Sreomer mnad Puiric Pelicy, volwne 26, namber 3, Jizne 1999, pages 163170, Beech Tree Publishini, 10 Watfond Close, Guildinnd, Surey GLI 2EF, Enalond

Public sphere

Scientific expertise and policy-making: the
intermediary role of the public sphere

Arthur Edwards

The public sphere is a commaon place in which
members of society meet to discuss matters of
mutual interest. It is as tempting to scientists as
a jar of honey is to bees. This is an important
role for scientists. To be accountable for possi-
ble implications of research must not be the
exception: it should be part of the standard
repertoire according to which democratic con-
trol is maintained in the public sphere.
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to picture the relationships between scientific

expertise, public policy-making and the pub-
lic.! Withregard to the relationship between scientific
expertise and policy-making, the decisiomist model
does not take mto account that most problems for
which policy-makers appeal to the sciences are con-
tested normatively and that scientists do not refrain
from taking stands on these issues. The technocratic
model disregards the empirical uncertainty that re-
sults from competing theoretical perspectives and
disciphnary approaches. Scientific claims are socially
constructed and the state of affairs resulting from this
is essentially pluralistic.

Apart from these shortcomings, both models treat
the role of the public and of public debate in a way
that falls short of the democratic self-understanding
of late-modemn socicties. In the decisionist model, the
role of the public 15 confined to the legitimation of
policy decisions by periodic ¢lections of the political
leaders: in the technocratic moedel, even the choce
hetween different teams of leaders and their respective
platforms is stripped of any substantive importance.
In short, both the deeisionist and the technocralic
model are empirically and normatively lacking,

Habermas's' pragmatic model provides a better
starting-point, because 1l assumes an interaction be-
tween scientific experts and policy-makers, in which
various points of view can be exchanged, as well as
an important intermediary role of the public (Haber-
mas, 1971}

T HEREISNOADEQUATE MODEL available

a) the ideological basis of political power is seen as
being accessible for crtical arguments from
sciemee;
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b) the development of knowledge and technolopgy 15
seen as being influenced by articulations of need
resulting from political lines of argument;

c) the communication between scientific experts
and policy-makers 15 guided by the “social inter-
ests’ and ‘value orientations’ of the lifeworld, and
15, therefore, grounded on the communication
between ordinary citizens. This communication
between cilizens is nstitutionalised in the form
of public discussions taking place within the
‘public sphere”. The public sphere encompasses
all those Torums or “spaces’ that are freely acces-
sible for communication about public matters
[see below),

We might say that the pragmatic model assumes a
critical role of science in policy-making and leans
towards a responsiveness-oriented role of politics in
soience. This process of reciprocal guidance of pol-
icy-making and science is rooted in the discourse of
an aclive citizenry,

However, the pragmatic model is also unsatisfac-
tory. To start with empirical objections, public com-
mumeation and the interaction between experts and
policy-makers are treated in a rather idealistic way,
which does not take sufficient account either of
the commercial mechanisms and other such factors
steering the media, or of the strategic behaviour of
policy-makers and scientists. From the knowledge-
utibisation literature, 11 15 well-known that both the
appeal of poliey-makers to science and their uses of
scientific expertise are often tactically motivated and
dependent on a variety of factors that bear on the
‘political attention” an 1ssue receives (Weiss, 1977).
Amaong these factors are public opinion and the me-
dia. Moreover, the orientation of scientists to public
opinion 15 tsell not without strategic overtones,

With respect to considerations of normative demo-
cratic theory, the pragmatic model provides for an
active role 1o be played by the public, but this role is
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Figure 1. Intermediary role of public sphere according to
decisionist model
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Figure 2. Public sphere as an intermediary structura
between scientific expertise and policy-making

played out, as it were, in the background. The public
does not participate directly in the interaction between
scientists and policy-makers.

For empirical as well as normative reasons, any
model of the relationships between scientific exper-
tise and public policy-making has to take account af
the intermediary role ol public opinion, the media and
other institutions that constitute the public sphere,
Figure 1 gives a representation of these relationships
according (o the decisionist model, in which the pub-
lic sphere fulfils the classical intermediary functions
of (informal) democratic control and agenda-setling
in the relahonship between citizenry and politicians,
It does not intervene in the relationship between sei-
entific expertise and policy-making.

