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Abstract

Parliaments depend on knowledge to legislate, scrutinise governments and represent
citizens, yet research on legislative institutionalisation has paid limited attention to how
that knowledge is organised. This paper treats parliamentary knowledge as an
institutional capacity produced through relationships among professional officials,
political advisers and elected representatives. It develops a framework centred on three
connected processes—production, translation and use—and examines how each can
become a site of organisational contestation. The argument is explored through the
Mexican Chamber of Deputies, drawing on documentary analysis and two qualitative
qguestionnaires administered during the LXVI Legislature: one to twelve officials working
in research, advisory and information units, and another to fourteen legislators, advisers,
aides and private secretaries. The findings show that formal research bodies and
technical products do not by themselves create a durable parliamentary knowledge
capacity. Their contribution depends on recruitment, employment stability, professional
autonomy, coordination, access and the ability of advisers to connect specialised analysis
with legislative work. In Mexico, formal continuity coexists with politically mediated
appointments, uneven access, weak dissemination and selective use. At the same time,
professional staff preserve expertise, methodological standards and institutional
memory. The paper argues that legislative institutionalisation should be assessed
through the organisational conditions that keep knowledge credible, accessible and
connected to political judgement, rather than through formal structures alone.
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development, and conclusions.



Introduction

Legislatures occupy a central place in representative democracies. They enact legislation,
authorise public expenditure, scrutinise executive action and provide the principal
institutional arena through which governments are held publicly accountable. The
capacity to perform these constitutional functions, however, varies considerably across
legislatures. While some parliaments have developed specialised organisations capable
of supporting legislative deliberation, executive oversight and budgetary scrutiny, others
continue to operate under severe organisational constraints, often with limited
administrative support, scarce analytical resources and weak institutional continuity.
Such differences have long attracted the attention of legislative scholars because they
raise one of the central questions of the discipline: why do some legislatures acquire
stronger institutional capacities than others?

For more than five decades, legislative institutionalisation has provided one of the
principal answers to that question. Since Polsby's influential formulation,
institutionalisation has generally been understood as the process through which
legislatures acquire organisational autonomy, internal differentiation, stable procedures
and increasingly specialised capacities. Subsequent scholarship has broadened and
refined this perspective by examining legislative professionalism, committee systems,
administrative development, organisational resources and parliamentary capacity across
a wide range of constitutional settings. Despite their differences, a common factor in
these studies is their concern with identifying the factors that explain why some
legislatures effectively fulfill their functions while others do not.

They have demonstrated that parliamentary performance cannot be explained solely by
constitutional design or formal rules. Organisational arrangements, administrative
resources and institutional continuity matter because they shape the ability of
legislatures to legislate, oversee governments and represent citizens. As a result,
legislative institutionalisation has grown from a concept about organisational
development into a broader framework for understanding institutional capacity.

At the same time, a different conversation has gradually emerged within parliamentary
studies. Increasing attention has been devoted to the role of parliamentary
administrations, legislative research services, parliamentary libraries, budget offices,
committee specialists and other organisations responsible for supporting parliamentary
work. This literature has shown that contemporary legislatures rely upon increasingly
specialised forms of expertise and analytical support, while international organisations
and parliamentary networks have devoted considerable effort to identifying the
institutional conditions under which parliamentary research services can operate
effectively, independently and professionally. This scholarship treats information as
more than a simple input into legislative decision-making. It shows that knowledge itself
is organised through specialised parliamentary institutions, professional practices and
administrative routines, which help legislatures gather, read, keep and use evidence to
carry out their constitutional duties.

Despite the richness of both literatures, they have rarely been brought into systematic
dialogue. Research on legislative institutionalisation has traditionally examined how
legislatures acquire organisational capacity but has devoted comparatively less attention
to one of the capacities through which legislatures perform their constitutional
functions: the institutional organisation of parliamentary knowledge. Conversely,



scholarship on parliamentary research and parliamentary knowledge has generated
valuable insights into research services, evidence use and professional standards
without explicitly relating these developments to broader theories of legislative
institutionalisation. As a result, we know considerably more about why legislative
capacity matters than about how one of its most important organisational components
is created, maintained and transformed over time.

This article starts from a simple idea: parliamentary knowledge is an institutional
capacity, not just a technical resource. Parliamentary knowledge is understood here as
the institutionally organised body of information, expertise, analytical practice and
organisational memory that legislatures mobilise in the exercise of their representative,
legislative, budgetary and oversight functions. It is not confined to research reports or
specialised studies, nor is it produced exclusively within parliamentary research services.
Rather, it encompasses the wider organisational arrangements through which
legislatures generate, validate, preserve and circulate knowledge as an institutional
resource. The existence and quality of those arrangements vary considerably across
legislatures, reflecting different trajectories of institutional development and different
organisational choices.

These mechanisms are not merely administrative structures or offices; rather, they are
part of larger organizations with political objectives. Decisions regarding the level of
resources allocated to these areas, the selection of personnel, internal organization, and
the division of research tasks are driven by the logic of power. In other words,
parliamentary knowledge is not divorced from politics. Following Lukes's
multidimensional conception of power, this article approaches these processes not
simply as observable organisational conflicts but as broader relations of power through
which the production, availability and legitimacy of parliamentary knowledge are
continuously negotiated within legislatures.

Viewing parliamentary knowledge in this way has important implications for legislative
institutionalisation. Institutional capacities are commonly understood as organisational
resources that strengthen legislative performance. However, if one of those capacities
consists of the institutional arrangements through which legislatures organise
knowledge, then institutionalisation also involves the continual reproduction of those
arrangements. Legislative institutionalisation cannot therefore be understood
exclusively as the consolidation of formal rules or administrative structures.

The Mexican Chamber of Deputies is a case to explore these questions. This Congress
has experienced a process of institutional development accompanied by the creation of
specialised parliamentary research bodies and technical support services but recently,
these organisations have been challenged and dismantled. This article does not treat
these developments simply as evidence of institutional strengthening or erosion.
Instead, it reads them as expressions of ongoing contestation over how parliamentary
knowledge is organised within the legislature.

Drawing upon documentary evidence, original qualitative questionnaire material
collected from parliamentary researchers, technical staff, legislative advisers and
members of the Chamber of Deputies, as well as an analysis of the institutional trajectory
of the Chamber’s research services, the article asks: what does contestation over the
production, translation and use of parliamentary knowledge reveal about legislative
institutionalisation under conditions of formal organisational continuity? One initial
answer is that parliamentary knowledge is produced and reproduced internally in a



cyclical manner, and that its consolidation depends on how the institution is internally
organized to translate and utilize that knowledge in political activity. Therefore,
institutionalization must be evaluated across two dimensions: the existence of formal
structures and the context that enables that knowledge to circulate and influence
outcomes. By bringing together the literature on legislative institutionalisation and the
emerging scholarship on parliamentary knowledge, the article seeks to contribute to a
more complete understanding of how legislatures sustain the institutional capacities
upon which democratic representation, law-making and executive accountability
ultimately depend.

1. Legislative institutionalisation and the problem of parliamentary capacity
Legislative institutionalisation addresses the conditions under which representative
assemblies become durable organisations capable of exercising political authority.
Theories of legislative institutionalisation identify central features of that process: the
establishment of organisational boundaries, the differentiation and complexity of
internal structures, and the development of universalistic procedures. Related work
placed autonomy, adaptability, complexity and coherence at the centre of institutional
development, while comparative legislative scholarship examined how committees,
procedural arrangements and patterns of recruitment contributed to the consolidation
of parliamentary organisations (Polsby, 1968; Huntington, 1968; Mezey, 1979; Olson
and Mezey, 1991).

This organisational perspective established an essential distinction between
constitutional authority and institutional capability. Constitutional provisions may
authorise a legislature to amend bills or approve expenditure but those powers must be
exercised through committees, administrative services, and established procedures.
The classical indicators nevertheless generated difficulties. Internal complexity and
procedural stability do not necessarily produce a powerful or effective parliament. A
chamber may retain elaborate procedures, specialised committees and a substantial
administration while remaining politically subordinate to the executive. Nor does
organisational change invariably indicate deinstitutionalisation: reform may represent
adaptation to new functions, technologies or demands for participation. So
institutionalisation cannot be reduced to structural accumulation or organisational
permanence alone. The analytical significance of structures depends upon what they
enable legislatures to do.

Scholarship therefore moved progressively from organisational development towards
legislative capacity and performance. Research on parliamentary influence asked a
direct question: could legislatures modify government proposals, affect policy
outcomes, scrutinise administration and represent social interests, or did they simply
ratify executive decisions (Norton, 1990; Judge, 1993, 2003)?

Some research on professionalization has shifted its focus toward staff, their salaries,
and their expertise (Squire, 1992 and 2007), based on the argument that greater
expertise translates into a greater capacity to exert influence.

Budgetary institutionalisation provides a clear example. A legislature cannot form an
independent judgement about public expenditure solely because it possesses the
authority to vote on the budget. It also requires specialised committees, technical
personnel, reliable fiscal information and procedures that allow analysis to be
incorporated into decision-making. Technical autonomy includes the ability to generate



specialised knowledge without relying entirely upon information supplied by other
institutions, especially the executive.

We must understand that institutionalisation is not linear or irreversible. Legislatures
need to recruit and retain professional staff, preserve historic and relevant documents,
and bring the work of their specialised internal bodies closer to the legislative activities.
However, the mere existence of these internal bodies does not guarantee their
professionalization or their influence on legislative processes. Formal structures can
persist even as their technical capabilities deteriorate. As in the case analysed here,
research centers can continue to exist while their institutional capacity is dismantled.
Legislative decline can therefore occur without constitutional displacement. Research
on democratic erosion has largely focused on executive aggrandisement, the weakening
of checks and balances and the marginalisation of opposition parties. Those processes
matter, but parliamentary capacity may also be weakened through less visible changes:
the politicisation of appointments, discontinuity in professional careers, budgetary
restrictions, the bypassing of specialised units and the loss of institutional memory.

