogues and
communications effective at all levels, taking into account the need for technical
explanation, proof of authenticity and legitimacy of actions. Moreover it is
concerned with the alignment of these meanings creation processes in order to
increase the chances of having not only a distributed but also a coherent overall
decision process. Our emphasis is in defining forms of interaction among
stakeholders in order to ground the debate of the policy throughout the
organisation, beyond senior levels of management. The aim is increasing the
demands on those responsible for policy implementation, stretching them so that
they offer the best of themselves. We argue that this is the basis for a structural
mechanism for transparency. The outcome of this paper is a conceptual framework
to study issues of transparency in policy making which is illustrated with reference
to nuclear waste management in Sweden.
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The changing meaning of transparency

Pulling science out of its black box?

We think that the dilemma of transparency is the need scientist feel to pull science
out of its black box to make it accessible to the political process. But, is it possible
to pull science out of its black box? How do we cope if it is not possible?

The early efforts at transparency in the context of nuclear waste management in
Sweden assumed the answer was "yes" and saw the solution in the dissemination
and distribution of information about the technology for making a safe repository.
The technological solution for the management of nuclear waste was seen as a
product of intensive R&D efforts and transparency meant explaining the
functioning of this product to the stakeholders. The Dialogue Project in Sweden
(Andersson et al, 1993) stressed the need for two-way communications between
all stakeholders, but initially assumed that it was possible, at least to a degree, to
pull science out of its box, and that transparency could be achieved through
dialogues on scientific and technological matters.

The lesson from the Dialogue Project was that explanation to a sufficient technical
detail was not possible even with considerable efforts, nor would such explanation
be enough to create transparency, even if it were possible. Nuclear waste
management is a very complex technical area involving expertise from many
scientific and technical disciplines. Transparency entails more than just
"simplifying complex technical issues". Other aspects such as societal norms and
stakeholders' values and roles increase the complexity even further. So it is
necessary to search for other means "to cope" with the situation. From a systemic
perspective, we will argue that transparency is directly connected to the way all
these sources of complexity are managed in the waste management decision
process. To support our arguments we also look at how the views on decision
processes have shifted over the years.

In this paper we report some of the results of the RISCOM Project that followed
the Dialogue Project. One of its reports (Andersson et al, 1998) acknowledges that
the concept of transparency includes three equally important issues: factual issues,
normative issues and stakeholders' authenticity. The three issues are directly
related to the three roots of Communicative Action in Habermas' theory of
communications. (Habermas, 1981 Warnke, 1995). We will therefore use
Habermas' theory as our point of departure for discussing transparency. According
to this theory, any competent speaker makes three validity claims: (i) what he says
is true (truth), (ii) what he says is normatively correct (legitimacy), and (iii) he is
truthful (authenticity).

Communicative action versus strategic action

For the following discussions we will represent the three roots of communicative
action or a speaker's validity claims with the help of the three corners of a
triangle, as in figure 1: truth, legitimacy and authenticity. It is very important to
recognise the independence of the three corners - from proving/disproving the
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validity of one claim one cannot infer anything about the status of the other two
claims. The relation between truth and legitimacy is a classical problem, and we
argue that "from what there is one cannot conclude what ought to be".' Likewise,
that a person acts consistently does not imply that his actions are legitimate'2.

However, the need to distinguish three separate claims does not mean that the acts
of a person or an organisation can be judged by looking at one claim in isolation
from the others. In fact, we expect a person with whom we try to reach an
understanding to have communicative competence, i.e., to be able to answer, often
tacitly, questions on all three claims and thereby provide grounds for the truth and
legitimacy of his statements and proof of his authenticity. Failure to validate a
contested claim will break the process of communication and understanding and
we will not be bound by the arguments presented, even if the other claims remain
valid.

Truth/efficiency
- Objective world
- Scientific methods and technology:

"In this true and efficient?"

Legitimacy
- Social world" - Personal integrity/
- Norms and interpersonal organisational identity

relations: "Is this right - Consistency and values:
and fair?" "Is this what I/we intend?"

"Is it good for me/us?"