In Figure 2, the public sphere is depicted as an
intermediary structure between scientific expertise
and policy-making. In both figures, the dotted line
stands for the formal democratic control on policy-
making vig the electoral process:

I surmise that the model in Figure 2 15 gaining
ground within the self~understanding of policy-
makers in public organisations. This would mean that
they tend to abandon a decisionist conception of the
relationship between scientific expertise and policy-
making and look on scientific advice-giving more and
more as a way to conduct public discussions.

If this 15 so, it might be a partial explanation of the
apparent paradox that, although the sciences have lost
their authority based on reliable knowledge and unan-
imous expertise, this has not led policy-makers to
reduce their appeal to scientific advice-giving {Wein-
gart, 1999), Decisionism has given way to “political’
or ‘tactical’, ‘interactive’ or ‘dialogical’ models of
science utilisation. In all these models 1t 15 assumed
that the potential impact of scientific msights on the
opinion of relevant sections of the public is at least
anticipated or also used instrumentally by policy-
makers.

Taking Figure 2 as a starting point, | wanl to
propose m this article a theoretical perspective 1o
examine these relationships. [ suggest that this per-
spective should be dualistic. On the one hand, as the
normative kemel of the concept of the public sphere,
it should incorporate the notion of the ideal speech
situation thal underpins the pragmatic mode! {Haber-
mas, 1971, page 75). On the other hand, it has to
enable us to account [or the strategic behaviour of
setentists and policy-makers and the ‘'mediatisation’
of public opinion,
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In the public sphere people
communicate about public matters: it
occupies an autonomous position
vis-@-vis state and economy and in
liberal democracies it provides
democratic control, agenda-setting,
co-ordination and societal learning

Mext, I will develop the concept of the public
sphere. [ distinguish between three institutional cate-
gories within the public sphere, viz: the media; social
movements; and participatory forums or discursive
arrangements between experts, citizens and policy-
makers. I sugpest that these institutions can be exam-
ined fruitfully by the dualistic perspective in terms of
‘system’ and ‘lifeworld’, as proposed by Habermas.

Then | 1llustrate and expand my query by examin-
ing two divergent views on the role of the media in
science- and technology-related public controversies.
Finally, I show how the opposition of these views can
be clarified by using Habermas's concepts. We focus
on the three institutional categories of the public
sphere.

Public sphere

The concept of the public sphere refers to a realm of
social life in which people communicate about public
matters and that occupies an aulonomous position
vis-d-vixs the state and the economy. T follow Taylor's
definition of the public sphere as the common spaces
in which the members of society meet (through a
variety of media or face-to-face encounters) to discuss
matters of common interest (Taylor, 1995, page 295},
In hiberal democracies, the public sphere fulfils vari-
pus important functions;

o democratic control: in addition to the formal con-
trol mechamism of periodic elections, it provides
the citizens with an informal means of control on
the exercise of (political ) power;

e agenda-setting: it provides a channel for the articu-
lation of problems felt in the sphere of private life
and for their inclusion in the public and political
agenda;

» co-ordination: it fulfils a co-ordinating function n
the context of strategic interaction between politi-
cal and societal actors by providing information
about their problem definitions, their views of
permitted solutions and the like;

» societal learning: the permanent public discussions
contribute to socictal learning processes.

The decisiomist conception of the relationship be-
tween science and policy-making incorporates the
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classical functions of democratic control and agenda-
setting. In Figure 1 we can project both functions
without having to take into account the relationship
between scientists and the public sphere. By including
that relationship (Figure 2), we acknowledge that
scientists are playing an important role in agenda-
setting, that they resort to media attention in further-
ing their normative stands on issues as well as their
strategic aims, and that scientific advice-giving has
an educational potential for society, if mediated by
public discussion,

The functions of the public sphere are fulfilled by
various institutions, of which I distinguish three cat-
epones. In addition to the media, 1 include social
movements and discursive arrangements. Social
movements adopt *dual politics’, in the sense that they
pursue their own substantive political goals (and seck
to gain public attention for them via the media), and
at the same time create autonomous public spaces for
communication (Habermas, 1992z, page 447).

Discursive arrangements are set up specitically tor
public deliberation. Their inclusion as an institutional
category within the public sphere 1s only warranted in
50 far as they are open to the participation of citizens
and when there 1s mstitutional room for them to co-
determine the agenda,

The functioning of these institutions can be exam-
ined in terms of two basic concepts within Haber-
mas’s theory of communicative action, namely
‘system’ and ‘lifeworld’. In the first instance, these
two concepts can be scen as referring to societal
domains governed by different mechanisms of mte-
gration, The lifeworld encompasses those realms of
society that are reproduced by social rules governing
face-to-face communication, traditions, cultural
norms, salidarty and so on.

