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1. Introduction

Increasing openness, public participation and transparency are considered important
for decision-making in public issues. Transparency serves two purposes; for the
awareness of decision-makers and for public insight and influence. However, the
increasing complexity of today's society, the complexity of decision processes and
the complexity of the underlying factual basis are all factors that work against
transparency and participation.

Furthermore, the decision-making context in controversial issues is not only set up
by the factual basis provided by the experts, but also by stakeholder pressure groups,
lobbyists and extensive media coverage. The seemingly unlimited availability of
information on the Internet and the continuous information low in TV channels
does not make it easier for the layman to get insight and clarity. These problems with
democracy in the information age have been described in social and political
sciences, se e.g. Mayhew [I] and Zolo 2].

This paper starts with a discussion about the expert role, a definition of transparency
and three rationales for public participation. The two areas of nuclear waste disposal
and biotechnology are then used to illustrate problems with transparency, but also
initiatives for improving the situation. Frameworks for the evaluation of participative
processes are described, as well as the role of media in making complex issues
transparent. A central theme in the paper is the need for a shift from the experts-
agenda paradigm" to the "values-first paradigm". We end up with suggestions for
how transparency and public participation can be enhanced for the sake of
democratic development.
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2. Transparency for informed decisions

2.1 The expert role

Ideally, as most of us see how democracy should work, the politicians take their
decisions based on the societal values they are elected to represent. Politicians
consult scientists in accordance with practical needs, and the experts provide the
factual material to the decision-makers. However, the expert role is not always so
clean as one would expect. Experts may put their own values into their assessments
or rather the underlying assumptions in the assessments. Experts may also have their
own interest in the assessment results. Therefore, in a transparent decision- making
system, the public must have a possibility to evaluate the arguments of the experts,
and if the experts are credible. As described by eg. Steven Brint 3 expert influence
depends on how issues are framed - it tends to be maximized when experts
successfully define matters of substance as narrowly technical issues.

Mrgen Habermas has discussed three models for decision-making 4 the
decisionistic model, in which the expert role is limited to making new technologies
available, the technocratic model in which the initiative for decision-making is
passed to scientific analysis and technical planning, and the pragmatistic model in
which there is intense interaction and communication between scientific experts and
the decision-makers. According to Habermas this communication must be rooted in
social interest and value orientations in society.

In today's society we mostly operate within the technocratic model, in this paper
called the experts-agenda paradigm, whereas we need to change to the pragmatisctic
model, here called the values-first paradigm for reasons being obvious throughout
the paper.

2.2 The RISCOM model for transparency

In the old view, the experts-agenda paradigm, transparency meant explaining
technical solutions to the stakeholders and the public. Transparency was a matter of
packaging technical information. However, major decisions on complex issues
involve both technical/scientific and value-laden elements. The decisions will
improve in quality if it is made clear to the public and the decision-makers how the
two elements interact.

The RISCOM model for transparency 561 was originally developed from problems
in risk assessment and nuclear waste, but should be generally applicable. The model
includes three basic elements: technical/scientific issues, normative issues and
authenticity. TechnicalIscientific issues can be clarified with scientific methods.
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They relate to questions like "Is this true?" or "Are we doing things right? Normative
issues reflect what is considered fair and acceptable in society, what is legitimate. In
an expert dominated area value-laden issues are often not openly explored. Instead
they are discussed "under the surface", often hidden in expert investigation.

Authenticity is what builds trust; it has to do with consistency between the actions of
a person (or an organization) and who the person (or organization) is, or the role in
the decision-making context. If a stakeholder considers an organization to be
authentic, he is more likely to trust its views and decisions, thus reducing his
demands for technical details.

To achieve transparency there must be appropriate procedures (transparency
channels) in which decision-makers and the public can validate claims of truth,
legitimacy and authenticity. The procedures should allow stretching, which means
that the environment of e.g. the implementer (of a proposed project), the authorities
and key stakeholders is sufficiently demanding and that critical questions are raised
from different perspectives.

3. Public participation - why?

Which are the rationales for public involvement in decision-making? It is perhaps too
easy to just state, without explaining why, that more democracy, public involvement
and engaged citizens is for the common good. It could be argued that in a society that
builds on representative democracy the decision-makers by definition represent the
values of their voters.

