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Learning from the old OTA model to design a new Congressional Office of Science 
and Technology Analysis suitable for today. 

By Jon M. Peha and M. Granger Morgan 

Every year, Congress confronts complex policy issues that are so intertwined with 
technology or science that it can be extremely difficult for members of Congress who do not 
have extensive knowledge of the topics to make informed decisions. There is no shortage of 
supposed experts—including lobbyists and executive-branch officials—eager to tell lawmakers 
what to do. But Congress cannot provide meaningful oversight of the executive branch while 
relying only on executive-branch experts. Nor can Congress be confident that its decisions serve 
the broader public interest while relying on lobbyists who represent specific stakeholders. 
Congress would be better able to put in context the information received from those sources, to 
advance its own legislative goals, and in general to act as a coequal branch of government if it 
had an in-house support agency providing it with policy-relevant science and technology 
information and neutral analytical support. 

Until it was defunded in 1995, the Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) did much to 
meet this need. It is our hope that Congress will once again appropriate funds for this purpose. 
However, the goal should not be to simply re-create the 20th-century OTA. Even if Congress 
uses the existing enabling legislation, it should be able, with the benefit of hindsight, to build a 
support agency that is more suited to present needs. Much has changed since 1995. Back then, 
most Americans had never used the Internet, the world’s first commercial web browser was only 
a year old, and Google did not yet exist. Today, every congressional intern and every constituent 
is one web search away from an endless supply of content about science, technology, and policy, 
although much of this content is of questionable quality or is not impartial. The Internet and 
other information technologies have substantially changed the level of expertise that constituents 
expect from members of Congress, the types of information that Congress will want from an 
office advising it on matters of science and technology, and the tools that such an office can use 
to meet those needs. 

In this paper, we propose a new congressional advisory body, one designed for the 
Internet age: a Congressional Office of Science and Technology Analysis (COSTA). We focus 
particularly on how it would be organized and what kinds of work it would do. Our case for the 
COSTA is predicated on the conviction that it should have no agenda of its own other than to 
support Congress. Just as happened with the old OTA, other audiences—the executive branch, 
state and local government, private businesses, public-interest groups, and the press—would 
likely find value in the work of the new COSTA. But its success should be measured entirely in 
terms of the extent to which it is able to help committees and members of Congress to make 
informed decisions. We mention this sole criterion of success because other observers have 
called for the creation of an OTA-like entity as a means of promoting technology innovation. 
Doing that, however, would give the office an agenda that might not always be shared by all 
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members of Congress. That could easily lead to problems. The goal of assisting Congress should 
be paramount and should never be compromised for the sake of an overarching policy goal (like 
technology boosterism) or for the benefit of any other audience or organization.  1

Why Change the Name? 
We begin with something that might seem inconsequential, but that in fact opens up 

important questions of purpose and design: the name of the new office. Retaining a name similar 
to that of the old Office of Technology Assessment can indicate continuity and make it easy to 
understand some of the functions the new office will perform. Adding “science” to the name 
makes sense since many of the technical issues that confront Congress involve matters of science 
and not technology. 

Replacing the term “assessment” with “analysis” is important because the former 
implies a more predictive and narrower set of activities than we believe Congress requires. The 
goal of the Congressional Office of Science and Technology Analysis should not be merely to 
assess technology but to analyze policy issues that have some relation to science or technology, 
in a way that helps Congress with legislation, oversight, and interactions with constituents. 

Who Decides What the COSTA Studies? 
Topics addressed by the new COSTA should be selected with two primary criteria in 

mind: meeting the needs of Congress and remaining strictly nonpartisan. We believe that the 
basic mechanisms by which the old OTA selected its topics were conducive to meeting these 
goals, and were better suited to its purposes than the mechanisms used then and now by the 
Congressional Research Service (CRS) and the Government Accountability Office (GAO). 
Nevertheless, we recommend some changes that would improve the old approach. 

Under the old OTA, only committee chairs could formally request studies. Those studies 
then had to be approved by the congressional board charged with overseeing OTA, the bicameral, 
bipartisan Technology Assessment Board (TAB).  The result was that OTA could only undertake 2

studies that a bicameral, bipartisan body deemed important. Peter D. Blair argues that the TAB 
also played an important role in screening requests for studies and deflecting those that were not 
appropriate.  Whether the new COSTA is constituted under the existing statute that created OTA 3

or in some new form, we believe that a similar screening function will be essential to create some 
defensible way of establishing priorities and to avoid being swamped by requests. 