The system refers to those realms of society that
are ruled by ‘steering media’, which means that co-
ordination between actions takes place by means of
money and power, independent of the intentions of
actors (Habermas, 1981). In this approach, the public
sphere can be seen as the public component of the
lifeworld. Figure 3 places the public sphere within
this framework.

This representation has some theoretical value, in
so far as it gives an ideal-typical characterisation of
the public sphere, as a domain in which interaction 15

PUBLIC DOBMAIN | PRIVATE DOMAIN

LIFEWORLD | Public-sphare Goateals of frivate

[ile ifamily, frands|

SYSTEM | State Ecanarny

Figure 3. Framework for positioning public sphere

Source:  Adapted from Peters (1953)
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governed by argumentation rules and not by monetary
and power mechanisms. T will use *system” (or ‘sub-
systems’) and ‘lifeworld’ as provisional terms to de-
note societal domains,

However, this model is somewhat misleading as an
imstrumient for empirical research. The discussion
about these Habermasian concepts suggests that the
lifeworld/system distinction can be used more
fruitfully as an analytical tool than as a conceptuali-
sation of conerele mstitutional domains such as the
burcaucracy, the sciences and the mass media? As
analytical tools, these concepts stand for different
mechanisms for social integration. In principle, every
domam of interaction can be looked at in both ways.

For example, by using both a lifewaorld perspective
and a systems perspective, the mass media can be
studied as ambiguous institutions that have, as Haber-
mas (1962, page 233) puts it, “the Janusface of
enlightenment and control; of information and adver-
tising; of pedagogy and manipulation™ [translated].
Using a lifeworld perspective, we try to observe the
normative ideas and social rules that are shared by
actors in their daily praxis. Using a systems perspec-
uve, we look at the chains of unintended effects by
which soeial systems are reproduced.

I will use Luhmann’s (1988) concept of ‘reso-
hance’ to denote the way in which siluations and
changes in the environment can bring about reactions
within systems. Luhmann emphasises that systems
can only react to events in the environment in a way
that 15 consonant with their own logic or frame of
reference.

Role of the media in public controversies

In the literature, different viewpoints are taken as to
the *ratronal’ character of conduet in public contra-
versies, particularly on the role of the media. On one
hand, one can adopt the normative conception of the
public sphere as a realm of rational discourse. In his
aceount of the role of the mass media in controversies
about acid rain and whaling regulation in Norway,
Roll-Hansen (1994) shows how the media contrib-
uted to a biased public opinion on these ssues and
how this bias atfected political decision-making. Ac-
cording 1o Roll-Hansen, “a common interest in truth
15 an underlying premise n the standard treatments of
the relationship between science and the mass me-
dia”. However, he concludes that the commercial
competitive regime of modem mass media seems to
bein conflict with the conditions for a rational debate.

[n a discussion of science- and technology-related
public controversies, Rip (1987) follows another tack.
He presents a rhetoncal perspective in which interests
and strategic action play an integral role alongside
rational argument. In this perspective “not truth, but
impact 15 what counts” (page 325). Public controver-
sies are vital for societal learning processes, but, to
stimulate these, simple notions about *consensus’ and
‘dominance-free debates’ have to be abandoned, and,
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tnstead, there 15 a need to “work with, and through the
stratepizing of actors” {page 262). Within this ap-
preach, the role of the media can also be seen in a
somewhal different light (page 364);

“Media reporting of controversial issues may
act as a flywheel ... But it has also a mediating
function, in the sense that it creates an arena and
mntroduces requirements of (some) eredibility”,

Empirically, these two authors make the same obser-
vations. However, Rall-Hansen refers lo a normative
idea of the task of the media, namely “enlighten-
ment”, The contrast between empirical observations
and normative ideal seems 1o lead to an impasse. This
has to be taken all the more seriously when we can-
sider that ‘enlightenment” is not only an underlying
premise in what Roll-Hansen calls the “standard treat-
ment” of the task of the media and the seiences, but
an integral clement of the western democratic
tradibion.

Rip's rhetorical approach seems to be able to cope
better with the reality of strategic interaction. Also,
he suggests that at least some functions of the public
sphere that refer to normative democratic theory (as
socictal learning) can be fulfilled by mass media that
are ortenied lowards ' impact’ instead of “truth”. How-
ever, he may underestimate the degree to which a
normative argumentative conception of the public
sphere, which he denounces, has empinical reference.
For example, a challenge for empirical research as
well as for institutional design would be to discover
the ‘room’ for discursive arrangements between pal-
icy-makers, scienlific experts and citizens as demo-
cratic intermediary institutions. | take up this question
later.