Figure 1: The three roots of communicative action

1 Inferring legitimacy from truth results in the "naturalistic fallacy". The analysis
of this fallacy is usually ascribed to David Hume. In his "Enquiry concerning the
principles of morals" (1751) he presents arguments that (technical) ratio cannot
alone provide objectives for action.
2 To reflect over the distinction between legitimacy and authenticity it may be
useful to consider an example from the literature. The main character in Albert
Camus' "L'Etranger" is an authentic person whose actions are completely
illegitimate. The strong feelings this person awakes probably have to do with our
(erroneous) expectations that an authentic person who appears to act
communicatively is also legitimate.
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A proposed solution for a repository is not "true" or "false", although statements
about the solution may be true or false. We can use the concepts of "efficiency"
and "effectiveness" to characterise an engineered system such as a repository.
Both concepts measure how successful are or will be actions related to producing
such a system. Action to reach success concealing intentions is, in this framework,
strategic action. On the other hand action driven by the need to produce mutual
understanding between speaker and hearer is communicative action. Reflecting on
the two concepts of "efficiency" and "effectiveness" provides insight into the
important difference between these two forms of action.

Efficiency relates to the question: "Am I doing things right?". The objectives for
actions are given, and I can concentrate on the analysis of facts to find the course
of action which best satisfies the given objectives, i.e., efficiency only relates to
the top node of the triangle. This teleological form of action is most pervasive in
Western societies. Effectiveness, however, relates to the question: "Am I doing
the right thing?", which means that I have to reconsider my objectives and reflect
upon the purpose of what I am doing. The question is not only what are the
factual consequences of my actions, but also what is valuable for me or my
organisation and what is acceptable to society. Questions of values relate to what
is consistent with my personal integrity, or, in the case of organisations, with what
is consistent with their identity, that is, with their authenticity. Questions on what
is acceptable to society relate to norms and legitimacy. It seems therefore that
effectiveness permeates the whole triangle in figure 1. But we have been using the
triangle to define communicative action. Does this mean that communicative
action is the same as effective action? We argue that this is not the case. In order
to explain this point we need to make clearer the distinction between strategic and
communicative action and how both types of action relate to effectiveness.

The difference between strategic and communicative actions can be described in
terms such as inducement versus understanding, winning the argument versus
dialogue, and informing versus openness to discourse. Strategic action to improve
effectiveness means that individual and organisational values and societal norms
are analysed and used to control the objective world better. One could say, that
effectiveness in the strategic sense means to subordinate authenticity and
legitimacy to the purpose of improving performance (as required by the
instrumental nature of the top of the triangle). In strategic action, the improvement
in performance may involve, for instance, information campaigns to manipulate
the image of an implementer's authenticity so that its values and actions appear
better aligned with societal norms. Contrary to this, communicative action requires
an undisturbed dialogue between equal partners. A competent speaker raises all
three validity claims and can at any time be asked to provide proof of his
authenticity or to enter into a discourse on the truth or legitimacy of his
statements. Can there then be communicative action to improve effectiveness?

The purpose of communicative action is to reach understanding, thus to improve
effectiveness can never be its sole purpose. However, the need to understand a
situation or the views of other actors may arise as a result of earlier actions that are
seen as illegitimate or inconsistent. The purpose of communicative action may
then be to probe an implementer's claims of authenticity, legitimacy and technical
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competence, or in other words, to clarify the effectiveness of an implementer's
actions. Improved effectiveness may emerge as a by-product of this clarification3.

For our discussion of transparency two points about effectiveness have to be
emphasised. Firstly, making the purpose of communicative action "improving
effectiveness" rather than "clarifying effectiveness" constrains and subverts this
action and transforms it into concealed strategic action. Secondly, any improved
effectiveness emerging as a by-product of communicative action is grounded in
authenticity and legitimacy in a totally different way than improved effectiveness
produced by strategic action. It is legitimate, not because it conforms to
measurements of societal norms, but because it has been given legitimacy in a free
and open dialogue between stakeholders. The actions of the implementer of a
policy are not just reflecting an organisational image, but the truthfulness of the
organisation in its debates with other stakeholders. Our view is that organisations
are expected not just to produce effective solutions, but, above all, to be prepared
to enter into a communicative process.