However, the values involved in specific issues do not automatically become
apparent - for this to happen transparency must be secured by procedures that
involve members of the general public. Transparency and public participation are
thus strongly inked: transparency needs public involvement - and meaningful public
involvement can not take place without transparency in procedures. Thus if we want
decisions with the best possible political and societal awareness, it follows that we
also want citizens participation.

On a more common ground, we can state three rationales for the desirability off
public involvement. The first rationale is ethical and means that the public should be
involved because they are the ultimate source of values in society, and these values
should be expressed in decision-making. In other words, we should respect citizens
right for self-determination and autonomy. The second rationale is political. This
means that public involvement strengthens the stability of decisions. When the public
is involved it follows a broader responsibility for the decisions.

The third rationale is about knowledge. The public should be involved because they
possess knowledge, which is different from the knowledge by experts and politicians.
This lay-knowledge is often of essential importance for the issue considered, at least
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it means that the knowledge base becomes wider. When considering local projects, or
local effects of regional, national or global issues, it is usually the case that local
residents possess important knowledge, however, usually neglected by decision-
makers 7].

4. The case of nuclear waste

4.1 The role of value-laden arguments

So far experts have dominated the decision process in the nuclear waste area. In
Sweden this has occasionally has been criticized. In the R&D Programme of 1995
[8], it was said by SKB that "scenario selection, or the selection of premises for
different scenarios, is done by experts." KASAM 9] criticized this; "The selection of
scenarios is not a science but a question of deciding which hypothetical future events
need to be included in the safety assessment. This is a decision which cannot be
considered to be reserved exclusively for 'experts'."

The choice of overall approach to the long-term management of high level nuclear
waste must rely on a number of value based considerations. The very question
whether to act in our lifetime for a final solution, typically including a deep
repository, or to wait for a possible technical and economical breakthrough for new
technologies, such us transmutation, is maybe the most obvious value-laden issue.
Another example is retrievability which leads to a repository that may be left open
for an undefined period of time - then one values flexibility over final solutions to
the extent that the consequences for future generations can not be foreseen.

The selection of a site for a repository involves more value-laden aspects than is
normally acknowledged. In the Swedish situation the selection of a site in the north
versus the south, and in the inland versus at the coast, is primarily a matter of values
and ethical considerations [10]. In the UK, the MADA (Multi-Attribute Decision
Analysis) analysis, leading to the selection of Sellafield as the preferred site for
underground investigations, had similar site selection factors as SKB in the Swedish
process. Nirex assigned weights to all the factors and arrived at "the best site" [II].
However, it was demonstrated during the planning inquiry 121 that another
weighting could lead to another site. Value judgements were hidden in a seemingly
technical assessment.

In a report for SKI and SSI 13] value-laden factors were used to analyse the
inventory of arguments in the review process for SKB esearch and development
programs. The arguments could be derived from a number of factors that have been
shown important for people's risk assessment: type of damage and area affected, time
distribution of damage, freedom of choice to take the risk, controllability of
consequences, social distribution of risk and probability of damage.
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4.2 Value-laden arguments are implicitly expressed - if at all

SKBs site selection

In a recent report 14] SKB has, based on results from feasibility studies in six
municipalities, selected tree areas for site investigations, which include an extensive
drilling program. The areas are within the municipalities of sthammar, Tierp and
0skarshamn.

The SKB site selection can be seen as a well structured process, divided in specific
steps of which some are purely based on geological grounds (e.g. the feasibility
studies) and others on industrial and socio-economical grounds (the final selection of
areas for site investigations). Compared to the Sellafield case, the SKB
argumentation for the site selection is less "technocratic". Fore example,
transportation factors and distance to nuclear facilities are outspoken factors dealt
with in a qualitative way.

However, not all the comments on the site selection from the involved municipalities
are positive. For example, there is criticism against the SKB having modified the site
selection factors at a late stage 151. One gets the impression that SKB, having felt
forced to act within the experts-agenda paradigm, have not been able express early
enough the role of the non-geological factors.

Hearings held by SKI and SSI

Hearings were orgamsed by the regulatory authorities SKI and SSI in the
municipalities during the review of the SKB site selection. The design of the hearing
format was done using the RISCOM model. Since most of the hearing participants
had the expert agenda framing, extra efforts were made during the preparations to
stimulate the re-framing of issues. The outcome of the hearings are now being
reviewed by the European RISCOM 11 project, but some preliminary observations
can be made here. The hearing format was quite successful with respect to the
RISCOM model. Still, though, the values inherent in the problems were more
implicitly than explicitly expressed.