Dualistic approach to the media

Previously, | referred to Peters' (1993) charac-
terisation of the media as “ambiguous institutions™.
In a lifeworld perspective, the media appear as an
intermediary that condenses the more or less sponta-
neous communications taking place in the networks
of daily life: in this way the media contribute to the
shaping ol ‘communicative power’ of citizens vis-a-
vis the political system. According to Habermas, this

In a lifeworld perspective, the media
appear as an intermediary
condensing the spontaneous
communications taking place in the
networks of daily life: in a systems
perspective, the media appear to be
steered by commercial mechanisms
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agenda-setting function of the public sphere becomes
particularly manifest i circumstances in which a
crisis situation 1s perceived in the lifeworld (Haber-
mias, 1992a). In these cases, public initiatives external
to the political system and the government ofien
succeed in taking the mitiative, successfully appeal-
ing 1o the available critical self-understanding of
journalists, and reaching the political agenda.

In a systems perspective, the media appear to be
stecred by commercial mechanisms. Societal actors
try to make use of ‘media power' 10 enlarge their
economic or political market share. The agenda-
setting function of the media can be ¢ffective when
communicative power gains resonance in the political
system, thanks to the anticipation of political actors
concermng possible gains or losses mn therr electoral
market share. For politicians, the media fulfil an
essential co-ordination function.

There are two directions for empirical research
along these lines. In the first place, from a lifeworld
perspective, the normative conceptions and social
rules that underlie the self~understanding and daily
work of journalists have to be examined. The promi-
nent ‘theory of the social responsibility of the press’,
as 1t was formulated by the American Commission on
Freedom of the Press (1947) can be seen as a practical
translation of the normative conception of the public
gphere in that period:

“1 a truthful, comprehensive, and intelligent
account of the day’s events m a context
which gives them meaning;

a forum for the exchange of comment and
criticism,

1 a representative picture of the constituent
groups in sociely

the presentation and clarification of the
goals and values of the society,

5 [ull access to the day’s intelligence.”

(35

e

One research question 1s whether and how these ideas
are effective n practice. In so far as these ideas are in
fact effective, such a self-understanding can function
as a counter-steering mechanism within the commer-
cial environment of the journalists” practice. Research
by Snijders (1994) has established that Duteh news-
paper editors employ certain rules of conduct that are
also the subject of reflection and discussion.

As a commercially operating system, the media
function according to specific selection rules regard-

ing the ‘news value’ of events. The selection rules of

the media are, of course, bias-producing. They con-
tribute to a-state of affairs in which surprising events,
disasters, threats and the like have much news value,
and complex and ambiguous matters are simplified,
wrongly understood or ignored (Ruhrmann, 1994).
Therefore, another research question is how these
attention tules interact with the rules of the social
responsibility of the press.

A second research theme is the resonance that
media attention can bring about on the political
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svstem (and other societal subsysiems), for example
by creating a more problem-conscious environment.
The accounts of Roll-Hansen (1994) and Roqueplo
(1995) on the acid rain issue 1n Norway and Germany
are illustrations of how the media in their onentation
on news value can act as powerful multipliers of
public concern, “which forced the government to
make a number of rapid decisions™ (Rogueplo, 1995),

Social movements

The public sphere overlaps with the civil society, the
realm of associations, public initiatives by citizens
and social movements. Habermas envisages a model
of the protection of the hifeworld by new social move-
ments exercising indirect influence on the system
(Habermas, 1985, page 423). Accordmg to this
maodel, the actions of social movements work as sum-
uli for the socictal subsystems to enhance their
capability for self-reflection, or, in other words, their
sensitivity to reactions of the social enviranment.
This would be conceptualised by Luhmann as
“resonance”!

The optimal strategy for the new social movements
would consist of engaging in “horder confhets’, with-
out actually crossing the borders of the subsystems,
Habermas speaks of “mnovative combinations of
power and intelligent self-limitation”, Without a pro-
gramme of self-limitation, the goals of the social
movements would lose touch with the orientations of
their members and become dependent on imperatives
of organisational self-maintenance within a media-
steered environment,

How do social movements behave in these “horder
conflicts’ and what can be said about their impact!?

