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Abstract

In modern European democracies, the task of mghkitigies is not limited to politicians any
more. An ever-growing variety of options, risks grabsibilities in an era of globalization and
Europeanization has created a demand for issuelfispegdormation that exceeds the
capacities of the legislative and executive denisi@kers alone. Special expertise has to be
integrated into decision-making processes, provimedxternal sources. This creates the risk
of allowing neatly presented particularistic intgse disguised as objective expertise, to find
their way into public policies: Distinguishingonsulting from lobbying has become
increasingly difficult. Federal politics in Germarprovide an example: During the last
decade, a fairly novel scene of information proxsdéas emerged around the federal
parliament and administration in Berlin, both oifigr scientific expertise and advancing
individual interests. To find an approach to theeasment of their legitimacy, it is suggested
to seeadvisorsandlobbyistsnot as two completely different kinds of actoraf bs graded
elements of a common spectrum of information pressd

1) Better politics by “good advice”: A democratic dlemma, not only during crisis

Rational decision-making requires knowledge, eggcconcerning issues that touch upon
the welfare of an entire society. What appears d¢oabbanal phrase in fact leads to a
fundamental and yet unsolved dilemma of modern deatic societies: On one hand,
political issues of high complexity and nationagnisnational and/or global relevance are to
be decided with a maximum of rationality and witlsimort timeframes. On the other hand,
politicians have to guarantee representativenessimpartiality in their decision-making
processes to ensure that it is not just the interek some minority that it serves, but the
balanced wealth of a society as a whole.

The choice in between can be describepaascipation-efficiency-dilemmeéGlaab / Kiel3ling
2001). The recent Euro crisis has had some exeynplaments concerning this, as highly
specialized expertise in economics was requested fhe decision-makers in Brussels and
the European capitals: Shall European politiciamteghte issues of such elementary
relevance to technocratic expert circles, and adbepimminent lack of representativeness in
favour of a timely available policy (Habermas 20Blisch 2009)?

Abraham Lincoln once defined democracy as a govemof the people, for the people and
by the peopleindicating that legitimacy of political power cesfrom more than one source.
First and foremost, it is thgovernment by the peopighich separates democracy from
autocracy. But democratic government is insuffitignts emerging policies do not serve
their purpose of solving societal problems, coaatlitg interdependencies and distributing
wealth among the citizens. Political decisions haveorkfor the peopleas well. Legitimacy
manifests in two dimensions hei@pod policies in their public acceptance are definetd no
only by their representativeness in input, but ddgatheir effectiveness in output (Scharpf
1997, 1999).

In an era of globalisation and societaypercomplexity the variety of decisive issues,
interrelations and conceivable interests is exttgramad. Most of the elected politicians in
charge are rather generalists than specialistheir tespective issues, which means that
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extensive expertise needs to be gathered priorntb during their decision-making. In
nowadays politics a constantly increasing demandsiue-specific expertise meets a hardly
increasable capacity of information processing hy politicians. Because of this, a special
kind of uncertainty determines their decision strategies when handbalitical problems
(Schimank 2005; Bogner/Torgersen 2005; Benz 200872Mayntz 1997, 2009). Politics
therefore need to badvisedto increase the chance for a successful outpus ddivice is
provided mostly by external sources, which in fastans that non-elected actors take a
crucial part in public decision-making.

Judging the legitimacy of such cooperation betwalented and non-elected actors in policy-
making can be controversial. It depends on whathisrviewed from either the latest public
management theories or democracy theories. In ¢eent understanding ajovernance
theory, the method of cooperative decision withuititevel arrangements is to be understood
not as a threat to its legitimacy, but as the avdly to be able to coordinate public policies at
all: A truly effective output can be ensured thatywonly, despite the imminent imbalance in
representation it might create. (Benz 2004, 2008ymz 2009). The theory of post-
democracy comes to another conclusion: From itatpafi view, the cooperation of elected
and non-elected actors behind closed doors prigrotdgical decisions is a symptom of a
hollowing political system, with weak parliamenlkssser participation, lacking transparency
and public policies only serving those who are pdwesnough to influence them (Crouch
2004; Mouffe 2011).

Anyway, it is the knowledge of few highly specialisexperts that in situations of constant
pressure must be made utilizable to serve thedst®iof many. This paper intends to discuss
this demand by the example of German federal pslifocussing on the heterogeneous scene
of so-calledpolitical advisorssurrounding the Federal ParliameBufidestayj the Federal
GovernmentBundesregierungand its administrations. These advisorsamnsultantgprovide

the highly valuable resource of issue-specific expdgormation. Thereby they play a role
almost as important as those of the politicianslfitalthough they are not legitimated by
elections.