Committee chairs together with ranking members should continue to be able to request 
studies, but also any bipartisan group—that is, any group of at least two members from each 
party—should be able to make a request to the TAB. 

 One source of outstanding studies on technology policy that are intended for broader audiences is Carnegie Mellon 1

University’s Department of Engineering and Public Policy (https://www.cmu.edu/epp/), where the authors of this 
paper serve as faculty.

 2 U.S.C. 15 § 473(a), https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?path=/prelim@title2/chapter15&edition=prelim.2

 Peter D. Blair, Congress’s Own Think Tank: Learning from the Legacy of the Office of Technology Assessment 3

(1972–1995) (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013).
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The TAB could also be improved by giving the party in the minority more power. For 
OTA, the TAB consisted of three members of the House of Representatives from each party 
appointed by the speaker of the House, three senators from each party appointed by the president 
pro tempore of the Senate, and the OTA director, who could join meetings but not vote. By 
convention, the speaker would defer to House minority leaders when selecting representatives 
from the minority party for the TAB, as the Senate majority leadership would defer to that 
chamber’s minority, but this was not required by statute. In more partisan times, this statutory 
language could give one party the ability to select twelve TAB members, even though six must 
be from the minority party. To protect against partisanship, we recommend that the former 
deferential practice be codified in the statute: the speaker, the House minority leader, the Senate 
majority leader, and the Senate minority leader should each choose three members of COSTA’s 
TAB. The director of COSTA would remain a nonvoting member of the TAB. 

While officially the TAB chose the studies that the old OTA would perform, the reality 
was more complex. Typically, OTA staff held conversations with congressional staff, 
committees, and members in order to determine their needs. Then, after some iterations, a formal 
request was developed and sent to OTA, which transmitted it to the TAB for approval. Staff from 
the old OTA would often informally work with committees in the design of study requests, 
sometimes helping them to merge or generalize requests. Frequently, requests from different 
committees were combined so that more than one committee would be the requester for a study. 
This process was essential for formulating research questions that could be rigorously and 
objectively answered by OTA analysts (as confirmed by experts in the process) and that 
accurately reflected what Congress wanted and needed (as confirmed by requesters and members 
of the TAB). A similar process should be employed for COSTA. 

One important difference we recommend is that the COSTA director, unlike the director 
of the old OTA, should have the explicit authority to decline a study request made by the TAB. 
The director might take this step for any of three reasons: 

1) a judgment that the COSTA lacks the resources to do the desired study; or 
2) a determination that adequate related studies have been already done by others; or 
3) a judgment that addressing a topic would incur considerable institutional risk. 

Although very infrequent, this third condition can occur when a topic is sufficiently high-profile, 
controversial, and partisan. In such cases, it is likely that many different groups will be 
performing analysis, so it is unlikely that an extensive COSTA study would add much anyway. 
There is precedent for this approach. When the GAO is asked to undertake a study, one of the 
first things it does is to quietly perform an assessment of the institutional risks to the GAO that 
might arise if it chooses to perform the requested study. If the old OTA had had this operational 
prerogative, it might have been spared considerable controversy, most obviously in the case of 
the series of reports it published on antiballistic missile (ABM) technology (colloquially referred 
to as the Reagan administration’s “Star Wars” proposals). Topics that are high-visibility and 
politically charged are typically studied by many groups outside government anyway, so OTA’s 
contributions in such cases were less essential. (In the ABM case, the American Physical Society 
had performed a series of analyses.) OTA concluded that ABM systems were unlikely to work as 
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proposed, and while several factors contributed to Congress’s decision to defund the old OTA, a 
significant one was backlash from ABM supporters. OTA would have been safer if its director 
had had the ability to reject requests from the TAB on this topic, or at least to reduce the scope to 
a lesser product, such as a detailed literature search. 