Transparency needs communicative action

The following discussion of transparency builds on the hypothesis that all issues
raised in the interaction between a system and its environment can without
exception be brought back to claims of truth/efficiency, legitimacy and
authenticity. One could argue that the categories depicted in the triangle in figure
1 account for all sources of complexity which need to be considered to achieve
transparency in a given situation. In the next section we will discuss the
importance of the notion of recursion to manage the discourses leading to
transparency. Here we just want to emphasise that transparency needs joint
attention to claims of truth/efficiency, legitimacy and authenticity. This is in our
view the changing meaning of transparency.

In the old view, transparency emerged from successfully explaining the
functioning of the technical solution to the stakeholders. This meant that only the
top of the triangle in figure 1 was emphasised: the task was to persuade the
stakeholders that the proposed solution was efficient. From this point of view,
failure to achieve transparency was attributed to the packaging of the information.
The remedy was to better tailor the technical information to the needs of the
stakeholders. The new view of transparency does not deny the need for technical
information, but realises that the efficiency of a solution will never be enough to
bridge the understanding gap between the implementers and stakeholders. From
this point of view, the technical discourse is only one element in an ongoing
communicative process, which will also consider the legitimacy of the
implementer's actions and its authenticity. Transparency emerges from this
process, which can be characterised as communicative action to understand the
intention of the implementer and the correctness and efficiency of its activities.
The process fails if the implementer or any stakeholder for strategic reasons

3 To characterise communicative action, we suggest the concept of "comptegrity",
that is competence-integrity. Comptegrity distinguishes action aimed at
understanding from success-oriented action to improve effectiveness.
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manages to suppress or hijack debates relating to the three validity claims. A
guardian is therefore needed to guarantee the integrity of the process.

In summary, the change in the meaning of transparency can be characterised as
going from demonstration of efficiency to dialogues clarifying effectiveness. We
expect this change also to influence the relations between implementer, experts,
stakeholders and decision maker, possibly leading to less compartmentalisation of
the decision process and good procedures and channels to foster dialogue. We
illustrate the roles of experts and decision-makers in decision processes with
reference to the RISCOM Project.

Three approaches to the decision process

The RISCOM Project refuted the widely held view that: "It is important to
separate political decision from scientific/technical decisions" in favour of: "It is
not possible to separate political decisions from scientific-technical arguments and
facts - therefore the link".

The first view reflects a view of science as "value-free" and subscribes to a
decisionistic model for the relation between science/technology and policy4. This
model recognises that in concrete situations decisions cannot be legitimised
through facts and technical reasoning alone, it then prescribes a strict separation of
the functions of the expert and the politician. Only a complete division of labour
between the technically schooled experts and administrative staffs on the one
hand, and the strong-willed and purposeful politicians on the other hand will make
possible a scientization of politics. The role of the expert is absolutely restricted to
the top of the triangle in figure 1; he should guarantee the efficiency of the
proposed solution but has no role - as a scientist - in establishing its effectiveness.
The political system is charged with a considerable task. It has to provide both
legitimacy and authenticity - without any help from the scientific world.

We reject the decisionistic model, but also dismiss an alternative technocratic
model, which restricts the role of the political system. According to this model, it
is possible through a stepwise process to rationalise decisions about practical
questions. In this model, the politician becomes a stopgap in situations where the
rationalisation still has not proceeded far enough, but the initiative is given to
scientific analysis and technical planning. The technocratic model denies the
independence of the three corners of the triangle in figure 1, and assumes that, if
hard working, claims of legitimacy and authenticity can be settled in technical and
scientific discourses. The distinction between efficiency and effectiveness is only
a temporary illusion in this model, i.e., in the final analysis proof of effectiveness
is obtained through the same scientific methods as proof of efficiency. However,
in denying the distinction between efficiency and effectiveness, the technocratic
model for decisions making seems to be trapped in the naturalistic fallacy. The
dismissal of this model is expressed in statements such as: "Accepting the
limitations of science - to guide, but not to decide", "The politician should have

4 The term "decisionistic model" is taken from Habermas (1971). The following
discussions on "technocratic model" and "pragmatistic model" also follow his
distinctions.
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the responsibility for the decision. This is the system we live in", and "Trust the
democratic process - this should be mature".

