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Modern scientific and technological issues require an enlargement of democratic
practices:

In modern societies, top down modes of decision by policy makers in the realm of scientific and
technological issues (even though based on debates at the parliamenarieves and less easily
accepted by the population. It is not that citizens do not give credence to their scientists performing
laboratory research or testifying as experts, but because they feel more and more affected in their daily
life by science basktechnological developmeritss o met i mes with | ong term co
long-established democracies, people do not feel that they have ownefisbgmtrol over, or even

much influenceon the technologies that are exploited by their governmentis bgncommercial
enter pr i p 825 dhey WAt Beir voice to be heard. The informed consent of the public is
thus increasingly needed and sought to select and implement the correct-samgatesolutions.
Accordingly, the organization of the digjue between science and society is of vital importance to
policy-makers.

This dialogue between science and society at laage until recently, largely been based on the
Adeficit model o, in which the publ iandingaefshe per cei
methods and results of science. In this model, public acceptancediviomlecisions regarding key

issues (such as climate change, genetic engineering, nuclear waste management, etc.) depends on one
way communication and education. Thed®bhas, however, shown its limits, as the connections
between the science world and the various stakeholders become more and more intricate: Education,
Industry, Culture, Media, Policy makers, Interaald External Defence.What appears increasingly

requred is a true bdirectional dialogue, going beyond traditional science education or simply
securing the unquestioning acceptance by citizens of scientificditiated truths

But government and institutions can go beyond simply responding to the@sblicr e gieg st s .
should anticipate them; in fact, create the public with which they can dialdgggu bl i cs ar e n
simply there, and just in need of being invited to participate, but are constructed and performed
through the very process of involvihgh em i n one way,pS8). anot her o (TEKSE

The goal of the present workshop is to bring together policymakers, science advisers and
representativeof research institutions, to exchange and evaluate the experiences gained in various
countries, to open pgpectives on the ways and means to modernize science governance practices.
The reflection will contribute, it is hoped, to bring togetherscience policy makers and the public in
general and to improve the demdi@rarocess But at the same time thefould ensure that excessive
pressure from lobbies or interest groups does not distort the debatkd.the participative
consultations develop without rules would be to surrender to the logic of power, and to exclude the
weakest.

The workshop discugms will be the basis for the drafting of a poHeyel report for the Global
Science Forum.



Rationale, objectives, participants of a dialogue with society on scientific issues

Preliminary remarks

Objectives: What is researched is an enlargement efdbbate along two dimensionghe first is to

extend the source of knowledge to include kdww and questions of the society outside the
laboratories. The second is the recognition, for every new technology that is developed, of the
emergence of new gups of stakeholders (neighbors, patients, et®@}.us give here just one example

of the need to extend the sources of knowledge: the debate about nuclear waste repositories in France.
The winegrowers of southern France opposed the idea that the iofdlge atom might be linked in
whatever way to the wine that they are producing and exportivgn if the deeply buried nuclear

wastes are absolutely safe, they claimed, no one can impede foreign consumers from making the link
between the localisationf awineyards and the proximity of a nuclear waste sifetEven i f t he
suspicious foreigners did not think of it by themselves, malicious competitors would give them this

i dea at om202..The factAhltlexperts may attest that vineyards inrabtonditions are
submitted to natural radiation mugheaterthan any possible contamination from the nuclear waste

will not change the wingrowers minds.These differencei attitude help to understand that, despite

the expeids advice in favour ofleep burying of nuclear wastes, the population favours methods such

as storage at low depths, because of its reversible character.

Context: a) The practice of participative consultations is much more rooted itratigion of
northern European countri¢direct democracy) than in the Mediterranean countries, more used to a
representative delegation for decisiofiiis hasa strong impact on the feasibility and succeswiole
consultations depending on ttaggetedpublic.

b) Organizers should have anuse knowledge of the differérmentdities of their interlocutors.
AfiPopper used to insist on the necessary ascetici
of introducing conjectures, and not promoted by a will of knowledgpetraining the scientist takes

his distances f r,pm45t Ahe nongpecialized public (e@ctd ito proposals or

reports on technological advances in a much nammetional way than the circles of rationalist

science specialists, @olitical decisim-makers In particular, the particular emotional conditions of

the risk assessmeniy the public, depending on their own secure or insecure environment, should be
taken into consideration.

c¢) It has often been emphasized that it is advisable to orgmizéebates as much at @apstream

stage (when the technology is stillita infancy, and the research programs and technological choices
are not yet frozen (for instance, the numerous participative processes orgarmizgubtechnologies).

Yet this hago be balanced with the fact that the public is ready to engage itself only in asitfar
feels personally concernedt seems that such upstream engagement should be matched with a more
selective panel of participants.

d) There are arguments that gowvments, even while actively fostering the dialogue between the
various stakeholders and the citizens, are more efficient when delegating the organization of debates
rather than directly organizing consultatiorfie Royal Society ithe UnitedKingdomor NAS in the

United States, Technological Assessment Boardsvdrious countries or provinces (Norway
Denmar k, FIl ander sé) Thee Fseobh aex be6renele ge e of
| 6 Envi r® nine maexample (seke asert B. 19)

e) Geneal NGOs such as AAAS in thénited States or Euroscience in Eurdpeve beguno take part

in, or occasionallyto organize public debates.At AAAS half-day events at the occasion of annual
meetings are organized on such subjects as climate change, Gtd@scells, evolutionismersus
creationism, etc., but we are clearly at the beginning of this action that should be developed in these



institutions. In the United StateBAmerica Spealis organizing participative debate$here exists
an equivalent aociation in Canada.