Another change that we recommend is to place greater emphasis on serving bipartisan 
requests, including requests from groups of members rather than committees. This could provide 
further protection against even the appearance of partisanship within the COSTA. It could also 
increase the number of members of Congress who derive value from the COSTA, and are 
therefore likely to fight for its survival. Of course, requests from committees should still have 
high priority, but only if a request is supported by both the committee chair and the ranking 
minority member. In addition, requests should be welcome from groups of members, regardless 
of seniority, so long as they are supported by both Republicans and Democrats. Moreover, an 
important factor in determining the priority of a request should be the minimum of the number of 
Republicans making the request and the number of Democrats making the request, so that 
requests with many members from both parties tend to be chosen. 

What Products and Services Should the COSTA Provide? 
The COSTA should work with committees and members to determine the range of report 

types, presentations, consultations, and other products and services that it offers, while striving to 
avoid overlap with the services provided by CRS and other legislative support agencies. 
Different products will involve different levels of interaction with congressional staff, different 
times to produce, different objectives, and different formats for consumption. All products must 
be highly tuned to the needs of Congress. 

The COSTA should develop its product line with humility, and obtain regular feedback 
from its “customers”—members of Congress, committees, and their staffs. That does not mean 
they should simply conduct surveys and blindly follow the survey results. In effect, the COSTA 
will need to be a start-up organization, developing novel products that many of its customers 
may have never seen before. In many cases, meaningful feedback from customers will only be 
possible after a specific type of product has been produced, offered, and proven its value (or lack 
thereof). This section presents recommendations for an initial set of products. 

We begin with a few criteria for defining useful products. To serve Congress well, 
products must be valuable to members from both political parties who have a wide variety of 
perspectives, regardless of which party holds the majority in each chamber. The COSTA should 
provide information and analysis. Without presuming or making value judgments, it should seek 
to explain how value judgments relate to the policy questions under consideration, so that 
members of Congress can apply their own values. Thus, no product should make policy 
recommendations,  as is typical for studies produced by think tanks, university research centers, 4

and the National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. The COSTA may, however, 
as the old OTA did, provide options along the lines of “if Congress wants this then it should do 
such and such; if Congress wants that then it should do so and so.” 

 An important exception is clearly pointing out situations in which a policy proposal would violate physical laws or 4

biological knowledge.

 4



The COSTA should offer a suite of products that complement each other. For example, 
many more members of Congress are likely to request a one-hour briefing and question period 
on a complex issue of technology policy than will ever read a 100-page report. However, it is by 
producing a 100-page report that the organization can gain the expertise to offer a one-hour 
briefing that goes well beyond the superficial. Both types of product should come from the same 
organization. This is why we disagree with a recent study by the National Academy of Public 
Administration, which recommends institutional arrangements that would spread responsibility 
for these complementary products across multiple organizations.  When the people producing the 5

shorter products are not also producing the others, these shorter products will require more time 
and effort to produce and will likely be of lower quality. 

The COSTA should focus its limited resources on products that do not duplicate high-
quality content that is available elsewhere. At the same time, the COSTA should build upon other 
products when they are available but do not fully serve congressional needs. These are products 
where the COSTA can employ both of its core competencies: an understanding of Congress and 
an understanding of science and technology and their policy implications. For example, there is 
little reason for the COSTA to write long reports explaining a technology like machine learning 
or genetically modified crops without also exploring in depth the aspects that would matter to 
Congress. This is largely what the GAO has been doing in recent years in its new Science, 
Technology Assessment, and Analytics program, which is one reason why these GAO reports do 
not adequately fill the void left by the closure of OTA. There are also countless other 
organizations that already produce reports of that kind. Indeed, for content that does not require 
an understanding of Congress and its unique needs, the best value that the COSTA could add 
may be in commenting and curating—separating evidence-based analysis from speculation and 
untested myth. Assessing the existing literature does require a depth of knowledge, but takes 
much less time than producing an entirely new study. 

As a natural by-product of its core mission, the COSTA should also create derivative 
products that do not require this depth of knowledge, and some will be valuable and widely read. 
However, products of this kind do not take advantage of COSTA’s strength as compared to other 
congressional agencies, so these products should only be produced as part of a larger set of 
offerings, some of which do require a depth of knowledge. There are plenty of other sources for 
reports that do not require this knowledge. 