For this reason, a question is raised here from a capabilities perspective. It is not enough
to know whether a legislature possesses formal authority or specialized internal bodies;
what matters is whether it can access those resources to carry out its functions. The
analysis is grounded in the central idea that legislatures are strengthened when they
acquire and maintain the institutional capacity to make decisions autonomously.
Legislative institutionalisation, then, can be understood as the process by which
legislatures build and maintain the political autonomy, organisational complexity,
technical capacity and procedural stability they need to carry out their functions.

2. Parliamentary knowledge as an institutional capacity

Legislatures cannot exercise independent judgement without reliable information,
specialised expertise and institutional memory. Each of their core functions depends on
a different kind of knowledge. Law-making requires an understanding of existing
legislation, possible reforms and their likely consequences. Budget decisions rely on
fiscal projections and evidence about the performance of public programmes, while
oversight requires detailed information on how governments spend and administer
public resources.

Political representation also has an informational dimension, as members of parliament
need to translate the people's demands into proposals, arguments for debate, or
position-taking. Every parliamentary decision ultimately has political effects, and
therefore requires information. However, this does not mean that all legislatures have
the capacity to generate and organise knowledge. While it is desirable to have
information and knowledge departments, some of them depend on information
generated in other areas, primarily the government, which may be reliable but at the
cost of its autonomy and balance of power.

This makes the distinction between parliamentary research and parliamentary
knowledge important. Parliamentary research is an applied practice through which
existing information and scholarship are located, assessed, synthesised and adapted to
a specific legislative need. The Myanmar training manual draws the same line:
parliamentary research does not aim mainly to produce original knowledge. It draws on
knowledge that already exists and turns it into something useful for parliamentarians
facing a concrete issue (Parliamentary Centre and Enlightened Myanmar Research



Foundation, 2018). Bennett (2017) similarly describes parliamentary research as the
analysis and communication of existing research and information, undertaken for users
who must address complex questions under severe time constraints.

Parliamentary knowledge encompasses two dimensions: the organizational and the
substantive. The former refers to the bodies, personnel, rules, resources, and routines
for creating and transmitting knowledge. The latter refers to the products and the way
in which that knowledge is used. Neither dimension is sufficient on its own. Neither
dimension is sufficient by itself. Formal organisations may survive while their products
lose relevance, credibility or independence; high-quality analysis may be produced by
isolated individuals without becoming a durable institutional capacity.

Table 1. Analytical dimensions of parliamentary knowledge

Dimension

Organisation

Product

Principal unit of analysis

Organisations, personnel, rules
and working arrangements

Research outputs, analysis and
forms of expertise

How knowledge is produced,

. What knowledge becomes
Central concern validated, preserved and . .
. available for parliamentary work
circulated
Researchers, librarians, Members, committees, advisers

Main actors

committee staff, budget analysts,
legal advisers and administrators

and parliamentary groups as users;
professional staff as producers

Indicative evidence

Organisational location,
recruitment, resources, career
stability, professional autonomy
and coordination

Briefings, studies, fiscal analyses,
evaluations, comparative reports,
databases and suggested
questions

Contribution to
institutionalisation

Reproduces analytical capacity
and organisational memory

Supports legislative judgement,
scrutiny and policy formulation

Principal vulnerabilities

Politicised appointments,
discontinuity, fragmentation,
resource loss and organisational

Irrelevance, inaccessibility,
declining quality, selective
circulation and instrumental use

isolation

Source: Author’s elaboration based on Polsby (1968), Squire (1992, 2007), IPU-IFLA (2015), Bennett
(2017), Jagr (2020).

The organisational dimension extends well beyond research centres and libraries.
Committees, parliamentary services, archives and information technology departments
may all contribute to the production, circulation and preservation of knowledge,
although the way these functions are arranged differs considerably among legislatures.
Some parliaments bring library, documentation and research services together; others
distribute them across several departments.

No model is inherently superior. What matters is whether the organisational
arrangement connects research to parliamentary work without sacrificing continuity or
professional autonomy. Its structure affects not only what knowledge is produced, but
also how it is translated, circulated and ultimately used.

Equally important are the criteria for hiring staff because knowledge generation requires
people with a certain profile, experience, and ability, as well as job stability and



incentives for professional development, in addition to communication skills. Bennett
(2017) identified impartiality, authority, accessibility, timeliness, and relevance as basic
standards. These standards are reproduced through selection, training, peer review,
editorial control and professional socialisation. Where appointments depend primarily
upon political loyalty or where staff turnover follows electoral cycles, the accumulation
of organisational memory and professional authority becomes more difficult.

The product dimension encompasses more than formal research reports. Parliamentary
knowledge may appear as confidential responses to members, committee briefings,
comparative legal analyses, fiscal estimates, evaluations of public programmes,
legislative summaries, suggested questions for hearings and databases preserving
precedents or statistical information. Products differ according to their users, timing and
intended function. The UK handbook, for example, links research directly to the
formulation of committee questions, the assessment of governmental approaches and
the examination of alternative policies.

Product quality cannot be measured through volume alone. An organisation may publish
numerous documents that arrive too late, are difficult to locate, reproduce
governmental information without independent analysis or remain disconnected from
legislative priorities. So timeliness, accessibility and relevance are institutional
characteristics, not just stylistic preferences. The value of research lies in its availability
at the point when members and committees define problems, question ministers,
assess proposed legislation or consider amendments.

What gives parliamentary research much of its value is the expectation that it can be
used across party lines. Independent analysis allows legislators to question claims made
by governments, interest groups and the media, rather than relying entirely on
information supplied by actors with a direct political stake (IPU-IFLA, 2015). Jagr (2020)
also associates parliamentary expertise with verified information, legislative autonomy
and institutional memory.

Researchers do not stand outside politics. They work within parliamentary institutions
and must understand how evidence is likely to be used in committees, debates and party
negotiations. Their job is not to choose among political alternatives, but to help
legislators assess the evidence, recognise the possible consequences and understand
where the main disagreements lie. Members may still reject technical advice, but
effective scrutiny is much harder when they lack independent information on legislation,
public spending and government performance.

The imbalance is especially clear in relations with the executive. Governments have
ministries, administrative records and large specialised bureaucracies at their disposal,
whereas legislators often work with much more limited resources. Political parties,
consultants and outside organisations can help fill this gap, although their knowledge
may serve narrower purposes and usually leaves with the people who produced it.
Permanent parliamentary services provide a different kind of resource. Permanent
parliamentary services are guardians of historical archives and documentary records,
even though members and advisors change from one legislature to the next. Bennett
(2017) considers this continuity a fundamental characteristic of their institutional role.
However, the quality of their work cannot be measured report by report. It also depends
on recruitment, staff stability, the time available for rigorous research, and the
protection of professional standards. Rules on access, confidentiality and publication
matter just as much, because they shape who receives the analysis and which forms of



expertise carry weight inside parliament. Taken together, these arrangements give
legislatures a basis for judgement that is not wholly dependent on the executive or on
temporary political actors.

Parliamentary knowledge is also embedded in the everyday practices through which
legislative work is conducted. Ethnographic research shows that formal organisations
and technical products acquire institutional meaning through continuous interaction
among elected representatives, advisers and parliamentary officials, whose practical
expertise, professional judgement and informal relationships shape how knowledge is
interpreted and mobilised (Crewe, 2015, 2021; Rai, 2015). This perspective reinforces
the need to examine parliamentary knowledge in two ways: through the organisations
and products that sustain it, and through the relationships that connect them within
legislative activity.

3. Parliamentary Knowledge as an Organisational Process

Recognising parliamentary knowledge as an institutional capacity raises a different set
of questions from those that have traditionally guided the study of legislative
institutions. The creation of research services, legislative libraries, budget offices and
specialised advisory units shows that parliaments have recognised the need for their
own analytical capacity. But having these organisations in place tells us little about how
their work actually enters parliamentary decisions, why similar structures perform
differently across legislatures, or how their role changes over time. These questions
cannot be answered by examining parliamentary organisations in isolation or by
evaluating the quality of the products they generate. We need to look at how
organisations actually produce knowledge, share it and build it into parliamentary work.
Viewing parliamentary knowledge from this perspective shifts the focus of analysis from
organisational structures to organisational relationships. Parliamentary knowledge is not
simply the output of specialised research services, nor is it reducible to the expertise
accumulated by parliamentary officials. It is an institutional capacity that depends upon
the continuous interaction between different actors, organisational routines and
professional practices operating within legislatures. Because these relationships shape
both the production and the authority of parliamentary knowledge, they also constitute
a potential arena in which competing organisational and political interests are
negotiated. So parliamentary knowledge is not just an institutional resource. It is also an
organisational process, and that process cannot be assumed to be neutral or
uncontested.

The distinction between organisation and product identifies the components through
which parliamentary knowledge capacity can be assessed, whereas production,
translation and use identify the processes through which those components become
connected within legislative activity. So the two frameworks work at different analytical
levels; they do not compete with each other. Organisational arrangements condition
each process, while knowledge products are generated, reformulated and mobilised
across them. A legislature may possess specialised organisations and produce technically
credible analysis yet fail to convert these resources into legislative capacity when
products are not effectively translated or used.

3.1 The Parliamentary Knowledge Process



Reconceptualising parliamentary knowledge as an organisational capacity raises a
further analytical question. Parliamentary knowledge cannot be understood simply by
listing the institutions that produce or support it. Research services, committees and
professional staff matter, but their presence does not tell us how expertise moves
through a legislature or whether it reaches those involved in making decisions. The more
useful question is how knowledge is produced, interpreted and passed between actors,
and at what point it becomes part of legislative work.

