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Abstract

Calls for greater public participation in the policy process have become a commonplace in
contemporary governance, advocated s€tbe political spectrum. Part of what makes
participation beguiling is that it can take many meanings. This thesis investigates those
meanings and their implications for how to do participatory pati@king. It outlines an
innovative new typology of faumodes of public participation in social policy decisions.

The four mode$ labelled: knowledge transfer, collective decisiaaking, choice and

voice, and arbitration and oversightare each linked to different traditions in democratic

and public admirstration theory. As such, they go beyond existing typologies of
participation, which are either rooted in one, radical participatory, normative orientation, or
abstracted from broader normative debates altogether. This typology is followed by an
empiricalstudy ofthe procedural preferences of By informants involved with

participation in health, housing, poverty, and social security policy in Britain. It combines

a Qmethod survey and qualitative interviews to provide a novel mix of quantitative and
qud i tative data on each persondés preference
preferences of the majority of study participants mirror the knowledge transfer and
collective decisiormaking modes of participation, with significant disagreements over the
objectives of participation and how much power should be afforded to the public. The rich
mixture of quantitative and qualitative data also enables a deeper exploration of the nature
of procedural preferences than existing studies, which have primarily esdpgegondary

data analysis of larggcale surveys. It establishes that there are not just differences

bet ween participants but deep ambivalences
then proposes a systems approach to participation in governtaescribes three

functions that participation can serve in complex policy systems: effectiveness, autonomy
and accountability. The four modes of participation are matched with the three functions,
using examples from the English National Health Servidé)Nfor further elucidation.

This approach provides a framework for designing and assessing participatory policy
making that takes account of the diversity of procedural preferences.
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Chapter 1

Social Policy, Vanguard of Democratisation

The Big Society is a vision of a more engaged nation, one in which we take more
responsibilty for ourselves and our neighbours; communities working together, not
depending on remote and impersonal bureaucracies.

Conservative Party ManifestdQ15

We have a shared ambition to clean up Westminster and a determination to oversee
a radicalredistribution of power away from Westminster and Whitehall to councils,
communities and homes across the nation. Wherever possible, we want people to
call the shots over the decisions that affect their lives.

David Cameron and Nick Clegg, Coalition Pragrae for Governmen2010

We will devolve more power to local authorities and local communities, giving
people real power over the issues that matter most to them.

Labour Party Manifest®005

1.1 Why Patrticipation?

The vision of a more participatory politics anctigty is now a commonplace in the
rhetoric of UK Government. Each of the last three governments have made greater
opportunities to participate a feature of their offer to the electorate. Despite the Coalition
Government (201Q5) presenting their commitmen t o r edi staturingt e powe
point in the relationship between government and péofile beginning of a new chapter
i n our de mo(@EHM&dverrement 20501 4pheinrhietoric is almost identical to
that of tre preceding administration (see above). The New Labour Government legislated
for a 6Duty to Consulté in 1999, and | ater
applied to all English councils and other local governmental bodies. Citizen participation

in some form was embedded in a number of its flagship policy reforms including Sure
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Start, the New Deal for Communities and the creation of NHS Foundation Trusts.
Similarly, the devolved government of Scotldrasmade participation one of the four
pillarsof t he O6Scottish Approachd to public ser
Commission on public service refords the need for greater participation in the face of
democratic malaise has become a shibboleth of UK politics, advocated across the political
spectrum, the notion of the active, participating citizen has become an everyday feature of
the landscape of governance in the UKis notion has been used as a justification for a
plethora of policy prescriptions, from the marketisation of health and gdut¢arough the
expansion of choice in public services, to experiments with deliberative forms of-policy
making such as the National Institute of Clinical Excellence's (NICE) Citizens Council and
the participatory budgeting processes that are increangioyed by local authorities
throughout England.

Interest in participation has not been confined to the UK. Indeed the UK is arguably
one of the laggards in the trend towards more participatory governance. It is a defining
feature of radical leftving, Latin American governments from Brazil to Venezuela, it is
advocated by the econocrats of the World Bank as a central tenet of their development
programmes, and is an aspiration for radica
15M movement. This pacipatory fervour is perhaps best typified by the rise and rise of
participatory budgeting. Participatory budgeting began in one Brazilian municipality, Porto
Alegre, in 1989 but by 2010 had spread to almost 1500 locations across five continents
(Sintomer et al. 2012pnd has continued to grow since.

Participation is arguably a fountitanal concept of political organisation. It pertains
to what Geus§2008)has claimed is thiérst question that political theory should ask of
real politics: who does (or is able to do) what to whom for whose benefit? Participation is
about who governs, who is governed, and the relationship between the two. Accordingly,
every theory of democratgovernance needs a conception of the role of the citizen in the
process of governing, even if, like Schump€1€76) it is only to restritit to the minimal
role of voting in elections. It is no surpriskereforeto find the rise in support for more
participatory politics and policy attributed to a range of very different political traditions.

The rise in initiatives for citizen partpation has occurred concurrently with the
deliberative ‘turn’ or ‘revival' in democratic thedbryzek 2000; Elster 199850ome of the
most important political theorists of the last decades, sudbhagRawls andlurgen
Habermas, have described themselves as deliberative demaidatscused their
attention on legitimate processes for politicaldecisoak i ng. Haber masd con
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the legitimate settling of political questions depends upon the complete and equal inclusion

of all affected parties in institutionalised practioésational public debatHabermas

1992, 44849) has held particular sway over notions of citizen participation. Wainright
(2003)also notes the influence of a longer tradition of participatory democracy that grew

out of the radical social movements bétSixties and Seventies and has since been

promul gated by the Oparticipatory | eftdo. Gi
of participatory and deliberative forms of democracy, it is little surprise to find a radical
democratic agenda at theart of the canon in this field. Arnstei{1l®969)influential

ladder of citizen participation, for instance, categorises forms of participation with the eye

of a radical demcratic activist and Fung describes his proposals for ‘empowered
participation' as na third path of reform t
engagement and participatory democracy rather than publagement techniques or

competitite  ma r (R084t9¥% 0

The alternative paths to participation, noted by Fung, and often advocated more
from the right of the political spectrum, have also had their influence on the increase in
participatory policymaking. The legitimacy of decisiemaking by elite bureauacies was
eroded by the neliberal challenge to the democratic socialism that animated many of the
architects of the welfare staiee Grand 2003)New Public Management has frequently
been cited as a driver of increased consumer participation in policy organisations
(Parkinson 2004; Papadopoulos and Warin 2007; R. Rowe and Shepherdr2002)
addition, there has beea revival in Conservative localism that Ry{2015)traces back to
Nozii ckbés | ibertarian vi si on20d3)ereditsgaso | ocal i st u
communitarianism, with its focus on community seliiance.

These different approaches to and understandings of participation are not limited to
theoretical debates amongst academics. They are prevalent in real world politics and can be
observedn the different phraseology of the manifesto extracts at the beginning of this
chapter. The earliest extract, from the Labour manifesto, employs the trope of people
power and draws on ideas of a more participatory democracy. The Coalition similarly
employthe people power trope but couch this in a more populispalitics. The most
recent Conservative manifesto takes a wholly different approach and promotes the
communitarian idea that citizens need to take responsibility for their communities. The
notion of redistributing power has vanished. A number of studies have also noted the
variety of influences on how participation has been practiced, for instance: {28Qi8)
identifiesdemocraticandtechnocratiaationales behind participation; Parkins(z904)
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draws attention to the competition betwaenv public managemeanddeliberative
democratiamperatives driving deliberative reforms; Papadopoulous and W2007)

also note the influence of new public management and various radical democratic ideas, as
well as adding a third influence with the notion of a collaboragj@eernanceypproach to
participatory policy; Abelsoet al.(2003)refer to the governance approach, the

deliberative democratic approach angealiberal, consumerisinfluence; andBarnes,

Newman and Sulliva(2007)outline four dficial discourses of the public consumer,
empowered, responsible, stakeholdas well as pressure for inclusive democracy from
outside the state.

The breadth of the advocates for public participation, the precipitating ideological
influences, and itpolicy applications, point to the tension behind the apparent consensus
in favour of citizen participation. Compare, for instance, the empowerenhtHst of the
necliberal, consumecitizen with the otheoriented, reasoningitizen of deliberative
democracy and it is clear that, while both philosophies may be animated by a notion of the
participating citizen, they are different, seemingly incompatible, notions. Participation
like justice, liberty, or fairnesisis a polysemous concept that can bestructed in
mul tiple ways. Edel man wrote close to forty
potency and s e {1877,t120pyet;lcaripdred with etlsessamilarly slippery
terms like liberty, there have been few attempts to systematically examine the many ways
we fill the semantic void whrewe use the term participatiofhe studies etailed above
have primarily noted the different influences on participation iadahocfashion, as a
tangential component of their broader study. The variability between the different studies
points to the limitations of their conceptual categorisatitins not difficult to use one of
the studies to unpick the categorisations of the others. Papadoupolous and (i)'s
elaboration of the different types of participation entailed tigipatory and deliberative
democratic principles undermines the notion that there is a single, unified democratic
impulse driving public participation in the policy process. Likewise, the presentation by
Barnes, Newman and Sulliv§p007)of four official discourses of participation questions
the extent to which there is a single, coherent 'governance' perspective, or administrative
perspective, within state institutions.

There has also beertendency from a radical democratic perspective to engage in
a project of classifying what is Oauthentic
participatory democracy, whilst discounting those forms of participation that do not fit
with these normtave precepts as not quite legitimate, even a betrayal of the true principles
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of participation. Pearce, for instance, posits the idgeuicipatory democracy fibased on
principles of popular sovereignty and direct involvement of all citizens, inclatidg
especially the poorest, in deci garticipptooma ki n g o
governance wi th i ts fAappropriation by mainstrea
(among them participation) expressing emancipatory hopes and tthraingnto new

"t yr a(@0i0, ¥B}in agplural society with multiple competing value orientations, it is

of some, but only limited, worth to know that stéd participatory initiatives rarely live

up to participatory democratic ideals. Previous work of this author showing that official
evaluations of deliberative initiatives in the UK pay scant regard to principles of

deliberative democradR. Dean 2012)as well aBarnes, Newman and Suléia(2007)

locating pressures for inclusive democracy outside the state and in contradistinction to their
four official discourses of participation, suggests that rather than practising adi&base

of deliberative or participatory democracy, official interest in increased public participation

is often due to commitment to other competing normative propositions. In order to

understand these initiatives it would be more instructive to analgseiththe light of

what they are intended to achieve and why their prdpegyaiew them as legitimate,

viable approaches to participation.

While radical democrats acknowledge other approaches to participation but dismiss
them, advocates of more nblerd forms of participation show little awareness of other
alternatives. Armed with an alternative nomenclature of consohoéceandvoice(Le
Grand 2008)their focus is on how citizens can participate as consumers, primarily through
choosing which services to use or refrain from using and providing customer feedback
(Osborne and Gaebler 1993; Le Grand 208&hough there is scope for the notion of
voice to encompass radical demoaradieas, it is usually conceived ofdepoliticised
consumerist form; in the words of the President of the World Bank, Jim Yond20ih3)
ACitizen voice can be -pidepressuaelondgovernmpentovi di ng
service providers, and organizations such as the World Banis the¢ded to encourage
full and swift response to citizen needs. 0
participation across ideological divides also inhibits the exploration of hybrid forms or
combinations of participation that may strengthen edlcér.

The polysemy of participation is part of what makes it beguiling. Its flexibility
means it is adaptable to a range of political contexts. Its vagueness enables people with
quite different worldviews to coalesce around a common project. Nonethbketsck of a
thorough understanding of the competing logics that drive participatory innovation
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hampers our understanding of current practices and the possibilities for future

development. In 1989 the demmatic scholar Robert Dahl wrote:

The theory andgractices of modern democracy have resulted not only
from the legacy of popular government in ancient city states but also from
other historical experiences, both evolutionary and revolutionary, they are
an amalgam of elements that do not fully coherea Aesult contemporary
democratic theory and practice exhibit inconsistencies and contradictions
that sometimes result in deep proble(i889, 13)

In the intervening period there has been a great deal of democratic scholarship that has
attempted to clarifytte presuppositions behind alternative theories of the democratic state
(Dryzek and Dunleavy 2009; Held 200#)d contribute to improving democratic
institution building. The theory anpractice of participation, however, still exhibits
inconsistencies and contradictions that result in deep problems. It means that when we
create opportunities to participate or when we decide to participate, we often do so with
complex, even contradictprassumptions about what participation means underpinning
our decisions. This thesis will point to a number ways that a lack of appreciation for the
different logics of participation results in muddled thinking or incompleteness, both in
academic debatemd in practice.

The primary aim of the thesis is to provide an account of the different ways
participation is understood, in the academic literature, the policy literature and amongst

actors involved with particigadviceothay i ni ti at.

It is not the business of political philosophy and science to determine what
the state in general should or must be. What they may do is aid in the
creation of methods such that expentaion may go on less blindly.
(1926, 34)

The thesis is not prescriptive about adopting one particular model of participation. It
attempts to understand different approaches to participation from within the perspectives
from which they are advocated. The objectives efttiesis are therefore principally
analytical rather than normative. Providing an analytical account of alternative modes of
participation- their rationales and practices, how they animate those involved with
participatory initiatives, and what functiotigey serve in the broader political systéns
intended to foster clarity in academic debates about how to classify and evaluate
participatory policymaking. It is also intended to assist commissioners to be more clear
sighted in their designs, potentgrticipants to be more aware of what they are getting

involved in, and critics to be more nuanced in their criticisms. The later parts of the thesis
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do present some recommendatiorchiefly Chapter 6, which proposes a pluralistic system
of participationi but these argumenggedominantlyrest on pragmatic premisassing

from the analytical insights of previous chaptéserall then, the aim is to contribute to
better quality participation in governance processes, but without prescribing what quality

means from within a single normatively contentious perspective on participation.

1.2 From O6Participation in Democracy©6 to

This thesis draws on democratic thinking, but it is not concerned with democracy as
commonly conceigd; the realm of politicians, political parties, voters and elections. It is
about policy, bureaucracy, governance. Democratic theory still tends to view policy as a
purely technocratic endeavour, a neutral translation of political input into policy output
Scholars of public administration have rarely shared the idea that political will is
straightforwardly applied through administration. They have noted the extensive discretion
of O-kévelktb ulipskg 1080)aadthewipolicy is prosecuted through networks

of diverse stakeholders with differing capabilities to shape implementation to their interests

(Boswell 2016) Some scholarshaeer gued t hat, with the rise

(Castells 200Q)the normative project of democracy has been supplanted by an alternative
project for good governan¢Bang and Esmark 2009Jhis shift has inverted the
subservience of policy to politics,0 t hat At he orientation of
switched] from politics b dBaogramd Epmark 2009y t o
18). Whereas the politiegolicy conception of the political system sees brbased social
interests and identities forged through the competitif electoral politics, represented by
politicians and political parties and then implemented by bureaucracy, the-politys
conception views publics as formed in relation to more specific policy issues, with social
interests and identities shapédaugh investment in these policy projects.

The politicisation of policy has been accompanied byawa |l uat i on of

Thoughthe vast majority of citizen interactions with the political system are through
public encounters with officla as service users or clienssich encounters have
traditionally been seen as problematic. The Weberian conception of bureaucracy in which

officials were considered to be dtlhpund to the impersonal application of specified rules,

0]

t
p o

op
encounter so, namel y; the cont(& 8artsls2D1&)t we e n

c
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meant public encounters were feared for their dangerous potential to createropesrtu
for clientilist actions or relationships impervious to democratic control. According to
Bartels(2013)this conception has beehatlenged from three directions. First, the New
Public Management, which critiques bureaucracy as inefficient aneregelated,
maintains that public encounters are valuable for enhancing the power of customers, and as
ameans to improve service quali§econd, the challenge from Critical Theory argues that
administrators should not be seen as inhumane cogs in the political machine and stresses
the necessity of Founding the moral agency of public officials in their interactions with
citizens. Third, prticipatory governance critiques impersonal bureaucracy for alienating
citizens, disconnecting officials, and thus reducing the ability of the political system to
effectively problemsolve. It calls for public encounters in spaces of shared decision
making in order to find more effective policy solutions. The shift to pepolitics and the
re-evaluation of public encounters should not be viewed as straightforward processes of
depoliticisation, or the triumph of technocracy over democracy, but alsorasesg of
politicisation and democratisation of policy and administration. The democratic theorist
Mark Warren, for instance, claims policy and administration have now become the
vanguard of democratisation, innaf way t hat
democracy as dramatic and important as the rise of mass electoral democracy in the
ninet eent2809,®ent uryo

If actions within the realm of policy and administration are at the forefront of
democratisatiofWarren2009a nd At he princi pal f(Bangaad behi n
Esmark 2009, 18}hen it is in social policy that these changes have theedéeoots.
Public participation has naturally been more prevalent in the quotidian policy domains than
those that are more removed from citizens?o
democratise health, education, housing, policing, and welfarays that are not apparent
in foreign, economic or industrial polityThe practice of public participation in social
policy design and service delivery has a | o
network society and network governance. In the UKlipuand patient involvement
through Community Health Councils was established as early as 1974 (since reorganised
into Local Involvement Networks (LINKS), then again into their current form as

Healthwatch). Similarly, social housing has a history of pidtion dating back to the

! There have also been attempts to conduct emviemtal policy, science and technology policy, and arts
policy in more a more participatory fashion, which do not fall within the confines of what is usually
considered to be O6soci al policyé as an academic fiel
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1970s(Hague 199Q)and there now exists an extensive architecture for tenant and
community participation in housing, neighbourhood and regeneration policy. In both
education and healthcare, the public has been encouraged to think of itself as consumers in
a market for servicg but also given opportunities to take up leadership roles as governors
of schools and hospitals. Public participation in social security, poverty and social
exclusion policy appears to be a newer phenomenon but is proliferating. Community
involvement wagmbedded into large New Labour projects aimed at tackling social
exclusion such as the New Deal for Communities and Sure Start. There was a National
Pensions Debate in 2006, and the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) has
experimented with deliberativesearch exercises to inform benefits policies. There are
also novel civil society initiatives like the Poverty Truth Commissions of Glasgow and
Leeds and the Commission on PoveRgrticipation and Reer, all of which connect(ed)
those experiencing poktg with those who make and deliver policy about poverty.