Before considering the information-gathering and analysis that the COSTA could perform 
and how that work could best be shared with Congress, we should elaborate on the products of 
the old OTA. Its chief products were “assessment reports” and “special reports.” The former 
resulted from major studies undertaken by the office, tended to be 100–200 pages long, averaged 
18 to 24 months to produce, and usually included facts, analysis, and a menu of policy options. 
Special reports were similar but shorter and narrower in focus; they usually arose out of work on 
a larger study. Other kinds of OTA products—including “technical memoranda,” “background 
papers,” and “staff papers”—were usually narrowly focused and received a less rigorous vetting 

 National Academy of Public Administration (NAPA), Science and Technology Policy Assessment: A 5

Congressionally Directed Review (November 14, 2019), https://www.napawash.org/studies/academy-studies/
science-and-technology-policy-assessment-for-the-us-congress.
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than the reports.  The publication of new reports would often be accompanied by briefings for 6

Congress and the press. 
A new COSTA could provide greater value than the old OTA by offering a much wider 

range of products and services. Nevertheless, studies like those of the old OTA would still offer 
great value. Most OTA studies fell into one of two categories—problem-driven or technology-
driven —and both would be appropriate for the COSTA. In a problem-driven study, the COSTA 7

would seek possible solutions to a problem that Congress may wish to address. For example, 
what if anything could Congress do to make the telecommunications infrastructure more resilient 
to hurricanes and earthquakes? A full study would clarify the nature and extent of the problem, 
identify policy options worthy of consideration, and illuminate the pros, cons, and risks that 
come with each option. Each member of Congress could then determine which option, including 
the option of doing nothing, is most desirable given his or her own values and goals. In a 
technology-driven study, the COSTA would explore the implications of a new or emerging area 
of science or technology. The goal should be to identify and clarify any associated policies that 
Congress might someday wish to address, and not simply to present the wonders or horrors of a 
new technology. For example, a technology-driven COSTA report could illuminate policy 
opportunities and challenges that arise from quantum computing, and discuss which 
congressional committees might have jurisdiction on those issues. When addressed with 
sufficient depth, both study types are vitally important, and rarely available to Congress today 
from a source that has earned bipartisan trust, and at a time when it is actionable. 

In addition to these large studies, the COSTA should offer a variety of smaller products, 
in combination or as stand-alones, including the following: 

● A description of options that Congress might consider on a specific policy question, 
without a detailed evaluation of those options. Sometimes such a product might provide 
an indication of what objective each policy might serve. 

● A critical review of available research literature on a given topic. Note that a literature 
review is quite different from a collection of articles in the popular press, or even articles 
from experts. Such collections can be readily obtained elsewhere, including via CRS. 
(Indeed, the COSTA and CRS would be wise to coordinate to avoid duplication in this 
area, since CRS occasionally produces reports that describe available research.) A 
COSTA literature review would weave together all of the relevant material to present a 
coherent view of what is known. It would also clarify what is not known, and where there 
is uncertainty regarding existing understanding. For example, a COSTA review might 
point out which findings have been verified repeatedly by diverse and respected sources, 
and are widely accepted in the scientific community, and which are based only on studies 
with small sample sizes or opaque methodologies. Readers can still consider the latter, 
but should have less confidence in them. 

 Office of Technology Assessment, The OTA Orange Book—Policies and Procedures of the Office of Technology 6

Assessment: Communication with Congress and the Public (February 1986), pp. 3–10.

 U.S. Congress, Office of Technology Assessment, Policy Analysis at OTA: A Staff Assessment (Washington, D.C.: 7

U.S. Government Printing Office, May 1993), archived at https://digital.library.unt.edu/ark:/67531/metadc9860.
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● An estimation of costs associated with different policy options. The COSTA should avoid 
duplicating cost estimates from the Congressional Budget Office, but CBO focuses on 
costs incurred by government under proposed laws, whereas the TAB might direct the 
COSTA to estimate a much wider range of costs and benefits. For example, when 
considering deployment of communications technology to improve highway safety, it is 
likely that a CBO study would only consider the costs borne by the federal government 
for infrastructure, whereas COSTA would also consider the cost to vehicle owners and 
municipal governments. 

● An estimation of benefits associated with different policy options, by some previously 
defined measure of benefit. In the example above, this could include quantifying the 
benefit to drivers, passengers, and pedestrians of preventing some car collisions. 

● A stakeholder analysis, showing which groups might be substantially helped or harmed 
by a current problem if it is not addressed or by a proposed policy under consideration. 