We embrace a more pragmatistic model for decision making. In such a model,
"the strict separation between the function of the expert and the politician is
replaced by their critical interaction" and "reciprocal communication seems
possible and necessary, through which scientific experts advise the decisions
makers, and politicians consult scientists in accordance with practical needs"5. The
pragmatistic model recognises the independence of the three validity claims
pictured in the triangle in figure 1, but also how the validation processes must co-
operate to provide decisions that are seen as efficient, legitimate and taken by
authentic organisations and decision makers. Questions on norms for right or
wrong or on good or bad for the development of the society cannot be reduced to
technical questions as in the technocratic model, nor can they be resolved by
political acts in isolation from the technical questions as in the decisionistic
model. On questions of effectiveness, the expert provides information on technical
constraints, feasibility and opportunities, but for establishing the efficiency of a
technical solution he must consider objectives set by politicians and other
stakeholders.

In the pragmatistic model, critical and mutual interactions between experts,
politicians and stakeholders are prerequisites for efficient, legitimate and authentic
decisions. Views such as: "Democratic systems are moving toward a system of
involvement and away from a system with people who are in charge", and
"Democratic systems are moving toward a system of interchange between people
who are responsible and people who are affected" are expressions of this model.

Transparency in the three models of decision making

What are the relations between transparency and the three models of decision
making?

In the decisionistic model the decision is purely an act of political will and based
on political power. As such it is a form of strategic action. The experts' report on
technical efficiency is one of several inputs to the process where the political will
is formed. In this model "transparency" is equal to the transparency of the process
of political will formulation. We rejected this model because it assumes decision-
makers with capabilities to cope with complexity far beyond their natural
physiological capabilities. Decision-makers, in order to be effective, need to rely
on a whole range of checks and balances within their supporting system and must
accept that they cannot be the sole arbiters between the technical and social
aspects of a policy issue. In fact, the most they can do is steering conversational
processes to increase the quality of the system's checks and balances (Espejo et.
al, 1996). If they do not recognise the need to rely in the whole fabric of the
system, as those embracing the decisionistic model do, they make impossible a
transparency emerging from a communicative process focused on "understanding
and clarifying effectiveness".

5 Quotations from Habermas (1971) p. 80
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The technocratic model leads to the old view of transparency, that is, transparency
is achieved by explaining the functioning of the technical solution to the
stakeholders. The procedures for transparency will focus on assessments of the
technical efficiency of a solution. The expectation is that, if a stakeholder
understands the efficiency of a solution he will then also appreciate its
effectiveness. The dialogues between implementer, stakeholders and decision-
makers are confined to technical issues. This view reduces the complexity of
policy issues to just their technical dimension and therefore is blind to
communicative action and the implications of clarifying effectiveness.

Of the three models, only the pragmatistic model points to the necessity of
communicative action, that is dialogues between implementer, stakeholders and
decision makers on all three validity claims: truth/efficiency, legitimacy and
authenticity. In this model, transparency requires procedures and methods to set
up channels between implementer and stakeholder free of domination of one over
the other. The pragmatistic model for decision making provides the context for a
formal definition of the concept of transparency:

In a given policy area, transparency is the outcome of an ongoing process
which increases the stakeholders' appreciation of related issues and
provides them with channels to stretch the implementer to meet their
requirements for technical explanations, proof of authenticity, and
legitimacy of actions. Transparency requires a regulator to act as guardian
of process integrity.

This definition captures the new view of transparency as an outcome of
communicative action. Policy-makers accepting this view implicitly accept relying
in the whole fabric of the social system for their decision processes. However, this
acceptance is not enough to overcome the problems raised by the decisionistic
model regarding managing the complexity of the decision processes. The
pragmatistic model requires equally information flows between actors with largely
different abilities to handle the relevant information and assess their meaning. The
challenge is, how can we manage these information flows without compromising
the communicative process, whose core is understanding. In the following
section, we discuss this weakness of the pragmatistic model and how to overcome
it by applying the Cybernetic Theory of Recursive Organisation. The cybernetic
theory provides a model and a methodology to increase "the stakeholders'
appreciation of related issues" and to provide "them with channels to stretch the
implementer to meet their requirements for technical explanations, proof of
authenticity, and legitimacy of action".