It is the promise of participation to potentially reduce forms of social exclusion that
has drawn most excitement in the field of social policy. Lack of political engagement has
itself been defineds key component of social exclusion, with relationships to other forms
of exclusion such as low income, low wealth, lack of productive activity and social
isolation(Burchardt, Le Grand, and Piachaud 1999; Levitas et al. 2B@Hical inclusion
through participation has been advocated as a means for realising inclusive citizenship that
gives a voice to those usually excluded from making the decisiahaftact thenfLister
2002 Lister 2007; Beresford and Hoban 200B)addition, participatory spaces have been
championed as arenas for ¢6éa politics of nee
their social rightgH. Dean 2013)

The success of participation in actually reducing exclusion and tackling inequalities
is, however, somewhat mixed. At the level of individual participatory projects, there have
undoubtedly beenosne successes that have resulted in more inclusive poblkyng and
better outcomes for previously disadvantaged gr@epsg 2004; 2015)Still, for some
projects it is difficult to identify whether there has been any impact on policy(deall
Tufo and Gaster 2002; Kashefi and Keene 200Bgy have commonly resulted in
frustration, dissatisfaction and powerlessness for citizens, as their concerns arghmawei
by other institutional imperativédlewman et al. 2004; Martin 2011j participatory
inputs fail to influence policy outputs then it is unlikéhey will address the more difficult
issue of inequalities in policy outcomes. At the mdexeel, it has been remarkably

difficult to uncover largescale impacts. The growth of participatory polrogking and
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other participatory democratic initiatives Hasen accompanied by growing inequalities in
wealth and income, and there have been concerns that much participation at best
reproduces existing inequalities and at worst exacerbateq tlisyndes, Pratchett, and
Stoker 1998; 2001; Walker, McQuarrie, and Lee 20Rayticipatory innovations in
legislative politics, which have received moretairseed evaluation have shown similarly
mixed effectG. Smith2009) Touchton and Wampl€¢2014)have documented how
paticipatory budgeting in Brazilian cities has been linked to increased provision for the
problems of the poor, as well as improved health inputs and outputs. In contrast, direct
|l egi sl ation through <citi zewsablishedidstowaadsi v e s
those with resourcgsupia and Matsusaka 2004)

The study of participation in governance processes remains in need of greater
attention from within the field of social policy for two primaryasens. First, if social
policy has become the primary locus of democratisation, this has not been matched by a
concomitant increase in social policy research on this topic. There is an opportunity for the
field of social policy to greatly contribute to 8eedebates. In thinking about participation
in governance from the perspective of social policy, this thesis aims to ensure that
inappropriate theories and concepts, such as the notion that policy is simply a neutral
process of technocratic translatiore aot uncritically adopted in the field of democratic
innovation. To paraphrase Foucg@®04) social policies are not born of nature, they are
born of real httles; poverty and social exclusion are the results of actual social processes
of politics and policymaking. The shift from politiepolicy to policypolitics means these
battles increasingly take place within the policy process, and thus a-pakeyed
perspective is necessary to fully understand them.

The second reason is that if these battles increasingly take place within the policy
process then, despite the mixed results to date, new forms of participation irnpakicyg
retain their promise foaddressing a core agenda of social policy research: the wicked
problem of persisting inequalities in the access to, and benefits from, social goods such as
healthcare, education and housing. These forms of participation take on greater importance
in theface of mounting evidence, at least from the US, that representative democracy has
been captured by the affluent and takes little account of the concerns of the median or
disadvantaged votéGilens 2014; Gilens and Page 2014; L. M. Bartels 2010
Habermasian twarack conception of the political system in which a fwdeseling public
sphere generas communicative power that informs but is separated from the sites of

administrative power is inadequate. JS Mill founded the superiority of democracy partly on
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the principle that Athe rights and interest
beingdisregarded when the person interested is himself able, and habitually disposed to

st and u p(1861 85) Thehpslitittsation of the policy process should entail its
democratisation. Citizens, particularly those on the margins, can only stand up for

themselves if they are involved in thelipy battles that characterise the interpretation of

democratic will into concrete policy outputs. Fung has argued,

Advancing social justice through participatory governance is a nontrivial
achievement. It requires at least two necessary conditions, feéifstm
champions must simultaneously seek both greater public engagement and
greater equality. Second, champions must have the imagination and
resourcefulness to design and implement gagtory institutions that
work. (2015, 519

In providing a framework for understanding the different ways that participation has been

used in social policy and what these different modes of participation can feasibly achieve,

the thesis wild| contribute t socidpolicgtd s second
advance social justice. It can assist designers of, and participants in, participatory

governance with the imagination and resourcefulness to make participation work.

1.3 Defining the Object of Study

Participation in governance can cowebroad set of phenomena, so it is important
to more specifically define the object of study. For the purposes of this research project
participation is characterised as o6institut
decisionma ki n g 6 . omleatoflthis characferisation is quite broadly conceived,
though it also entails i mpormakhitng&ci sssi ons
interpreted as a means by which the public can influence or take policy decisions. The
research does not explorarpicipation as a form of eproduction, in which citizens are
directly involved with the provision of public servic@ovaird 2007; Whitaker 1980;
Alford1998) As a f orm of 0 i-makihgitheeurtust lberaadnriediend 6 d e «
to the body or network with the authoritative power to realise any decision that results
from the participation, which is analogous to what Wa(299)c al | s O glovener nanc
democratisationé. Though institutionalised
advisory infllence and strong publics that encompass deemaking(Fraser 1990)It
tendstobeeltel r i ven, and thus is more characteris
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participatory space&aventa 2006)Nonetheless, the tendency of spaces for participation

in governance to be stateeated does not make thenpienvious to bottorup claims. As

shall be demonstrated, invited spaces can be designed with more or less flexibility for the
participants to negotiate the conditions of the space. Furthermore, there is always the
potential for participants to subvert thenditions of their invitation, and invited spaces

may themselves have been created in response to bgttalemandgCornwall and
Coelho2007) The O6institutionalisationdé conditio
exclusion from this research. This thesis does not attempt to account for participation in
civil society actions such as protest and campaigning, which is only alluded to when it can
illuminate the discussion of more institutionalised participation. These exclusions are not
intended to signify that participation in decisioraking is more impdant than protest or
co-production, a welfunctioning political system would contain possibilities for all three.
They simply fall outside of the scope of this research.

Defining what i s meant by the o6publicd i
complex If we take seriously the idea that a public does not exist independently waiting to
express itself or be represented, but is constituted through the process of participating
(Mahony, Newman, and Barnett 2010; Barnes, Newman, and Sullivan, 2087 )we have
to courtenance that to a large extent it resists a concisdgdmgition. Barnes, Newman
and Sullivan(2007)have documented the multiple ways that publics are differently
constituted through differg participatory exercises, so to define what constitutes the
public would be in some sense to4udge the question this thesis poses, that of what
constitutes participation in social policy decisimaking. As a working definition, for the
purposesofiti s t hesi s Opublic participationd ref e
in the policy process as: 1) citizéms service users on 2) matters of public concern. The
definition thus has two parts; the first relating to the type of role the jpantictakes on,
and the second relating to the type of issue. Nonetheless, neither part should be interpreted
too rigidly as the boundaries of both are open to question.

On the type of role, to participate as a member of the public or a citizen is to do so
without specialist status as a result of on

engineer and bring to a participatory initiative the benefits and perspectives of being an

2The term citizen participation is useddrchangeably with public participation throughout this thesis.
Citizen is used in an inclusive way to refer to anyone who is a part of and could thus be said to have a
legitimate claim to be affected by the decisions and policies of a community. Itilgerated to signify a
personbés |l egal standing within a nation state.
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engineer, but would not be participating in a formal capacity as anesmgServicaisers
are, however, often involved explicitly because of their specialist knowledge of their
condition or service provision, and the focus on representativeness in some participatory
exercises is often related to an assumption that peotflediffierent identities possess
different perspectives, namely; one is implicitly asked to participate as a woman, or as an
Asian.

On the type of issue, feminist theory Isasilarly taught us that we should always
question any tight definition of what#@public and what is a private mattiis far from
simple to draw a neat dividing line between participation as a private individual and
participation on matters of public concern. There fasinstancédeen a movement to
give patientsnuch greatemfluenceoverdecisions about their own healthcamich at
first-glance could be clearly demarcated from participation on matters of public concern.
Processes of citizen redress, which provide avenues for people to challenge public services
when they reeive unfair or poor treatment through complaints, appeals and tribunals,
would also appear to fall outsidetbf definition ofgparticipation ormatters of public
c 0 n c Blonethieless, greater patient choice and voice has been explicitly advocated for
its proclaimed beneficial systemic effects in improving the performance of public services
(Le Grand 2003; 2008as has citizen redref3unleavy et al. 2005Moreover, citizens
oftenuse individualised processes of redress for publis o try to pevent repeated
failures or challage policies that impact on a wider populatiand redress feeds into
broader processes of policy oversight by ombudspersons and regidatersnining the
boundaries for what counts as public participation is thore at than sciencePart of the
aim of this thesis, discussed in detaillhapter3, is to problematize what have commonly
beentaken to be the boundaries of public participation and make the case for a more
capacious definitiothat takes account tiiese omplexities

Social policy as a field of enquiry also has fuzzy boundaries. In its broadest
definition social policy is simply the study of the ways that social relations can be
organised in the service of human wladling(H. Dean 2012)Here it is used in a more
restricted sense, as a signifier for a set of policy domains that have occasioned the
collective provisio of social goods, with a particular focus on health policy, housing and
neighbourhood policy, poverty, social exclusion and social security policy. This focus on
policy comes at the expense of a consideration of participation in electoral politics. The
enphasis is on the type of public encounters detailed above, between citizens and officials
as opposed to citizens and politicians. The thesis is about participation in policy
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organisations that often have no or only weak links to the legislature, rathgxdiitacal
organisations and arenas such as political parties and parliaments. This includes but is not
limited to the central state bureaucracies that do still retain their connection to legislative
politics. With the agencification of the state capa@pynihan 2006; Christensen and
Leegreid 2006)as well as its fragmentation into policy netwofR&odes 2007; Sgrensen

and Torfing 2005)there aran increased numbef policy organisations that require

public participation precisely because their weak democratic anchorage calls into question
their legitimacy to make and/or impient public decisions.

There is a final important exclusion that is more related to the approach to the
object of study rather than the definition of the object itself. There is considerable
scepticism about the practice of participation and how it cabbsed, for example; in
order to legitimate a decision that has already been taken elsewhere, to manipulate public
opinion, or shift blame for difficult decisiorfMartin 2008; Papadopoulos and Warin
2007; G. Rowe and Frewer 2000; Pearce 2010; Arnstein 1969; Pretty 1995; Lee,
McQuarrie, and Walker 2015An understanding of the different abuses of participation is
of undoubted importance for analysing real world practices. Nevertheless, since this thesis
is concerned with competing understandings of what might reasonably &wdaeed
legitimate forms of participation, in which those involved could be said to be engaged on
genuine terms, it does not give much consideration to egregious examples of democracy
washing, in which participation is abused in order to create the venleeitohacy. There
is also something to be said for not rushing to make normative judgements about
participatory activities, which rarely straightforwardly empower citizens as opposed to
drawing them into alternative modes of governing comprising neweships of power
(Barnes, Newman, and Sullivan 200What is considered legitimate and illegitimate of
course depends upon the normative assumptions tdaéeunpi n oneds own Vvi e
above in the discussion of the radical democratic project to define authentic participation.
A more normatively plural understanding of participatory practices could assist the
analysis of when participation is actually digenuous and when it only diverges from

onebs own normative preferences but is genu
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1.4 Thesis Structure and Narrative

The aim of this thesis is not to make a case for or against participation in general,
nor to advocate for one particular approach to participation. Given the plurality of political
values in complex contemporary societies, these are questions that are better left to real
political debates that take account of the specificity of contexistiéad aims to unravel
what could be considered plausible alternatives for how to make {moé&ing more
participatory. In order to do so it draws on an eclectic range of sources. Though it is not
purely an exercise in ideal theory, it employs ideabties of democracy and public
administration in order to establish alternative rationales for participation and their
associated practices. It does not, however, derive its answers wholesale from theoretical
precepts. The democratic and public adminigiratheory is supplemented with an
analysis of the grey literature on participation, for instance the guides on how to do and
how to evaluate public participation that are commonly produced by government agencies
and civil society organisations. This is@isccompanied with an examination of actual
examples of participatory social policy and the values that they embody, along with some
original empirical research that investigates the participation preferences of those involved
with participatory social pady initiatives in the UK. The empirical reseeh, which forms
the basis of Gapters 4 and 5, is restricted to the UK, battheoretical work (primarily
Chapters 3 and 6) draws on wider traditions and means that the thesis as a whole has
broader applicabty. The different elements of this approach and how they fit together,
along with what kind of inferences it enables, are described in Chapter 2, which outlines
the research design.

Typologies of participation mechanisms are the first subject of sinafyxisting
typologies have been particularly bad at recognising the normative plurality that can be
observed in our political and policy institutions and that has informed approaches to
participation in governance. Mostly they take one of two approadhey categorise
participatory mechanisms from worst to best according to a radical participatory world
view, an approach Bishop and Da{2002)have called the continuum model and of which
Ar n s t(E69)ladlder is the most prominent example. Alternatively, they categorise by
institutional design features, such as how participants are selected, without reference to the
principles that underpin such desigising 2006; G. Rowe and Frewer 200Ghapter 3
present@an answer to the question of whether there are a range a coherent approaches to

participation with alternative normative underpinningjgiives an overview of existing
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typologies and their problems, before outlining a new typology of four modes of
participation. These four modesvhich are terme#nowledge transfer, collective
decisionmaking choice and voicegndarbitration and overgihti comprise a set of

practices associated with specific rationales for participation. These rationales are situated
in distinct theories of democracy and public administration, the ways that they have
defined the relationship between citizen and stageproblems of governing and their
concomitant deficits. The typology is a challenge to the continuum model in that it
highlights how this approach takes certain normatively contentious assumptions and
presents them as if they are universal featuresrtitgation. It is not, however, intended

to replace the typologies of mechanisms by institutional design features. It is best used in
conjunction with them in order to comprehend which types of participation might best suit
different contexts, as well aghy the same participation mechanism is often deployed in
quite different ways.

The middle part of the thesis reflects on the empirical component of the research,
which combined a @nethod survey with unstructured interviews to explore procedural
preferenes for participation in social policy decistomaking. Chapter 4 employs this data
in tackling the question of whether the participation preferences of those involved with
participatory policymaking initiatives reflect the four modes of participation psma in
Chapter 3. This is important since other similar studies have demonstrated that the
conceptual categories that prevail in the academy do not always translate to a broader
population(Dryzek and Berejikian 1993; Skelcher, Sullivan, and Jeffares 2Q18)
primarily structured around results of then@@thod survey and what they can tell us
regarding participantsodé beliefs about the o
for citizens and officials, as well as how participation should be practiced/ahded.

