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Lessons learned-Problems in the acceptance of TA by 
political decision-makers 

1. The function of TA for policy-making 

Policy-makers are but one among several target groups ofT A, but this parti
cular target group will be the focus of the following remarks. Normatively 
speaking, the function of TA for policy-making is to provide a broader 
informational basis in order to increase the substantive rationality of politi
cal decisions. The substantive rationality of a decision rests in its ability to 
produce a desired effect at reasonable cost without producing negative 
side-effects which outweigh the value of the achieved goal. TA is not a 
unique instrument in this connection; forecasting exercises, cost-benefit 
analyses, policy studies, and evaluation research have all been designed to 
serve the same purpose. In fact, TA combines elements of several of these 
analytical devices. Its special feature is its object, i.e. technology. There is no 
need here to spell out in more detail the elements of TA and the kinds of 
information it can supply to policy-makers, nor need we specify what deci
sions this knowledge is relevant for. It might, however, bear emghasis that 
political control over technological development is particularly difficult to 
achieve, at least partly for constitutional reasons which restrict the possibili
ties of legal state intervention. Both the production and the utilization of 
technological innovations is largely a matter for the decision of autonomous 
sub-systems of society such as the science system and the economic system 
and therefore amenable to state control mainly through such indirect means 
as incentives, disincentives, and selective promotion to decision-makers than 
policy studies dealing with areas where direct state control is feasible. It 
does, however, have consequences for the way TA will be used in the policy 
process-and, incidentally, for the normative definition of its target groups: 
the importance attached to the demand that TA results be made available to 

the general public rests at least in part in this fact. 

2. The context of TA utilization: the nature of political rationality 

In discussions about the usefulness of various devices to increase the ration
ality of political decisions including TA it has been argued that their actual 
effect lags far behind their potential impact. The fate of PPBS is a particu-

333 



Renate Mayntz 

larly vivid example. As far as TA is concerned, such neglect tends to be 
explained by reference to its largely uncontested shortcomings and inherent 
methodological weaknesses. To increase the quality ofT A therefore seems to 
be the way to improve its acceptance by policy-makers. But this is at least 
partly an illusion: the ability ofT A to rationalize policy-making is not only 
and not even primarily limited by a lack of quality, but by the fact that sub
stantive rationality ranges relatively low in the order of political decision cri
teria. 

It is a commonplace of political science that politics is not primarily about 
effective problem solution, but about gaining and maintaining power. All 
policy decisions in the real world are subject to specific political constraints. 
The criteria of political rationality, which is oriented to the goal of political 
survival, are rationality of a policy decision. To avoid loosing support and to 
collect visible success or at least applause for oneselve, one's party, and the 
present government are eminently rational actions in view of the goal of pol
itical survival. Policy-makers allocate their attention correspondingly 
(Mayntz/Scharp/1975, 91). Their primary concern in considering some prop
osal for action is often its consequences for the existing distribution of 
power among parties, factions, groups, and individual office holders. 

But the ability of policy-makers to choose a course of action which is sub
stantively rational in the way defined above is not only limited by selfish 
considerations of potential survival. Policies must above all be politically 
feasible, i.e. able to find support among the various actors involved in their 
formation and their subsequent implementation. For this reason policies 
often involve compromises between divergent interests without whose sup
port or at least tolerance the policy could never be put into effect, and often 
such agreement is knowingly bought at the price of a reduction in the pol
icy's effectiveness, or problem solving capacity. Thus the French Commis
saire au Plan, Masse, reports on one occasion (1981, 40), that a lack of con
sensus between important actors involved in economic policy-making did 
not permit him to do what he considered objectively to be the optimum, but 
forced him to seek an acceptable compromise within existing constraints. 
Striking illustrations should also be drawn from the field of environmental 
protection. 