The work in Oskarshamn

The Oskarshamn model for public participation attempts to apply the RISCOM
principles for transparency in practice 16]. The overall goal has been to prepare the
municipality or a decision if SKB should be allowed to start site investigations. To
get an independent review of the process an "ethical and democratic audit" has been
conducted by professor Carl Reinhold Brdkenhielm, Department of Theology,

61



Uppsala uiversity 17, 11. Although Brdkenhielm in general comes out with a
positive evaluation of the Oskarshamn process, he also remarks that the value-laden
issues have been dealt with implicitly, whereas they in fact could have been more
explicit.

These experiences from recent events in the Swedish program, with actors devoted to
transparency and participation, reflect strong barriers against breaking the extremely
strong framing within the experts-agenda paradigm which has taken place during a
period of twenty years.

5. The case of gene technology

The case of nuclear waste disposal serves very well to illustrate the role of expertise
and ethical considerations in decisions on risk related matters. For the future,
however, the huge challenge most certainly comes from gene technology, which
already provides us with many applications where both scientific risk assessment
and value-laden issues are at stake.

One particular area, where we already can see that early expert agenda setting has not
been in congruence with the needs of the general public is genetically modified
crops. According to the experts agenda, GM foods would be acceptable if it can be
shown that they are safe to eat and do not give rise to unacceptable environmental
risks 19], whereas the general public may have other concerns of ethical and
political nature. Furthen-nore, it can not be taken for given that acceptability of
biotechnologies among citizens increases with increasing knowledge 191.

According to a recent briefing by the ESRC 20] and Wynne 21] it can also be
questioned whether the safety and acceptability of GM agriculture can be settled by
current scientific methods. Referring to Stirling and Mayer 22], the briefing
emphasizes the importance of ensuring that a broad spectrum of values and interests
are represented in the early framing of an issue such as GM food. And most
probably, the general public has a broader spectrum than mere technical risk criteria
in mind. There are thus striking similarities between the nuclear waste and gene
technology areas in the sense that experts have set the agendas too narrow.

Another crucial area is genetic testing as a new media] technology, which can be
used for informing the parents about eventual genetic disease of their unborn child or
about the predisposition of a person to a certain serious disease, such as cancer.
Gaivoronskaia and Solem 231 discuss the difficult decision problems for the
individuals. The technique will most certainly also raise a number of questions for
political decision-making, such as the use of genetic testing for insurance purposes.
Will insurance fees in the future be set following genetic maps of the respective
individuals, or their willingness to accept such testing?

62



6. The emergence of new participative processes

The need for more influence by citizens and for better understanding about public
attitudes in controversial issues, has caused a number of participative and deliberative
processes to emerge. As pointed out by ESRC 20] their aim is usually to capture
values through the creation of small public spaces where citizens can discuss the
issues with each others, scientists and decision-makers. Some of these processes
result in recornmendations to the political decision-makers.

In order for us to understand how these processes can contribute to more informed
decision-making they need to be mapped and evaluated. Clearly, with the philosophy
developed in this paper, one evaluation criterion should be how the processes meet
our requirements for transparency channels (the RISCOM model). The DECI pre-
study report 24] analyses a number of procedures such as Expert Committee,
Science Court, Team Syntegrity, Dialogue, Science Shops, Consensus Conferences
and Lay Peoples Panel. The report describes each one of the processes and
procedures and map them in the following dimensions:

1) Potential to provide transparency: capacity to evaluate facts, values and
authenticity and stretching capacity.
2) Extent of public involvement; if the procedures are interactive with the public, if
they allow the public to set the agenda.
3) How "the public" is represented, e.g. with individual stakeholders, open to all, or
with political decision-makers.
4) The role in the decision-making process: purely informative, advisory or part of
formal decision-making
5) Consensus building or adversarial in character

Following the same line of approach, there can be other sets of criteria. Renn et.al.
[25] map procedures in the two dimensions of intensity of conflict and degree of
complexity and Beierle et. al. 261 use five social goals. Research to understand the
pros and cons for different participative processes in different situations and using
different criteria similar to these projects 24, 25, 26] should be of particular
importance for the further development of tools for enhancing democratic goals.