The findings provide some support for the utility of the typology of the four modes of
participation, particularly the knowledge transfer and collective deem@king modes,

for understanding how people think abpatticipation. The data prale more than just a

hypothesis test though. The participants in the study are key informants specially selected

for their knowledge and experiences of participatory social policy. The rich data provided

by the combined qualitative and quantitative appresaéha ns t hat parti ci pan
and experience can be brought to the fore to enrich the modes of participation in a process

of translation between academic, practitioner and lay knowledge. An understanding of how
those designing and participating iredle initiatives think about them is also instructive for
comprehending current practices, for instance; what types of participation are likely to be
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instituted, as well as potential tensions that might exist between those with different views
of the proces.

Chapter 5 draws on the same data, though with greater focus on the qualitative
material, to speak more directly to the small but burgeoning literature on procedural
preferencege.g. Bengtsson 2012; Bengtsson and €énisen 2016; Font, Wojcieszak, and
Navarro 2015; Hibbing and Theis4orse 2002; P. Webb 2013)he possession of both
ndepth quantitative and qualitative data
rare. It presents an opportunity to interrogait@mportant ontological divide between two

or

approaches to researching political opi ni on

primarily used largescale surveys to measure and aggregate individual cognitions, and a
qgual i tat i v editiandhatédas temdeditofaecds ort nataraitcurring speech or
research interviews to examine how opinions are discursively constructed. The chapter
attempts to navigate a path between the two approaches demonstrating how participation
preferences are Hopredictable and patterned at the aggregate level, yet ambivalent and
contextsensitive at the individual level. It continues the exegesis of different of modes of
participation by conducting this analysis though a concentrated discussion of two divisive
issues: the distribution of decision power and the role ofiselfest and conflict in
participation. The focus of this chapter

preference also facilitates an analysis of the ways in which these views msgdbe u

productively to make sense of oneds pl ace

ways they become traps that prevent individuals from seeing plausible alternatives or
adapting to changed circumstances.

In Chapter 6 there is a move back towalaty. This chapter asks how we can
take account of the range of theoretically plausible and empirically desired modes of

participation when building effective participatory institutions. It makes the case for a

innovations in two different theoretical fields. One is the insight from deliberative systems
theory that no single deliberative arena pen® all the necessafynctions to authorise a
political decision, thus inust be distributed across different arenas each performing
different labourgDryzek 2010; Mansbridge et al. 2012; Parkinson 2006¢ other is

Grid-Gr oup Cul tural Theori st s o6 phusihlewoddaiews,t hat ,

to achieve widespread legitimacy we have to constructively harness the contestation
bet ween different viewpoints rather than
single problem definitiofVerweij and Thompson 2006) he chapter examines the

ad
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contribution that participation can make to complekgyasystems, what problems is it
intended to solve? It proposes three functioeffectiveness, autonomy, and

accountabilityt demonstrating how different modes of participation can perform different
labours with regard to these functions. Examples dfgyaation in the English National
Health Service are used to illustrate throughout, with the additional purpose of showing
that the systemic way of thinking also has purchase in clarifying understanding of current
practices, what they are attempting ¢éhiave, where the tensions lie, and how they can be
improved.

The final chapter discusses the implications of the theoretical innovations and
empirical findings outlined in the previous chapters for both the academic literature and for
policy-making. It is divided into three sections. The first section primarily considers the
implications for the academic literature, particularly the existing typologies of participation
and common ways of thinking about participatory governance. The secaioth sec
concentrates on how the lessons of the research may be employed in improving
participatory practice, emphasising the need for a flexible understanding of citizens and
of ficialsdé roles and relationshi prsthenn part.i
suggests some potentially fruitful directions for further research, detailing some ideas for
extending the research empirically and analytically. Before any of these questions are
addressed, a thorough account of the study design and methodapgiczach is
presented in Chapter 2. This next chapter situates the study within the tradition of
philosophical pragmatism and considers how the mixed methods approach, combining
documentary analysis, a quantitatiyenethodsurvey and qualitative intemivs,
contributes to strengthening the design of each component and the quality of inferences
that it is possible to draw.
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Chapter 2

Research Design and Methods

This chapter gives a detailed account of the research design and methods. The
reader may besurprised to find the methodological discussion at such an early stage of the
thesis, but it has been situated here for two reasons. First, Chapter 3 provides an extensive
overview of the academic literature, but it is not a traditional literature reitiew.
intended to be a substantive theoretical contribution that was arrived at through the process
of literature review and an empirical stage of research that is desbalmedin Section
2.2 Other relevant literature is then discussed in the spetifipters to which it pertains,
rather than in a separditerature reviewchapter.

The second reason is that one of the primary methods employed within this project,
Q-method, is not widely known. In addition, some of its pracficies instance, the
facility to generate statistically significant results using small sariipiesy seem unusual
to readers more accustomed to traditional quantitative survey methods. Accordingly, it was
felt important to give a clear and comprehensive statement of the raethad early stage
of the thesis; both to aid readers who are unfamiliar with the approach to understand the
analysis in Chapters 4 and 5, which discuss the empirical results, as well as to avoid
unnecessary methodologicancerns oconfusions

The chager is composed of four main sections. The first section outlines the
methodological approach and the two stageed methodslesign.The following two
sections each relate to one stage of that deShygy detaileach component of the
methodswhy it waschosen and how it was conducted. For each of these two stages the
discussion is divided into four subsectis: purposes, data collection, data analysis and
inferencegsummarised in Figure 2ZLbelow) The final section of the chapter discusses
the ethichconsiderations that accompanied this research and the procedures used to

address them.
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2.1 Overall Design and Methodological Approach

This study broadly consisted of two empirical stages. The first stage was qualitative
in orientation. It involved amiductive thematic analysis of documents from the academic
and grey literature on approaches to public participation in policy decisions, with the aim
informing a typology of public participation and generating a catalogue of themes that
could inform the deelopment of th&-methodsurvey instrument employed in the second
stage of the project. This second stage combir@dreethodsurvey with unstructured
interviews of a group of 34 purposively sampled individuals involved with public
participation in policymaking. The objective was to explore their procedural preferences
concerning participatiorQ-method s an approach to studying i
participants to perform a process calleg@ting. They rank a set of statements
concerning thelpenomenon under investigation, in this case participation, ontesepre
distribution grid, based on their relative level of agreement with each statement. These
rankings are then subject to statistical analysis in order to identify common viewpoints
amorgst the participants. The second stage of the project hag Tasdiakkori and Teddlie
2003)r ef er to as an integrated nasoppodedtnodel de
O6mi xed met hodsd, because it combines qualit
of the study, not only in the data collection and analysis pl{asésllie and Tashakkori
2003) It is integrated in that throughout the different phases of the project qualitative and
guantitative components are used to mutually influence how easb fgheonducted (see
Figure 2.1 for an overview). Thenterviews are conducted directly after a participant has
performed their Gort and informed by this process. The thematic analysis of the
interviews helped to guide the statistical solution for@amethodresults, and th&-
methodresults were importamh selecting the themes for discourse analysis. Moreover,
the inferences in Chapters 4 and 5 simultaneously draw on both the qualitative and
quantitative data analysis.

Mixed methodsesearch has always provided a challenge to the qualitative
guantitativeparadigm wars whereby particular methodological approaches were viewed as
wedded to particular ontological and epistemological princifidegman 2008; Teddlie
and Tashakkori 2003Accordingly, there have been numerous attempts at establishing a
foundation 6r themixed methodsipproach independent of qualitative and quantitative

traditions(Teddlie and Tashakkori 20Q3pne such foundation is methodological
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pragmatism. Research design is a craft skill, and we make choices about which methods to

employ based upon the effects they produce,

There can be no better or more natural way of justifying a method than by

establ i shi ng ithrespect tofithe tspeciio apgosted tagks

that are in viewdr it. (Rescher cited iMaxcy 2003, 81)
For the methodological pragmatist the key questianlighe research design effectively
produce results, with methodological pragmatism having been described as the
6dictator shi p o f(TeddleandTaskkakkarir2@08)hegoaseresearclo n 6
design is one that is most wsllited to tackling the research questions. This is a sensible
starting point and one that was adopted in designing the approach to this study, though it
does overestimate thetert to which research is technocratic process of input and output,
as opposed to a journey of discovery in which the researcher must also always be alive to
the new pathways that serendipity bestows.

The primary research question for this study weask whetherthere are a number

of distinct and coherent perspectives on participation in social policy decisions, and if so,
how these frame: @he objectives of participatiot) the roles of participants, officials and
the relationship between them;articipatory forms and practiced) criteria for
evaluating the efficacy of participatory processgsnethodii s most often dep
order to explore (and to make sense of) highly complex and socially contested concepts
and subject matters fromthepai of vi ew of the gr(dattp of par
and Stenner 2005, 70j is thus a good fit for this endeavour to understand the complex
concept of participation, in its multiple and contested guises. The combinatn of
methodand qualitative interviews also had some practical advantages for interrogating this
phenomenon compared to using traditional surveys or only interviews. Unlike a survey, the
Q-sorting process forces respondents to continually compare the dife@trhents they
are presented with in order to prioritise which they most agree and most disagree with.
This is particularly valuable in a field where many of the terms such as participation and
empowerment are superficially attractive, thus can receiser without much thought.
The interview then provided an opportunity to probe further the ways these statements
were prioritised and the struggles participants experienced in choosing between them,
adding depth to the data. This dual process therefeadert a rich data set that also had an
objective structure derived from transparent and replicable statistical procedures. The

objective data structure that could not have been obtained from interviews alone is an
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additional benef, sincesimilar types ofjualitatives t udi es of &écul tur al 0
various fields have besepnotstuibn geéc,t tthoa tc riist isce
examples that fit their theoflamadouh 1999)Moreover, this thesiggues that
theorising about participation has been skewed by the normative biases of the researcher
and an objective data structure helps to guard against researcher bias.

Pragmatism can extend to many different facets of the research process, and there
were also pragmatic considerations in terms of what it was feasible to achieve given the
limitations of the research project. There are no appropriate secondary data sources that
could address the questions this project set out to answer. Given that canducti
traditional survey on a large, randordglected sample is extremely expensive, there was a
substantial advantage in usi@gmethod from which it is possible to obtain significant
results and make the kinds of inferences necessary to address éhetrgsestions
without a large, randomigelected sample.

Pure methodological pragmatism as a justification for the selection of research
methods leaves open the question of the epistemological and ontological assumptions that
underlie the particular metbological approach selected. This study is primarily
concerned with peopleds interpretations and
appear to naturally fall into an interpretivist field of enquiry. The research field is,
however, not so strghtforward. There is a considerable debate around the nature of
political attitudes and how to study them. It could be argued that the dominant approach is
postpositivist in orientation. It employs larggeale quantitative surveys, informed by the
idea trat attitudes are stable and measurable mental entities belonging to an individual,
which can be captured by a small number of survey items, and have a causal relationship to
actions. Most of the studies of ismodi vi dual s
making are of this typéengtsson 2012; Bengtsson and Christensen 2016; Font,
Wojcieszak, and Navarro 2015; Neblo 2015; Hibbing and THdase 2002)
Nonetheless, this approach has been criticised byspagturalist researchers who have
questioned the utility of quantitative measurement of attitudes in favour of qualitative
exploration of what they consider to be a contieppendent, intersubjeeé and
discursivelyoriented phenomenon (see Chapter 5 for more detailed discussion of this
debate).

One approach to designing this study would have been to pick a side in this debate
and then employ the corresponding methods. Philosophical pragmatisaydnprejects
the idea that we can have a fully worked aupriori epistemological and ontological
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position. We come to know the world by acting upon it, with specific ends in mind, and by
analysing the effects of our actiofMaxcy 2003) Rather than picking a side, the project
instead adopted the dialectical approach to philosophical paradigms advocated by Greene
and Caracell(2003) It complenents philosophical and methodological pragmatism by
productively exploiting the tensions between opposed or contradictory ideas in the service

of a better understandjrof the phenomena under study:

different paradigms do indeed offer different, and someg

contradictory and opposing, ideas and perspectives. In dialectic mixed

methods inquiry, these differences are valued precisely for their potential

i through the tension they invokie to generate meéngfully better

understandinggGreene and Caracelli 2003, 97)
It has already been noted how quantitative measurement is combined with qualitative
exploration, bufQ-methodis itself flexible with regard to questions of ontology. Ram
(2011) for instance, argues th@methodis compatible with both pogtositivism ad
constructivism. Examining the same individu
guantitative lens enables the identification of generalised patterns (which are outlined in
Chapter 4), as well the exploration of the many ambivalences and cotibraslibat
underlie this patterning (Chapter 5). This is a significant advantage over solely quantitative
studies and solely qualitative studies, sin
on the general but not the particular and eemphasiseeansi st ency, as wel |
tendency to oveemphasise particularity at the expense of generality.

This ability to more fully describe our interpretations of and preferences for

participation was a key reason for the selection of the integratestimmundel design for
this project. When social phenomena are complex then it is necessary to be able to draw on
different kinds of inference in order to properly understand tfleaddlie and Tashakkori
2003) Each component of this study is intended to build upon the others to enrich our
understanding of participation. The first stage theorises a typology of participation based
upon the public transcripts thategproduced by organisations and academics, drawing out
the most prominent modes. The second stage tests whether these modsfiootdthe
perspectives of individuals involved with these processes, and explores alternative
understandings. The combinatiof qualitative and quantitative techniques to do so
produces a richer description than could be achieved otherwise. The results of the different
components of mixed methods studies may corroborate each other, and the qualitative and

quantitative findinggrom this study are certainly employed in this regard, for instance;
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part of the function of the interview is as a validity check on tfeo@ They may also
diverge and the findings from this study are used to problematise each other too, in the
processelucidating the multifaceted nature of participation preferences.

There are a number of other reasons to employ mixed méitigrysnan(2008)
lists as many as sixteen. The other important one for this project is in the process of
instrument development. Carrying out the inductive thematic analysis in the first stage was
a necessary preondition of developing the statememor theQ-methodsurvey(as
discussed in more detail ire&ion 2.32 below)

The above discussion has attempted to outline the general methodological approach
to this project and justify the overall research desigtention is now turned to the
specific components of that design, why they were chosen, how they were conducted, and

what we can reasonably infer from them.

2.2 Stage 1Mapping the Landscape ¢ Participatory Governance

2.21 Purpose

The first stage of this study was oriented towards aahgeaibroad understanding
of the range of perspectives that exist in relation to public participation in social policy
decisions, particularly with regard to the objectives of participation, conceptions of the
participant, participatory practices, and ewadion criteria. This endeavour had two ends.
The first was substantive. As is made evident in Chapter 3, there have been few attempts to
contextualise participatory mechanisms and practices within broader theoretical
perspectives, thus such an endeavoly wiended to generate new substantive insights in
this field. The second was instrumental. A broad overview of the different perspectives on
participation was a necessary first step in developin@theethodcomponent of the
project. To generate the-§g of statements that participants are asked to rank, it is first

necessary to have an understanding of the

W

ways in which a particul &WVattsamdjSermmer 2064, 34 nqui r



34

2.22 Data collection

A traditional academic literature review was carried out, encompassing a number of
overlapping literatures including democratic theory and public administration theory, along
with the more applied literature on democratic innovations, especially typologies of
participation mechanisms and evaluation frameworks for participation. This was
accompanied by a formalised thematic analysis of a corpus of 27 documents primarily
drawn froma database the researcher had constructed for a previous project examining
how different participatory ideologies impact on the evaluation of participatory policy
initiatives (R. Dean 2012)The database contained a range of documents on participatory
policy-making from national ankbcal government, NGOs and academia, sourced using
systematic searches that attempted to identify all UK publications in this area between
2002 and 2012, following the procedures prescribed by the Evidence for Policy and
Practice Information and Gardinaing Centre (EPPIj2010)protocol for conducting
systematic reviews The advantage of using systematic searches is thatfitigher way
to reduce resarcher bias. After laborious screening of thousands of search results, 79
documents were identified from the academic and grey literature, consisting of academic
case studies and evaluations of participatory initiatives, government and third sector self
evaluations, as well as government and third sector guides on how to do participation.
Accordingly, each provided insights into the values attached to participation and
prescriptions for how it should be conducted.

The scope of thehD meant that there wagsufficient time to comprehensively
analyse all 79 documefitso it was decided to randomly select one third of the documents
for the full thematic analysis. Each document was given a number from one to 79 and a
random number generator was then usesklect 26 of the documents. Three of these
documents were then -@elected because they did not pertain to the policy areas of interest
for this studyi health, housing, poverty and social securigmce the earlier study for
which the database was cansted had included more social policy domains. A further
four documents were then added to this sample from outside the systematically sourced

database, making the total of°2The original intention of this study was to study

3 The generation of this database is only summarised here, but a detailed description can be found in Dean
(2012)

41t is also questionable whether it would have been desirable to analyse all 79, giendhdiminishing

returns in adding extra documents. | was satisfied after completing the analysis of 27 that | had reached
saturation point, and that further analysis was unlikely to add further insight.