Next to political feasibility, financial constraints play an important role in 
policy-making. Often the cost-benefit ratio of a project is less decisive than 
the ability of its advocates to claim necessary funds successfully. This in turn 
depends less on the state's economic situation and overall budget size than 
on the claimant's power position ·and the believed (not necessarily the objec
tive) urgency of a project. In this connection it is very helpful if a given situ
ation has become conceptually defined as a crisis, or if some dramatic inci
dent has provoked the general feeling that something must urgently be done 
(Russ-Moh/1981, 83-85). Again, the power implications of such considera-
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tions are evident. The substantive rationality of such considerations is evi
dent. The substantive rationality of a policy decision, defined above with 
reference to the criterion of effective problem solution, cost-effectiveness, 
and avoidance of negative side-effects, is sometimes the very last, and rarely 
or never the dominant consideration. This could only change if a record of 
effective problem solution should become a condition of political success 
even in the short run. But it would be wrong to criticize this state of affairs 
as opportunistic and thus blame the low morals of politicians for it. The 
preeminent importance of political survival and political feasibility as crite
ria of policy choice is built into the very structure of parliamentary democra
cies with their general elections at regular intervals, limited periods of 
office, government dependence on a parliamentary majority, and the depen
dence of office holders on election success. Political support is the most 
important requirement for a policy (and a policy-maker), because without it 
there would be no policy at all. The importance of financial constraints is 
similarly supported by specific patterns of executive organization, which 
may give the finance minister special veto powers in cabinet as well as spe
cial authority vis-a-vis the departments. 

The ideal of subjectively rational policy decisions, this argument thus 
runs, is not primarily missed in reality because of cognitive and analytical 
deficits, but because of a general orientation of policy-makers which places 
relatively little emphasis precisely on the information which policy studies in 
general and TA in particular preferably supply, i.e. information about 
effects, consequences, and relative costs of alternative ways of :ft::tion. The 
substantive rationality of a policy decision is particularly unimportant where 
merely symbolic politics is involved. If there is no real intention to change a 
given problem situation in the first place, or if the purpose of a political 
decision is fulfilled when it has impressed some public or client group with 
the feeling that government is trying hard to do the right thing, then it 
becomes obviously rather irrelevant what consequences would ensue if the 
decision were actually put into practice. Consensus-building, not problem
solution, is the goal of such policy decisions, and here opinion surveys 
which inform the decision-maker what the public wants to hear are much 
more important for him than policy studies which painstakingly elaborate 
the ramified effects of available decision alternatives. 

Finally there are instances where substantive rationality itself seems to 
speak against basing policy decisions on the fullest possible knowledge of 
spontaneous developments and the likely effects of alternative decisions. 
Given our notoriously deficient knowledge of the conditions which affect 
policy outcomes, it may be quite sound not to act on the basis of such 
knowledge as systematic forecasts can supply, but to use a trial-and error
approach where the details of the original policy matter little since program 
modifications on the basis of experience are an anticipated part of the pro-
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cess from its very beginning. This view corresponds essentially to Lind
blom's incrementalism, which he presented not only as a critical description 
of political practice, but as a prescriptive model as well (Lindblom 1965). 
Evaluation, feedback, and flexible adjustments permit learning, and this may 
in fact be a more rational approach the riskier our predictions are and the 
more tentative and precarious our knowledge of causal connections is. 

3. Consequences for the use of TA 

If the expectation that TA should increase the substantive rationality of pol
itical decisions is based on a rationalistic misconception of the nature of pol
icy:.making, let us reflect a moment on the way TA is actually used by deci
sion-makers. To the extent that TA is a scientific enterprise, its relation to 
politics is beset by the full range of communication problems, priority con
flicts, and ambiguities that generally characterize the relationship between 
scientific advisors and policy-makers (Mayntz 1977, Mayntz 1981). Accord
ing to a common stereotype, science provides objective information which 
enables the policy-maker to choose the best, i.e. the most cost-effective way 
to reach a given policy goal1• The stereotyped conception of the relation 
between TA as a form of scientific advice and policy-making implies that the 
knowledge provided will be utilized, and that only cognitive deficiencies 
might restrict its utilization. But this is wrong, and for several reasons. 