● An elicitation of what experts in a given field think about a specific topic. For example, 
what do cybersecurity experts think about the risk to the U.S. energy grid?  8

● An institutional analysis of which government entities are likely to be affected by an 
emerging technology. For example, which agencies might need to address issues related 
to cybercurrency or synthetic biology within the coming decade? 

● A legal analysis. For example, what limitations if any do current federal and state laws 
impose on the use of autonomous vehicles on interstate highways, or on the adoption of 
microgrids? 

● A comparison of U.S. policy related to a given technology and the policies of other 
nations, or of individual states within the United States. For example, which U.S. states 
have passed laws relating to Internet privacy, and how do relevant state regulations differ 
from federal regulations, and from those of the European Union, Australia, and Japan? 

On many issues of interest to Congress, there is already an astonishing abundance of 
publicly available content, but it is of a highly uneven quality. This places a premium on the 
COSTA’s curatorial function: the office should emphasize helping Congress find content 
produced by other organizations and providing context so readers can understand its strengths, 
limitations, and potential biases. A well-organized annotated bibliography or collection of links 
may prove to be a valuable stand-alone product. 

After producing information, the COSTA must disseminate it. While congressional 
staffers who are deeply enmeshed in an issue may relish every word in a 200-page report, most 
staffers and members of Congress will not. Prepackaged information must come in every form 
that the COSTA’s customers might want, including short written summaries of each report with 
all the policy options considered,  short written introductions to an emerging policy issue that a 9

member of Congress might read while preparing for a hearing or a press interview, slide decks 

 M. Granger Morgan, “Use (and Abuse) of Expert Elicitation in Support of Decision Making for Public Policy,” 8

PNAS vol. 111, no. 20 (2014), pp. 7176–7184, https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1319946111.

 The old OTA also produced such brief summaries of its long reports.9
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and videos of presentations, and downloadable podcasts. One way the organization will know it 
has value is when congressional staffers report that they listen to the COSTA podcasts about 
technology policy on the subway ride home from work. 

In some cases, interaction with COSTA staff will be even more important than any 
published content. The COSTA should, upon congressional request, offer live presentations with 
questions and answers in any office in Congress, and should facilitate online videoconferences 
with experts around the country. COSTA staff should be available for informal consultations on 
the latest studies, in person or by phone. When asked, they should provide assistance to members 
of Congress and staff who are seeking outside experts, perhaps as witnesses at hearings. In short, 
the COSTA should strive to be a valued extension of every congressional office. 

How Should the COSTA Be Organized? 
The easiest way to create the new COSTA would be simply to make minor amendments 

to the original legislation that created OTA and then to appropriate funding for it. Many of the 
details of how a new COSTA operates should be left to the evolutionary discretion of those 
organizing and running the new entity. Here we offer advice on just three topics: 

● Location. To offer the best service to Congress, the headquarters of the new COSTA must 
be no more than a short cab ride to any congressional office. 

● Networked. While a physical presence near the Capitol and the House and Senate office 
buildings is essential, today’s technology makes it much easier to operate as a distributed 
organization. By allowing some COSTA staffers and contractors to work across the 
country, the office will be able to draw on a much wider range of expertise, and the cost 
of operations will be lower. 

● Informed by lessons from others. Many other entities—including federally funded 
research and development centers (FFRDCs), think tanks and nonprofit groups, and 
universities like Carnegie Mellon—conduct policy-focused research and analysis on 
issues involving technology and science. And many parliaments around the world, 
especially in Europe, have established science and technology advisory offices.  The 10

management of the COSTA should examine and learn from the experiences of these 
various enterprises. 

How Should the COSTA Obtain Input and Review from Outside? 
One of the strengths of the old OTA was that, while staff wrote the reports, a diverse 

committee of outside experts was assembled for each study. The committee would help frame the 
study and provide comments and critical reviews on drafts of the report. This process takes time, 
but greatly improves the quality and objectivity of the final product. This has also been an 
important distinction between reports from OTA and reports from CRS or the GAO. 