> These 27 documents are listed in Appendix 1



35

deliberative forms of padipatory policymaking, and the searches were oriented towards
identifying such instances of participation. However, it transpired that the searches
identified a much wider class of participatory initiatives, and deliberative initiatives were
only a smallsubset. Focussing solely on deliberative initiatives would thus exclude the
greater part of participatory governance. This assessment was reinforced by the concurrent
literature review, and it became apparent that some perspectives on participation were
underrepresented in the sample of documents, particularly a clear statement of the New
Public Management approach that many people claim has been influential in shaping how
participation is practice(Papadopoulos and Warin 2007; Parkinson 2004; R. Rowe and
Shepherd 2002ps well as the viewpoint of the radical participatory left. Three of the
additionaldocuments were included to redress this lacuna in the sample. The fourth
addition was the Public Administration Select Commi{2¥.3)Report onPublic

Engagement in Polieivlaking which was released whilst the analysis was ongoing. This
was included becausked other government produced documentsdated the change in
government from New Labour to the Conservative/Liberal Democrat Coalition. A change
in government may have led to a change in perspective concerning participation, though
the analysis did noeweal any substantial differences, perhaps because the Select
Committee is crosparty. The inclusion of the four additional documentsteoduces
researcher bias. However, since these four comprise a small percentage of the total, it
could only be a mimal bias, which is outweighed by the added value each performs in

addressing a potential omission.

2.23 Data analysis

The 27 documents were then subjected to astep process of deductive followed
by inductive coding using a PDF analysis program c&lega. It is good practice in
thematic analysis to code Iuig-line (Braun and Clarke 2006however; most guides to
thematic coding areocusedupon researchegenerated data like interview transcripts. In
naturallyoccurring data, such as government reports, not all the material is likely to be
relevant to the object of enquiry. The first step of deductive coding was, therefore,
primarily toindex for relevance.

It was apparent from Chapter 1 that there is a significant amount of variation in the

proposed objectives of participation, as well as conceptions of the roles of the participant
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and their relationships with officials. Each of théss implications for the forms that
participation takes and the types of participatory practices employed, as well as the ways
that participation is evaluatedccordingly, these four themes were taken to be the
constituent elements of a mode of partidipatand analysis focused on these four areas.
Each document was carefully analysed to identify any lines of text that referred to the
objectives of participation, conceptions of the participant, participatory practices, or
criteria for evaluating particgtion. The appropriate lines were then highlighted and tagged
according to their object of reference, for instance; evaluation.

Following Ritchie and Lewi$2003) the second step was similarly an indexing
process concerned with labelling what the lines were about. However, thigateeded
inductively in that codes were generated from reading the text, rather than text being
assigned to prexisting codes. The indexing was also at a much moregfmeed level.

Consider that the text was referring, explicitly or implicitly, toabjective of

participation. The next question was O6whi
objective was Oi mproved accountabilityd
I mproving accountability?d p&8ionwassees®v en di

improve accountability were identified, codes were assigned at multiple levels, for
example: Objectivéy Improved accountabilityy Accountability through facéo-face
dialogue. Once this inductive analysis was completed, the resultieg eeere mapped
using a minemapping type feature of the Qigqga program.

Four such maps were produced, one for each of thiewepbcodes: objectives,
participants, practices, and evaluation. This process streamlined and systematised the
coding frameworlby assisting in identifying and amalgamating duplicate codes and
identifying families of codes. This final analysis stage thus ensured that the codes were
coherent, consistent and distinct, as recommended by Braun and @&0Bg Similarly,
foll owi ng Br 006)reeomahendation forig@dastice each of the
resulting codes was matched with an illustrative example piece of text from one of the

documentd

6 The coding framework is reproduced in Appendix 2.

c h
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2.24 Inferences

The outputs of this stage of the project were, as intendedptadioThe thematic
analysis was later employed as Hasis of th&Q-methodconcourse, with some of the
statements that participants were asked to rank replicating the illustrative example pieces
of text for particular codes. In addition, the new typology of participation presented in
Chapter 3 was facilitatl by conducting the thematic analysis alongside the literature
review. Performing the two tasks simultaneously enabled analysis to move iteratively
between theoretical literature and applied policy documents. This was productive in that
the theoretical terature could assist in making sense of the insights that were being
generated from the inductive thematic analysis. In Chapter 3, for instance, the contribution
of Grid Group Cultural Theory to the new typology is described. Nevertheless, there was
no pie-meditated intention to develop a typology along the lines of-Grup Cultural
Theory. The typology was developed more through a process of coalescence between the
empirical data and the theory. My observations from the empirical data began to resonate
with the distinctions of ot h@998)typplpggdfogi e s,
modes of public admi n@&E3)modes ofsocial atiaethshipbar t | ey
Approaching tle data through this theoretical lens then helped to analyse and structure the
data, but the data also helped put flesh on the bones of my nascent theoretical ideas, both
providing concrete examples to draw on and challenging me to adapt the theory where it
did not fit, (hence for examplewhy the typology of participation diverges from a straight
Grid-Group Cultural Theory template

2.3 Stage 2Understanding Participation Preferences

2.31 Purpose

Stage 2f this study combined @-methodsurvey with ustructured qualitative
interviews in order to explore both the con
public participation in social policy decisions. Moreover, it aimed to examine the utility of
the typology of modes of pactpation, developed i8tage 1for understanding
participation preferences. Based on the typology, the hypothesis was that participation

preferences would mirror the alternative modes of participation, thus that the statistical
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analysis would identify four principal componefs two bipolar principal components),

with substantive interpretations that fit the four modes of participation: knowledge transfer,
collective decisiormaking, choice and voice, and arbitration and oversight. Nonetheless,
Q-methodprovides more thanlaypothesis test. If the statistical solution was as predicted

it would also provide additional data, especially when combined with the material from the
qualitative interviews, to enrich the understanding of the four modes of participation. If the
statistcal solution diverged from the prediction, then the data would be sufficient to
develop an alternative participation typology, or amend the existing typology to take
account of the results.

The combination of-methodand qualitative interviews, as des&d above, is
particularly weltsuited for these purposé3d-methodis commonly deployed in order to
understand the subjective perspectives of individuals with regard to complex and socially
contested concep(Brown 1980; Watts and Stenner 20112) addition, it has been
successfully employed in cognate research projects. Dryzek and Bergfi@@8)have
used it to explore discourses of democracy, and TiM@se(1993)conceptions of the
good citizen among the US citizens. Skelcher, Sullivan and Jef0&3)conducted &-
methodstudy ofpub i ¢ admini stratorsdé interpretations:s
(2013) ook ed at sewsakte o bf Cenmsinty Development Corporations
in local government. Importantly, the ability to work with a small sample size (compared
with traditional surveys) also made this methodological approach feasible within the
resource constraints of &P research project. The rich qualitative information coupled
with the objective quantitative data had a number of benefits too. It increased confidence in
the inferences drawn from each component of the research, enabled a fuller understanding
of the objet of enquiry, and provided a new way of approaching a theoretical debate

between quantitative and qualitative approaches to studying political preferences.

2.32 Data collection

Instrument developmenthe standard procedures for conductirn@-method

study are now widely agreed and have been clearly co@Biexvn 1980; McKeown and
Thomas 2013; Watts and Stenner 20T2)e first stage of an@-methodstudy is to
composeetdoQf statements, usually between 4

asked to rank. This Qet of statements should be broadly representative of the concourse,
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which itself is supposed to capture the full set pfesentations of the object under
investigation. It was detailed above h&tage lof this project was oriented toward

mapping the landscape of representations of participation in order to provide a concourse
from which a Q@set of statements could be deav The challenge was in reducing the 257
codes into a manageable number of statements for participants to sort. Following Skelcher,
Sullivan and Jeffare013)and Dryzek and Berejikiaf1993) a sampling grid was

employed in order to reduce the statements to an appropisatety Qset, whilst

maintaining diversity of representation. Given that one aithefesearch was to test the
typology of modes of participation, the four modes of participation provided one

dimension of the sampling grid. The second dimension was the four components of
participationi objectives, participants, practices and evaluatidentified as key

constituent parts of a participation preference. Each intersection of thesgstns was
awarded two cells for instance; two cells for kndedge transfer type objectivés

accounting for 32 statements in tétalhen each of the folwcomponents of a preference
were awarded some cells for oOowildcarddé stat
statements that did not fit with one particular mode of participation, or when an important
element of one of the modes would have been dediby using only two statements.

This structuring of the et is what makes the study a test case for confirming or
disconfirming the typology of four modes of participation. As Brqiv®80)has noted,
structuring the et has a number of benefitscan ensure balance, provide a focus and
allow the researcher to explicitly state a theoretical position. Structuring-sle¢ dpes not
obtrude on the possibilities of the research participants expressing their own subjective
viewpoints for the simpléact that there are so many possible combinations of statements,
So it cannot be said to prejudice the approach in order that the researcher inevitably finds
whathe orshe set out to finBrown 1980, 3839). Paticipants can arrange the statements
in whichever way suits them, including contrary to the theory that structuresség fQr
instance; in this case, if participants simultaneously highly rank statements connected to
multiple modes of participationt, would not be possible to argue that they subscribe to one

of the modes. Therefore, structuring thes€ does not make it more likely that the

7 Whilst these distinctions were helpful in maintaining diversity, it is also worth noting that there are some
similarities as well as differences between the four modes of participation, so, for somergtatiémeagh

they were assigned to one category they can be seen to straddle the boundaries. Similarly the objectives of
participation can be related to its evaluation and conceptions of participants connected to practices, thus there
are some statementsattstraddle these neat conceptual boundaries too.
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principal components identified through the statistical analysis will correspond to the
theory that structurethe statements.

Statements were drafted in three ways. In a small minority of cases it was possible
to reproduce statements exactly as they appeared in the 27 documents thematically
analysed irStage 1For the most part, it was necessary to edit statenfiemh these
documents to ensure they ra@recisely referred to the relevaoincept and were
sufficiently succinct, but the general tenor of the original was retained. There were a
further minority of themes that were implicit in the documents, or hed theeoretically
derived, where it was necessary to draft statements from scratch. The initial sampling
process produced a-€gt of 55 statement&. number of statementsithin this Qsetwere
deliberately in opposition with one another. This was intenoeeflect the tension
between different plausible preferences and force participants into making choices about
what they most valued.

There are some important differences between thee@od approach to the
statements that comprise thes& and the appach of traditional quantitativattitudinal
surveys, like the British Social Attitudes Survey, European Social Survey and World
Values Survey, to their questionnaire items. Lesgale attitudinal surveys commonly
draw inferences from a single surveyniteSuch inferences are dependent upon the survey
items having fixed meanings for all survey respondents. Accordingly, much effort is
expended on defining priori the concept which is being measured and how to
operationalise it in a survey itetimat is cosistently interpreted by respondents. Some
respondents may in practice interpret the survey question differently, but these deviations
from the researchersdé definition are counte
surveys need to recruit a dgr number of respondents, in order that significant differences
can be separated from measurement erra.ifffierences frorntraditional attitudinal
surveys then, usuallgxpress a good deal of confidence in the robustness of the meaning
of asurveyitem, but little confidence in the responses of the individual respondehesy
trust their variables but not their cases.

The Qmethod approach is very differe@-methodologists tend to reject the
fixation on operational definitions of attitudinal conceggsthe imposition of the
researchersé meani (Bpwn 1880, @5). Qimeétleod is apenpgodhed e nt s
notion thati | a n gnduaegseby its nature symbolic and sele f e r @nownil280, O
3), and thusdifferent respondents will interpret the same statements differently. The
researcher may have a working definition that guides the drafting of the statdménts
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wheninterpreting resuk, must be alive to the fact that respondents may interpret the
statements differently, mich should not simply be categorised as measurement error. The
focus of Qmetodis thereforeon a posterioriinterpretation of the meanings of statements
based upon respondents sorting behaviour, ratheatpabori definition of the statements
accordigy t o t he prespgpesdions her 6 s

This process ad posterioriinterpretation is rooted inghe t h ocodtéxtal
principle: individual statements are situated within a broader nexus of propogBivsn
1980, 53) Inferences from sirlg statemergtare eschewed in favour ofgastalt
orientation Inferences are based on upon the respondeatst@s a whole. Accordingly,
the interpretation of individual statements cannot be abstracted from this whole and must
take into consideration ¢hcontext of its relations to other statements in tted@ The
result is that Qmethod is a reverse of the common survey approach to inference. It is
flexible with regard to the meanings respondents attach to individual statements, but
inferences aredd to the gestalt, and at this level Q maghgreagr confidence in the
robustness of its individual respondents.

These differences in approach mean that the drafting of statements fos¢he&p
at times depart from whét seen as best practitar the development of operationalised
concepts that informs the design of attitudinal survey questionnaire items. Unlike survey
items, some of the Qet statements for this study contain multiple clauses for instance.
Statements were drafted in this walgem it was felt thaadditional contextual information
was necessary to understand the normative clause of the statement, thus thene axee d
statemenithat combine a contextual clause with a normative cldrsexample of this
type of s $oadtyanith alwalys contin cofiflict about what the right values are,
as well as competing claims for resources. The aim of public participation should be to
resolve these conflicts between competing intede$tee first part of the statement is
contextud the second part normativehis creates a potential conflict as respondents may
agree with the contextual clause but not the normative one, or vice versa. However, this did
not cause significant problems for ranking these statements, nor interpretimgiking.
Respondents were reminded that the process was intended to identify their normative
viewpoint, so if they felt ambivalent about a statement they should privilege the normative
cl ause. I f participantsd a nyprankihd seaterneatinper si s
the neutral sectiarSince the analysis of the €@rt data has a gestalt orientation the impact
of a single statement on the results of the analysis is rather mimincBbecaustne
principal components analysis is weighted wolar of the extremes of the distribution, this
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is particularly true for statements that are neutrally ranked. In addition, the emphasis on
posterioriinterpretation of a statement in the light of its relation to the other statements
provides a means fampicking the meaning a respondémt set of respondentajtaches
to astatement and thus why it is ranked as, iared whyit may generateonflicted
feelings.There is also an opportunity to seek further information from respondents in the
postQ-sorti nt er vi ew. Participantsd ambivalence
clause can lead to discussion in the interview that helps to illuminate the nuance of their
position, for instance; why they disagree with a common interpretation that a certain
normdive attitude follows from the contextual information. The opening part of the
analysis in Chapter 5, for example, focusses on one such example of ambivalence, where a
respondent struggles to reconcile the two parts of a stateiméme, procesgluminating
how civil servants are conflicted about their role as neutral experts.

Once the statemesvere draftedthe Q-setof 55 statementaas then tested in six
pilot surveys and interview&f coursethe pilot phase was not intended to fest
robustness obperational definitions of the statements, as may be expected in the pilot of a
traditional survey.Instead ifocused on more practical matters such as the intelligibility of
the statements and whether participants are able to understandfanu fiee procedure.
Feedback from pilot interviews indicated that there were a few too many statements,
making the process a little overwhelming, and that some of the statements could be more
clearly written, which instigated an editing phase. 19 stateswegre redrafted to make
them more succinct and clarify concepts, and seven statements were removed either
because the theme could be partly captured by the amendments to other statements, or
because it was judged to be ressential. This produced a fir@-set of 48 statements,
consisting of the 32 core statements and 16 withlst@atements (see Table 2 3elow).



Table 2.31 Full Q-set of statements and related themes

perspectives and
potential solutions.

services are. The public
should be valued for the
expertise it can bring to
policy decisions.

common good, rather
than bargaining about
who gets what.