Concerning the scene of advisors at Berlin of todlag questions are to be asked: What does
political consulting in fact mean in the contextaaintemporary public policy-making? Can
there be a distinction betweeansulting/advisingndlobbyingat all?

To answer these questions, research on three tadlsar elements of social science, namely
decision, knowledgandinterest needs to be taken into consideration. This méyen lead

to two further questions: Does the consulting gberks during democratic decision-making
ensure a constant flow of valuable information fribra midst of the society into the political
system, in order to maintain its capability of pwoshg suitable outcome in the name of the
people? Or does it open a far too wide gate fotlywgaesented particular interests, just
disguisedas advice?

2) “Is it all just political consulting?” Coping wi th a lack of definiteness in terminology

In Germany, political consultindg?litikberatung and lobbying have become almost identical
in connotation. The explicit questioms“it all just ‘Politikberatung’?” has therefore already
been asked in social sciences, criticizing theatidhary use of the term (Siefken 2010). For
the past ten years, it has indeed gained widespreage in Berlin, along with an increasing
loss of definiteness about the activities desighéteit. Its increasing presence has created a
broad variety of research, focussed on both séieatilvising and lobbying.

Historically, these are indeed two separate strezfnsscial science: Political consulting was
in its traditional meaning limited tecientific consultingi.e. the transfer of pure academic
knowledge into processes of public decisidnowledgeis first and foremost associated with
scientific expertise- what is scientifically true, cannot be politigavrong and does not need
any extra justification.



The pursuit ofinterestsis a completely different issue. Since the fougdaf the Federal
Republic in 1949, associations were responsiblebtordling the interests of their members
and introducing their issue-specific expert knowkednto politics. But with the introduction
of multilevel governance structures, Europeanisatipobalisation and vanishing borders, the
theoretical concept oforporatism going along with it has lost its relevance: Thereno
heterogeneous societal interests have become, dne difficult they are to organizé/on
Winter 2004).

The termpolitical consultinghas in Germany meanwhile soaked up both sciemifisulting
and interest expression, whether the latter isaratpve or individual Advisoror consultant
has become a common designation for a variety pes, which surround the decision-
makers without being immediately legitimated by denatic election. Among those are not
only scientific experts anymore, but also severabvwequal advice with feeding in specific
interests for ideational or commercial reasons.ofcf political consulting in such broad
sense in Berlin arescientific experts, associations, think tanks aodntiations, non-
governmental organisations, public affairs (PA)-ages, law firms and company
representatives.

While interacting with the politicians, these adwis are very different in their goals, from
providing pure scientific knowledge to influencingcision processes in their own or their
clients’ favour (Falk et al 2006; Brochler/Schittel 2008, Falk/Rommele 2009; Kraul/Stoll
2011; Heinze 2009)specially the activity of the latter has to beleeted upon critically
concerning its democratic legitimation. Unlike eig.the US, in Germany every attempt
towards democratic decision processes causinditfieest suspicion of lobbyism can be sure
to receive a harshly negative echo in media anttso®rawing a clear linbetween “true”
and “false” political consulting seems hardly pbtsi (Sebaldt 1998; Lésche 2007,
Kleinfeld/Zimmer/Wilms 2007; Leif/Speth 2006; Kop@D03). This has some implications
for the consultants: Academic advisors, as reptateas of scientific truth, might feel a
certain downgrading when being equalled to platerast representatives. Lobbyists on the
other hand likely welcome this equalization as sbupgrade, as bearing the venerable title
of an advisor creates the image of seriousity agdimacy.

The reason for this reputation lies within the ‘ealof science in politics. This special
relationship of expert knowledge and justificatican be characterized as t@entization of
politics and politization of scienceA political output, based on scientific knowlegdgs
perceived to be of particular quality. This makiesdsier to implement and accept it within
the society. With that, science becomes a politazdbr, exposed to the political logic of
interest. Even pure academic knowledge, in thestrsense only committed to scientific truth,
can in such case become “charged” with interesib@imas 1968; Weingart 2001; Grunwald
2008; Stehr/Grundmann 2010; Heidelberger Akadenge \Wissenschaften 2006; Steiner
2009).