The seemingly modest claim to supply information for the use of policy
makers is not modest at all. In fact, it implies a claim to political influence 
which brings the persons and institutions producing TA headlong into con
flict with policy-makers who, by virtue of their office, consider this their 
own prerogative. Consider for instance the following definition of TA: "It 
can be defined as a systematic analysis, where all impacts and implications, 
direct or indirect, real or potential, present and future, beneficial or detri
mental, of a technology are defined, evaluated and measured, and the 
cause-effect relationships identified. The results of a technology assessment 
should include alternative solutions to a problem, ranked according to their 
social cost-benefits and recommendations for policy changes, control or 
mitigation options, or new initiatives" (Bartocha 1973, 339). Quite aside 
from the fact that this definition is clearly utopian, it is also technocratic, i.e. 
it implies a de facto claim to power. Faced with such a claim, any politician 
who is not a convinced believer in the superior wisdom of TA and content 

If anything, the claim of TA is even less modest, since it implies not only the pre
diction, but also the evaluation of technological developments and their conse
quences with respect to a specific set of values. 

336 

J 



Problems in the acceptance of TA by political decision-makers 

to implement its recommendations should rise up in arms against this threat 
to his legitimate function. 

A second reason why the availability and quality of TA do not determine 
the extent of its utilization in the policy process can be found in the norma
tive implications of such advice. Policy-makers who do not share the value 
premises which underly the evaluative component of an assessment study 
will reject it-not on the grounds of its cognitive content, but on the ground 
of what it wants to make him do. Even where an attempt is made to keep 
forecast and evaluation clearly apart, there is a tendency to reject the analyt
ical content of a study along with the recommendations derived from it2 • 

The third and major reason why TA will not be used because and so far it 
serves cognitive purpose (and left aside only where it does so imperfectly) is 
the dominance of political rationality in policy-making. In such a context, 
TA will be used if and so far as it can be made to serve a political purpose. 
Accordingly, there will be a tendency to instrumentalize TA to justify deci
sions (or non-decisions) instead of using it to base decisions on. In this, the 
fate of TA is similar to that of policy research and even of scientific advice 
to policy-makers in general. In an interesting German study which analyzes 
the use which top civil servants engaged in policy development made of 
scientific advice it was shown that 2 h of the officials who were interviewed 
referred explicitly to the political functions of getting scientific advice (Frie
drich 1970, 161-189). Most frequently mentioned were the functions to jus
tify decisions (or non-decisions) which had been already or would be made 
anyway, and to supply "objective" reasons for the rejection of defnands one 
does not wish to fulfil. In this way the pressure of organized interests can 
for instance be counteracted. Conversely, if the conclusion of a TA study 
urges to desist from taking a pre-meditated action, this advice is rarely 
taken. Often the ineffectiveness of scientific advice results from the fact that 
the advisors take seriously the publicly declared goals of a given policy, 
while the true political motives behind it may be quite different. In such a 
case TA advice is simply beside the point-just as it is beside the point to 
argue with John that he should not go swimming because the weather is not 
really as hot as he said, if his tacit reason had not been to cool off but to see 
Mary at the pool. 

While the previous points hold for policy advice in general, there are 
some special difficulties for the utilization of TA results which are due to 

2 The same holds for Bohret and Franz' assessment of different institutionalization 
forms. The institutional models which come out on top of their list do so mainly 
on account of the high value attributed to the function which TA might serve for 
the general public. Should someone disagree with the normative premise that this 
is one of the preeminent purposes of TA, he might tend to reject the analysis alto
gether (Bohret and Franz 1982). 
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the fact that TA deals with technology. The issues of technology policy are 
at present particularly politicized, meaning that they are highly controversial 
and that the controversy is linked with fundamental political value deci
sions. This is obviously not the place to analyze the reasons for what is 
often considered a fundamental crisis in the acceptance of science and tech
nology. But the more politicized an issue becomes, the more public attention 
it commands and the higher the level of emotionality attached to it, the 
less-and not the greater, as one might think-is the ability of TA to put 
discussion on a rational basis. Where policy choice may become-or even 
just seems to become- a question of life or death (or at least a question of 
job or disoccupation) for many people, where so much hinges on the relia
bility of a given prediction, the willingness to accept TA results at face value 
is slight. 