411



A concept of transparency

The weakness of the pragmatistic model: a transducing dilemma

The pragmatistic model has one fundamental weakness. It prescribes dialogues
between the actors to validate claims of efficiency, legitimacy and authenticity,
but it provides no tools for managing the complexity raised in these interactions.
One example of the mismatch in operational abilities between the actors is in their
use of different languages; for instance, the specialised language of the expert
versus the flexible every-day language of a non-expert stakeholder6. The
pragmatistic model leaves unanswered major questions on the transfer of meaning
in technical information, the interpretation of intentions, and the creation of
common and shared rules for generating and implementing decisions. These
questions are, however, at the core of transparency. The pragmatistic model
therefore leaves us with a transducing dilemma1, which must be solved if our
definition of transparency is going to be more than an academic exercise.

The direct approach to the transducing dilemma would be for the expert to engage
in the self-reflection of the stakeholders in order to be aware of their need for
technical analysis. However, experts cannot take upon themselves confirmation of
the needs of the stakeholders, who still must have the final say on what type of
technical analysis they find acceptable. In the direct approach, the stakeholders
must therefore also learn to master the specialised language of the experts. The
efforts and resources needed to make the actors agree on the meaning of
information are forbiddingly large. Besides, the direct approach seems to lead
back to a variant of the technocratic model for the decision process. We must
search for an alternative indirect approach.

The theory of communicative action tells us that the reason for the transducing
dilemma is more than just the imbalance between different actors' abilities to
handle technical information. The transducing dilemma involves all aspects of

6 Habermas concludes that "as it stands the pragmatistic model cannot be applied
to political decision-making in modern mass democracies", the reason being that
"this model neglects the special logical characteristics and the social preconditions
for the reliable translation of scientific information into the ordinary language of
practice and inversely for a translation from the context of practical questions back
into the specialised language of technical and strategic recommendations"
(Habermas, 1971). One point made in this paper is that, if supported by the Theory
of Recursive Organisation, the pragmatistic model is indeed applicable to political
decisionmaking.
7 A transducer is something that "leads across", in this case over the boundaries
between the experts and stakeholders. In the cybernetic literature it is a
mechanism on the boundaries between two systems capable of coding or decoding
messages as they pass across the boundary, see Beer (1979) p. 101. Note that a
transducer is not a common translator; experts and stakeholders usually use the
same national languages (Swedish, English etc.), but it could be referred to as a
"translator of meaning between two systems".

412



communicative competence: imbalances appear also in the abilities to assess
conformity to societal norms and to judge the intentions and sincerity of the other
party. In the previous section we referred to truth/efficiency, legitimacy and
authenticity as sources of complexity. It is necessary to find organisational
structures that provide the capacity to manage the complexity in unconstrained
dialogues and to avoid fragmentation of issues. But similar problems appear in all
management situations. In cybernetic theory the imbalance is seen as an imbalance
between the variety8 of the different actors. The Cybernetic Theory of Recursive
Organisations identifies two important ways to handle this imbalance:

• Recursive levels: In complex situations we always find autonomous systems
embedded within autonomous systems with tasks of their own contributing to
the larger system. This is a natural strategy to create meanings and cope with
complexity. While often in social situations the de facto emerging autonomous
systems are dysfunctional, that is, are not aligned with the espoused global
interests -thus making more difficult the creation of desirable social meanings-
the theory of recursive organisations give us guidelines to produce this
alignment.

• Managing the black box: The regulator does not need to enter the black box in
order to regulate it. In practice this means that stakeholders and policy makers
do need to understand the complexity of technical issues in order to regulate
them. This requires articulating social and organisational checks and balances
in such a way that stakeholders and policy makers need to deal only with the
residual complexity left unattended by them. The theory of recursive
organisations also gives guidelines for this purpose.