Objectives Participants Practices Evaluation
Theme Statement Theme Statement Theme Statement Theme Statement
Society will always The success of a
Y way Public organisations Participation should take participatory decision
contain conflict about Lo
. frequently act like just a form that allows all process should be
what the right values are, . . . .
Resolve as well as competin another interest group, thosewith a stake in the assessed on how far it
Arbitration | conflict . peting . S0 it is important to o decision to present their . contributes towards
claims for resources. The| Impartial . . Adjudication / : Conflict . .
and between . . - create roles in which the o claims, then there needs ) resolving any conflict
. . aim of public adjudicators : . arbitration resolution ;
Oversight | competing L public can provide to be a clear and between competing
) participation should be to : . ) . . . . .
interests . impartial oversight or impartial mechanism for interests or competing
resolve these conflicts L AT . .
. adjudication on adjudicating between perspectives with regard
between competing o ; s .
. controversial issues. those claims. to the decision being
interests.
taken.
Public participation
Participation is about . initiatives should have a
. . " Any participatory process . .
improving the legitimacy . clearquestion that is
. L needs to beactively : .
of decisions by briging being asked of We should judge the
o . A managed (e.g. through 2 . o
decisionmaking out into articioant selection and participants. Participants success of a participatory
Arbitration | Achieve the open from behind Activists/ participant s Defined need to be informed of Decsion decision process on the
- ) . facilitation) in order to . S - o
and decision closed doors. By involving unrepresenta revent an participatory what is in and out of the | legitimacy / extent to which it results
Oversight legitimacy everyone with a stake in | tive p . space scope of the discussion, | Fairness in a decision that is
) : unrepresentative group .
the issue, the public can s what is expected of them accepted by everyone as
B from dominating the - : 7
see a decision is fair and 2 as participants, and what fair and legitimate.
process and hijacking the| O
does not favour vested - the limits of the process
. decision. . -
interests. are with regard to its
impacts on policy.
Local people are the best
_— . source of_lnformatlon Public participation is not The success of public
The objective of public about their own T
LT . about who ca shout the participation should be
participation is to neighbourhoods, poor ; :
. ; . . . loudest for their own . judged by those wh
Maximise improve policy decisions people are the experts in - . Decision L
. ) : g ; private interests. It . commissioned the
Knowledge | information/ | by ensuring that decision poverty, and service o . quality /
. Experts Public interest | should be directed process and whether they
Transfer capture lay makers can access wider users best know where - sponsor . .
. . ) . towards finding the . . feel their decision has
expertise sources of information, the problems with satisfaction

been enhanced by the
involvement of the
public.
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The aim of participation
should be to improve
policy and to improve

The best people to
involve in any particular
participatory policy

To ensure accountability,
it is important that

We camot say there are
a number of evaluation

criteria that apply to all,

or even most, public

Knowledge Improve_ ser\(lges._lf public . making exercise are thos Authorltles_ . elected representatives Aggndabased participation exercises.
substantive participation does not Policy tool : retain decision . - .| /universal vs
Transfer outcomes result in noticeable who can contribute most ower and public officials retain specific The assessment of
improvements in polic to improving the P ultimate authority over P success or failure must b¢
anzmr services thpen ity particularpolicy that is any final decision. based on the purpose(s)
has failed under consideration. of the specific exercise
’ being evaluated.
. T Participation should be
The aim of participation is evaluart)ed based on how
to enable citizens to take Publicly debating saal Though it may not always much control the
Collective the_dguswns that affect ISSUES 1S the primary . . be possible, participation | Negotiated by | participants have over
. their lives through . political act, so reasoning| Collective . . - )
. Qollective sek . . . Public . should always aim to participants / | the process, for instance;
Decision collective discussion and between people should | dialogue and f " L L
. government o ) reasoners - S make collective decisns | participant have the participants set
Making decisionmaking. It be the guiding procedure| decision based on group control the agenda, and how
should be about for policy decision consensus much contr(’)I dahe
collective self making. ' have over the finaly
government. decision?
L . If it is to have any power, Has there been an open
L Itis primarily bonds Wlt.h public participation and honest exchange of
Participation may be a others and Sh"’."'ed social should be independent ideas and perspectives
) ?ueiggs]tezag:'ﬁ:’: better ggz\lsléhtit n;(r)ttig/iafte o from state institutions. It Dialogue from all those involved?
Collective | Participation L PO people to p pate, Independent/ | should be a space in 9 Has this resulted in
- ; principal objective is to . participation works best : . quality /
Decision as aright /end . o Social e ) counter which the public can greater mutual
Maki realise people's right to when it is woven into the i icul hei mutual ina? Th
aking not means publics articulate their own understanding? These ar

participate in decisions
about thesociety in
which they live

fabric of people's
everyday lives, for
instance; situated in local
commurities.

agenda and demands,
before negotiating these
with governnent and
public organisations.

understanding

key criteria when
assessing whker public
participation has been a
success.

44



Public services have to
compete for customers,
and politicians for their

People don't want to
attend endless meetings
and discussions. The bes
way to enable the public
to influence policies and

People are not motivated
to participate in policy
making for the health of
democracy, but because

To judge the success of
public participation we

Choice and Capture public constituents. Therefore public services is to give Private they believe they have Improved need to look at the
. needs and ) o~ 7| Consumers individuals options from | . something to lose pgain, | services / resultant policies and
Voice the aim of participation . interest ; S . .
wants should be to find out which they can choose, therefore; participation responsivenesy services ad ask are they
what people wanand whether that's a chice of should enable individuals more responsive to publig
need pthel:l deliver that service provider or a and groups to promote needs and public values.
’ ' choice of different and defend their interests
priorities for spending in and values.
their neighbourhoods.
The obiective of It is more importanthat
artici Jation is to There is no one 'public’ participation should give
gm ovl\)/er the oublic and with a general interest. individual citizens a The success of public
. Empower P P . s Participation initiatives means to voice their - participation should be
Choice and . the best way to do that is| Multiplicity of - . . Participant .
. public through S . must bring together lots | Individualised | preferences and have - ; assessed by &g the
Voice ) to give individuals a publics Nt . satisfaction -
choice choice over which of overlapping little them heardby decision participants whether they
rovider of sevices the ‘publics', all with their makers than facilitate are satisfied.
Ean use Y own interests and values. discussions between
' citizens.
Citizens and the state There is no right way to A key measure for the
Participation should be a onlywork together when do participation. The Y S
- 7 o B — success of participation ig
Remedy means through which the their interests coincide. particular form of Subjective whether people feel the
. political/ marginalised in society Most of the time they . participation should be empowerment peop i y
Wildcard . . Battle 3 o Tailor forms ) : have any influence: Do
social can challenge their don't, so participation has determined by what is /system .
. . . 3 ’ o they think they an affect
exclusion political and social to enable the public to most appropriate to the | legitimacy

exclusion.

battle public institutions
to get what it wants.

particular issue under
consideration.

decisions on policies that
matter to them?

45




The aim of participation is
not to make decisions
with policymakers, but

Publicparticipation in the
policy process should
create a new relationship

It is important that
participation initiatives
cultivate an environmet
in which everyone has an|
equal opportunity to give

Public participation is of
little value ifthose that
participate are not
representative of those

Wildcard Challenge the to hold them to account | Partners petyvegn public i . Equal / Mutual the". views. One Representa that will be affected by
powerful institutions and citizens in respect particular way of tiveness L .
and exert pressure on . L the decision, therefore;
) which both are equal communicating should . .
them to make the right . L representativeness is a
. partners cacreating not be privileged over .
decisions. . - key criterion for
policy. others, and differences )
- evaluation.
should be recognised anc
respected.
. s Participation initiatives
. . Public organisations and
The point of public ] > should be open to all
R public officials should not .
participation is to create S those who wish to
) o try to lead participation e gy
. cohesive communities, in . Opennesg participate. Participants
Community . . o " exercises, but play an . .
. which responsible citizen{ Authorities as Inclusivity vs | should not be specially
Wildcard development / enabing role. They )
- . can work together to enablers . restricted selected, though extra
Big Society . should help the public .
solve their own problems . . selection resources may need to be
- - achieve their own agendg .
without relying on the . . focussed on encouraging
by providing the skills ang .
state. . disadvantaged groups to
resources the public lack. .
participate.
. . If government or public
The objective of public A T
B service organisations
participation is to create .
) want to talk to the public,
Process a fairer process fo .
. . . . Invited vs they should do so by
Wildcard legitimacy / making policy decisions informal engaging with extin
System and in turn a fairer 9aging g
" . spaces community organisations,)
legitimacy democracy, one that is

perceived to be
legitimate by the public.

rather than setting up
and imposing new
participatory structures.
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Wildcard

Voice and
Responsive
ness

The aim of participation
should be to give the
public a voice that can
influence decisions.
Policymakers need to
listen, but must then
exercise judgement in
deciding what should be
incorporated into the
final decision.

Wildcard

Subjective
empowerment

The point of participation
is to improve participants
skills; to give them a
greater sense of
confidence and ofheir
own power to act and
influence the decisions
that affect them.

Wildcard

Transfer
power

The aim of participation
should be to transfer
decision power from
elites in bureaucracies
and public service
organisations to the
public, so the pulic can
exercise some control
over these institutions.
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These 48 statements werenhprinted on a set of 6 cm x 5¢cm cards and laminated
for faceto-face use, as well as uploaded to the specialised PoetQ online pfdgftares
and Dickinson 2016jpr online use. A sample of the cards isroefuced below as Figure
2.31. You can see that the statemergdsompanied by a statement number from 1 to 48,
which was randomly assigned to each card, along with aletigher an E, F, O or Pin
the bottom right corner. The numbers were to facilitate the quick recording of the results at
the end of the survegnd interview process, and later statistical analysis. The letters refer
to the four components of a participation preference: evaluation, forms/practices,
objectives and participariis r ol e s a n.dhey veete in¢ludenl to $abilitage s
quicker analgis by the researcher as the cards were being sorted, for instance; so that the
researcher could quickly scan the distribution and see the location of all the objectives

statements without having to read the whole statement.

Figure 2.3.: Sample of &oring cards

The aim of participation should Has there been an open and A key measure for the success of
be to give the public a voice that honest exchange of ideas and participation is whether people
can influence decisions. Policy- perspectives from all those feel they have any influence: Do
makers need to listen, but must involved? Has this resulted in they think they can affect
then exercise judgement in greater mutual understanding? decisions on policies that matter
deciding what should be These are key criteria when to them?
incorporated into the final assessing whether public
decision. participation has been a success.

4310 48| E 46 |E

It was also necessary to decide upon the shape of tsefpdéstribution grid onto
which the statements would be ranKede Figure 2.32 The sorting grid departs from the
commonQ-methodpractice of selecting a kurtosis that reflects asgnarmal distribution.

The justification for a quasiormal distribution with longer columns in the middle of the
distribution is thathere willnormallybe more items that participants feel indifferent about
than strongly abouBrown 1980) However, thisassaimption is questionable wittegard

to the statements for this study, which were purposefully drafted to be provocative and in
tension with each otheA flattened, platykurtic distributiowas choseffor this study

which enables more fingrained discrinmation at the margins where the participants feel

most strongly about the statemerithis is more suitable for the particulars@t and it has



49

Figure 2.2: O-sorting grid and condition of instruction

This study is & ooKiimigo m# | pleopthrep i ci pati on in decisions about social policy dec
policy).

The ca
t

ds you have been given contain common statements sabhowltd plee ef or papil eas e
rank e

r
h statements based on hlhowthayt i reifpaetcit  oposthouwpd hhbens rabmobty i s.

Pl ease sort the statements into the following grid paumnteiriln.yowuarce nhapgmy rwintgle
di stribution.
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been specifically recommended for use with knowledgeable participants, like the recruited
key informantgWatts and Stenner 2012)

After the pilot phase it was also decided that an interview topic guide was
unnecessary, and that given thes@pting process is highly structured it would be more
profitade to conduct open, flexible, unstructured interviews. Only one question was
retained from the initial topic guide, whigtas the opening questiomae the participant
had completed the-Qort, they were encouraged to challenge it and think about whether
they considerethatanything important was missing. This partly provided an opportunity
to check the validity ofthe®@ et according to participants®o
comprehensiveness. More importantly, it was intended to open up the interview-sehe Q
presented participants with a large number of ideas, and was generally experienced as
intellectually challenging. Accordingly, it would be easy participants to become fixated
on the material of the et at theexclusion of missing ideas that theywid ordinarily
raise as important. This first question was thus intended to be an explicit encouragement of

dissent.

Data collection proces3he primary data collection process for this stage of the

research, as aforementioned, consisted@fmaethodsurvey and an unstructured
interview. A short questionnaire was also included to record demographic characteristics of
participants and the ways they have been involved, if at all, in participatory-ptdikiyng
(see Appendix 3). Participants were askedltow 90 minutes to complete all three
elements of the process. For the vast majority of the participants data collection was
conducted fac¢éo-face. They were first given a short description of the study and asked to
sign a consent form (see Appendix ey then performed the-€prt, which was directly
followed by the interview. At the end of the interview the participants were asked to
complete the demographic questionnaire, which only took one or two minutes, whilst the
researcher recorded the resudf their Qsort and thanked them for their time in taking
part. The duration of most participad€@-sorts was around 280 minutes, leaving
between 50 and 65 minutes for the interview, however, there were a small number of
particularly fast @sorters wib completed the task in approximately 15 minutes and a small
number of slow Gsorters, with two participants taking 90 minutes to complete therQQ

The faceto-faceQs ort s began with the researcher 6
and t he oofc oinndsittriuocnt i o n 6 qf theabdsis iorswihinhgo spriethet i c i p a

statements. Participants were sat in front of thkeo®ranking grid (Figure 23). The
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researcher held in hand the set of cards containing-$wtQ@tatements (Figure 2.3
whilst explaining the task, so that the part.i

not on the statements. The explanation took the following form:

| have a set of 48 cards containing common statements people make about
public participation in socigbolicy decisions. There is one card for each

cell on the grid in front of you and by the end of this process you should
have sorted each card into a cell, based on your opinion about public
participation, particularly concerning health policy, housingigyol
poverty policy or social security policy. | am interested in your opinion
about how participatioshould be not how it currently is, so please rank
each statement based on how much you agree or disagree with it based on
how patrticipation should be.

Most people find it a bit overwhelming to place the statements straight
onto the grid, so first off, it is best to do a quick sort into three piles based
on whether you agree, disagreef@el neutral or are not sure about them,
then work from there.

The purpose of this explanation was to set the scope: it is about participation in social

policy decisions in health, housing, poverty and social security policy, not for instance co
delivery of services in education policy. There was also an emphasis tiaattiiev
participantdés normative opinion that was s
currently works. Axan be seen from Figure 2,3his condition of instruction was

reproduced above the sorting grid, so that participants could refexstthiey conducted

the sort if necessary. Then, followi@gmethodbest practice, there was the suggestion that
participants began sortirige cards into three piles, a recommendation that not all

participants followed, some preferred to work straight dméogrid. Either once the

participant had finished the initial sort, or if they began sorting straight onto the grid, some

further explanation was provided. Participants were advised that

The ranking process usually works best if you sort from the entteof
grid and work your way into the middle. So, first select the five statements
that you most agree with, then the five you most disagree with, and work
inwards from there.

You can move the statements around as much as you want until you are
happy withthe distribution.

The most agree to most disagree scale is a relative scale. It is about your
relative rankings of the statements in comparison to one another, rather
than whether you absolutely agree or disagree with a statement.
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The first of these threastructions again follow®-methodbest practice, and it was

noticeable that those participants who followed this advice found it significantly easier to
complete the task. The final instruction also proved very significant because a number of
participars had a positive skew to their rankings thus were reluctant to place statements on
the |l eft of the distribution until it was r
statement, you can place it i n itdessdhdntseagr e e 6
other statements you agree with.

The interview approach was technically unstructured in that there was no topic
guide of questions that the researcher followWét: researchdried to ensure that the
interviews were comprehensive in cang the four constituent components of a
participation preference, so that there was
objectives of participation, conceptions of the participants, participatory practices and
evaluating participation. Nevedhess the interview was flexible within those parameters
based on what the interviewee was most interestedrimgtance, with regard to which
objectives of participation wefecusedon, and how much time was spent talking about
participation practicegersus evaluation criteria.