Surely, there is nothing illegitimate about the amigation and expression of individual
interests. It is without any doubt an importantned@t of democratic governance, like the
extensive research on German associations interdisbussed (e.g. Eschenburg 1955;
Fraenkel 1991; von Alemann 2000; Losche 2007). Buinterests are able to make
themselves recognizable as virtually equivalents¢tentific knowledge, their chance of
consideration in the decision process rises, astritight be perceived as the “ultimate truth”
without further demand for verification.

While basing political decisions on profound sdi@nexpertise is desirable, using advice as
a vehicle for particularistic interestsurely is not. The fuzzy demarcation between igalit
consulting and lobbying leads to the remarkableasibn of dilemma described above: The
higher the issue complexity and the professionaktainty of the decision-makers are, the
higher is their demand for the special expertisex@érnal advisors. Simultaneously, the risk
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of serving only the interests of the latter insteddhose promising not only particular, but
truly public welfare, becomes more imminent.

Remarkably, research about advising and lobbyings@mmany has yet focusegither on
scientific consulting (i.e. the engagement of acaideexperts in government commissions)
lobbying as ,false* consulting, driven by ideatibra@ commercial interests. Most of the
research on Berlin’s political consultants under@saboth as two largely different phenomena
(e.g. Falk et al 2006). An exact turning point betw them, where scientific advice might
turn into an attempt of intentional particularistifluence, has not yet been precisely defined.
But where does consulting end and lobbying begmre’h€an political consulting in total, by
today’s broad sense, really be defined as an aaivite?

3) Separating lobbying from consulting: Two popularmyths

In our everyday understanding, separating “trueifr‘false” advisors seems to be all too
easy. Two rather common myths can be identifiedchviat second glance are not as valid as
they seem at first:

Myth No.1 states that d&dvisors provide knowledge, while lobbyists delivgerests. This
implicates a certain kind of neutrality as a qyaléature of serious advice: Ideally, a honest
advisor reflects both the decisive issue and tresam-maker himself, opening insights to
the latter he wouldn’t have gained from his pertipealone. An advisor will never actively
make decisions himself, or force his client intoestain direction (Steiner 2009). From that
point of view, truly scientific experts appear &sfpct advisors, as they are only committed to
scientific truth beyond any political interest. reality, this scientific neutrality is apparently
limited: Especially within highly controversial isss, like nuclear energy or stem cell
research, scientific knowledge is easily assindabg societal streams of opinion. It will
likely be used to give reason to issue-specificorepand counter-reports recommending
approval or rejection based on academic resealthé&e can be more then one scientific
truth, depending on interpretation — especially nvkige sources of it are in whatever way
dependent on the goodwill or funding of one of plagties involved in the discussion (Falk et
al 2006; Stehr/Grundmann 2010; Busch 2009; Kraoil/2011).

Recently, several large infrastructural project&Sgrmany were accompanied by sibetttles
between expert witnessdi&e those about the central station of Stuttgad expansion plans
of the airports of Berlin and Frankfurt/Main. Syred scientist advising politics does not
instantly become an interest supporter, but higistas scientific expert is no guarantee of
neutrality at all.

Myth No.2 deals with interest itself, and with tidea of a differentiation in terms of quality.

It seeks to separate “good” public interests frdrartful” individual ones: Advisors aim at
public interests, while lobbyists aim at particulenterests only, in order to gain relative
advances”.But what is “public interest™? A little fictionalxample shows the difficulties
when relying on that ternWithin a structurally weak country region, a patal discussion is
taking place about the use of a piece of fallondlanterest group A favours to use it as an
environmental protection area, to preserve natuesources and offer a place for recreation
for the local residents. Interest group B favouwrgransform it into a business park instead, in
order to attract investments and create public meoto be re-invested into local
infrastructure, education and development.

A and B can simultaneously refer to “the publicenetst” in that situation, which is in both
cases logically valid, although their intentione aompletely opposite. Apparently there is no
institution to define public interest priori. It rather emerges from a balance of particular
interests created by political decision (Fraenl@d1). So attempts to sort interests by means
of quality, dividing into good and foul ones, ar®na or less arbitrary and can not serve as



benchmarks to separate lobbyists from advisors.orie exceptions here might be interests
of absolutely obvious harmful and destructive chema(Mayntz 1992).