Legislative studies has long shown that committees organise the acquisition and
evaluation of information (Krehbiel, 1991; Geddes, 2018; Beswick and Elstub, 2019).
Research on access to parliamentary arenas likewise indicates that knowledge enters
legislatures through both internal and external actors (Binderkrantz et al., 2015;
Pedersen et al., 2015). These contributions identify important sources and institutional
sites of parliamentary knowledge, but they do not by themselves explain how those
sources become connected within legislative work.

A related strand of research looks at how knowledge is used in public policy. Its main
concern is not how research is produced, but how it comes to matter in decision-making.
Weiss (1979; 1980) argued that research seldom leads directly to a particular policy
choice. More often, its influence is gradual: it changes how policymakers define a
problem, interpret available options and understand what is at stake. Later work on
evidence-informed policy-making shows something similar: knowledge moves from
producers to decision-makers because of intermediary actors, organisational routines
and institutional context, not because of the intrinsic quality of the research itself
(Nutley, Walter and Davies, 2007; Boswell, 2009; Grundmann and Stehr, 2012; Farley-
Ripple, et al., 2020). Although this literature has focused primarily on executive policy-
making, it offers important insights for understanding parliamentary organisations,
where the relationship between specialised analysis and legislative decision-making is
equally mediated by institutional arrangements.

Viewed together, these two bodies of scholarship point towards a common conclusion.
Parliamentary knowledge is not a static organisational resource. It is a dynamic
organisational process: specialised knowledge is created, made sense of, and folded into
legislative work. Legislative research, expert testimony, committee evidence,
institutional memory and professional expertise are all different inputs into that
process. They are not separate forms of parliamentary knowledge. Their contribution to
legislative capacity depends less on their individual quality than on the organisational
arrangements through which they become connected within parliamentary activity.
Parliamentary knowledge is organised through three analytically distinct but closely
interconnected processes: production, translation and use. These processes should not
be understood as sequential administrative stages or as functions performed by
separate organisational units. Instead, the three processes describe how specialised
knowledge becomes usable in parliament. Production covers the creation or acquisition
of analysis, whether it comes from parliamentary bodies or external actors. Translation
refers to the work of selecting, interpreting and adapting that material to the needs of
committees, members and legislative offices. Use concerns the different ways in which
knowledge enters law-making, scrutiny and representation. The framework is useful
because it draws attention to the connections between these activities, rather than
treating them as separate functions.



Yong, Davies and Leston-Bandeira’s (2019) study of legal advice in Westminster select
committees provides a good example. Legal advice is not simply produced and then
applied. Parliamentarians, clerks and parliamentary lawyers negotiate its relevance,
meaning and presentation, and their overlapping roles affect what reaches the
committee and how it is used. Figure 1 presents this production—translation—use
framework.

Figure 1. Analytical framework of the parliamentary knowledge process
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The first process, production, encompasses the institutional arrangements through
which legislatures generate or acquire specialised knowledge. Parliamentary research
services, legislative libraries, parliamentary budget offices and committee secretariats
constitute the most visible components of this analytical infrastructure, but they are not
its only sources. Committee hearings, commissioned studies, expert witnesses,
organised interests, universities, scientific advisory bodies and civil society organisations
also contribute to the informational environment within which legislatures operate.
Production should therefore be understood less as the exclusive activity of
parliamentary research organisations than as the diverse institutional ecosystem
through which specialised knowledge becomes available to legislatures.

Yet production alone cannot explain legislative capacity. Knowledge does not become
influential simply because it exists, nor because it is technically robust. Parliamentary
organisations continuously receive more information than legislators can reasonably
process, evaluate or employ. Walgrave and Dejaeghere (2017) show that political elites
have to filter and prioritise information when they are overloaded with it. Boswell (2009)
and Grundmann and Stehr (2012) add that the authority of expert knowledge depends
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on institutional context, not just on scientific validity. This creates a second
organisational challenge: turning available knowledge into knowledge that is
institutionally meaningful.

This second process is described here as translation. Translation is the work of making
specialised knowledge usable in a parliamentary setting. Researchers play a part in this,
but so do committee secretaries, legislative advisers, lawyers, parliamentary officials
and, at times, members themselves. Together, they decide what information is relevant,
how it should be presented and when it can enter the legislative process. In practice,
this means turning technical material into something that can be understood and used
in parliamentary debate without stripping it of its analytical value. The process also
works in the opposite direction, since the questions and priorities emerging from
parliament shape what researchers are asked to examine next. Parliamentary
knowledge therefore circulates not through the direct transmission of information but
through continuous processes of institutional translation.

The final process concerns use. Parliamentary knowledge shapes legislative activity
through many organisational practices, not through isolated decisions. It informs
committee deliberations, legislative drafting, parliamentary questions, oversight
activities, budget scrutiny and negotiations with executive agencies. Its effects are rarely
visible in a single vote or decision. More often, knowledge enters parliamentary work
gradually: it helps members frame a problem, test an argument, identify possible
consequences or recognise alternatives that might otherwise be overlooked. This is
close to Weiss’s account of research use in public policy, where influence often comes
from changing how an issue is understood rather than dictating a particular outcome.
Parliamentary knowledge matters, then, not because it settles political choices, but
because it gives legislators a stronger basis on which to question, compare and decide.

3.2 The Organisational Politics of Parliamentary Knowledge

Conceptualising parliamentary knowledge as an organisational capacity has an
important analytical consequence. The processes that create, translate and use
parliamentary knowledge are not politically neutral organisational activities. They
involve continuous decisions about what knowledge should be generated, which forms
of expertise deserve institutional recognition, how specialised analysis is interpreted,
and what information ultimately reaches parliamentary decision-makers. So
parliamentary knowledge is more than an informational resource that supports
legislative activity. It is also an organisational resource whose production, circulation and
mobilisation are shaped by relations of power operating within and around legislatures.
This perspective builds on research into the organisational practices through which
parliamentary scrutiny and evidence gathering are conducted. Geddes (2020) examines
the practices through which select committees pursue accountability, while Beswick and
Elstub (2019) show that committee evidence gathering involves choices among
competing principles of diversity, representation and ‘best evidence’. These
contributions draw attention to the organisational arrangements through which
information and expertise enter parliamentary scrutiny. An equally important question,
however, concerns how those arrangements themselves become objects of political
intervention. If parliamentary knowledge constitutes an institutional resource, political
actors also have an incentive to shape the organisational conditions that determine how
that resource is created, shared and finally put to use.

11



Power therefore operates long before parliamentary knowledge influences legislative
decisions. As Lukes (2005) argues, power works through observable decisions, but also
through the capacity to shape agendas, institutional practices and which alternatives
count as legitimate. Applied to parliamentary organisations, this suggests that political
influence extends beyond the acceptance or rejection of evidence. It also encompasses
decisions concerning what research is commissioned, which policy questions receive
analytical attention, which experts are invited to participate in committee proceedings,
how organisational resources are allocated among parliamentary knowledge units, and
whether specialised analytical capacity is maintained, expanded or allowed to
deteriorate. So political actors can influence how parliamentary knowledge is used. They
can also influence the organisational conditions that make its production possible in the
first place.

The same logic applies to the translation of parliamentary knowledge. Parliamentary
organisations operate within complex informational environments in which research
reports, committee evidence, scientific advice, government information, interest-group
submissions and media analysis compete for institutional attention. Under these
conditions, the organisational challenge is not simply the availability of information but
its interpretation, selection and prioritisation. Walgrave and Dejaeghere (2017) show
that legislators have to filter information when it is overwhelming. Boswell (2009) argues
that expert knowledge gains political significance through the functions it performs, not
just through its scientific validity. Translation therefore involves more than
communicating technical information. It requires selecting among competing bodies of
evidence, determining their institutional relevance and adapting specialised analysis to
the practical demands of parliamentary decision-making. Those choices are
simultaneously technical and political.

The use of parliamentary knowledge is likewise politically situated. Parliamentary actors
rarely employ all available evidence equally. Legislative parties, committee chairs and
individual members have incentives to privilege information consistent with their
political objectives, emphasise evidence that strengthens their positions and disregard
analysis that weakens them. Such behaviour should not be interpreted simply as the
rejection of expertise. As Boswell (2009) demonstrates, expert knowledge performs
instrumental, substantiating and legitimising functions within political institutions.
Parliamentary knowledge may therefore be used to improve legislative decisions, justify
positions that have already been adopted, reinforce institutional authority or frame
political debate. So using knowledge politically is a normal feature of parliamentary
decision-making, not an exception to it.

These dynamics illustrate that organisational contestation extends across the entire
parliamentary knowledge process. Political actors may seek to influence the production
of knowledge by directing research agendas, controlling organisational resources or
limiting the development of analytical capacity. They may intervene in translation by
privileging particular interpretations, selecting among competing forms of expertise or
shaping the circulation of information within parliamentary organisations. Finally, they
may influence use by strategically deploying, ignoring or reframing specialised
knowledge during legislative deliberation. So what gets contested is not just the content
of knowledge. It is also the organisational processes that produce and circulate that
knowledge and give it institutional authority.
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Contestation, however, is not a one-directional process in which political actors simply
impose their preferences upon technical personnel. Yong, Davies and Leston-Bandeira
(2019), examining the provision and publication of legal advice in Westminster select
committees, show that the relevance and use of parliamentary expertise are negotiated
among actors whose roles overlap but whose institutional responsibilities differ.
Parliamentarians tend to approach advice tactically, while clerks act as stewards of the
committee and the wider institution and parliamentary lawyers invoke professional
norms associated with impartiality and client autonomy. These roles can provide
parliamentary staff with cognitive authority and a form of soft power capable of
constraining short-term political uses of expertise. So organisational contestation
includes political efforts to direct, filter or suppress knowledge. It also includes
professional resistance aimed at protecting that knowledge's credibility and parliament's
longer-term institutional interests.