The preceding €@ortalsoimplicitly provided a structure for the interviews, and a
number of techniqgues were used to generate
of the Qsort.Participants would often spontanetuexplain why they had placed
statements in particular columns, particularly those at the extremes of the distribution that
they most agreed or disagreed with, but when they did not the researcher would probe this
and ask the participant why she felt mstsbngly about those statements. The researcher
also probed when statement placement appeared to be incongruous, for instance; when
seemingly contradictory statements were ranked close to one another, or where statements
seemingly of a similar natureareplaced at alternate ends of the spectrum. This provided
deeper understandi ng ,elicidatihngehe meamirntgstltai pant 6 s v
participantsdé attached to particulTler staten
researcher attempted to nmmse conversations during thesgrt, unless they were points
of clarification, so as not to influence th
Nonetheless, articipants would often make comments about the statements as they were
sorting them, eitheio themselves or to thresearcher, and this was a furthey that
guestions were generatedin the experience of the-§prt; by noting commentand

returning to thentater during the interview.
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This close connection between thes@t and the interviewotentially creates a
ri sk that the interview is dominated by
perspective of the participant. However, thas&) of statements is intended to be
representative of the opinion domain on the research queatibasad thus the implicit
structure provided by the-Qort should not be overly restrictive of appropriate topics. In
addition, the researcher was attentive to this problem, and, as aforementioned, the one
consistent question thevas posed to participantlwaysthe first question of the
interview, was an attempt to open up the process and encourage the patodipiak
about any topics they felt were missing,
through the @sort andwvere deserving aliscussionDespite this opportunity, participants

did not raise undue concerns in this regard, were generally satisfied thastinev@@s a

good representation of their opinion, and happy to return the discussion to it. Thissuggest

the Qset of statemnts was relatively comprehensive in capturing the diversity of
perspectives on participatory governance. If thgo@ is viewed as akin to a process of
participantled topic prioritisation, then generating questions out of ts®®rather than
breakirg from this process and introducing an additional resead#fered interview topic

t

he

or

gudegi s actwually an effective way of Kkeeping

concerns. Probinthe statementshat participants have placedthie extremes ohe
distribution ensures that a major part of the interview tackles the topics on which the
participant feels most strongly, for instanBeturning to the comments that participants
had made during the-Qort was also an attempt to keep the interview diosiee
par t i dnitigl reacttordss

For six of the 34 participantbe Q-sortand interviewprocess substantially
diverged from this template. It was not possible for three of the participants to meet in

person, thus the process was conducted remotely. Participantetaipe @sort using

the online PoetQ software. Once completed, the researcher took 30 minutes to access and

examine the results before contacting the participant on Skype to conduct the interview.
The PoetQ software models the same process thatdex€)-sorts take. Participants are

first presented with each statement-tayeone and asked to sort them into one of three

columns, based on whether they agree, disagree or feel neutral about the statement. They

then go through two stages of refinement.tRhisy are presented with all the statements

they agree with and asked to select the five statements they most agree with, then the same
for most disagree, alternating until they have filled the entire grid. Participants then get an

overview of their finalgrid and can make any revisions by moving statements around using
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drag and drop, like in a game of solitaire. There were two differences from theface
process. The limitations of the program meant the questionnaire had to be included at the
beginnng rather than the end of the process. Also, the final page that participants see asks
them to write free text explanations for why they most agree/disagree choice of statements.
Participants were informed in advance that they were not required to cernmigbhase,

since they were to be interviewed, but all three completed it anyway. Time to complete the
online Qsort mirrored the variety of the fate-faceQ-sors, with the three participants
completing the task in 23, 60 and 92 minutes, suggestaigitt nature of the participant

is more important than the process of data collection in this regard. The duration of
interviews with these participants were 67, 66, and 48 minutes respectively.

The other three departures from the standard templatedwer® the exigencies of
collecting qualitative data. One participant was able to complete-goet(Qout other work
pressures meant the process had to be cut short, thus there is no interview with this
participant. As already noted, one of the faeéace participants used the entirety of the
allotted 90 minutes to complete thes@Qrt. As a result, she offered to return to complete
the interview at another time. A new interview time was scheduled, but this was not
possible to arrange until 25 days aftee original Qsort. During the return interview the
participant was r@resented with her original-§ort, given some time to+#familiarise
herself with it and revise it (though she chose not make any revisions), before beginning
the interview. The finatlivergence was a result of audio recorder failure which meant that
almost the entire audio recording of the interview was lost. Again, the participant offered
to be reinterviewed and a telephone interview wascbeduled for 15 days later. The
participant was sent a copy of his originalgQrt before the telephone interview, and once
again no revisions to the original were requéstéte interview approach was not
substantially different for any of these interviews, though the greater time for researche
reflection meant that followap questions received more thought than the more
spontaneous probes in the other interviews. This variability in data collection is not ideal,
particularly for the latter two participants who most likely had to reconstracetsons
they originally ranked the statements in the way that they did. Nonetheless, there was

nothing to suggest from either the statistical results or the content of the interviews that this

8 This is an indication, though a weak one, that thm&@hod results are reliable and would not fluctuate
wildly if re-tested.
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data should be discarded as fommparable with the data cetited through the standard

process.

Sampling and recruitmenthe research approach selected for this project does not

require a large random sample, or representative quota sample. A small sample provides
sufficient statistical power for the principalmponents analysis to provide meaningful
results. It is conventional to carry out Q studies with samples of arouf@ Barticipants
(McKeown and Thomas 2013, 32hough considerably less is perfectly accegt@hatts

and Stenner 2012, 7.3Yloreover, it is sufficient for the aims of this study, which intends to
explore the variety in participation preferences, not make probabilistic statemeuts ab

their distribution in the general population. It was originally intended that this study would
be open to everyone, however; after the pilot interviews it was decided to restrict the study
to key informant% Key informants are individuals who are neited because of their first

hand knowledge, expertise and understanding of the phenomenon under investigation
(Tremblay 1957)In this case, a key informant was conceived of as a personashoelen
involved in some way in a participatory pokayaking process in the relevant policy areas.
The population of interest was thus unkndwthere is no database of people involved in
participatory governance from which a random sample could be deaen,if it was

desirable. This is not, of course, to say that the careful selection of research participants is
unimportant, however; this study took a purposive sampling approach that is more
commonly associated with qualitative research, following Bauerd  A2000)csteria

for successful corpus construction.

Given that the objective of the project was to uncover the range of different
understandings of argteferences for participation, research participants were purposively
sampled with the aim of generating maximal heterogeneity in this regard. There is,
however, only minimal guidance to draw on in the existing literature regarding the type of
factors thatnfluence participation preferences, and thus how to select for heterogeneity. A

previous analysis of evaluations of participatory initiatives, drawing on the database

9 Two pilot interviews were carried out with people with little educatiotie ljolitical interest and no

experience of participation, as a hard test case for whether the method would work with a general population.
Both were able to complete the€Qrt but they quickly became very frustrated by the intensiveness of the
method, sice they were forced to spend a long time ranking statements saying how participation should be
done, when they were not very interested in participation being carried out at all, let alone how it is carried
out. It was decided that the methods were ndt-aigted to research with the general population and the
decision was thus taken to focus on key informants. | will return to a discussion of the implications of this

choice in the éinferencesd section of this chapter.
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employed inStage lof this project, suggested differences in conceptions of parimipat
between different organisation types, particularly between governmental and civil society
actors, such as academics and NEGRDean 2012)and the practices of social
movements such as Occupy and UK Citizens also suggest they may have a distinct
viewpoint. These different orgeation types also provide a proxy for the different roles
that those involved in participatory governance may play. Public officials are more likely
to be involved in commissioning the process, civil society actors involved as brokers or
organisers, andtzens and activists more likely to be on the receiving end of such
initiatives.

It is plausible that policy focus may influence conceptions of participation too, so
three broad policy areas were selected that appeared to have subtly different disfourses
participation surrounding them. UK healthcare policy has seen the rise of an
i ndividualised, conswumeriost basteidoonot heheat
about me without meo, which originateed out

taken on consumerist overtones in official policy circles,

We consider that greater patient involvement and greater patient choice
are all part of the same goal: to ensur
me 0 b e c o me (®epartment of ealtm2012, 1)

Given the same teams often carry out both patient and public participation in the NHS and
for theDepartment of Health, it was thought likely that this kind of discourse would-cross
pollinate into public participation. Whilst there is an element of consumerist thinking in
housing policy and tenant involvement, the tenor of housing and local govepwdicyds
often about participation as an instrument to solve intractable problems; participatory
budgeting, for instance, I s promoted as a ¢
groups of pe o pPBdnit2008)8)Pdopeyeperterecingdpoverty or
claiming benefits arearely viewed as consumers in the fashion that NHS patients are.
They are more often viewed as a problem to be solved or disciplined. Nevertheless, there
has been an attempt to promote the participation of those experiencing poverty by claiming
they possesan expertise that poliapakers lack as theCommission on Poverty,
Participation and Powentones, ALooking at policies on pove
(2000, 46)

The purposive sampling approach thus began by recruiting people in order to fill
cells in a 3 x 3 table of organisation type igy focus (see Table 2.320f course, these

distinctionsbetween organisation type and policy area ameeschat crude and Table 2.32
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is only intended to be a heuristic. It guided the initial recruitment process, but there was a
significant amounbof craft involved in accordance with Bauer and Aar®ule ] the

process fAproceed[ ed] st e p2000s34)Since the facors; an all
influencing participation preferences were uolkm, a variety of other potential factors

were also recorded, primarily using the survey questionnaire. These included, sex, age,
ethnicity, income, level of education, voting intention and geographical location. The
guestionnaires were analysed as tha datlection progressed to ensure that there was

diversity across all of these characteristics, though, once again, there was no attempt to

ensure the sample was strictly representative of the population of England and Scotland.

The sample is broken doviny each of these factors below.

Initial sampling matrix Table 2.32lemonstrates that the sampling achieved a good
spread across the different cells of the initial sampling matrix. There are equal numbers of
public officials, citizens/activists and civil sety actors. There is diversity across policy
focus, though there is some undepresentation of the housing and local governance
policy area, especially with regard to public officials. However, this only considers the
partici pant s 06nedlmyse researcher. Many of the particgpénts were
involved in participatory governance in more than one guise, and when the participants
were allowed to choose multiple options this seeming urefgesentation of housing and

local goverance disappea(3able 2.33.

Table 2.32 Number of participants by organisation type and policy focus (main role, as

defined by the researcher)

Public Citizens/Activists Civil Society Totals

Officials
Healthcare 5 5 3 13
Housing & Local 1 2 4 7
Governance
Poverty & Social 6 4 4 14
Security

Totals 12 11 11 34
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Table 2.33 Number of participants by organisation type and policy focus (multiple roles,

as seldefined by the participants)

Public Citizens/Activists  Civil Society Totals

Officials
Healthcare 8 13 9 30
Housing & Local 8 18 10 36
Governance
Poverty & Social 11 18 10 39
Security
Totals 27 49 29

Sex The sample was relatively evenly divided by sex. Men made up 44% (15) of
the participants and women 56% (19).

Ethnicity. Five participants (15%) denateheir ethnicity as black or minority
ethnic, which is close to representative of the UK population total of 13%, and each of
these five people reported a different ethnicity from each other.

Disability: At least five people (15%) with disabilities weneolved in this study,
which is a little under, but close to representative of the UK population total of 19%.
Disability was not formally recorded for the study, so the exact number is undetermined,
since it is only known if the participant mentionedhiinterview or had a visible
impairment.

Age Adults of a wide variety of ages were involved in this project. Age ranged
between 24 years and 84 years, with a mearbg® years. As Table 2.3¥emonstrates,
participants were distributed across différage ranges.

Table 2.34 Distribution of participants by age

Frequency Percent
Valid 20-29 years 5 14.7
30-39 years 6 17.6
40- 49 years 10 294
50-59 years 9 26.5
60+ years 3 8.8
Total 33 97.1
Missing Missing 1 2.9
Total 34 100.0
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Location: Participants from diverse geographical locations were deliberately
targeted in order to capture some of the diversity of political cultures in Britain, which
could influence preferences for participation. As the study was based in London and this is
where a large number of government departments and policy NGOs are based, London
residents unsurprisingly comprised the largest group of participants (15), but this is still
less than half of the sample. Residents of 10 different cities and towns fromrthe No
South, and Midlands of England took part, as well as residents from Glasgow and
Edinburgh in Scotland, and two residents of rural areas (one England, one Scotland).

Income Personal incomes were diverse but skewed towards the poles, particularly
the well-paid (see Table 2.35 abgvé@&his is perhaps not surprising given the target
population of key informants included a large number of policy elites on London salaries,
but also individuals experiencing poverty and/or claiming benefits. Despite thisedla
sample, there is full coverage of the salary range, with a minimum of two people in each

salary category.

Table 2.35Distribution of participants by setEported personal, annual gex income

Frequency Percent

Valid less than £14,999 5 14.7
£15,000- £24,999 3 8.8
£25,000- £34,999 2 5.9
£35,000- £49,999 8 23.5
More than £50,000 13 38.2
Total 31 91.2

Missing Missing 1 29
Don't want to answer 2 5.9
Total 3 8.8

Total 34 100.0
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Education There was a lack of diversity witkgard to level of education, with
only one participant having achieved less than further education, and 29 participants
having a university degree or higher. Since two thirds of the sample is made up of elites in
roles where a high level education wouldajeb requirement, a bias in this respect was
not unexpected, yet more diversity in education level of citizens and activists would have
been preferable. Nonetheless, participation in political activity is positively correlated with
education level in Btain, and this includes participatory initiatives, which is one of the
reasons such initiatives sometimes use random selection or other methods to correct this
bias(G. Smith 2009)As such, high education levels do reflect the population of the key
informants sampled for this study. In addition, the paucity witiénsample of those with
little education did not preclude the inclusion of people with very different life
experiences, which included those who would be considered in the very elite strata of
society to those with substantial experience of poverty, r@$léxted in the income data

Voting intention The most troubling lack of diversity concerned participants voting
intention, which was measured as a proxy fditigal outlook (Table 2.3 By the end of
the first round of recruitment, none of thetpapants had indicated support for a right
wing political party, such as the Conservatives or UKIP, though more than a fifth of
participants did not profess a definite preference, and it is possible that some of these
people may have arighting politcd outl ook. Given it is plaus
preferences would be related to oneds pol it
prolonged to try to address this bias, though with only limited success. Despite a targeted
recruitment phasi was extremely difficult to identify people of a righing political
outlook involved with participatory poliegnaking, and, once identified, recruit them to
participate. The final sample only included one Conservative voter, plus one person who
declinal to answer the question but was employed in a-ughg think-tank. Greater
diversity in this respect would have been desirable, however; the difficulty in even
identifying people with a rightving political outlook involved with participation activities
in the policy areas under consideration suggests that this field is dominated by people with
the kind of outlook expressed by the recruited study particiffa@ace again, the bias
most likely reflects the bias within the population of key informantadufition, the very

limited sample of rightving participants who were successfully recruited did not suggest

10 Data collection has recently bemplicated in the US with a similar sample bias, with Republican voters
massively outnumbered by Democrats, which is further evidence for this claim.
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there was a specifically righting perspective that was missing from this study. Neither

expressed unique views that differentiated them fronotiher participants, and each
participantdés viewpoint was more similar to
i for instance, the statistical analysis showed they each loaded onto different principal
components. Accordingly, the participatioreferences described by this study are likely

representative of those who dominate the practice of participatory {poéi&ing.

Table 2.36: Distribution of participants by voting intentibn

Frequency Percent

Valid Conservatives 1 2.9
Green Pay 4 11.8
Labour 15 44.1
Liberal Democrats 3 8.8
Scottish National Party 3 8.8
UKIP 0 0.0
Other 0 0.0
Would not vote 0 0.0
Total 26 76.5

Missing Missing 1 29
Don't want to answer 5 14.7
Don't know 2 59
Total 8 23.5

Total 34 100.0

Participants were recruited to take part in this project through one of two methods.
Either they received a personalised invitation from the researcher requesting their

participation, or they viewed an advertisement about the research and contacted the

“"Participants were asked the question Alf there was
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researcher to participate. Key informants who should be invited to participate were
identified by attending many events and workshops on participatory poa&ing and

using these opportunities to network and seekrelevant people, by searching for

ongong or recent initiatives online and any named people who were involved in those
initiatives, and by drawing on existing and newmade contacts to suggest potential
participants. In the first instance, the researcher approached potential participants at th
event to ask if they may be interested in the study and later followed up with an invitation
emai | . I n the second instance, the potenti a
researcher. In the third instance, in some cases the potartialpant was introduced to

the researcher by the thigdrty, and the researcher then followed or the potential
participant received an email invitation directly from the researcher but referring to the fact
they had been suggested by a tipadty. These @rsonalised invitations proved very

effective in the first phase of recruitment. Of the 38 people invited, 32 responded to
indicate a willingness to participate, a response rate of 84%. Of these 32 respondents, 27
participated in the study. Three partigipgwere lost simply due to scheduling issues,
however; two of these people suggested substitutes who did participate. Two further
people expressed interest in participating but this was at a time when the recruitment
process wafocusedon trying to impree the diversity of the sample, and it was not
considered that they would add to the sample diversity.

Advertising proved less fruitful. In order to advertise the research, a webpage
explaining the project and containing a form that readers could usettxtthe
researcher and signify their interest to pa
website. This webpage was also used to advertise on social media, primarily Twitter using
relevant hashtags that interested people would follow, ftainoe the #demopart hashtag.
Initially, the study lacked public officials working in the area of poverty and social
security, so existing contacts were leveraged to have the research advertised on appropriate
government mailing lists, which attracted a #mamber of participants. In total nine
people contacted the researcher because they had seen the project advertised, five of whom
were asked to, and did then, participate. Four of the nine were politely declined; one
because he did not work in the rigidlicy area, one because she was not based in the UK,
and two because they responded quite late in the process, at the time when focus was on
diversifying the sample, and it was not considered that they would add to the sample

diversity.



Figure 2.33 Overview of participant recruitment

Approach /
No. Contacted

No. of
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17 unknown
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3
response rate: 0
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3 0
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2
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34
participation
rate: 53%*

Response rate calculated as no. of responthentsf invitations x100. Participation rate calculated as no. of participants/no. of invitations x100.