4) Advice and decision: Reducing complexity by theonsultation of experts

So apparently, it might be more promising to foomsthe decision-makers instead: When
facing time-critical issues of high complexity, ectsion-maker of political or any other kind
can basically follow two strategies. Either he setekgain more time in order to improve his
specific knowledge, or he seeks to reduce the oexitglof the issue to be able to work out
an acceptable decision in time.

Cooperation with advisors can be useful especfallythe latter strategy. Advice is nothing
less than a possible way to make a situation akttetless complex and quicker and easier to
handle: For reduced complexity in tbdamension of contenan advisor can bring in specific
knowledge the decision-maker doesn’'t possess. ihidosely linked to thelimension of
time, as the decision-maker might not be able to gathernecessary information himself
timely. Additionally, complexity can be reduced &gvice in asocial dimensioras well: As
the decision-maker is able to include advice froose who will be affected by his decision at
an early stage, he can increase its grade of ausptind reduce the risk of instant revision
and re-decision (Schimank 2005).

Managing situations of decision by reducing th@meplexity is particularly proven within
public policy-making: A strategy seeking to copehaproblems by simplifying and mindfully
postponing parts of them iscrementalism(Lindblom 1965). Especially in multilevel
governance arrangements like the German federabliepthe tendency to “muddle through”
interlacing decisions in small incremental stepsharacteristic (Benz 2007). This is indeed
where the roles of scientific experts and intereptesentatives are merging: For the decision-
maker,bothreduce the complexity of his situation.

Scientific knowledge does so rather in the dimamsibcontent, interests rather in the social
dimension, and both in the dimension of time. Idevrto make a proper decisi@wareness

of relevant interestss in fact as valuable as tka@owledge about contentual aspeofsthe
decisive issue. So from this perspective, consylitierest representatives can really have an
effect comparable to seeking “pure” scientific advi Based on the effect of reducing
complexity they have in common, knowledged interest might be defined as two sub-types
of one single politically relevant resource, namépplitical knowledge” in a broader
understanding. It includes traditionally scientigxpertise and also interest awareness as
some sort of “practitioner knowledge” (Kraul/St@011). The possession of both sub-types
increases the chance for a workable political smutand is a valid strategy to pursue
rationality in situations of high complexity. By dudefinition, the interaction with lobbyists
is clearly included.

So remarkably, the indefinite terminology of paéi consulting and lobbying appears to be
in some ways unintentionally reasonable. The teansf scientific knowledge and the
expression of interest can not be assessed as btwapletely different phenomena.
Apparently, both use the same access channels lbc poolicy-making. It is therefore
suggested to take the term “political consulting”face value and indeed consideoth
scientists and lobbyist as specialized advisos, g8 the former seek to avoid and the latter
would like it to be. One could assume that, from perspective of a political decision-maker,
both are in fact welcome gwoviders of complexity reductiom his specific situation of
decision. Scientific advisory and lobbying theref@should be understood as the farthest
boundaries of a common spectrum with sevseinaldes of grein between.

5) A first step: Sorting Berlin’s scene of politichconsultants
The former paragraphs showed that any straightiehattempt taseparate Berlin’s political
consultants into the two simple categories of “traed “false” advisors is likely to be
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insufficient. But where exactly do the decision-mak get their knowledge from, and how
else could those sources be sorted then? As asteapt the division into three categories is
suggested to bring some systematic order into thetg#rogeneous scene. This division is not
based on any arbitrary assessment of legitimaeythk two ones described above, but results
from the perspective the decision-maker has towels instead. That way, the advisors can
be sorted just by their “order of appearance”, #mereby classified whether as part of
internal, traditional-externabr new-externatapacities of policy consulting.

The first category consists of tleternal capacities(IC) of political consulting, i.e. those
sources of knowledge that directly surround thasilee-makers during their everyday work.
Advice of that kind can come froriederal administrations and bureaucraciea the one
hand, from thepartieson the other. Regarding the former, decision-maket®th executive
or legislative institutions can access several @siof issue-specific knowledge. This begins
with the expertise of their own staff personnel, madstrative research organs
(Ressortforschurjgor the parliamentary research servid&igsenschaftlicher Dienst des
Deutschen Bundestagesll of these sources are affiliated to the palsiervice. Beyond that,
the five parties currently constituting the fedguatliament have own referents as experts at
their disposal, who can research and deliver ot information to their top
representatives whenever necessary (Falk et al, X0@6l/Stoll 2011).