The capacity of technical actors to exercise such resistance is itself institutionally
conditioned. It depends upon employment stability, recognised professional jurisdiction,
access to decision-makers, adequate organisational resources and protection against
retaliation or displacement. Where these conditions are weak, professional norms may
persist as individual commitments without becoming durable organisational constraints
on political intervention.

This perspective also helps explain why legislative capacity may be transformed without
significant formal institutional change. Parliamentary knowledge depends upon
organisational relationships sustained through professional norms, institutional
memory, informal routines and stable analytical capacities. Those relationships may be
weakened even when parliamentary rules, organisational charts and formal mandates
remain unchanged. Reductions in professional autonomy, the reassignment of
specialised personnel, the marginalisation of technical units, or the gradual erosion of
organisational routines may substantially alter the capacity of legislatures to produce,
translate and use specialised knowledge without requiring explicit institutional reforms.
Organisational power therefore operates as much through informal practices affecting
parliamentary knowledge as through formal institutional redesign.

Viewing parliamentary knowledge through this organisational lens broadens the study
of legislative institutionalisation. Institutional development cannot be assessed solely
through the creation of specialised organisations or the formal expansion of
parliamentary administrative structures. It also depends upon preserving the
organisational conditions that allow specialised knowledge to circulate across
legislatures with professional credibility and institutional autonomy. Changes affecting
those conditions reshape legislative capacity because they modify the ongoing processes
that create, translate and use parliamentary knowledge.

4. Parliamentary Knowledge in Practice: Evidence from the Mexican Chamber of
Deputies

Formal institutional arrangements provide an incomplete account of how legislatures
acquire and mobilise specialised knowledge. Organisational charts establish whether
research centres, libraries, technical offices and information services exist, while statutes
and administrative manuals define their mandates and location within the parliamentary
structure. These indicators reveal the formal development of legislative capacity, but
they cannot establish whether specialised knowledge reaches political actors, retains
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professional authority or becomes relevant to parliamentary decisions. Those
dimensions must be examined through the practices connecting knowledge-producing
organisations with the actors who interpret and use their work.

The Mexican Chamber of Deputies offers a particularly revealing setting for this purpose.
Since the transition to a more plural legislative environment in the late 1990s, the
Chamber has developed a formally regulated infrastructure of documentation,
information, research and specialised policy analysis. Its technical organisations have
acquired differentiated mandates, professional personnel and a recognised place within
the parliamentary administration. Yet their contribution to legislative capacity continues
to depend upon organisational conditions that are less visible in formal rules, including
recruitment and employment arrangements, the definition of research priorities,
interaction with political offices, access to analytical products and the professional
autonomy of technical personnel.

The analysis combines documentary evidence with two complementary qualitative
guestionnaires administered during the LXVI Legislature. One examines the production
and institutional preservation of parliamentary knowledge, while the other focuses on
its translation and use within legislative offices. Their design and analytical treatment
are discussed in Section 4.2.

4.1 The Mexican Chamber of Deputies as an Analytically Revealing Case

The Mexican Chamber of Deputies is selected as an analytically revealing case because
it combines a comparatively developed parliamentary knowledge infrastructure with
organisational conditions capable of redirecting how that infrastructure operates. This
configuration makes it possible to examine mechanisms that would be difficult to
observe in legislatures where specialised research services were never consolidated or
where institutional change occurred through their formal abolition. The purpose of the
case is not statistical representation or decisive theory testing. It is to identify the
organisational processes that can preserve, redirect or weaken analytical capacity
beneath formal institutional continuity (Flyvbjerg, 2006; George and Bennett, 2005;
Gerring, 2007).

The origins of this infrastructure are connected to the transformation of legislative
politics in 1997. The loss of a permanent governing-party majority increased the need
for analytical resources controlled by the legislature itself. In December of that year, the
parliamentary groups represented in the Chamber agreed to create a non-partisan and
impartial public finance office charged with supplying committees, parliamentary groups
and individual deputies with substantive economic information. The agreement
expressed a broader institutional principle: a more plural and autonomous legislature
required sources of technical knowledge that were not dependent exclusively upon the
executive or upon partisan organisations.

The institutional development that followed extended beyond public finance.
Documentation, library, archival, information and research services became integrated
into the Secretariat of Parliamentary Services. The General Organisation Manual
assigned these units responsibility for supporting deputies through specialised
bibliographic, documentary, electronic and research resources, while specific guidelines
regulated the provision of library and documentary services. A restructuring approved
in 2020 redistributed administrative units but formally retained the substantive
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functions of library, archive, museum and parliamentary research (Camara de Diputados,
2009; 2011; 2020).

The Chamber also developed five specialised research centres whose mandates covered
legal and parliamentary affairs, public opinion, rural development, public finance and
gender equality. This thematic differentiation supported the accumulation of expertise
across distinct policy areas and created an analytical capacity extending beyond
conventional library and documentation services. The centres produced studies,
technical opinions, comparative analyses and other policy-specific evidence intended to
support legislative work.

This trajectory is analytically important because the central problem is not the absence
of parliamentary knowledge organisations. By the period covered by the questionnaires,
the Chamber possessed formal mandates, specialised units and personnel whose work
was explicitly oriented towards supporting legislative activity. Technical staff reported
producing studies, analyses, opinions and assessments requested by deputies,
committees and other parliamentary bodies. Their work included legal and comparative
research, statistical analysis, evaluation of economic and fiscal effects and the
preparation of information intended to support initiatives and legislative decisions.

The existence of these products does not by itself demonstrate that the Chamber
possesses a consolidated parliamentary knowledge capacity. Formal organisations can
persist while the relationships connecting production to legislative work become weaker
or more selective. Research may be technically rigorous but insufficiently circulated.
Specialised units may respond to requests without retaining the capacity to establish
longer-term research priorities. Professional officials may continue to occupy technical
positions while their employment conditions, resources or access to political actors
become increasingly dependent upon informal decisions. So the institutional question is
whether knowledge is organisationally reproduced, not just whether an organisation's
name survives.

This combination of formal development and potential organisational fragility makes the
Chamber an analytically revealing case for studying institutional change beneath stable
structures. Personnel decisions, resource allocation, research priorities and patterns of
circulation can alter the range and authority of knowledge available to the legislature
without requiring the abolition of a research centre or the revision of its formal mandate.
The case therefore allows formal institutional continuity to be examined separately from
the organisational reproduction of analytical capacity.

The case should not be reduced to a linear account of institutional decline. Technical
personnel retain professional commitments and may preserve expertise, impartiality
and institutional memory despite political and administrative pressures. Legislators and
advisers continue to request and value specialised analysis, particularly when they
confront complex legal, budgetary or regulatory questions. Organisational contestation
can therefore produce adaptation and resistance as well as erosion. The empirical issue
is how these different forces interact and which organisational conditions allow
professional knowledge to remain institutionally effective.

Nor should changes in parliamentary knowledge be attributed automatically to a single
political event or configuration. Political concentration may reduce the incentives of a
governing majority to consult independent analysis or compromise with actors holding
different information, but temporal coincidence does not establish a sufficient causal
explanation. Political conditions become organisationally consequential through
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identifiable mechanisms: appointments, displacement of experienced personnel,
allocation of resources, control over research agendas, access to decision-makers and
the selective circulation of technical products. The Mexican case is valuable because it
allows these mechanisms to be examined within a legislature where substantial formal
analytical capacity already existed.

The broader relevance of the case lies in the coexistence of institutional development
and organisational fragility. Conventional indicators might classify the Chamber as
possessing a significant knowledge infrastructure because it maintains research centres,
libraries, technical offices and formal mandates. An organisational analysis asks whether
those components remain connected in ways that enable knowledge to accumulate,
circulate and inform parliamentary activity. The Mexican case does not establish how
prevalent these mechanisms are across legislatures, but it identifies processes that
should be observable elsewhere where formal analytical organisations coexist with
politically contingent appointments, uneven professional protection, fragmented
circulation or dependence upon informal access.

4.2 Reconstructing the Parliamentary Knowledge Process

The empirical strategy treats parliamentary knowledge as a relationship among
organisational positions. It is not simply an attribute reported by a single type of
participant. No actor observes the complete process. Researchers know how studies are
commissioned, prepared and reviewed, but they may have limited information about
how political offices subsequently interpret their products. Advisers understand how
technical material is adapted to legislative priorities, but they do not necessarily observe
the institutional conditions under which that material was generated. Legislators can
identify when knowledge becomes useful to a decision, while remaining distant from the
organisational work that made it available.

So the reconstruction is relational. It does not trace a single knowledge product step by
step. The study does not follow the same report, briefing or dataset from its initial
production through translation to a specific legislative decision, nor does it directly
examine every external actor represented in the analytical framework. Instead, it
compares accounts from organisational positions located at different points in the
process and uses documentary evidence to establish the formal arrangements within
which those positions interact. The resulting claims are about recurring mechanisms and
points of connection or disconnection. They do not claim to trace the complete
trajectory or independent causal effect of particular pieces of knowledge.

The first questionnaire was designed to examine the production and institutional
preservation of parliamentary knowledge. It was administered to twelve officials
working in parliamentary research units, technical advisory offices and information
services during the LXVI Legislature. The questions addressed professional background
and entry into parliamentary employment, the organisation of technical activities, the
products generated, the definition of research priorities, the circumstances under which
legislators request analytical support, perceptions of professional autonomy and the
institutional relevance of technical knowledge.