In thin context the uncertainties and methodological weaknesses of TA 
play an important role, not because they lower the information value ofT A, 
but because they can be used to justify the rejection of its conclusions and 
recommendations. In general, the results of policy research are never ques
tioned on methodological grounds by those who find the conclusions (polit
ically) useful, but by those who look for a good reason to reject the conclu
sions as mistaken or irrelevant (Derlien 1976). The objective uncertainties 
associated with technological development grow as TA includes increasingly 
the assessment of social and societal consequences of technological innova
tions (Goldberg 1980). There is no reason to belittle these problems; but the 
point I want to make is, that in the policy-making context the resulting 
cognitive uncertainty is often a welcome argument for discarding TA and its 
conclusions. 

4. Measures to increase the impact of TA 

I have argued so far that the political nature of policy-making is a more 
important limit to the rationalizing effect of TA than its methodological 
weaknesses and cognitive uncertainty. True enough, where reliable informa
tion lacks, even the willing policy-maker cannot base his choices on a care
ful assessment of alternatives. But availability of information does not 
assure its utilization3 • The question then is what, if anything, can be done to 
increase the practical relevance ofT A for policy-making. For this it is neces
sary, but not sufficient to improve TA methodology and hence the validity 

3 There is, however, a kind of reserve linkage berween utilization and availability 
insofar as knowledge that TA results will be needed can motivate their produc
tion; similarly only repeated practical exercise will bring the urgently needed 
methodological improvements. 
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and compelling force of its conclusions. What is even more important is to 
provide institutional arrangements which generate pressure to take TA 
results into account in policy-making. Not the mere availability of TA, but 
the-legal or political-necessity to base decisions involving technology on 
relevant studies can increase the impact of TA. Again, this holds for all 
devices developed over the past 20 years to increase the substantive rational
ity of policy decisions. 

The basic problem in trying to increase the impact of TA rests in the fact 
that TA results are not neutral in terms of existing power relationships, both 
within and outside of the political system. By nature and design, TA makes 
explicitly or at least implies recommendations for action, and such action 
will always selectively favour a particular industrial branch, group of con
sumers etc. Similarly, the political option which gets support from TA will 
have both proponents and opponents within the political system. It is there
fore completely unrealistic to expect the consensual climate for TA which is 
needed if purely scientific (or cognitive) arguments are to prevail and to 
determine action. TA therefore needs advocates with sufficient power 
within the decision-making system. 

Looking at the various practical possibilities of institutionalizing a politi
cal intelligence function such as TA, we might begin by distinguishing pro
cedural and organizational institutionalizations. In the first case an analyti
cal device such as TA or cost-benefit analysis is either legally required or 
becomes a procedural norm in the legislative process. Known examples of 
procedural institutionalization are the prescription of hearings, !!gal provi
sion for the evaluation of program results and for reporting them to parlia
ment, sunset-legislation, zero-base-budgeting, or the introduction of a regu
latory budget. In the case of organizational institutionalization, special units 
are established to conduct TA, or this task is attributed to already existing 
units. The basic decisions to be taken in this connection involve the structu
ral localization (legislative, executive, or free-floating), and the degree of 
independence (full integration e.g. as a line-unit to a specific institution such 
as parliament, government, or a given ministry; or complete autonomy). 
There are other important decisions involved in the organizational institu
tionalization of TA, for instance concerning the type of control (e.g. politi
cal; scientific, or mixed) and the extent to which substantive scientific work 
is done by the unit itself or contracted out (see Bohret & Franz 1982 for 
details). None of these aspects is devoid of political implications, but in the 
following considerations I shall focus on the first two. 

5. National differences and their consequences for TA 

The institutional and procedural arrangements developed and tried out in 
different countries to introduce such devices as cost-benefit analysis, policy 
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studies, forecasting and occasionally even TA itself, offer a variety of mod
els. To what extent is it possible to generalize the experiences thus gained 
and to import promising modes of institutionalization from other countries? 
Experiences from other countries with the problem in using TA can of 
course be generalized, insofar as the utilization of analytical knowledge in 
policy-making inhere in the nature of Western parliamentary democracies. 
But for the choice of a promising mode of institutionalizing TA, differences 
between countries in the relative power and the role played by major actors 
within the policy system-parliament, government, and top bureaucrats
are important. 