The second category consiststadditional external capacitie§TEC), i.e.scientific expert
commissionghink tanks operative foundationandassociationsin common understanding,
political consulting does not start until here: EXpcommissions and think tanks appear to be
the primary sources of academic knowledge for paiakers. Commissions can be
department-specific or issue-specific and be estadad permanently or ad hoc. They are
linked whether to ministries or temporarily linkethe parliament, i.e. to be dismissed latest
at the end of the legislative period. Commissionsgotogether proven experts, members of
the parliament or other government affiliates (Fetllal 2006; Bréchler/Schitzeichel 2008).
Think Tanks, sometimes described as “universitighout students”, and some specialised
foundations which can be understood as their dlelsgives, are not only able to research and
prepare demanded knowledge in a way the decisidkkeraaan conveniently handle it. They
can also serve as communication platforms for m#irand unceremonious exchange
between experts, decision-makers and citizens mergé About 150 think tanks of different
contentual focus are currently present in Germaruert 2003).In addition, more than
2100 associations, from large industrial-, empley@nd employees associations to smaller
ones representing highly specialized interest&jeest Berlin. They are among the first to get
in contact with the decision-makers whenever pedich the making affect their specific area
of interest (Falk et al 2006; Losche 2007; von \&iirg004; von Alemann 2000).

The third category is made up bgw external capacitigNEC). This includes all those types
of actors who have been rapidly increasing in nunjue since the government moved from
Bonn to Berlin, namelycompany representatives, Public Affairs (PA)-agescibusiness
consultants, law firms and NGOd<£xcept for most of the NGOs, they are in fact
representatives of their own or of their client®mmercialinterests, although they still
designate themselves consultants. Especially lasigd potent companies use their
departments at Berlin to formulate their own “fgreipolicy” towards the political decision-
makers. By this, they intend to communicate theferests more precisely and effectively
than an association could, which at first wouldigaite this individual interest by balancing it
with the ones of its other members. Company reptatees, PA-agencies and lawyers can
easily join their forces in short-term issue-specitoalitions: They reach maximum
effectiveness in emphasizing shared interests mbaung personal contacts and professional
media campaigning. Altogether, more than 100 compapresentations, about 40 specialized
PA-agencies and roughly the same amount of reldsantirms are active in what they define
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as “political consulting” in Berlin. The whole cagary is flanked by a number of self
employed advisors, mostly former top politiciansagiministrative officers, who are able to
offer their specific experience, knowledge and peas contacts from their period of service
for a good price (Falk/Rommele 2009; Leif/Speth &00dsche 2007; Bender/ Reulecke
2004; Kleinfeld/Zimmer/Willems 2007; Falk et al Z)@Brdochler/Schitzeichel 2008).

6) The ratio of knowledge and interest in “Politicd Knowledge”

This broad view upon political consulting mightfaist glance rather dull than sharpen the
analytic focus. But instead of concentrating ortkglesively on the two possible activities
declared as “political consulting” either transfer of scientific knowledger transfer of
interests — it is suggested to accept the simutameresence of both and better focus on their
ratio. Even within those three categories, knowledgkiaterest can be delivered at the same
time.

The “shades of gray” between neutral presentatfoknowledge and purely interest-driven
activity can thereby be outlined further: Within #d TEC groups, a transfer of knowledge
as well as a transfer of interest takes place, ri#ipg on the respective actor involved.
Among the IC, those sources that are administrativisions in the broadest sense are not
likely to charge their expertise with interest afy&kind. As they are consisting mostly of civil
servants, they are committed to serve their supewathout any subjective bias. Unlike them,
referents of the parties definitely are affected ibterest. They might process scientific
knowledge as well, but they are surely biasingatting information by that which is fitting
tactically into program and agenda, and which s no

A similar mixture is recognizable within the TEG bpite of the involvement of proven
academic experts, interest neutrality of commissiemot mandatory, especially in cases of
such commissions established to explore possilstgooamises in highly controversial issues.
For example thedartz-commissiorof 2002, dedicated to the future of the Germarouab
market, was assembled from both scientific expanisinterest representatives from major
associations. Among the think tanks, only few ltke SWP $tiftung Wissenschaft und
Politik, concerned with questions of foreign and secuynatycy) strictly commit themselves to
interest neutrality. Many other German think tamee a certain dedication to a guiding
theme, like liberal economy, workers rights, sushility, or environmental protection. Even
as they work by scientific methods, this dedicatignlikely to create a certain bias,
comparable to that occurring within political past

Concerning the associations, a really continuoulicdéon to interest is clearly detectable.
They hereby mark an important turning point in cangpn to commissions and think tanks:
As the latter are foremost dedicated to the defivérknowledge occasionally more or less
charged with specific interests, they are impleraérior the purpose of delivering interests
the first place

That purpose remains the dominating motivationughmut the NEC, as that group consists
of interest representatives most obviously. Heréjrther sub-division could at most take
place by dividing those who aim to benefit from fivecess of consultindgself (PA-agencies,
business consultants and law firms) from those waimo to benefit from theesult of the
consulting process (associations, company reprasezg, NGOS).