These accounts provide evidence that cannot be obtained from organisational manuals
alone. Formal documents identify responsibilities and reporting lines, but they reveal
little about how technical personnel understand their work, how competing demands
are prioritised or how political and administrative relationships affect professional
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autonomy. The questionnaire therefore captures the practical organisation of
production: who produces parliamentary knowledge, how tasks originate, what
standards guide the work and which conditions affect the continuity of specialised
expertise.

The second questionnaire examined parliamentary knowledge closer to the points of
translation and use. It collected the perspectives of fourteen actors, principally political
advisers, MPs’ aides and legislators, while also incorporating personnel such as private
secretaries working within legislative offices. These participants occupy spaces where
initiatives are designed, drafted and revised and where observations, political positions
and analyses of committee reports are prepared. Their organisational location enables
them to describe how technical information is accessed, selected and converted into
material usable within the legislative process.

The questions examined the circumstances under which members and their offices seek
technical support, the types of information they use, the internal and external sources
they consult and the stages of the legislative process at which specialised knowledge
becomes most relevant. They also addressed the contribution of knowledge to law-
making, budgetary decisions and oversight, as well as perceptions of the accessibility,
coordination and autonomy of parliamentary research services. So the second
qguestionnaire provides evidence about final use by legislators, and also about the
intermediary work carried out inside political offices.

The distinction between the two questionnaires is analytical, not absolute. Officials
working in research organisations do not participate exclusively in production: they
interpret requests, adapt outputs to legislative audiences and may advise members
directly. Advisers and aides do not merely translate material produced elsewhere: they
may undertake their own research, combine multiple sources and generate arguments
or draft provisions. Members are not passive users: they commission studies, define
guestions and influence the priorities of technical units. Production, translation and use
are therefore overlapping organisational processes, even though particular actors
occupy positions from which one process becomes especially visible.

The questionnaires were analysed qualitatively through themes corresponding to the
three processes of parliamentary knowledge. For production, attention was directed
towards recruitment, expertise, work organisation, research agendas, products and
autonomy. Translation was examined through access, source selection, interpretation,
adaptation, communication and the organisational role of advisers. Use was assessed
through the timing and purpose of knowledge mobilisation, the parliamentary activities
in which it was incorporated and the value attributed to different kinds of evidence.
Across all three processes, the analysis considered the influence of formal rules, informal
practices and political relationships.

For analytical purposes, contestation was not inferred from every instance of
organisational weakness or selective knowledge use. It was identified where
participants’” accounts or documentary evidence connected the organisation of
knowledge to competing claims over appointments, employment continuity, resources,
research priorities, access, circulation or the authority of particular forms of expertise.
Evidence of professional resistance included references to methodological standards,
impartiality, continuity, informal cooperation or efforts to preserve access across political
divisions. Weak dissemination, fragmentation or delay were treated as organisational
disconnections unless the material linked them to asymmetric control or strategic
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intervention. This distinction separates contestation from routine administrative
dysfunction while recognising that the two may interact.

Documentary material provides a second layer of evidence. Legislation, organisational
manuals, administrative agreements, official reports and institutional descriptions were
used to reconstruct the formal architecture of parliamentary research and information
services. These sources establish which organisations exist, their assigned mandates and
the institutional principles governing their work. The questionnaires reveal how those
arrangements are experienced and enacted. Comparing the two makes it possible to
identify congruence between formal design and practice, as well as areas where formally
stable structures operate through more contingent organisational relationships.

The evidence has clear limitations. A small qualitative sample cannot determine how
frequently particular practices occur throughout the Chamber, measure change across
legislatures or establish the independent causal effect of party competition,
administrative reform or political concentration. The accounts are also shaped by
participants’ organisational positions and perceptions. Researchers may emphasise
professional standards, advisers may foreground immediate legislative utility and
political actors may evaluate knowledge according to its relevance to their own work.
These limitations do not eliminate the analytical value of the material. The purpose is to
identify mechanisms and relationships that aggregate institutional indicators are unlikely
to reveal. Convergence among actors occupying different positions provides evidence of
recurring organisational problems, while disagreements illuminate differences in how
autonomy, accessibility and usefulness are perceived. Particularly revealing are contrasts
between officials’ accounts of the conditions under which knowledge is produced and
users’ perceptions of the independence and availability of that knowledge.
Reconstructing the process from these organisational positions prevents parliamentary
knowledge from being equated with either the production of reports or the attitudes of
legislators towards evidence. It permits analysis of the connections between the two:
how political demands enter research agendas, how technical products move across
institutional boundaries, how advisers transform them and how members mobilise them
within legislative activity. Parliamentary knowledge becomes institutionally
consequential only through these relationships, and its fragility often appears first in the
spaces separating one organisational position from another.

4.3 Members of Parliament and the Strategic Use of Parliamentary Knowledge

The second questionnaire provides evidence about the circumstances in which
members of parliament incorporate specialised knowledge into legislative activity.
Although the instrument also included advisers and private secretaries, their accounts
concern work undertaken within legislators’ offices and therefore reveal how technical
information reaches elected representatives, what purposes it serves and at which
points in the legislative process it becomes relevant. The evidence portrays members
not as passive recipients of analysis, but as political actors who activate, select and
mobilise knowledge in response to concrete legislative requirements.

The use of parliamentary knowledge is concentrated around specific tasks. It is not
spread evenly across parliamentary activity. Members and their offices request
technical support when they need to draft an initiative, assess an existing proposal,
formulate an amendment or develop a position on legislation originating from the
executive. So knowledge gets mobilised when a political objective has to become a
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legally coherent, publicly defensible legislative proposal. The accounts collected
associate its value particularly with the provision of legal justification, empirical
evidence and more precise assessments of the consequences of proposed reforms.
Table 2 summarises the principal empirical patterns concerning the use of parliamentary
knowledge identified in the second questionnaire.

Table 2. Principal patterns in the use of parliamentary knowledge
Analytical category Principal evidence

Fourteen actors involved in the mediation and use of
Participants represented  parliamentary knowledge, principally legislators and advisers,
together with personnel working in legislative offices

Drafting initiatives and amendments; preparation of explanatory
Main moments of use memoranda; committee consideration; defence or revision of
proposals

Legal analysis, comparative law, academic and scientific research,
Types of knowledge used  statistical data, economic and budgetary information, expert
opinion and information from organised interests

Parliamentary-group advisers; research and technical units within
Main sources Chamber; specialised public institutions; universities and research
centres; international organisations

Providing legal and empirical justification, strengthening
Predominant purpose arguments, assessing feasibility and supporting the political
defence of proposals

Selective, episodic and concentrated at strategically important

Pattern of mobilisation S
stages of the legislative process

Functions in which
knowledge is especially Law-making, budget approval and oversight of public expenditure
relevant

Perception of technical Frequently associated with the expertise, objectivity and
authority professional ethics of individual researchers

Weak coordination, limited dissemination, insufficient knowledge
of available research products and uneven access to technical
services

Main organisational
constraints

Source: Author’s analysis of the questionnaire administered to legislators and actors working in legislative
offices. Categories are qualitative and may overlap.

The formulation of legislative initiatives emerges as the most visible point of
incorporation. Participants repeatedly identified the drafting stage and, more
specifically, the preparation of the explanatory memorandum as the moment at which
technical analysis contributes most directly to legislative work. Specialised knowledge
helps define the problem, establish its social or economic relevance and demonstrate
why legislative intervention is considered necessary. It may also provide comparative
precedents, statistical diagnoses or legal arguments supporting the particular regulatory
solution proposed.

This use continues during committee consideration, although its function may change.
Evidence can be employed to answer objections, revise provisions or defend an initiative
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against alternative interpretations. Technical information thus contributes both to the
content of legislation and to the argumentative process surrounding it. Its influence
cannot be reduced to determining whether a proposal is accepted or rejected. It also
shapes how the problem is presented, which consequences are emphasised and what
claims are used to establish the credibility of the proposed solution.

The examples identified in the questionnaire include initiatives concerning criminal law,
children’s rights, mental health and political representation. Participants associated the
preparation of these proposals with legal research, comparative analysis and specialised
data produced within and beyond Chamber. These examples do not establish the
independent effect of research upon the final content of the legislation. They do show
that political offices recognise specialised knowledge as an important resource for
constructing initiatives and presenting them as analytically grounded.

The relationship between knowledge and legislative decision-making is nevertheless
selective. Members do not approach the available evidence without prior political
commitments. They represent parties, constituencies and policy positions that shape
the questions they ask and the sources they consider relevant. The questionnaire
evidence suggests that technical information is commonly sought when it can
strengthen a proposal or position already under development. Knowledge may
therefore contribute to learning and policy revision, but it may also be mobilised to
substantiate choices whose general political direction has already been determined.
This strategic character should not be equated automatically with distortion. Legislators
face constraints of time, attention and expertise and cannot process every potentially
relevant source. Selection is an unavoidable part of parliamentary work. Political
representation also requires members to interpret evidence in relation to electoral
commitments and normative preferences. The institutional concern arises when
selectivity consistently excludes contradictory evidence, when technical questions are
framed so narrowly that alternative conclusions cannot emerge or when actors
controlling access to knowledge prevent inconvenient analysis from reaching
parliamentary discussion.

So visible use only reveals part of the relationship between knowledge and political
decisions. Evidence incorporated into an initiative can be traced through explanatory
memoranda, committee documents or parliamentary arguments. Information that was
disregarded, withheld or never commissioned is more difficult to observe. The
guestionnaires do not allow the systematic identification of such absences. They do,
however, show that the demand for knowledge commonly originates within political
offices and is connected to particular legislative objectives. This creates opportunities
for members and parliamentary groups to influence how existing analysis is used, and
also which questions technical units are asked to investigate.