We will use the results of the RISCOM Project to illustrate both aspects.

Working out recursion levels

Within RISCOM, the Cybernetic Theory of Recursive Organisations (Beer, 1979,
1985) was applied to identify the roles of the Swedish Nuclear Inspectorate (SKI)
and the Swedish Radiation Inspectorate (SSI). This work is described in Espejo
and Gill, 1998. Here we will use it as an indirect approach to solve the transducing
dilemma.

Setting up a hypothesis for the recursion levels of a system is called "unfolding the
complexity of the system". This is a hypothesis for the creation of meanings in a
social situation. An unfolding hypothesis for the Swedish Nuclear System (SNS)
was offered in Espejo and Gill, 1998. From the perspective of transparency, and
consistent with this earlier work, we propose the unfolding hypothesis of figure 2.
According to this hypothesis the SNS needs four recursive levels to make
meaningful the proposed construction of a deep repository for nuclear waste to the
affected communities and thus absorb in full the complexity of the decision
process. Within SNS we recognise the Nuclear Waste Management System/SKB
(NWMS/SKB) as one of its autonomous systems. Within NWMS/SKB we

8 Variety is the number of possible states of a system, and is a measure of
complexity. See also discussions in Espejo and Gill (1998)

413



hypothesise an autonomous system responsible for managing 'high level nuclear
waste' (which therefore is creating meaning for this activity). It would appear that
this system, today, is mainly supporting decisions for 'Siting a repository' in a
community (and is only one of three primary activities within the NWMS/SKB
system). Finally, within 'high level nuclear waste (i.e. Siting of a repository)', we
see the need of several autonomous 'expert investigations' as the autonomous
systems doing the specific studies in the affected communities. These primary
activities are structural requirements to create meaning for 'high level waste
disposal' in the affected communities. For the second level, as discussed in Espejo
and Gill 1998, the authenticity of NWMS/SKB is challenged by an identity driven
at the same time by apparently incompatible commercial and public concerns. We
refer to this as a case of split identity. For the third level -'Siting of a repository'-
the problems of communicative action refer to the generic work, from feasibility
study to the eventual building of a repository in a community. We must add a
word of caution here. The RISCOM Pilot project has studied in some detail only
the two first levels of recursion. The last two levels are therefore only tentative,
and made for the sake of the following arguments. Further studies may reduce or
add levels and work out more clearly their identities.

At each level, at stake are the efficiency of the proposed technical solution, the
authenticity of the implementer's' team(s) and the legitimacy of their actions. At
each level, these validity claims require communicative processes to provide
transparency.
This is expressed by the triangles around the primary activities at each recursion
level in figure 2.

Structural recursion provides a very powerful tool to understand the complexity of
managing nuclear waste. Our hypothesis makes apparent that there should be four
levels of discourse, one for each of the structural levels, and therefore that it is
very important not to confuse actors with debates that do not fit within their
recursive levels. On each level, different actors are active and different questions
will be taken up.

As an example of their use, the recursions in figures 2 are guides to setting up
meetings that are part of the transparency process. It is obviously very important
to be clear about the purpose of such meetings. If the purpose is to contribute to
the transparency process on a specific level, the unfolding warns against mixing
agendas or even mixing actors that belong to different, especially higher order
recursions. For such meetings, it may be quite legitimate to deny access to actors
who do not want to accept the limitation to a specific level or do not have the
reflective power to see the difference between levels. The reason is the integrity of
the communicative process: if a meeting is set up on a specific level there are not
checks and balances to ensure that such an actor is not acting strategically, that is
with the purpose of persuading attendees against reaching understanding
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Recursion of meanings

Truth/efficiency

Legitimacy

Recursion

SNS

Authenticity

NWMS/SKB

Siting of

Repository

Expert

Investigations

Figure 2: Recursion of Meanings
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However, the example also illustrates that the process of working out recursive
levels and sharing a hypothesis among all stakeholders is itself crucial for
transparency. If not checked through communicative action, a powerful
stakeholder acting strategically could manipulate debates by tackling issues at the
wrong level thus locking-out other stakeholders from the decision process or from
parts of this process. Such a lack of shared understanding could be used to
"divide-and-rule", it would fragment the process and transparency would be lost.
It is therefore very important that the process of working out the recursive levels is
also open to communicative action. This is a task for the guardian of the
transparency process.