Participants: There are many variant methods but two major generic options for the selection of
participantsI n some events, one selects a group of Ana
large in its diversity and geraly not having madelp their minds about the subjeict question A

preliminary phase of education of the panel to the relevant S&T and its context (uncertainties and/or
risks) is then necessary before the event itselh other events, the selectios iimited to
representatives of the various groups of stakeholders (TEKSS 59).

Dealing with committed NGOs: For most interviewees in this study, the role of engaged
associations, which, typically, a@pposedto the proposed solution, is important buffidult to
manage. Two (not exclusive) solutions can be envisaged: to edict very strict rules for the type (ex:
advance written notification) and time of contributions, and also to dispose of very competent and
authoritarian moderatorsOthers prefer texclude from the beginning participations of such NGO
militants, reserving the participation to individuals without popularized engageméMes. must
recognize that with the multiplication of debates about environment, health or food safety, NGOs
became m@ and more present on the stage (Abli121). Soon they understand that in order to
change the research agendas, theye toirrupt onto the stagandtake a seat at the table of experts
(evenwhen t hey ihvded)endédt been

Scientific and Medical Ingutionsi although usually benefiting from theimusually fear the lobbying

power of patient associations that may, in their opinion, bias their research agé€hddlse other

hand, the rise and participation of patient associations is one of the tmikiag sexamples of the

evolution of the stakeholddandscape. For example, the creation in France of AFRs$ociation

Francaise des Myopathieghanged the situation great deal Not only did it shed light onto the

patients and their families, butdbntributed tanovingthe research agendisdiseases that were both

rare and Aorphanso, |l eading for instance to the
(AMI, p.106). Patient associations also debated whether to modify the standarddappratedure

for testing new medications (the double blind test procedure) (ANB7).

Methodology: organising and conducting a dialogue

Preliminary remarks

There already exisia large reservoir of experiences ofdiectional dialogues, using adé variety

of methods, ranging from consensus conferences to experts panel conferences, mobdizing
unprepared public at large, selectedgsisubmitted to an instruction process, or sekkganels of
experts (insert 1, p16). Depending on the detad method, such consultations are aimed at issuing
simple advisory conclusions, up to mandatory reports to executive instances or to parliamentary
debates. These varied methods form in factcantinuum of tools that can be tailored to the
circumstancesf the consultation.

Subjects coveredfor a partial list of issues, let us mention: GMOs, BSE (mad cow disease), nuclear
wastes, depleted uranium arms, cellular phones, nanotechnology, reprocessing of household wastes,
asbestos, tobacco, genetic diseasancer, Alzheimér slisease, stem cells, clineathange, fishing

quotas, brain sciences (tfimeeting of mindginitiative of the Baudouin foundation), transportation,
evolutionismversuscreationism, the future of water resources, the future of foodysugip.. Every

day the list becomes longer.

The various methods presented here have each their own advantages according to the subject at stake,
depending in particulaon the upstream/downstream situation of the subject, its technical/societal
content;the risk/uncertainties balance attached to it, the need to enlarge the research program beyond
the laboratories, and the need to foster the constitutistaké&holdernssociations (groups).



Conditions of success:During the preparation of this workshomany interviewees (see list in
appendix) insisted on the following pointFor the success of a consultation, theutrality and
professionalismof the organizing body is of vital importancén some countries (notably those of
northern Europe) such bodi@already exist, generally originating from think tanks: IFOK in Germany
and Denmark, DEMOS or Science Media Ceirt England. In France the relative absence of such
bodies partly motivated the Ministry of Research to create a special academic insigutdEST
(Institut des Hautes Etudes pour la Science et la Techieplagpmplementary to other organs of
expertise training and consultationAt the European level the CIPAST project had the same
orientation.

The choice of a competentediator is alsocrucial for the success of the enterprisehe optimal
background for sucta mediator seems rather to be social sciences or philosophy, rather than
journalism, for reasons explained below (refer to the paragraph on media).

The CIPAST Program: CIPAST (Ciizen Participation in Science and Technologya threeyear

program sponsored lihe EU, coordinated by th€i t ® des Sci encEwCIRAST de | 0
Platform aimed at bringing together different families of experienced actors from organizations w
significant experience in the use of participatory procedures in scientific and technological issues.
CIPAST has organized in particular two European training workshops (Dresden,ap@0Baples,

2007). More information on CIPAST activities can beuhd at www.cipast.org Twelve
organizations from seven countries cooperated for an improvedaroperation between European

actors of participative procedures

Advisory committees: Advisory committees are alréya widely implanted in the governance practice

of many governments and S&T agencidsl t hough they canét be consider
procedure, they present a number of advantages that should be taken into considerstiohthem

is the @mpetence and the continuity of the process, in contrast to consensus conferences, for instance.
They facilitate the search for a consensus, but do not give enough room for the participation of
emergent groups.Moreover, the government or S&T agenciesially strictly limit their areas of
responsibility.

‘Cit® des Sciences et de |6l ndustrie (FranceRatherawimsittteeh Board of Tec
(Netherlands), Citta della Scienza (ltaly), Deut sches Hygienemuseum (Germany) , Institut Nati  onal pour la

Santé et la Recherche Médicale (France) , Institut National de la Recherche Agronomique (France), Centre

for the Study of Democracy (United Kingdom), Science -Society Interface (Switzerland ), Association pour la

recherche et le développement des méthodes et processus industriels (France), Fondation Nationale des

Sciences Politiques (France), Bonn Science Shop (Germany)


http://www.cipast.org/

Insert 1: Comparative chart for participatory methods

( f r o m RamicipataryfiMethods Toolkit, a préct o n e r 6 s King 8audoaih Foundatiof
and Flemish Institute for Science and TechnologyeAsss me nt . 0)