In their research de Bruyn ef af (1995) coneluded
that social movements have a stramned relationship
with democracy. At times, they break the most ele-
mentary rules of rational debate, but, eventually, this
can contribute to the overall quality of public discus-
sion by opening up the agenda [or new 1ssues and
problem defimtions. The movements were quite
successful in terms of public agenda setting, but
much less so in terms of influence on actual decision-
making.

When using a lifeworld perspective, we can ob-
serve that social movements act both communica-
tively and strategically in order to mobilise the public,
to articulate problems and issues and to influence the
public and political agenda. When using a systems
perspective, we can observe that social movements
sometimes cross the boundaries of the systems they
encounter and adapt their behaviour to the logic of the
mterorganisational play of power.

For example, in his research on discourse coali-
tions in the British acid-rain controversy, Hajer
(1993} established that the ecomodermst caalition (in
which environmentalist associations participated),
instead of persisting to put the acid-rain issue mto
the context of the structural problems of modem
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industrial society, resorted to a reformist arpumenta-
tive strategy. They tried “to beat the traditional prag-
matists at their own game by employing utilitarian
and scientific arguments” (Hajer, 1993, page 68).
Hajer observed that, whereas the ecomodernists
adapted to reformist argumentation, the traditional
pragmatists adopted many ecomodemnist concepls,
withou! changing their policy practices of course.
The net effect of this game was that the controversy
was resolved by a technical ‘end-of-pipe’ solution.
The ceomodermsts fmled to impose their frame on the
acid-rain debate or translorm existing policy practice.
However, Hajer suggests that the ecomodernist ¢on-
cepls that were accepted by the British government
might prove to be Trojan horses. He points to pres-
sures from the international political environment
{treaties on the environment, the European Union) in
which these concepts gained a certain footheld.

Discursive arrangements

Sewveral authors have taken up the idea of a discursive
or dehiberative democracy, a political arder in which
the einzens “share a commitment to the resolution of
problems of collective choice through public reason-
ing, and regard their basic institutions as legitimate in
s0 [ur as they establish the framework for free public
deliberation™ (Cahen, 1989, page 21). Dryzek envis-
apges “discursive designs” that are located in, and help
constitute, s he puts it, "a public space within which
citizens associate and confront the state” (Dryzek,
1990). As examples of incipient discursive designs he
mentions environmental mediation and regulatory ne-
gotiation invelving face-to-face negotiation among
the parties interested in a regulation,

Among others, Fischer (1993) has argued for a
participatory policy analysis, in which co-operative
relationships between scientists and citizens can de-
velop, and the role of experts s reconceptualised as
tacilitating public learning and empowerment, Bech-
mann { 1993) distinguishes the participative mode] of
technology assessment (TA) besides the instrumental
and the élitst models, According to Bechmann, TA
has not only the function to organise knowledge on
the possible impacts of technological innovations, but
also to stimulate and make more rational society's
discourse on technologieal development,

As | see i, both Fischer and Bechmann firmly base
participative policy analysis and TA on the narmative
model of the public sphere. In addition, Bechmann
sees participative TA as a step towards a “more force-
ful integration” of the public into decision-making in
technology policy (Bechmann, 1993, page 15). He
[ormulates some guiding principles on how to con-
duct parbeipative TA, one of which holds that “the
public has authority to make decisions or codetermine
politics in collaboration with government officials”
(page 15).

Bechmann thematises here the question of how
participative T'A 15 to be located between the lifeworld

| i

A legal framework should be created
which institutionalises technology
assessment as autonomous
arrangements for discussion between
citizens, scientists and policy-makers,
and governs its relationship with the
political system

(the discourse of the public) and the political system
(decision-making). Hennen takes up this discussion
n his article on TA discourses (Hennen, 1995). He
endorses the point of view that TA discourses must
intermediate (my italics) between open public dis-
course on technology and political decision-making:

“However, TA is only able to perform its
function as “intermediary system’ to the extent
that it i3 neither a replacement for public
cantroversies nor a substitute for parliamentary
decision making” {page 108).

In this way, a fundamental design question 15 formu-
lated that reminds vus of Habermas™ formula about
social movements of “the imnovative combination of
power and intelligent self-limitation”™. According to
the normative conception of the public sphere, TA
processes should be structured i such a way that they
remain open to all kinds of demands and points of
view arficulated insocietal debates. This would imply
that TA processes remain relatively independent of
decision-making in the political and administrative
subsystems.