The role of knowledge is particularly pronounced where parliamentary decisions require
specialised financial or administrative assessment. Participants identified budget
approval and oversight as functions in which technical analysis becomes indispensable.
Evaluating revenue projections, expenditure allocations and the fiscal effects of
proposals requires forms of expertise that cannot readily be replaced by general political
experience. Oversight similarly depends upon the capacity to interpret technical criteria
and examine how public resources have been administered.

These areas illustrate how knowledge can alter the balance of institutional capacity
between the legislature and the executive. Governments generally possess extensive
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bureaucratic resources and privileged access to administrative and fiscal information.
Members need independent analytical capacity if they want to assess executive claims
instead of simply repeating them. The existence of specialised budgetary and research
services can reduce this informational asymmetry, but only when members can access
their work and regard it as professionally credible.

Participants generally associated the credibility of internal parliamentary research with
the expertise, objectivity and professional ethics of individual researchers. Access to that
expertise, however, remained uneven because limited dissemination and weak
coordination made some legislative offices more dependent than others upon personal
contacts and informal knowledge of the Chamber’s technical services. The authority of
parliamentary knowledge was therefore recognised, but its availability did not operate
as an equally accessible institutional capacity.

The evidence also reveals an important difference between valuing knowledge and
institutionalising its use. Participants consistently regarded technical analysis as capable
of improving legislative quality, strengthening arguments and supporting more
informed decisions. Yet they described a pattern in which such knowledge is activated
mainly at particular moments and through contingent organisational channels.
Recognition of its importance has therefore not produced a systematic relationship
between the Chamber’s analytical infrastructure and the everyday work of all its
members.

Members of parliament use specialised knowledge because legislative proposals require
justification, technical complexity creates informational dependence and political
positions must be translated into defensible institutional decisions. Its contribution
remains conditioned by the questions members choose to ask, the sources available to
their offices, the mediation performed by advisers and the organisational connections
linking political demand with professional research. Parliamentary knowledge becomes
legislative capacity only when those relationships allow evidence to do more than
endorse existing preferences—when it can also identify constraints, expose
consequences and introduce alternatives into political deliberation.

4.4 Parliamentary Advisers and the Translation of Parliamentary Knowledge
Parliamentary advisers occupy the organisational space between specialised analysis
and political decision-making. Their work is located inside the offices where initiatives
are drafted, committee positions are prepared and legislative arguments are refined.
Unlike researchers, whose authority derives principally from specialised expertise and
professional standards, advisers operate within relationships of political confidence.
Unlike members of parliament, however, they usually possess the time, technical
background and procedural knowledge required to examine information in greater
depth. This intermediate position makes them central to the translation of
parliamentary knowledge.

The second questionnaire identifies advisers and private secretaries as the actors most
directly involved in connecting technical information with legislative activity. Many
reported professional experience in public administration or academia, while the
trajectories of legislators were more commonly associated with party politics, elected
office and government. These differences enable advisers to move between analytical
and political forms of reasoning. They understand the specialised language of legal,
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economic or policy analysis, but they must also recognise the priorities of the member
or parliamentary group for whom they work.

Translation involves considerably more than transmitting an existing report. Advisers
identify relevant sources, determine which information responds to the legislative
problem, compare competing claims and convert extensive or highly technical material
into forms compatible with parliamentary time and procedure. They may summarise a
study, extract statistical findings, identify comparative precedents, assess legal
implications or combine information produced by several organisations. The resulting
product may bear little resemblance to the original source because it has been
reformulated as an explanatory memorandum, proposed amendment, committee
observation, speaking note or political argument.

The range of sources available makes this selective work unavoidable. Legislative offices
draw upon advisers attached to parliamentary groups, research and technical units
within the Chamber, specialised public institutions, universities, research centres,
international organisations, external experts and organised interests. These sources
differ in analytical quality, institutional authority, timeliness and political relevance.
Advisers must decide which information is credible, and which of the available evidence
fits a particular legislative intervention.

The translation performed by advisers varies across stages of the legislative process.
During the drafting of initiatives, they combine legal analysis, comparative experience,
academic research, statistical evidence and information supplied by affected groups in
order to define the problem, justify intervention and connect an identified social or
economic condition with a specific legal response. During committee consideration, the
same material may be reformulated as responses to objections, assessments of
proposed amendments or arguments adapted to procedural and political debate.
Translation converts general or specialised analysis into interventions appropriate to
particular moments of parliamentary work.

The political location of advisers shapes this work. They usually enter legislative offices
through direct appointment by a member or parliamentary group, not through a career-
based administrative system. So their organisational responsibility differs from that of
non-partisan parliamentary researchers. Advisers are expected to provide technically
competent analysis, but they are also expected to advance the legislative priorities and
political strategy of those who appointed them. Translation occurs within this dual
obligation.

Political responsiveness does not necessarily invalidate the knowledge advisers provide.
A technically sound argument does not cease to be valid because it supports a party
position, and political actors cannot be expected to approach every policy question
without normative commitments. Advisers can improve legislative quality by identifying
factual errors, exposing legal inconsistencies and informing members about the likely
consequences of their proposals. Their proximity to political decision-making may also
allow them to recognise informational needs that central research organisations cannot
anticipate.

The same proximity creates incentives for selective translation. Advisers generally
search for information that fits an existing political agenda, and the questionnaire
evidence describes knowledge use within legislative offices as strategic, not systematic.
Technical material is activated particularly when it can provide legitimacy, legal support
or political viability to initiatives and committee positions. As a result, evidence that fits
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the preferred position may get more attention, while contradictory findings may be
reframed, played down or left out of the material presented to the member.

This selectivity is analytically distinct from the falsification of evidence. Translation
always requires reducing complexity, and not every source can be included in a
legislative document or political briefing. The institutional problem arises when the
criteria governing that reduction are exclusively partisan, when contrary evidence is
systematically concealed or when technical questions are formulated so narrowly that
inconvenient conclusions cannot emerge. Under those conditions, translation no longer
adapts knowledge to parliamentary work; it restricts the range of knowledge available
to political judgement.

The ability of advisers to perform their intermediary role also depends upon their
knowledge of the Chamber’s internal analytical resources. The second questionnaire
reveals a significant gap between the existence of specialised research centres and
awareness of their work among potential users. Advisers reported limited information
about current research, uncertainty regarding how to access available products and
insufficient communication between technical organisations and legislative offices. Calls
for greater dissemination, closer interaction and more coordinated work appeared
repeatedly in the accounts collected.

Weak coordination affects both the efficiency and the institutional character of
translation. An adviser who cannot locate relevant internal analysis may duplicate
research, rely upon external material or consult specialists through personal contacts.
The Chamber may therefore possess the expertise required to address a legislative
problem while individual political offices remain unaware of it. Knowledge exists at the
level of organisational production but fails to become a shared parliamentary resource.
Informal relationships partly compensate for these deficiencies. Advisers who know
researchers personally, understand the thematic distribution of the research centres or
have previous experience within the parliamentary administration can identify the
appropriate source and obtain tailored assistance. Such networks may allow knowledge
to move rapidly across organisational boundaries. They also generate unevenness.
Access depends on accumulated contacts and institutional familiarity, not on generally
available procedures. This leaves some legislative offices better connected to specialised
expertise than others.

The reliance on personal relationships also affects perceptions of authority. Advisers and
other users frequently associate the credibility of parliamentary knowledge with the
objectivity, ethics and expertise of individual researchers. Trust in particular officials can
facilitate translation because advisers know which specialists can provide reliable and
timely assistance. Yet an institutional capacity resting predominantly upon individual
reputation remains vulnerable to personnel turnover, political displacement and the
loss of informal networks.

Advisers therefore perform an ambivalent organisational function. They can broaden
the use of parliamentary knowledge by locating diverse sources, interpreting specialised
evidence and ensuring that technical analysis becomes relevant to legislative action.
They can also narrow the range of knowledge reaching members by filtering information
according to partisan priorities or immediate strategic needs. The same activity that
makes knowledge usable can make its circulation selective.

So translation is one of the main points where parliamentary knowledge becomes either
institutionalised or fragmented. Where advisers possess technical competence,
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maintain access to professional research and can present competing evidence to
political actors, they strengthen the analytical capacity of the legislature. Where
translation depends upon uneven personal networks, weak dissemination or exclusively
partisan selection, the knowledge produced by parliamentary organisations may never
acquire broader institutional relevance.

4.5 Parliamentary Officials and the Production of Parliamentary Knowledge
Professional parliamentary officials provide the organisational continuity upon which
the production of parliamentary knowledge depends. Members and political advisers
are closely connected to electoral and partisan cycles, whereas researchers, information
specialists and other technical personnel can accumulate expertise across legislatures.
Their work preserves documentary resources, methodological practices and knowledge
of previous legislative decisions. The institutional contribution of parliamentary officials
therefore extends beyond the preparation of individual reports: it includes the
maintenance of an analytical capacity that can survive changes in political leadership.
The Chamber’s production infrastructure is organised through its library and
information services, technical advisory offices and five specialised research centres
covering legal and parliamentary affairs, public opinion, rural development, public
finance and gender equality. This thematic differentiation allows officials to develop
expertise across distinct policy fields and to produce studies, technical opinions,
comparative analyses, statistical assessments and other evidence intended to support
parliamentary work.

The first questionnaire portrays the personnel working within these organisations as
professionally diverse. Their previous experience includes academia, public
administration, political institutions and private consultancy. This combination gives
parliamentary research both analytical and practical foundations. Academic experience
may support methodological rigour and disciplinary specialisation, while administrative
and political experience can improve understanding of policy implementation and
legislative procedure.