Structural recursion provides an important method for the implementer to create
requisite variety. For instance, the implementer has to choose whether to create
one national team for the siting process or several teams, one for each community.
Note that in the first option the implementer is accepting only three levels of
recursion, while the second option opens the space for a forth level. The second
option is more costly, but provides the implementer with more variety and,
probably makes proof of authenticity easier. Considering the fact that each
community has its own identity, community teams will probably have an easier
task demonstrating the legitimacy of their actions. This may be a case where the
cost of transparency is directly seen: how much transparency is cost-efficient?

The fact that the implementer's senior management (in this case the senior
management of SKB) may constrain unfairly the autonomy of levels three and
four, creates apprehensions that this management could control the transparency
process. There is such a risk, because strategic action is always braided with
communicative action. It is the task of the guardian to ensure the integrity of the
process (cf. Espejo and Gill, 1998). There is, however, also some internal defence
against strategic take over, because communicative action is not accessible to
cumulative control in the same way as strategic action. Transparency is not
additive; it emerges from the components' interactions. In fact transparency at one
level, does not guarantee transparency at the next level.

One and the same action may affect transparency differently at different recursive
levels. One illustrative example is the letter SKB sent to all Swedish communities
in 1993 offering feasibility studies. It made SKB's claim of authenticity at level 2
an issue. The ground for concern was the importance of geological conditions for
the proposed KBS3-solution, and the fact that SKB claimed to have made national
overviews of these conditions which, according to some critics, should have ruled
out some of the communities as suitable sites for a repository. At the community
levels, authenticity was not an issue. However, responding to the proposal needed
resources for investigation. Following the same reasoning as before, one can ask
whether it was legitimate to ask also non-candidates to use resources for
responding.
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Stretching the implementer: how to regulate a black box without
opening it

We have seen how recursions help the actors to manage the transparency process.
However, following our definition of transparency, we also need to work out how
to increase stakeholders' appreciation of the situation, and how to open
communication channels to stretch the implementer. For this, we ask how the
cybernetic theory sets up checks and balances to regulate a black box without
opening it.

Figure 3 shows the checks and balances necessary for increasing the chances of
viability for an organisation. It is based on the Viable System Model (Beer 1979).
For a more detailed description of the model and its application to the Swedish
Nuclear Waste Management System we refer the reader to Espejo and Gill, 1998.

To ensure its efficient operation, the organisation needs to develop an adequate
monitoring-control mechanism The effectiveness of the organisation requires, in
addition, an adequate adaptation mechanism, which depends first on the ongoing
conversational loop between control and intelligence (see figure 3). But, closure
for their discussions on effectiveness is provided through interventions by the
policy function, who this way takes the benefit of their own checks and balances
at the same time of steering their progress and quality. Those with the best
knowledge about the policy issue 'here and now' and 'outside and then' absorb
most of the situational complexity, leaving to policy makers the role of overseeing
that their debates are balanced and supported by adequate communications.
Residual issues, because of their political nature, are left to policy makers. This is
a mechanism to give requisite variety to policy makers.

The same mechanism is required for each primary activity at all recursion levels.
Transparency is related to clarifying effectiveness. For a primary activity, the
conversations between control and intelligence and the interventions from the
policy function are therefore at the centre of interest. Note, however, that these
conversations take place at all recursive levels. Assume that in figure 3 we are
looking at the second recursion, that is at the NWMS/SKB, then, as said before,
one of its primary activities would be "Siting of repository". This primary activity
bargains for resources at the NWMS/SKB level, but at the third recursive level it
is an autonomous unit having to demonstrate a technically efficient solution, and
prove its authenticity and legitimacy as part of the transparency process affecting
probably several communities.