* Response and patrticipation rates for totals are only based on figures for personal invitations as the denominatonifouiakivevis.
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The 32 participats recruited in the first recruitment phase were surveyed and
interviewed in thesummerof 2014. 31 of the interviews took place between 4 June and 29
August 2014, but one interview had to be postponed from the original appointment date,
thus took place d@he end of September. A second phase of recruitment then began to
attempt to remedy the seeming {efing bias of the sample. This proved to be a long
process, partly because it was difficult to identify and recruit people with awiggt
outlook involved in participatory policynaking in the relevant policy areas, and partly
because the researcher spent some months on a visiting fellowship in the US, which
stymied UKrecruitment. The same methods were employed: personal invitations and
advertisements but targeted to rigtihg individuals and organisations. It was of course
impossible to prgudge the political outlook of public officials given they are required to
be publicly politically neutral, making them very difficult to target directly. The most
prominent rightwing social policy thinkkanks appeared to have little focus on
participatory governance. A number of the key informants that | contacted asking for
recoomendations of people to recruit couldnot
participatory policymaking of a righiwing political persuasion. Accordingly, the
definition of key informant was relaxed a little to encompass peotgeested in
participation, a opposed to involved in. 17 people were identified for personal invitations,
but the response rate was considerably lower than for the first phase with only three
respondents, an 18% response rate. Two of these respondents participated in the study, but
one did not attend the scheduled interview. Tweets and emails were sent to the official
Conservative, Young Conservative and UKIP accounts, asking them to circulate the study.
A named person, or the official address at the major-nigihg think-tanks (Polcy
Exchange, Centre for Social Justice, Civitas, Adam Smith Institute, Institute for Economic
Affairs) was also approached and asked to promote the study, but these requests were not
acknowledged. N@ne contacted the researcher during this period claitnihgve seen
the study advertised, and so no participants were recruited through this method in the
second phase of recruitment. The final two participants resulting from this second

recruitment phase were surveyed and interviewed in July of 2015.
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2.33 Data Analysis

The data provided by the participants in this study was subject to three analyses.
The Q-methodsurvey data wasvestigated using a statistical procedure callealcgal
components analysish€& interview data walirst explored using Framewk Analysis
(Ritchie and Lewis 2003and then further interrogated using techniques from discourse
and rhetorical analysi®illig 1991; Gee 2011; Potter 199@ach of these approaches is

explained in turn below.

Principal componentsialysis The aim of the principal components analysis

(PCA) was to compare the similarities and differences leetwe e ach par ti ci pant
preference, as represented by tligsort and reduce them to a smaller set of shared
preferences. PCA is thus in essence a data reduction technicpleylatesa descriptive

summary of the data through a linear transformatiois distinguishes it from factor

analysis techniques that are concerned estimatingatent variables (factors) that

underlie the observed variables (which in this case would be an indivies@tQThere is

an ongoing debate amongr@ethodologists reayding whether to employ PCA or a

technique called centroid factor analysis (CFA) that has fallen into disuse out€léde of

method The preference for CFA over PCA is commonly justified on the grounds that CFA
allows the researcher greater latitude to engotbeoretical hunché€8rown 1980;

McKeown and Thomas 2013; Watts and Stenner 20i®yever; this only appears to be

the case if one laborisly conducts the factor extraction process by hand, thus can

i ntroduce vari at i orisomathingtha is tane giieh teeadvenhaf pr oc
modern computing software that runs the process automatically. PCA is disavowed on the
groundsthatti pr oduces fa singl e, (Wattadnth&eneet20l?al | vy
99), depriving the researcher of their own judgement in the factor rotation process, but
principal components cdre rotated in an infinite number of ways, just like centroids.

What PCA does specify is a clear criterion for the extraction of componidats

components should account for maximal variagnsemething that CFA lacks and can

open it up to criticisms drbitrariness. Furthermore, CFA has to make some rather heroic
assumptions concerning unknowns that are not necessary for PCA, for instance; CFA

simply assumes tesgtest reliability scores of 0.8, without actually going to the effort of
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testing this foreach specific application. PCA was therefore selected for this project, as a
result of these significant advantages over &FA

The PCA was carried out using the special@eaiethodsoftware, PQMethod
(Schmolck and Anderson 2014)he first step in this analysis is to give each statement in a
par t i c itsqtascors liase@in its placement in theo@Qing grid.For this study, the
five statements in the most agree column were awarded a score of +4, the five statements
in the second most agree column were assigned a score of +3 and so on down the scale to
the most disagree column, for which the five statements assigned scores @f.
PQMethod uses these scores to compare the differsatt®with one another. The
differences in scores for each statement between taort are squared and then
summed. The ratio of this 6éstimsqfiasgeared d
subtracted from one, generates a correlatieafticient that demonstrates the extent of
similarity between the two Qorts. This procedure is used to calculate a correlation matrix
indicating the similarity of each-Qort to every other Qort, (with a correlation of 1.0
meaning the tw&-sort are exactly identical, and.0 signifying they are exact
opposites).

This correlation matrix ighe basis from which PCA extracts common variance
amongst the participants as principal componer@s)YFEach PC captures a portion of
common variance, beginning with the largest slice, until all the variance is accounted for.
The researcher then has to decide how many PCs to retain and the method of rotating them.
There are a variety of tests tl@gdmehodblogists have employed to determine how many
factors should be extracted, all based on calculations on the unrotated matrix of PC
loadings. These include: whether a PC has two or more significantly loaeing<)
Humphreyos r ul e ecteaiftthe Br&prodachodtbeltveb highest s e |
loadings are greater than twice the standard error; the Kaiser Guttman criterion, which
suggests retaining all PCs with an eigenvalue greater than 1; and the scree test, where
eigenvalues are plottedonalge aph, and PCs are retained ufr
graph, when the line begins to flat@rown 1980; Watts and Stenner 2012)
Nevertheless, all these tests have their issues, the fashtelve some circular logic in

that they are based on PC loadings on the unrotated matrix, which alter substantially once

2 6m grateful for email exchanges with Peter Schmol
on these points.

13The statemergcores for the two @orts squared and summed+4fé -4°+-4%) then added togethewhich

in this case equals 600hisis equivalent to 2 * the variance in€Qrt scores, which since the scores are pre

determined by the sorting grid is a constant for the study.
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the PCs are rotated. One cannot use the loadings from the rotated PCs since it is necessary

to know how many PCs to retain beforéatong them. The latter two tests are both

borrowed from conventional factor analysis, and are bas#uemotion that there is one

correct solution, a notion that most promin@amethoalogists reject. In addition, Q

textbooks suggest usingthesetess a gui de, but stress the ir
judgements of the substantive interpretations of the PCs as the real test of the solution

(Brown 1980; McKeown and Thomas 2013; Watts and Stenner 2Bit@e for this study

each of the tests suggested a different number of PCs toirdtaiween two and eight

PCs depending on the teghey did not provide nnch guidance (see Table 2)3

Table 2.3: Summary oPC selection tests

Test Suggested no. of
PCs to be retained

Humphreyds rul e 3

Two significantly loading Q-sorts 5

Kaiser Guttman Criterion 8

Scree test 2

Given the unhelpfulness of the test results, the assessment afdmopnfactors to
retain was based primarily on the researche
PC solutions. The initial unrotated solution is just one of an infinite number of potential
solutions, and is by no means the most appropriateé@ollt is possible to rotate the axes
of the principal components based on various criteria. It can be rotated by hand based on
the researcherdéds theoretical presupposition
statistical criteria, such as vwaax, equimax and quartimax. The aim of @enethod
component of this project was to clearly model the different participation preferences of
the participants as ideal types, so the PCs were varimax rotated in order to achieve a simple
structure; that isnaximise each participants loading on one PC and minimise their
loadings on other PCs. The varimax rotated solutions for two PCs, three PCs, four PCs and
five PCs were compared with one another to find the most appropriate solution. This is
consistent wittA b d {2@08)recommendation that since the number of PCs selected
strongly influences the rotation process, one should try several different solutions in order
to assess the robustness of the rotation. The alternate factor solutiorssessed based
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on the tradeff between comprehensiveness and parsimony, thus additional complexity

(an additional PC) was only accepted if it contributed additional value. This additional

value was measured according to the percentage of explanatonceaazcounted for by

the solution, the size of the participants?o
clarity of substantive interpretation of each PC.

The four and five PC solutions were discarded on the basis of diminishing returns.
They addedmall amounts of explanatory variance, but at the cost of diluting the clarity of
interpretation of the other three PCs and the meaningfulness of the participants PC
loadings. The qualitative interviews meant that there was another source of material on
whi ch to judge the similarity of participant
paired people with seemingly very different views on the same PC, thus were considered to
be a statistical artefact. The three PC solution was selected because tbatided
percentage of explanatory variance accounted for compared to the two PC solution,
without diluting the percentage of variance explained by the other two PCs or their clarity
of interpretation. Adding a third factor also meant that all participarttsei study have a
statistically significant loading (5% level) on at least one PC, thus this solution was
comprehensive in covering all the participants. The interpretation of the third PC was
theoretically meaningful and substantively different fromdtiesr two PCs too.

There were however some doubts concerning the third PC. As aforementioned, one
of the reasons for running multiple solutions was to check the robustness of the rotation.
Varimax rotated centroid factor analyses were also run for twee #nd four factor
solutions as a supplementary robustness check. The first two PCs were robust across all of
these different PC and factor solutions, which always produced two PCs/factors with the
same substantive interpretation. This was not the casleefohird PC/factor, which was
markedly altered depending upon the number of PCs/factors and the type of analysis.
Accordingly, there is a much greater likelihood that the third PC is a statistical artefact,
thus it should be treated with caution. Prangly, a more recent, related study on
conceptions of accountability in local governance that the researcher has carried out with
colleagues at Manchester and Birmingham Universities has found provisional results that
suggest there is something meaningtibut the scepticism of solidarism represented by
the third PC. In summary then, the three PC solution that was finally selected was
comprehensive in covering all of the participants in the study, accounting for 45% of the
total variance in €sorts,and reulted in three PCs that were believed to be substantively

meaningful and unlikely to be statistical artefacts.
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The substantive interpretations of the PCs presented in Chapter 4 were derived
from the PC arrays. The PC array is calculated from the weightzdge statement scores
of all those who significantly load onto that PC. Theseares are used to create an ideal
Q-sort that matches the distribution of statements to achieve a PC loading of 1.0 for the
respective PC. This PC array represents theedhaewpoint captured by the PC. Through
analysing the gestalt distribution of statements, which are located in the agree columns and
which are in the disagree columns, especially focusing on those statements at the extremes
of the distribution, it is pasble to describe the content of this shared viewpoint.

PQMethod also calculates distinguishing and consensus statements that aid interpretation.
Distinguishing statements are those where the differences in stateswameg between

the different PCs ararger than can be expected by chance. Whereas consensus statements
are those statements which have no statistically significant differencessares between

PCs. These statements enabled the researcher to zero in on the similarities and differences
betwveen the respective PCs.

To further assist the interpretation of the PCs, the thematic analysis of the interview
data was grouped according to participantsa?®o
how closely their actual Qort matches the idealrt for that PC, with a loading of 1.0
signifying an exact matchl1.0 an exact inversion, and 0.0 signifying no correlation. A
statistically significant loading is one that demonstrates the correlation between the actual
and ideal @sort has less than a 54r 1%) probability of occurring by chance. Three
groups were created, one for each PC, and p
participant had a significant loading on the respective PC. The grouped qualitative material
was then used both theck the overall thrust of the interpretation and provide deeper
insight, for instance; to explore apparent anomalies in the distribution of statements, as
well as the different ways participants loading on different PCs had interpreted the same

statemets.

Thematic aalysis All 33 of the postQ-sort interviews were transcribed verbatim

from the audio recordings and uploaded to the qualitative analysis software Nvivo, along

with participant characteristics obtained from the questionnaire, and later thehECA

was compl eted, the partici (RG0B)havedsugBeSted oadi n g
there are three forms of activity in qualitative thematic analysis, situated at different levels

of the analytic hierarchy,
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The analytic process requires three forms of actidéfa management

in which the raw data are reviewed, labelled, sorted and synthesised;
descriptive accountsin which the analyst makes usetbé ordered data

to identify key dimensions, map the range and diversity of each
phenomenon and develop classificationd smpologies; an@éxplanatory
accountsin which the analyst builds explanations about why the data take
the forms that are found and presen{&itchie and Lewis 2003, 217)

The data management phase was a key part of making sense of whafedt fike an

overwhelming and messy set of data. The initial step in this process was to index the data
(Ritchie and Lewis 2003Each transcript was read through in its entirety #analiarise

with the overall sense of the interview, before beginning agaicamedully coding the

transcript lineby-line, simply based on the topic of the line, for instance; the topic of the

l i ne may have been Oparticipants expertisebo
that the speaker weaves together many subjettie aame time, so the same line was

often multiply coded and it proved a significant intellectual effort to unpick the multiple

subjects of most paragraphs; on average it took between half to a full working daigto c

an interview in this way.

In manyways the thematic analysis of the interviews in this project is somewhat
unusual in that it is taking place in the context of an already completed thematic analysis of
documents$tage lof the project) that was used to generate a descripkpanatory
typology, as well as a-@ethod survey that attempted to systematically model this
typology and the relationship between its different constituent themes. If the PCA had
found quite different results, with PCs that did not fit the existing typology, tieen th
qualitative material would have been a valuable source of inductively generating
alternative theoretical types. However, given that the initial evidence of bothabd<)
and the interviews supported the prior theorising, a more deductive codingdppas
employed. A code was generated for eaesof statement to capture any direct references
to one of the statements in order to facilitate an analysis of participants understanding and
interpretation of the statements, as well as why they sortedabéhney did. In addition, a
top-level code was created for each of the four components of a participation preference,
each of which had multiple stdmdes: objectives (22 sidodes), participants (22),
practices (21) and evaluation (22). These cnibes vere based upon the themes of the Q
sort statements, which were of course drawn from the prior thematic analysis of
documents, and an 6éotherd code was- also inc

determined codes. The coding process mainly progréssassigning lines of the
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interview transcripts to these codes, however, with sensitivity to potential inductive

insights too. Some additional codes were createtth@hoof to take account of recurring
themes across inter viiepwsécodé wds createdaundprithe ; a oOr
participants code in order to assign text concerning the relationships between participants

and officials that was not wetlescribed by the existing swodes. Nonetheless, the pre

determined codes described the vagonitg of the interview data, and this initial stage of

analysis did not suggest that the conceptual schema being applied was inappropriate or in

need of substantial alteration.

Once the lineby-line coding of each transcript had been completed, the krarke
Analysis function of Nvivo was(Riehséeaamd t o cr e a
Lewis 2003) One matrix was created for each-tepel code, thus one framework matrix
contained all the material pertaining to objectives of participation, and so on. Each row of
the matrix represented a participant and each column one of ttedes. Each cell
therefore contained all the material for a single participant upon a singt®dabRitchie
and Lewis(2003)advise that the final stage of data management should be to summarise
and synthesisthe original data. For some subdes participants may have only said a few
words, but for many subodes the material even from a single participant was extensive,
so, following this technique, the material within each cell was summarised and
synthesisedyhile retaining the language of and links back to the original (atehie and
Lewis 2003) For example, consider the sobde of participatory practices labelled
6deci sion mechani smé, which was a key point
for participato n . Participantsé discussions could r
fragments of the interview were brought together into a cell (some of this material is
presented at length in Chapter 5). Their comments were therefore summarised into short
bullet points that tried to encompass their arguments, as in the below example of one

participantés o6decision mechani smé cell

1. Participation involves making sure that the general public are decisions
makers, not an arbitrary hierarchy between people whpaicipate and
decisionmakers.

2. People who may be decistamakers in one sphere may be participants
in another sphere, so it is arbitrary to set up a divide. It is more fluid. And
it should be iterative, people will participate more than once, schiaasy/
previous experience of decisiomaking.
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3. There needs to be someone who is accountable for the decision and
responsible for implementation. They should be involved in the decision
on equal footing with others. They shouldn't own the decision as thi
disenfranchises the participants.

4. You build a consensus of priorities through the process, by getting a
shortlist that everyone has a hand in, and work with the accountable person
to champion the decisions.

Once these summaries were completed itpessible to look down the columns of the
matrix and quickly aggregate all the arguments that the participants had made about the
topic of any sulzode. One could also look across the rows for a summary of everything a
single participant had said acrosdeliént subcodes, as well as easitjentify the sub
codes thahad notbeenspoken about at all.
These matrices were then employed to check and provide greater depth to the PCA
analysis (as described in Chapter 4). It was possible, for instance, talohédR solution
by looking across a row at the summarised views of a participant to see if they concurred
with what would be expected from their PC loading. Looking down the column on the
6deci si on meodelermbldd thenidentigication of all thiéerent reasons that
some participants supported public officials retaining decision power, thus provided some
explanation for the results of the PCA. Loo
expertsodé helped enri ch unhdtdhoghthertd@i ng of t he
statement on this theme (statement S09) wasyhrghked for both PC2 arfeC], it
appeared to be interpreted in subtly different ways. These framework matrices, when
combined with the results of the PCA, were therefore sufficieptdeide the material to
describe and explain cresstting themes. Given the correspondence of the findings from
the PCA and thematic analysis, along with the earlier documentary analysis, there was no
attempt to go beyond these matrices and organisealds into more formalised
explanatory schema, since this would have been an unnecessary recapitulation of the

earlier work, and thematic structure is rendered in the principal components.