7. The role of media

To a large extent, the experts-agenda paradigm also sets the agenda for media
coverage of risk issues. Clearly, it is one of the roles of media to cover the
development in the scientific/technocratic sphere. Maybe even more important
though, is the high priority media give to competing claims of scientific evidence
promoted by different political and scientific actors. It is the responsibility of media
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to report when such opposing evidence occurs. But it also contributes to
fragmentation when the competing conclusions become the most important reference
points for media reporting in crucial issues. And, since in most cases neither
journalists nor their audience have scientific and technical competence, it is relatively
easy for actors and lobbyists to impact the expert driven agenda in public debate.
They can use mass media as a means to influence members of the public as well as
public opinion and thereby political decisions.

However, media are not only part of our problem, but also a necessary part of new
and better procedures. Journalists themselves and political scientists emphaize the
critical function of mass media to challenge and supervise the elites and defend the
interest of the individual. Mass media is expected to form an arena for public
discourse.

Transparency for the general public can never be achieved without access to mass
media. The RISCOM model demands "transparency channels" for its application. It
is doubtful that academics in natural and social sciences can provide such channels.
In fact media and journalism must play a role, since without them public awareness
can hardly be improved in modem society. This means that we need to find new
working fon-nats for interaction between scientific and journalistic skills.

8. A new paradigm - new organizational structures

We have since the second world war developed societal decision-making according
to the experts-agenda paradigm. Kuhn 28] has described how the need for a new
paradigm emerges in science and the way a shift in paradigm takes place. He also
describes similarities with how political and social changes take place. Following a
paradigm means strong framing of current practice. With time, signs ("anomalies")
emerge that question that the paradigm is workable. Decision-making in risk related
issues with the experts-agenda paradigm shows such signs:

• the politicians are supposed to guard the interest of their voters, but are in
the hands of experts, and are exposed to pressure from lobby groups who
can use the overflow of information for fragmentation and have little time to
extend their views.

• the experts are supposed to be objective but they are captured in their own
framing. They also have strong positions and may therefore have a vested
interest in keeping things as they are.

• the public is supposed to be well informed, but is overloaded with
information, and have a limited space for quality review. The internet does
not solve the problem but rather adds to the information overflow.
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the media are supposed to be the power reviewers, but have to act in the
information market, are subject to lobbying and have limited resources for
in-depth analysis.

One reaction to a crisis for the prevailing paradigm is numerous modifications of
practices in order to eliminate any apparent conflict. The participative processes now
emerging can be seen as such modifications within the experts-agenda paradigm. One
reason is that the value-laden issues are only dealt with implicitly in many cases -
another is that the majority of the participative processes are only advisory to
decision-makers.

A special modification of decision-making is the emergence of "second order
experts". We now involve ethical experts and moral philosophers more in the
decision processes. For example, ethical groups give recommendations on nuclear
waste management. Biotechnological companies employ philosophers who give them
advice on which techniques and applications may be accepted in society. These new
groups of expertise should be increasingly involved, since their aspects have been so
much neglected. But their role would be to help in making the value-laden aspects
visible and transparent rather than to be involved in the political decision-making
itself. There are basic ethical values shared by society at large. Often though, there
may be conflicts between them or they can not give the desired practical guidelines.
In such cases the solution is a matter of political decision.

Sooner or later a new paradigm takes over if the crisis can not be solved otherwise. In
our case this may lead to new forms of interaction between decision-makers, experts,
the "public" and the media. We may be catalysts for this transformation by designing
new transparency channels and by being proactive in the way we deal with decisions
on complex risk issues.

9. Conclusions

From the above the following conclusion can be drawn:

I We must have a multi-perspective starting point. Participants in
participative processes should represent a broad spectrum of views. People
must hear each other out to achieve common understanding that there are a
variety of legitimate perspectives to consider.

2. The RISCOM model has been shown both innovative and workable in the
nuclear waste area. We should extend its application to other areas,
biotechnology being one primary candidate.

3. Experiences from participative and deliberative processes should be
evaluated using the RISCOM model and other criteria - this may open a
newfrumeworkfor research.
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4. The arenas for public discourse (transparency channels) must be impartial -
intellectually neutral as to ideology and politically neutral to party. All
viewpoints must be given opportunities to participate.

5. Without access to the mass media, public discourse is impossible in
modern society. Finding new ways to achieve this in collaboration between
journalists and scientific experts may be one of the most critical issues in
developing new transparency channels.

Finally, in practising all this we should have in mind the coming shift from the
experts-agenda paradigm to the values-first paradigm, being prepared to catalyst the
change.
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