Professional qualifications alone do not determine the institutional authority of
technical officials. Their position also depends upon how they enter parliamentary
employment and under what conditions they remain there. The evidence identifies two
principal recruitment routes: formal or merit-oriented procedures, including
competitive selection, and politically mediated appointment through direct invitation
by a legislator or parliamentary group. Both operate within the Chamber’s knowledge-
producing infrastructure.

This coexistence produces a hybrid system of professionalisation. Formal recruitment
associates technical positions with demonstrated qualifications, evaluation and
institutional continuity. Politically mediated appointments place greater weight on
personal confidence, partisan proximity or previous collaboration. Political appointment
does not necessarily imply an absence of expertise, since individuals recruited through
such channels may possess substantial professional qualifications. It does, however,
make the continuity and authority of technical roles more dependent upon political
relationships.

The distinction becomes particularly important when staff are expected to produce
analysis that may contradict the preferences of those controlling appointments or
resources. A researcher entering through a professional career system can invoke
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formal rules, evaluation criteria and organisational responsibilities as protections for
analytical independence. An official whose position depends upon political confidence
may face stronger incentives to avoid conclusions perceived as inconvenient. The
organisational conditions of recruitment can therefore shape production even without
explicit instructions regarding the substantive content of research.

Knowledge production in the Chamber combines institutional planning with
responsiveness to legislative demand. Technical units prepare annual work programmes
and maintain specialised research agendas, but they also respond to requests from
deputies, committees and parliamentary groups. Officials described work ordered
according to urgency, the sequence of requests and the legislative agendas of political
actors. They also referred to identifying policy gaps, analysing feasibility and estimating
the effects of proposed reforms.

This combination is necessary for maintaining the relevance of parliamentary research.
A technical organisation isolated from the concerns of members may produce rigorous
work that has little connection to current legislative activity. Conversely, a service
responding only to immediate requests may lose the capacity to anticipate policy
problems, preserve thematic expertise or conduct research extending beyond the
timetable of a particular initiative. Institutional production requires a balance between
demand-driven analysis and sufficient autonomy to maintain longer-term analytical
priorities.

The products described in the first questionnaire reflect this dual orientation. Officials
prepare studies, technical opinions, legislative analysis, comparative research and
assessments of the economic, fiscal or social implications of proposed reforms. Some
products respond directly to requests from individual deputies or committees, while
others emerge from the annual programmes of specialised units. Parliamentary
knowledge is thus produced through a combination of proactive research and reactive
support.

The timing of political demand affects both the form and depth of these products.
Urgent requests may require officials to condense complex evidence into brief notes or
rapidly assess a proposal shortly before committee discussion. Longer-term projects
permit more extensive data collection, comparative evaluation and methodological
review. A legislature requiring only immediate answers risks transforming research
organisations into reactive service providers, reducing their ability to accumulate
independent agendas and anticipate future informational needs.

Professional autonomy is a central norm in officials’ accounts of their work. Technical
personnel associate legitimate parliamentary research with accuracy, honesty,
objectivity and independence from the interests of a particular party. These standards
do not eliminate interpretation or uncertainty, but they establish expectations that
analysis should distinguish empirical findings from partisan argument and should not
suppress relevant evidence solely because it is politically inconvenient.

The organisational protection of those standards appears less consolidated. Some
officials linked job continuity to career-service rules or professional evaluation, while
others reported uncertainty about retention criteria and referred to the possible
influence of administrative superiors, rumours or reprisals. The evidence therefore
suggests an intermediate condition between professional autonomy and political
dependence. Researchers may continue to defend impartial standards, but their
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capacity to do so consistently depends upon employment arrangements and
organisational authorities that are not experienced as equally secure.

This distinction between professional commitment and institutional protection is
essential. Individual researchers can preserve analytical integrity under difficult
conditions, and the questionnaire evidence shows that officials actively identify with
norms of impartiality and rigour. Yet professional ethics alone cannot ensure the
continuity of parliamentary knowledge. When experienced personnel leave, are
displaced or perceive their positions as politically vulnerable, the institution may lose
accumulated expertise, methodological routines and relationships with users even if the
formal unit remains unchanged.

Contestation over production operates through several organisational mechanisms.
Political authorities can influence which topics receive resources, which requests are
treated as urgent, who occupies managerial and research positions and whether
findings circulate beyond the unit that produced them. They may also discourage the
investigation of questions whose answers could strengthen an opposing parliamentary
group. Control over production therefore includes the possibility of preventing certain
knowledge from being generated, not merely altering a report after it has been
completed.

The available questionnaires cannot establish the frequency or full extent of deliberate
obstruction. They do, however, reveal the organisational conditions that make it
possible: politically mediated recruitment, uncertain employment protection,
dependence upon immediate requests and the influence of legislative agendas over
research priorities. These mechanisms allow political interests to shape production
without formally revising the mandate of a research centre or openly instructing
researchers to abandon professional standards.

The evidence identifies organisational conditions consistent with the possibility of
hollowing-out, but it does not establish their temporal development. A centre may
retain its official responsibilities while current staffing arrangements, resource
constraints or dependence upon immediate requests limit its capacity for longer-term
research and politically sensitive analysis. Such conditions demonstrate that formal
continuity does not by itself reveal the effective scope of analytical capacity.
Determining whether they represent recent deterioration, a long-standing
organisational pattern or a temporary adjustment would require longitudinal evidence.
Production is also limited when research remains disconnected from translation and
use. Officials may generate specialised studies that legislative offices do not know how
to locate or that arrive after the relevant political decision has been made. The second
guestionnaire’s reports of weak dissemination and limited coordination confirm that
technically credible production does not guarantee institutional impact. A legislature
may therefore underutilise its analytical capacity even without direct political
intervention in research content.

Parliamentary officials respond to these constraints through adaptation as well as
compliance. They maintain specialised areas of expertise, apply professional methods,
respond to requests and cultivate relationships with advisers and members. Their
knowledge of the institution allows them to preserve continuity across electoral cycles
and to identify precedents or consequences that may not be visible to incoming political
actors. These practices constitute a form of institutional resilience grounded in
professional routines and accumulated experience.
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The evidence does not support a binary distinction between an autonomous technical
administration and a completely politicised legislature. It reveals an organisational field
in which professional and political principles coexist and compete. Officials must remain
responsive to elected representatives while preserving the credibility that makes their
analysis valuable. Political actors require relevant and timely support but may also seek
to direct resources or avoid conclusions inconsistent with their priorities. The
production of parliamentary knowledge occurs within this unresolved tension.

The institutional capacity of the Chamber therefore depends upon more than
maintaining research centres and information services in its formal structure. It requires
recruitment procedures capable of preserving expertise, employment conditions
protecting professional judgement, sufficient resources for both immediate and longer-
term research, and organisational connections ensuring that analytical products reach
those who can use them. Where these conditions are insufficient, production may
continue formally while its authority, diversity and legislative relevance remain
restricted.

Parliamentary officials make knowledge available, but they cannot determine its
institutional effects alone. Their products become legislative capacity only when
advisers can translate them without suppressing their analytical substance and when
members are willing to consider them as more than instruments for legitimising
predetermined positions. So the Mexican evidence locates the strength — and the
fragility — of parliamentary knowledge in the relationships that connect professional
production, political translation and legislative use.

5. Discussion: Parliamentary Knowledge and Legislative Institutionalisation

The Mexican evidence reveals a distinction between the formal presence of knowledge-
producing organisations and the organisational capacity they actually sustain. The
Chamber of Deputies possesses specialised research centres, information services,
technical offices and a regulatory framework assigning them responsibilities within
legislative work. These features would ordinarily be interpreted as indicators of
institutionalisation. Yet the questionnaires show that their contribution depends upon
less visible conditions: the stability and professional autonomy of personnel, the balance
between planned research and immediate political demands, the dissemination of
analytical products and the relationships connecting technical units with legislative
offices. Formal consolidation and effective organisational capacity cannot therefore be
treated as equivalent.

This distinction has consequences for how legislative institutionalisation is assessed.
Polsby’s (1968) account associated institutionalisation with differentiation, internal
complexity and the development of stable organisational boundaries. These remain
essential dimensions, but they do not reveal whether the expertise located within
differentiated structures continues to accumulate or influence parliamentary activity. A
research centre may retain its mandate and position in the organisational chart while
current staffing arrangements, dependence upon immediate requests or disconnection
from potential users restrict the capacity associated with that structure. Formal
institutionalisation and effective organisational capacity can therefore diverge even
when no formal deinstitutionalisation has occurred.

The evidence also confirms that parliamentary knowledge cannot be evaluated through
production alone. Officials describe an institutional infrastructure capable of generating
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studies, technical opinions, comparative analyses and assessments of legislative
proposals. At the same time, advisers report limited awareness of the work undertaken
by the Chamber’s specialised centres and insufficient coordination with the offices
expected to use their products. Knowledge may therefore exist as an organisational
product without becoming an institutional resource. The relevant capacity lies in the
connections among production, translation and use, not in the isolated performance of
any one component.

This interdependence explains why apparently minor organisational disconnections can
have wider consequences. Weak dissemination reduces the probability that relevant
research will reach advisers. Limited interaction between political offices and specialised
centres makes it more difficult for researchers to anticipate legislative needs. Reliance
on personal contacts gives some members access to tailored analysis while leaving
others dependent on external or partisan sources. A disruption at one point in the
process alters the operation of the others: inaccessible production constrains
translation, selective translation narrows use, and episodic political demand reshapes
the priorities of production.