The question which is here indirectly raised-whether there is one best 
way or whether promising solutions must be tailored to the specific national 
context-touches upon the problem of national political culture. I shall not 
spend much time trying to define this rather elusive concept, or of engaging 
in what Max Kaase (1982) so nicely calls the attempt to nail a pudding onto 
the wall. Most often, the term political culture is used to refer to attitudes of 
the general population toward the political system. In a recent five-nation
study which highlighted the influence of the specific national context on the 
policies developed in response to more or less identical problems we have 
used a different concept, focussing more on the institutional framework, 
decision-making styles, and intervention philosophies of focal policy-mak
ers4. These, at any rate, are aspects of the national context which are also 
important for an effective institutionalization of TA. 

The most obviously important feature of the national context is the power 
distribution among those actors which play a more or less important role in 
the policy-making process. Though the main types of actors recur in all 
Western democracies, their function in the policy process can vary consider
ably. This is true for instance for the relative influence of the national parli
ament vs. the central bureaucracy. Systematic comparisons have shown that 
in Italy, for instance, parliament plays a particularly important role in the 
policy process because most legislation is in fact draftet by parliamentary 
commissions and not, as is true of the German Federal Republic, by the min
isterial bureaucracy'.lt might follow that in Italy a TA-institution should be 
localized in the legislative rather than in the executive sector. In any case, 
however, the negative conclusion should hold: i.e. that in Italy, the institu-

4 f. Feick, L. Klaes, R. Mayntz, R. Seebach, Regulative Politik und nationale poh
tische und admi.nistrative Kultur. Ein Vergleich europaischer Staaten, unpublished 
research report, Koln 1982. 

5. In addition to the research mentioned in the previous footnote, this was also 
brought out by a comparison, as yet unpublished as well, of the political role 
which top civil servants play in various countries-a planned sequel to the volume 
by Rose and Suleiman 1980, which is equally relevant here. 
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tionalization ofT A in the top bureaucracy is less effective in terms of intro
ducing TA into the policy process than it is in Germany, where the ministe
rial bureaucracy plays such an important role in drafting legislation. 

TA institutions designed specifically to inform parliament can hardly 
escape the danger of being drawn into the political controversies between 
governing and opposition parties and even between different factions or 
currents within majors parties. Inevitably the dominant partisan orientation 
of parliamentarians will increase the tendency to instrumentalize TA and 
may even prevent TA to be made where the results of a given study can be 
anticipated to support the opinion of the weaker party or faction. Thus TA 
may generally have a better chance to be listened to in countries where the 
top bureaucracy plays an important role in policy development. For all its 
politicization and for all its readiness to anticipate the political constraints 
which determine success or failure of administrative policy proposals, the 
top civil service is by training and orientation still more likely than politi
cians to attach special importance to the substantive rationality of a policy 
proposal. 

If TA is institutionalized within the administrative sector, care must be 
taken not to create a competitive situation which blocks the unit's potential 
influence. In Germany, for instance, federal departments enjoy a high 
degree of autonomy vis-a-vis the political executive. A TA institution which 
claims to influence policy development but is set up parallel to, and not inte
grated into, the ministerial organization would here be considered as an 
attempt to encroach upon departmental autonomy. The alternati~ solution, 
a unit within the jurisdiction of the department which is responsible for 
technology policy, may be more successful, but will not avoid all conflicts 
since TA also touches on various aspects of economic policy. 

Parliament, political executive, and top bureaucracy are not the only 
important actors in policy development. In some countries as in the United 
Kingdom, extra-parliamentary commissions, especially the famous Royal 
Commissions, habe traditionally played an important role in drafting legisla
tion. In other countries the same type of commission, working on the same 
authorization and commanding the same resources, would not play the 
same role and if it tried to exert influence on policy formation would be 
considered an upstart usurpator rather than a legitimate partner. Where 
advisory or investigative commissions do play an important role in the pol
icy process, this might also be a promising form of institutionalizing TA. 
The power of the actor is here supported by a specific policy-making style, 
the tradition of consultancy. 