However, the same intermediary function implies
that TA processes contribute to a certain selection and
mtegration of these demands and points of view, and
that they exert a certain influence on political dec-
stons. In this context, [ think it 1s important to differ-
entiate between participation in decision-making and
exerting influence on it, The combination of an open
public discourse and decision-making in one arrange-
ment may overburden it and blur political responsi-
bilities, As Habermas puts it: “Discourses do not
govern. They generate a communicative power that
cannot take the place of administration but can only
influence it” (Habermas, 1992a, page 447).

Therefore, | follow Hennen's suggestion that a
legal framework should be created which institution-
alises TA as autonomous arrangements for discussion
between citizens, scientists and policy-makers, and
governs its relationship with the political system. |
add to this that ‘discussion’ ean include the co-
production of proposals for political decision-making.
In this way, the management of boundanes between
scientific expertise, public sphere and policy-making
— “boundary work" as it 15 discussed by Jasanoff
{19904 — can be given an institutional form.
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Still, we have to address the question of how (for-
mal) TA processes, their design and institutionalisa-
tion relate to the reality of strategic co-ordination in
those ficlds in which many of the actors who are
expected to participate in TA discourse, operate, The
economy and public administration as well as the
fields of expertise are, at least partially, steered by
monetary and power mechanisms.

At this point, Rip's observation should be noted
“that 1l 15 not realistic to expect the partics n
controversial issue to stop thewr strategizing, sit down
together for a herrschaftsfreie Diskussion .., and
reinsert the resulls into the struggle so that 1t will be
resolved” (Rip, 1987, page 362). Both the stimulus
for actors to participate and the impact of TA pro-
cesses are dependent on certain conditions that have
to be created in their design and institutionabisation,

Sclove (1994) has indicated that the Danish con-
sensus conferences have created a more critical envi-
ronment for Danish corporations. The corporations
seem to have benefited from this because the partici-
patory approach enabled them to anticipate better any
possible negative reactions from the public and so to
improve their products at an early phase. Here we see
apain the co-ordination function of the public sphere
at work.

This observation suggests that the impact of TA
processes 1s not only dependent on [ormal provisions
regarding the use of their results in decision-making.
Taking a systems perspective, we see that TA pro-
cesses can have a resonance of their own in the
operations of the subsystems. This impact of TA
processes will be dependent to a great extent on
credibility factors, as perceived by those actors that
‘represent’ the societal subsystems (Fixdal, 1997).

Conclusion

Any model of the relationship between scientific ex-
pertise and public policy-making should include the
public sphere, that is, those common spaces in which
citizens meet to discuss public matters, By including
the intermediary role of the public sphere in this
relationship, we acknowledge that scientists partici-
pate i public agenda-setting and make use of media
attention in furthenng their normative stands on 1s-
sues as well 25 their own strategic anns.

We can also account for the public learning poten-
tial of scientific advice-giving, if mediated by public
discussion, Furthermore, we assume that the potential
impact of scientific insights on the opinion of the
relevant public 1s anticipated or used instrumentally
by palicy-makers. In normative terms, the concept of
the public sphere refers to demoeratic values, namely
public accountability and active citizenship.

| surrmise that this conception of the public sphere
15 also gaming ground in the practice of public pol-
icy-making, This might be a partial explanation of the
apparent paradox that, although the sciences have lost
their authority based on reliable knowledge and
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unanimous expertise, this has not lead policy-makers
to reduce their appeal to scientifie advice-giving,

The public sphere tulfils four important functions
in society: democratic control, agenda-setting; co-
ordination; and societal learning. I distinguish three
institutional categories within the public sphere: the
media; social movements; and discursive arrange-
ments between experts, citizens and policy-makers,
By using Habermas' dualistic theory of hifeworld and
system, [ have tried to show how the functions of the
public sphere can be fulfilled by these institutions.

On the ane hand, these functions may be fulfilled,
more or less directly, by the rule-following action of
journalists, social movements and participants 1n par-
ticipative TA or policy analysis. On the other hand,
this action may bring about indirect and unintentional
effects (‘resonance’) in the political system or other
socictal subsystems. With regard to action strategics
and institutional design, Habermas’s theory under-
lines the importance of a careful management of
boundaries between the spheres of scientific
expertise, public discussion and decision-making on
policies,

Notes

1. ‘Paolicy-making' is here understood 1o mean the process of
farmulating a8 plan for courses of aclion by a government
‘Policy-makers” are the professionals who wark within govern-
mental apencles and are involved in policy-making. 'Soentific
experise’ is in this context the sciontific advice-giving by
knowledge nstilutions cutside governmental agences,

2, Sea, for example, MoCarthy (1991, pages 152-180). This is
also acknowledped by Peters (1953).
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