The intermediary role of advisers demonstrates why the connections among production,
translation and use are politically consequential. Specialised knowledge does not move
unchanged from research organisations into legislative decisions: it must be selected,
condensed and reformulated in relation to parliamentary procedure and political
objectives. Translation makes knowledge usable, but it also affects which evidence
reaches elected representatives, in what form and with what degree of visibility.
Selectivity is unavoidable under conditions of limited time and attention, but its
institutional consequences vary. Knowledge may inform the design of legislation, reveal
unintended consequences or modify an existing proposal; it may also legitimise and
substantiate a position whose political direction has already been determined (Boswell,
2009; Walgrave and Dejaeghere, 2017). So the analytical question is not whether
parliamentary knowledge is used politically. It is whether organisational arrangements
let competing evidence and alternative interpretations enter political judgement.

The same process creates opportunities for exclusion. Political actors may privilege
evidence consistent with their positions, minimise contradictory findings or define
research requests in ways that constrain the range of possible conclusions. More
consequentially, actors controlling appointments, resources or research priorities may
prevent politically inconvenient questions from being investigated at all. In Lukes's
(2005) terms, power works through visible decisions about how knowledge is used, and
also through control over which issues and alternatives even reach organisational
consideration. So non-production can be politically significant: missing analysis may
reflect an organisational decision, not a lack of relevant questions.

The questionnaires do not establish how often such deliberate obstruction occurs, and
the evidence should not be interpreted as demonstrating systematic partisan control
over every technical unit. They do identify conditions through which influence can
operate: politically mediated recruitment, uncertainty concerning employment
continuity, responsiveness to immediate legislative requests and the dependence of
research agendas upon political priorities. Officials reported a hybrid recruitment
environment combining competitive procedures with direct appointment, as well as
uneven perceptions of the institutional protections surrounding professional autonomy.
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These mechanisms make it possible for organisational power to shape knowledge
production without explicit censorship or formal revision of a centre’s mandate.
Contestation is about organisational conditions, and also about the authority of
knowledge itself. Parliamentary actors encounter competing legal interpretations,
divergent estimates, contradictory expert claims and evidence of unequal quality.
Technical analysis does not eliminate disagreement because the selection of methods,
categories and relevant consequences remains connected to institutional and political
judgements. Jasanoff's (2004) concept of co-production is useful here: authoritative
knowledge and institutional order form together; they do not exist in separate domains.
Parliamentary organisations help determine which actors are recognised as experts,
which forms of evidence are considered credible and which claims acquire sufficient
authority to enter legislative deliberation.

So professional impartiality is both a methodological standard and an organisational
achievement. Participants frequently associated the credibility of parliamentary
research with the objectivity, expertise and ethics of individual researchers. This
confidence enables technical products to circulate across partisan boundaries and
distinguishes institutional research from material produced explicitly for political
advocacy. Yet the personalisation of autonomy also exposes fragility. When credibility
depends primarily upon the reputation or ethical commitment of particular officials,
staff turnover and politically motivated displacement can destroy relationships and
accumulated authority even when formal procedures remain unchanged.

The evidence nevertheless resists a simple narrative of political domination and
institutional decline. Parliamentary officials continue to invoke accuracy,
methodological rigour and independence from particular parties as principles governing
their work. They preserve specialised expertise, respond to legislative requests and
maintain institutional memory across electoral cycles. Advisers can introduce evidence
thatimproves proposals or exposes unintended consequences, while members continue
to regard technical knowledge as particularly important in complex areas such as public
finance and oversight. Organisational contestation includes resistance, adaptation and
professional defence as well as political intervention.

This finding qualifies interpretations of legislative institutionalisation as a linear
accumulation of structures and expertise. Mahoney and Thelen (2010) show that
institutions may change gradually through reinterpretation, conversion, displacement
and the uneven enforcement of existing rules. A similar logic applies to parliamentary
knowledge. Its organisational foundations may be redirected through appointments,
changing priorities, informal access arrangements and cumulative personnel decisions.
Conversely, professional routines and informal cooperation may preserve capacity when
formal protections are incomplete. Institutionalisation and deinstitutionalisation can
therefore occur simultaneously within different parts of the same parliamentary
organisation.

Parliamentary knowledge adds a substantive dimension to the analysis of legislative
institutionalisation. A legislature is not institutionalised merely because it possesses
stable procedures and differentiated organisations. It must also be capable of
generating, preserving and mobilising knowledge independently enough to scrutinise
executive claims, evaluate policy alternatives and anticipate the consequences of
legislation. This capacity depends upon relationships among technical officials, political
intermediaries and elected representatives. Where those relationships become
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fragmented or excessively dependent upon partisan control, the legislature may retain
its formal architecture while losing part of its ability to act as an autonomous institution.
The Mexican case does not establish the prevalence of these mechanisms across
legislatures, nor does the qualitative evidence permit the isolation of a single causal
factor. Its contribution lies in showing how organisational capacity can vary beneath
formal continuity and how this variation becomes observable through production,
translation and use. So parliamentary knowledge is not a static resource that a
legislature simply possesses, and it is not an automatic consequence of creating research
services. It is a continually reproduced institutional capacity whose strength depends
upon the organisational conditions under which expertise acquires authority, circulates
among actors and enters political judgement.

6. Conclusions

Parliamentary knowledge is not reducible to the existence of research services,
legislative libraries, technical offices or specialised personnel. Nor can it be assessed
solely through the number or quality of the studies these organisations produce. It is an
organisational capacity that comes from the relationships that create, translate and use
specialised knowledge inside legislative institutions. These processes connect
professional officials, political advisers and elected representatives, each of whom
contributes differently to determining what knowledge becomes available, how it is
interpreted and whether it enters parliamentary activity.

The evidence from the Mexican Chamber of Deputies illustrates why these relationships
matter. The Chamber possesses a formally developed infrastructure of research,
documentation and technical analysis. Its specialised organisations retain identifiable
mandates and continue to generate analytical products for legislative work. Formal
institutional continuity, however, coexists with uneven professional protection,
politically mediated recruitment, weak coordination between technical units and
legislative offices, and selective patterns of knowledge use. The presence of knowledge-
producing organisations therefore does not guarantee that their expertise becomes a
generally accessible or durable parliamentary resource.

The Mexican evidence shows that parliamentary knowledge becomes institutionally
consequential through the relationships connecting professional production, political
translation and legislative use. Technical analysis is mobilised most visibly when
legislative offices confront concrete drafting, scrutiny or budgetary demands, but its
effects depend upon whether advisers can locate, interpret and adapt relevant evidence
and whether officials can produce it under conditions that preserve professional
credibility and organisational continuity.

These relationships generate both capacity and vulnerability. Translation can connect
specialised analysis to legislative judgement, but it can also narrow the evidence
reaching members. Professional officials can preserve expertise and institutional
memory across electoral cycles, but their authority depends upon recruitment,
employment stability, resources and protection from political or administrative pressure.
So parliamentary knowledge is not just the product of technical organisations, and it
does not just depend on individual members' willingness to use evidence. It is an
organisational achievement, sustained across the whole process.

Knowledge itself and the conditions of its production are therefore both objects of
contestation. Parliamentary actors dispute the interpretation, relevance and credibility
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of substantive claims, while also competing over appointments, research agendas,
access, resources and circulation. Control may operate through visible decisions about
which evidence to use, but also through the exclusion of particular questions from
investigation or the restriction of inconvenient findings. At the same time, professional
officials and advisers can resist these pressures by preserving methodological standards,
maintaining informal networks and continuing to provide analysis across partisan
divisions. Parliamentary knowledge is shaped by an unresolved interaction between
political responsiveness and professional independence.

These findings broaden the study of legislative institutionalisation. Differentiated
organisations, stable procedures and specialised personnel remain important indicators
of institutional development, but they do not capture whether accumulated expertise
continues to circulate or influence parliamentary work. A legislature may retain its
research centres and formal administrative structure while losing professional
continuity, analytical autonomy or effective connections between technical production
and political use. Institutional weakening can therefore occur gradually and informally,
without constitutional amendment, formal reorganisation or the disappearance of
specialised bodies.

This interpretation does not imply that every organisational adjustment constitutes
deinstitutionalisation or that political direction is necessarily incompatible with
parliamentary knowledge. Research services exist to support elected representatives
and must remain responsive to legislative agendas. The analytical distinction concerns
whether responsiveness allows professional expertise to inform political judgement or
instead subjects the production and circulation of knowledge exclusively to immediate
partisan objectives. Legislative capacity depends upon maintaining that distinction even
when its boundaries are inevitably contested.

The empirical evidence imposes important limits on the conclusions that can be drawn.
The questionnaires capture the experiences and perceptions of a relatively small number
of actors within a single chamber and legislative period. They cannot establish the
frequency of particular practices throughout the institution, identify the independent
causal effect of partisan concentration or determine whether observed organisational
changes are temporary or cumulative. Perceptions of autonomy, usefulness and political
pressure may also vary according to participants’ positions within the parliamentary
organisation.

These limitations define a comparative research agenda. Further analysis could examine
whether the relationships among production, translation and use differ across chambers
with stronger career services, more institutionalised committee systems or different
patterns of party control. Longitudinal research could identify whether staff turnover,
budgetary changes and the redirection of research agendas produce cumulative losses
of institutional memory. Comparative studies could also assess whether centralised
research services generate more equal access than fragmented systems, whether
opposition parties depend more heavily upon non-partisan expertise and under what
conditions technical organisations retain authority during periods of political
polarisation.

Parliamentary autonomy ultimately depends upon more than constitutional powers and
formal procedures. Legislatures require the capacity to formulate their own questions,
evaluate competing claims and scrutinise information supplied by governments, parties
and organised interests. That capacity exists only when specialised knowledge can be
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produced with professional credibility, translated without losing its analytical substance
and used in ways that permit evidence to challenge as well as support political
preferences. The institutional survival of parliamentary knowledge rests on
organisations, but also on the relationships that keep expertise connected to legislative
judgement.
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