For large COSTA studies undertaken in the style of OTA, such a strategy still works, and 
is extremely important. However, if the new COSTA is also going to produce a variety of briefer 

 Norman J. Vig and Herbert Paschen, eds., Parliaments and Technology: The Development of Technology 10

Assessment in Europe (Albany: State University of New York Press, 2000).
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and more rapidly created products, alternative review procedures will be needed. Some of these 
faster products are likely to be more accessible by-products of longer-term studies. In those 
cases, outside experts and stakeholders will already have had an opportunity to weigh in on the 
original study, and can easily provide a review of the subsequent by-products. For smaller 
products that stand alone, one option would be to use experts from inside COSTA who are 
familiar with the views of relevant stakeholders but were not among the product’s authors. Some 
of these inside experts might be people who are primarily employed at universities or FFRDCs 
but who work part-time for COSTA specifically to provide rapid reviews when asked. Where 
appropriate, it is often possible to get stakeholder comments quickly, and without compensation, 
by posting a draft online. Many stakeholders are highly motivated to provide such feedback. 

How Should the COSTA Be Staffed? 
The old OTA built a substantial staff of in-house expertise. According to a tally from the 

end of 1992 of the agency’s 131 full-time analytical staffers, 25 percent held, as their highest 
degree earned, a master’s degree, 37 percent held a PhD, and 10 percent held a JD or MD.  11

Perhaps in the long run a new COSTA will grow to such a size, but in its first few years a 
much more modest staff will likely be more politically and administratively appropriate. Whether 
staff size is large or small, the organization needs to be able to provide a quality of service 
beyond what might be expected from its budget through the creative management of human 
resources.  12

In recruiting a new staff, the COSTA should look for candidates who have demonstrated a 
deep command of some technical subject by earning an advanced degree (in most cases a PhD) 
and who have demonstrated an ability to combine science or technology with public policy, 
preferably across a range of topics. There are now a handful of U.S. academic programs that 
educate such people—combining deep technical expertise with good preparation in modern 
methods of social, economic, and policy analysis. There are also many people who after 
completing a conventional disciplinary PhD go on to spend time (usually about one year) on 
congressional staff, through programs coordinated by the American Association for the 
Advancement of Science (AAAS) and other organizations. 

While core COSTA staffers should remain in Washington, D.C. so they can meet face-to-
face with members of Congress and congressional staff, the COSTA should be able to hire 
experts from outside of government anywhere in the country to help write or review assessments 
on a part-time basis. These experts might serve as the legislative-branch equivalent of what in the 
executive branch are termed Special Government Employees. Such experts work on a part-time 
basis and are carefully vetted for conflicts of interest. The COSTA might also recruit university 
faculty to spend a sabbatical with the office in Washington using the Intergovernmental 
Personnel Act (IPA) or one of the congressional fellowship programs coordinated by the AAAS. 

 Office of Technology Assessment, Policy Analysis at OTA, p. 12. Note that this tally does not include OTA’s 11

nonanalytical staff or its staff employed as contractors.

 M. Granger Morgan, Jon M. Peha, and Daniel E. Hastings, “A Lean, Distributed Organization to Serve 12

Congress,” in Science and Technology Advice for Congress, M. Granger Morgan and Jon M. Peha, eds. (New York: 
Resources for the Future Press, 2003), chapter 10, pp. 145–156.
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In some cases, the COSTA might also arrange for short-term visits by students whose 
dissertations are relevant to the organization’s work. Or they could use IPA agreements to 
temporarily borrow experts from executive-branch agencies and national laboratories to work on 
studies where such expertise is needed. 

Conclusion 
As matters of science and technology become more integrated in all aspects of modern 

life, Congress needs an in-house agency dedicated to providing its members and committees with 
politically neutral insight on policy issues that are rooted in science or technology. The growing 
flood of content flowing into Congress, much of which lacks quality, objectivity, or relevance, 
has only increased this need. Other Congressional support agencies (GAO, CBO and CRS) play 
important roles, but at least as currently constituted they do not adequately meet this need. 

That agency should revive what worked well in the old OTA, including a bipartisan, 
bicameral oversight board, a rigorous process for developing quality reports, and the use of 
outside reviewers for all large-scale products. However, the OTA model should be improved and 
extended to meet the needs of today’s Congress: The new agency should offer a wider range of 
products, including some that can be produced rapidly. It should have a more distributed 
organizational structure. It should offer greater support for individual members of Congress, as 
opposed to congressional committees. And it should be granted the ability to abstain from studies 
that are so partisan that they put the organization at risk. 
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