Taking all this into consideration, it altogeth@paars that “political consulting” in Germany
can at the moment be of four different kinds, alh@&ncing the “political knowledge” of the
decision-makers (a similar mapping is suggesteDdiyler 2012, p.185):

a) delivery of academic knowledgeeutral to interest

b) delivery of academic knowledggradually charged with interests

c) articulation of interestgradually combined with academic knowledge
d) articulation of interests



A division into these four possible types of adviakows an attempt to arrange the
consultants in a sort of ranking: From a) to d)jsitnot their legality or legitimacy that
declines, but theiguestionability that rises, as the incentive for the advisor te s
expertise in favour of his particular goals isrgsin the same manner.

7) The “Questionability Curve” of political consulting

Sketched into a scheme, the result is a climbingestonability curve”of political
consulting. Such curve indicates that, within legaundaries, all four manifestations of
political consulting take place in a common speutrdt illustrates that the higher the
percentage of interest is likely to be deliveredimy consultation, the higher is the demand
for vigilance among the advised decision-makerswal as among society and media
monitoring them. Questionable offerings of politiGdvice do not imply particularistic,
“post-democratic” policies immediately. But it iscreased awareness and care they require.
Beyond the boundaries of interest pursuit, eveiitla Kind can be identified here. It is the
attempt to persecute interests not only by verkptession, but by another stimulus beyond
the boundaries of legality, or in one word: bribeBased on these ideas, the whole scenery
from good advice to particularistic influence mighok as shown below. Further research on
the spectrum of German advisors can be integrateenwone. The appearance of four
overlapping political consultants below, entitled‘actor A — D” is therefore only exemplary:

legal ilegal
{(bribery)

knowledge interest /
{ interest | knowledge

knowledge interest

B

f
uestonad |
transfer of knowledge articulation of pursuit of ensurance of
interests interests interests

(Bartsch 2012)

8) Conclusions for discussion and further research

These suggestions for a reflection upon decisiokimgaand political consulting in German

federal politics might be of help for further resgraupon governance, lobbyism and post-
democratic tendencies. They recommend avoiding kipplar separation between the
transfers of scientific knowledge and interest,dase in popular everyday understanding.
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Instead they suggest to perceive both as gradetilfyaoverlapping elements of a common
spectrum of “political knowledge”, which is introced into political decisions by actors not
directly legitimated by election.

At least from the perspective of the political dgmn-maker, almost any source of such
knowledge is of “consultative character”, as altleém are in some way helpful to reduce the
complexity his decision. Moreover, none of it igegjal or illegitimate at first — transferring a
variety of particular societal interest into a lmeded public wealth still remains the task of the
elected decision-makers alone. So concerning tlestigun “Is all of it political consulting in
Germany?”, the answer right now is honestly vagdes, somehow indeed.”

On the other hand, as politization of science mighasily take place wherever scientific
experts interact with political decision-makersnast no political consulting is “consulting”
in the truest sense. By definition, even the skghtharge of interest already spoils the ideal
of flawless advice (Steinert 2009). A lobbyist ¢harefore in no case be a true source of ideal
advice, regardless he might claim so.

This answers the first two of the four questionisedsat the beginning. Concerning the third
and fourth one, further research needs to be dbne.idea of that common spectrum of
various “shades of gray” could be used as a starpaint to develop a more precise
estimation of their legitimacy. A suggestion midia the differentiation betwearontentual
and processualadvicing, i.e. betweepolicy adviceandpolitical consulting(Siefken 2010).
Other distinctions could be made along the proadsdirection of action, i.e. if specific
knowledge is explicitely requested by the decisimaker, or unsolicitedly pushed forward by
the advisor. This could serve as an indicatiorttiertrue demand for advice in that situation.
Altogether, it appears still uncertain if consisteenchmarks for distinction can be found at
all. Maybe every judgment on any given act of padit consulting in terms of its legitimacy
can only be a case of individual analysis.
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