Commissions, but also professional groups with advisory functions who 
operate outside the political system, may play a greater or lesser role in dif
ferent national contexts, but they are rarely completely absent. There may, 
however, also be quite peculiar national institutions for which there is no 
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counterpart in other countries and which therefore cannot serve as model. 
Bohret and Franz (1982, 220) mention for instance the Swedish Secretariat 
for Future Studies, an important and apparently successful institution con
ducting TA in Sweden, which is part of a research administration that sim
ply has no direct counterpart in other countries. In Germany, some of the 
functions served by the Swedish institution to which the TA unit is tied are 
fulfilled by the national research organization, DFG. But by virtue of its 
carefully guarded freedom from political intervention and control, a TA 
unit set up in the context of the DFG would probably have relatively little 
influence because it would lack institutional anchorage within the policy
making system. 

Another national feature which is important for the institutionalization of 
TA is the degree of centralization. Centralization can mean two different 
things: structurally speaking it refers to the extent of political decentraliza
tion to territorial sub-units such as states or regions. Procedurally speaking, 
it refers to the extent to which the details of a policy are spelled out at the 
central level, or scope is given to the implementing agencies at lower levels 
for independent action. If it is important for the impact of a TA institution 
that it is directly attached to those actors who are actually important in the 
policy process, it follows that TA institutions at the national level will be 
more influential where the degree of centralization in either or both of the 
senses just distinguished is high. Where important policy decisions are taken 
at a sub-national level, it is clear that TA should also be addressed to these 
lower level actors. Where decisions relevant for technological development 
are taken in the process of implementation at the local level, it is difficult to 
devise any kind of TA institution which could exert much of an influence on 
these actors. Such an institution would largely be limited to pure informa
tion strategies. 

A last aspect of the national context which may prove important and 
should be mentioned here are dominant decision-making styles. In one of 
the studies previously mentioned6 it has come out that in fact different deci
sion-making styles can be recognized in different European countries. The 
main difference of interest in the present context refers to the importance of 
advice and consultation, and of participation by interest group or target 
group representatives in policy formation. Not only in the UK, but also in 
the USA there is a pronounced tradition of consultancy. The big and highly 
mobile body of advisors attached in a non-permanent staff capacity to the 
US top executive (president, but also department heads) has no counterpart 
in countries such as in Germany.. The presence of such advisors reflects and 
reinforces the readiness of policy-makers to listen to outside advice. It is on 
the background of such a tradition that policy studies and scientific tasks 

6 See footnote 4. 
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forces have for a long time played such an important role in American pol
icy-making that a whole research industry could grow up. Such a tradition 
should create a promising climate also for extra-administrative, independent 
TA institutionalizations. Similarly, where interest groups are firmly inte
grated into the policy formation process, they constitute not only another 
group of potentially influential actors to whom TA might address itself; 
where such a decision style prevails, TA institutions might also do well to 
conform to this tradition and include interest representatives in their control 
body in order to enlarge the basis of support for their recommendations. 

The acceptance ofT A by policy-makers depends, we can conclude, in two 
different, but equally important respects upon the political context: For one 
thing because its utilization depends less on its analytical quality than on its 
political implications, and secondly because the impact which TA may 
achieve depends on its institutional localization within a specific national 
political system. The acceptance of TA is a drama played on the stage of 
politics--:and this is one of those facts of life which scientists should learn to 
accept. 
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Summary 

The capacity of technology assessment to rationalize political decisions 
through the development and use of modern technology is impaired by the 
fact that such political decisions from the beginning follow less the criteria 
of objective rationality rather than specific criteria of political rationality. As 
a consequence there is a tendency to politically institutionalize technology 
assessment by using it to justify decisions instead of basing decisions 
thereon. The results of technology assessment are above all accepted when 
they support existing political preferences; if, on the other hand, its results 
may lead to the conclusion that those projects should be abandoned which 
politically are already supported, these results are neglected. In order to 
emphasize the importance of technology assessment for political decisions it 
is not sufficient to improve its methodology and thus the credibility of its 
results. It is also necessary to make procedural and/ or institutional arrange
ments to ensure that the results of technology assessment are taken into 
consideration for political decisions. In this connexion, national differences 
have to be considered as to the institutional Scope and the pattern of politi
cal decisions and these differences make it impossible to easily transfer types 
of the institutionalisation of technology assessment successfully applied in 
one country to another one. Sucessful institutionalisation of technology 
assessment demands for the consideration of the differences between the 
political cultures. 