Our definition of transparency requires a process with three interconnected stages,
which (1) "increases the stakeholders' appreciation of related issues", and (2)
"provides them with channels", that can be used (3) "to stretch the implementer to
meet their requirements for technical explanations, proof of authenticity and
legitimacy of actions". In figure 3, triangles show our view of where these stages
are taking place.
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Stretching the Implementor

Figure 3: Stretching the Implementer
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The guardian of the transparency process has an active role to play as initiator and
facilitator of stage (1), which does not necessarily involve the implementer. At this
stage the stakeholders learn about the technical aspects of the proposed solution
and relate it to what they consider just and fair, and good for their own business.
Issues for the implementer are raised. It is important that the guardian restricts its
role to initiating and facilitating the creation of questions and not to providing
answers, lest it becomes part of the process.

From the view of the implementer, stage (1) takes place in its environment as
indicated in figure 3. The purpose at this stage is to raise the complexity or the
variety of the stakeholders in the environment (marked by v->V) relevant to the
implementer. If the implementer has working loops for discussing and adjusting
its effectiveness, these should register the increase in variety in the environment
and open channels (stage (2)) to meet this increase. Should it fail to do this, its
legitimacy would be at stake. Examples of such channels may be town meetings or
other fora for discussions. They may also be investigations with representations
from the stakeholders. In the latter case we may expect an increased activity of the
implementer's intelligence. This in turn influences the discussions between
Intelligence and Control and of Control and Implementation, since the new
concerns may affect the need for old and new operational activities. In particular,
in the case of NWMS/SKB it may imply the need for new 'expert investigations'.
The organisation may or may not adjust its concept of effectiveness. The
stakeholders (stage (3) of the process) are stretching it9. The implementer then
needs to take care of stakeholders' concerns, providing technical solutions,
clarifying all its agenda, and reassuring the stakeholders that its actions are just
and fair to all stakeholders. The stakeholders may reopen issues or take up new
ones, starting a new cycle. Our definition states, that it is the stakeholders that
decide when the process has reached a satisfactory conclusion.

In a situation of communicative action, resources within the implementer's
organisation should deal with the stakeholders concerns for transparency. In the
case of nuclear waste management, the main insurance for the communities that
technical issues will be dealt with effectively is that the implementer's structure
supports effective necessary checks and balances within and in between recursive
levels. Assurances in this direction should also be the guardian's responsibility.

Finally, one important 'resource' facilitates the transparency issue and reduces the
workload both for the stakeholders and for the implementer, and that is trust. Trust
is a mark of authenticity, and highlights this comer in the communicative triangle.
Robust authenticity simplifies proofs of efficiency and legitimacy. However, trust
is a precarious resource, e.g., hesitating to communicate uncomfortable
measurements may ruin years of trust building.

Conclusion

In this paper we have discussed transparency from the perspective of
communicative rather than strategic action. We have argued for organisations with

9 The concept of stretching is introduced in Espejo and Stewart (1998).
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structures that cater not only for technical competence, but also for legitimacy and
authenticity. In particular our conclusions suggest relating key societal issues to
organisations with capacities to create clear meanings and well developed
structures that evolve as they recognise within themselves the concerns of society.
Unless societies are sensitive to these concerns and develop within themselves
organisations with the competencies and capabilities for communicative action,
the chances are that people sooner or later will challenge their legitimacy and
authenticity. These organisations represent society's interests in specific policy
issues, and cannot justify themselves on the grounds of their own interests. More
specifically, our arguments suggest the need for these organisations to consider
increasing their functional differentiation, supporting the emergence of new
meaning creation autonomous units, as they recognise legitimate social concerns
emerging from their technical preferences. Particular to each of these units is the
requirement to be stretched by their societal counterparts (i.e. stakeholders) as
they learn to articulate their long term concerns. To guarantee this kind of
implementers we have argued for regulators -guardians of societal interests-
responsible for auditing their internal coherence, in particular their
communications underpinning policy decisions and resources allocation. These
arguments support our proposition that:

In a given policy area, transparency is the outcome of an ongoing process
which increases the stakeholders' appreciation of related issues and
provides them with channels to stretch the implementer to meet their
requirements for technical explanations, proof of authenticity, and
legitimacy of actions. Transparency requires a regulator to act as guardian
of process integrity.
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