Zusammenfassung 

Die Fahigkeit von TA, politische Entscheidungen tiber die Entwicklung und 
Anwendung moderner Technologie rationaler zu gestalten, wird durch die 
Tatsache beeintrachtigt, daB derartige politische Entscheidungen sich von 
vornherein weniger an Kriterien sachlicher Rationalitat als an spezifisch 
politischen Rationalitatskriterien orientieren. Infolgedessen besteht die Nei
gung, die Technologiefolgenabschatzung politisch zu instrumentalisieren, 
indem man sie benutzt, urn Entscheidungen zu rechtfertigen, anstatt Ent
scheidungen darauf zu sttitzen. Die Ergebnisse von TA werden vor allem 
dann akzeptiert, wenn sie existierende politische Praferenzen untersttitzen; 
ist dagegen aus ihren Ergebnissen zu schlieBen, da£ man Plane aufgeben 
mii£te, die bereits politische Unterstiitzung gefunden haben, werden sie 
gern vernachlassigt. Urn die praktische Bedeutung von TA fur politische 
Entscheidungen zu verstarken geniigt es nicht, ihre Methodologie und 
damit die Glaubwiirdigkeit ihrer Ergebnisse zu verbessern. Es ist ebenso 
notwendig, verfahrensmaBige und/ oder institutionelle Vorkehrungen zu 
treffen, urn sicherzustellen, daB TA-Ergebnisse bei politischen Entscheidun-
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gen auch berticksichtigt werden. Nationale Unterschiede im institutionellen 
Rahmen und dem Muster politischer Entscheidungsprozesse mtissen dabei 
berticksichtigt werden und verbieten es, Formen der lnstitutionalisierung 
von TA, die in einem Land erfolgreich sind, oh ne weiteres auf ein an de res 
Land zu tibertragen. Eine erfolgreiche Institutionalisierung von TA ver
langt, daE Unterschiede der politischen Kultur berticksichtigt werden. 

Resume 

La capacite de !'evaluation de systemes technologiques de rationaliser les 
decisions politiques par le developpement et !'utilisation de technologies 
modernes est entravee par le fait que de telles decisions politiques sont des le 
debut moins reglees sur les criteres de rationalite objective que sur les crite
res specifiques de rationalite politique. Par consequent, la tendance existe de 
politiquement institutionnaliser !'evaluation de systemes technologiques en 
l'utilisant pour justifier des decisions au lieu de les baser la-dessus. Les 
resultats de !'evaluation de systemes technologiques sont surtout acceptes au 
cas ou ils supportent des preferences politiques existantes; si, par contre, ces 
resultats menent a la conclusion que de tels projets devraient etre abandon
nes qui ont deja trouve du soutien politique, ils sont souvent negliges. Pour 
intensifier !'importance de !'evaluation de systemes technologiques pour les 
decisions politiques il ne suffit pas d'ameliorer sa methodologie et, en conse
quence, la credibilite de ses resultats. 11 est egalement necessaire.de prendre 
des mesures institutionnelles et/ou de procedure pour garantir que les resul
tats de !'evaluation de systemes technologiques sont pris en consideration 
lors des processus de decisions politiques. Dans ce contexte, il est necessaire 
de tenir compte des differences nationales concernant le cadre institutionnel 
et le modele de processus de decisions politiques et ces differences rendent 
impossible le transfert de certaines formes d'institutionnalisation d'evalu
ation de systemes technologiques couronnees de succes a un autre pays. Une 
institutionnalisation couronnee de succes de !'evaluation de systemes tech
nologiques necessite une differenciati'on entre les cultures politiques. 
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