Discourse/rhetoricalralysis The PCA and thematic analysis wer@marily

targeted to mapping out the crasgting themes and developing ideal types of

participation preferences. Through this process of analysis it became apparent that most
participants expressed substantial ambivalence and conflict in their poeferdhe mode

and presentation of previous stages of analysis underplay this intrapersonal ambivalence to

focus on interpersonal similarities and differences. Accordingly, an additional phase of
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analysis was instigated in order to explore the intrapersonlaivalence of participants
that, rather than breaking down the text into a few lines indicating discreet tliecusged
on longer passages and how themes developed and changed as they were spoken.

The preceding PCA and thematic analysis informed tleetsen of passages to be
analysed. The PCA illustrated the core differences between alternative participation
preferences. Between PC1 and PC2, this was the distribution of decision power; and for
PC3 compared to PC1 and PC2, it was the role ofrgelilest versus more solidaristic
motivations. These topics were selected for further analysis due to their import as core
components of the identified participation preferences and core themes of the theoretical
typology of modes of participation. Moreovereyhprovided an interesting test of the
depth of ambivalence. Social representations theorists such as G238&)have
suggested that attitudes are ambivalent at their periphery but notateginahereas the
initial reading of the data for this project implied ambivalence even on these core topics.
Once topics for further analysis were selected, itawmple task to use the Framework
matrices to identify possible candidate passages fdrduanalysis. Three extended
passages were selected that reflected typical kinds of ambivalence experienced by
participants, one for each side of the distribution of the decision power debate, and one to
demonstrate ambivalence between ideas ofistlfest and solidarism. These passages
were then subject to more-gdepth analysis and the themes identified were supplemented
with additional short quotations.

A combination of discourse and rhetorical analysis inspired the techniques
deployed to interrogatdiese passages. Discourse analysis can mean many things so it is
important to be clear how it was employed here. The project is-seati®nal rather than
longitudinal and the object of analysis was intrapersonal, so the Foucauldian type of
discourse angkis that investigates dominant societal discourses and describes how they
alterover time(Foucault 2007yvas of course inappropriate. As this phasaralysis was
added after transcription, the interviews were not transcribed according to the Jefferson
Transcription System that is commonly considered essential by discourse giralitsts
1996; van Dijk 1997and provide a much greater level of specificity about the way things
are said than the transcripts available for this project. This is why the analysis was
described as deploying discourse analysis inspired techniques rather than as a discourse
analysis. It is insped so in its orientation to what is expressed by the participants. The
passages are treated as discursive, as opposed to factual descriptions reflecting a concrete
object. Following Billig(1991) they are specifically treated as rhetorical and
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argumentative. Thanalysis thereforocusedon what arguments are being presented and

how they are made persuas{@llig 1991; Potter 1996)Gee(2011)details 22 discourse

analytic tools, a number of which were used to interrogate these passages, for instance: to
ask not just what the speaker is saying, but what they are doing; to ask why the speaker has
chosen thge ways of representing the phenomenon and not others; to ask how words and
grammatical devices are being used to build or lessen the significance of certain things;

and to be sensitive the discursive context, the way the argument flows through the, passage
how what is said relates to what was said before, and how the speaker attempts to achieve
cohesion. In using these techniques the objective was to describe and explain the types of

ambivalence that had been observed amongst the participants.

2.3 Inferences

The inferences frorBtage 2f the project are primarily presented in Chapter 4 and
Chapter 5. Chapter 4 draws on the survey results and interview data to develop a discreet
set of participation preferences, and Chapter 5 focuses on the qualigativie drder to
explain ambivalence in those preferences. The final chapter of the thesis further expands
on the implications of these inferences and draws out someimfetances. Teddlie and
Tashakkori(2003)have proposed ideas of inference quality and inference transferability
for assessingiixed method#nferences. The former comprises design quality and
interpretive rigour and is linked to ideas of internal validity in quatmne research and
credibility in qualitative research. The latter is linked to notions of external validity in
guantitative research and transferability in qualitative research.

Much of the above has been dedicated to demonstrating the design quhkty of
research methoddghat they follow from the research questions, the rationale for design
choices such as sampling, and that each component of the design and analysis contributes
to a better understanding of the phenomenon. Sufficient detail to ¢nalskader to make
their conclusions concerning design quality has thus already been presented and will not be
repeated here.

One of the reasons previously alluded to for the choi€g methodwith
qualitative interviews was the strength of interpretigeur. The transparent and objective
data structure produced through PCA forces

to the data, thus that inferences are consistent with the data analysis. This increases the
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transparency and accountabilityioferpretation compared with qualitative data alone. The
inclusion of the interview element means that unlike survey research, where interpretation

of responses is often determined by the reseaechsgori in the operational definition of

an item, Q enales the participant to render their own subjectivity, which is interpeeted

posteriori This again helps to ensure a close connection between the data and the

inferences. There has also been an attempt to transparently present the data and how the
inferences were drawn from it in order to facil
inferences are supportable, for instance; by presenting the full PC arrays and the extended
interview passages along with their narrative interpretations.

The interpretatios of different modes of and preferences for participation were
consistent across the different data and analysis types employed in this research which is
evidence of their robustness. Combining phased documentary, survey and interview
approaches alsomeanth er e wer e i n bui | tc hoepcpkoi rntguon.i t i e s
Participants had a number of chances through the survey and interview to reject the
typology of participation modes. As detailed above, structuring thet@f statements
according to theory doe®nproduce circularity, but enables a clear assessment of the
typology as participants are able to sort statements in ways that contradict the modes of
participation. The results, however, mainly support it, as do the assertions of the
participants that #]1Q-methodstatements, which were built upon the typology, were
comprehensive and could accurately represent their viewpoint. Participants were also sent
follow-up information in the form of a 1000 word blog written for a general audience,
along with the dill academic paper (reproduced as Chapter 3 of this thesis), outlining the
typology of four modes of participation. This included an invitation to provide feedback to
the researcher and responses to date have only been positive. Finally, the inferences are
situated within the existing research literature. Though they challenge some current
thinking, presentations at appropriate academic conferences and workshops have been
well-received and there has been no challenge that the results are unbelievable or
inconsistent with the current research evidence. Accordingly, this research satisfies the
common dimensions that underpin the notion of interpretive rigour.

It was stated at the beginning of this chapter that the aim of this study was not to
make probabilist statements about the distribution of participation preferences within the
population, but to map the range of different understandings of and preferences for
participation. The question of inference transferability thus becomes one of whether the
rangeof participation preferences and the associated ambivalences can be generalised to
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the study population and other populations. The sample for this study was selected from a
population of key informants who had both an interest and experience of participato
governance in social poliagg England and Scotlandhere is good reason to believe that
the empirical findings can be generalised to the larger population of those deeply involved
in participatory policymaking. The sample comprises a diverse setidi people,
including some very influential actors that are likely to set the tone of the field. The data
collection appeared to reach the point of saturation and it was not felt that adding new key
informants would have surfaced new viewpoints. Thougls@neple is biased, particularly
with regard to political outlook, it is biased in ways that reflect the biases of this
population. Knowing that this population are likely to adopt one of a knowledge transfer or
collective decisiormaking approach, perhapsth some minor additional scepticism or
pluralism mixed in, is useful in that these are the people more than any others who are
determining the practice of participatory governance.

We may also be interested in whether the empirical findings could leeajisad
more widely, to the general population of the UK for instance. This is much more
debatable. The samples not representative of the population of the UK. The lack of tight
wing participants, as well as the lack of the politically disinterestddtase who do not
favour participation is problematic in this regard, since there is reason to believe these
people may hold qualitatively different views than those sampled. Nonetheless the
theoretical work on the four modes of participation does fdlame of the missing detail,
so even though the empirical grounds are weak, there is a case to be made for theoretical
generalisability. Of course the politically disinterested may make the argument for a
unique position of noiparticipatory governandethat decisions should be left to experts
or politicians for example. However, this study was oriented to finding different modes of
participation, which is predicated upon the idea that there should be at least minimal
participation, so such a position wdudhll outside the remit of this work. Each of the four
modes of participation is located within one of the main strands of political thinking, thus
in order to come up with an alternative approach to participation an individual would have
to innovate ouigle of mainstream of political thought. It seems unlikely that a non
interested participant would generate a new approach when the theadgts in this field
did not. The four modes of participation may be comprehensive regarding the ways of
doing partcipatory decisiormaking even if they are not comprehensive of the ways of

doing decisiommaking.
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There are also empirical and theoretical reasons to think that the range of modes of
and preferences for participation may be generalizable to other combexistance other
countries or policy contexts. The above argument that the four modes may encompass the
main theoretical possibilities applies here too. They are generated out of theories spanning
centuries and international borders. In addition, ypelbgy is based upon dimensions that
have proved useful for other general theories of related phenomena from approaches to
public administratiofHood 1998) to modes of social citizenshipl. Dean 2013and
policy preferencefGastil et al. 2011)Empirically, the many study participants involved
in more than one domain of participatory potityaking did not expies a view that
participation should be very different in different policy domakngther work bythe
researcherin collaboratiorwith Liz Richardson and Catherine Durpbkas found similar
resultsin a new study of democratic innovation in local govaoeaTogether this suggests
the inferences may be transferrable to other policy contexts, although this will depend to a
large extent on the congruence between contexts. Previous research has shown similarities
between procedural preferences in differenintries(Bengtsson 2012; Font, Wojcieszak,
and Navarro 2015Work has alstvegun on replicating this study with key informants in
the US. Though the results are not yet available for comparison within this thesis, the
seamless replication of tligmethodsurvey with participants in another country is
suggestive of the applicaliiiof the concepts underlying the statements to other national
contexts.

There are theoretical reasons for believing that the ambivalence associated with
different participation preferences may be generalizable more widely as well. The
participants in the study are an ideal test case of ambivalence. Zaller and Fe{@i8g#)
note that people exhibit m® stability in their responses to survey questions on items that
are salient for them and they have thought about. Accordingly, the ambivalence and
conflict in preferences expressed by the key informants of this research is likely to be even
more pronouned in less informed populations. In summary, though the composition of the
sample means that the empirical findings should be interpreted with care when drawing
lessons for other populations and other contexts, there are a number of inferences that may

reonate in other policy and national contexts.
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2.4 Ethical Issues

Since a large part of this research involved the survey and interview of human
participants a full consideration of the ethical implications of their involvement was
necessary. Ethical cadgrations for this type of research can be broken down into four
mai n areas: Awhet her there is harm to part.
consent; whether there is an invaBymam of pr
2008, 118) This project did not involve any deceptibparticipants were made fully
aware of the process by whichyhe woul d partici pate, and the
objectives for their participation both when they were invited to participate and before the
Q-sort began. The issue of invasion of privacy was also minimal for this project as the
researcher did not haveaess to any information that participants did not explicitly
provide in the research context. Participants were agkestions for instanceabout
income and voting behaviour they may have considered piivateit was made clear
they did not have tanswer any questions they did not want to, both verbally and through a
nonresponse option on the survey. The high-response to the question of voting
intention suggests that participants did feel able to decline to answer questions if they did
not war to. The main focus of thereseaich e opl edés nor mati ve conce|
participationi was not considered to be a sensitive topic in this regard. A very small
number of participants did request that one or two of their statements in the interview not
bemade public, and in these cases the partioc
The main ethical considerations for this project were in relation to informed
consent and harm to participants. As aforementioned, participants were made aware of the
objectivesof the research and the process of their participation when they were invited to
participate and this was then verbally explained before therihg and interview began.
Participants were also given a consent form (see Appendix 4) to sign beforsdite Q
began that explained this, along with how the information provided would be used, and
stressing that the participant was free to withdraw from the research at any time without
giving a reason. Since some of the participants were referred to the hese¢larcugh a
third party, it was also stressed that the participant should feel under no obligation to
participate because of their relationship with the third party and their participation would
not be discussed with the referring person/organisation.
The potential for harm to participants was also quite minimal for this study. The

topic of the Qsort and interview was not expected to cause the participants any significant
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psychological distress. The participants did often experience the process afiestuat
challenge and at times experienced some cognitive dissonance in regard to their views.
Nonetheless, most said they found the process interesting and enjoyable, and the
willingness of participants to go beyond the initial requiremehgsreturnng to interview
when the audio recorder failed, or theis@rt took longer than expected, filling out
additional, noAmandatory information on the online version, and recommending other
people to take partis indicative that the process was not undtilgssful or burdensome

for participants.

There was potential for harm in terms of reputational damage for participants, for
instance; if a participantds comments were
This varied by participant; some weresketo be assured their participation would remain
anonymous, while others were happy for their real names to be used. Given this potential
for harm, as well as required practices for data protection following the 1998 Data
Protection Act, every effortwanade t o protect participantso
names were only collected on the consent forms, which were kept separate from all other
data in a locked drawer. Participants were given a reference number that was used for their
guantitative datand interview audio files and transcripts, so that in the unlikely event of
any of the projects paper or electronic files becoming publicly available they could not be
used to identify participants. As Brym&008)notes, anonymising qualitative data is
more difficult than quantitative data. Part
through connections to places @rficular initiatives. Accordingly, care has been taken to
avoid inadvertently revealing a participants identify by removing potentially identifying
information from quotes, or not using certain quotations at all where this was not possible.
Small detailsabout the participants have also sometimes been changed, (in ways that
would not affect the substantive interpretation of the findings) and demographic
information has mainly been presented in aggregate, so as not to give enough information
about a certaimdividual that they would be identifiable.

The LSEG6s ethics procedures were foll owe
guestionnaires are available on request. After completing these forms and following
discussion with the two researstipervisors of this projedt was decided that self
certification was most appropriate and the forms were not forwarded to the ethics

committee.
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2.5 Conclusion

This chapter has described the methodological approach to this project, the research
design choices that were madedaiven a detailed account of how the empirical work
was conducted. It has made apparent how the upcoming chapters are linked to different
aspects of the research design. Chapter 3 is the output of a process of theory building that
took place during Stageof the research process. Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 focus on the
empirical data that was generated through Stage 2 of the research. Chapter 4 possesses a
more quantitative bent in demonstrating interpersonal similarities and differences in
participation peferences, whilst Chapter 5 concentrates on the qualitative material to
investigate intrapersonal ambivalence within such preferences. Chapter 6 is the least tied to
research design described herein, thus receives little attention above. Rather than being
associated with a discreet part of the research design, it takes the insights and implications
of the preceding three chapters to engage in a further stage of theory building. It paints a
picture of what participation in complex policy systems could |dakif it took account
of the heterogeneity of peopleds participat
the new typology of four modes of participation generated out of the documentary analysis

and literature review that comprised Stage 1.
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Chapter 3

Four Modes of Participation in Social Policy Decisions

Liberals, radicals and authoritarians all favour participation, a tribute to the
term@ symbolic potency and semantic hollowness

Murray Edelman, Political Language

If participation isattractive across the political spectrum, how should we make
sense of this? Is the same form of participation attractive to liberals, radicals and
authoritarians? Or do they conceive of it quite differentlg@ multitude of ideological
influences that wherpin the risef participation in governands rarely reflected in the
participatory governance literature. Classifications of participatory mechanisms and
frameworks for evaluating them have most commonly been theorised from within a

participatory demoratic or a deliberative democratic tradition. This is apparent, for

i nstance, in Arnsteinds influenti al | adder

a categorical term for citi ze(@9%Ph26)er . |t
Existing typolaies of participatiomostly take one of two approaches: either tlodlpw
Ar n s tnethadahdassume om particular norrative basis thenategorise participatory
forms along a continuum from most to least legitin{atg. Arnstein 1969; White9b6;
Pretty 1995)or they categorise by institutional design features without reference to the
broader social and political ideology that informs the use of these désignsung 2003;
2006; 2015; Smith 2005; Rowe and Frewer 200)se who propose frameworks for
evaluation oftemote the competing imperatives driving participation, but only as a
problem standing in the way of the realisation of genuinely democratic designs, thus they
do not filter into the proposed evaluationiteria(e.g.Abelson et al. 2003; Papadopoulos
and Warin 2007)This chapter outlines a different approalkthreats particiption as an
essentially contested coayt thustakesseriously the diférent ideological influences on
the ways thatparticipation is constructed

The majority of the chapter is devotedot@posing a new typology of four modes
of participation which are termecknowledge transfer, collective decistaraking, choice
and voice, and arbitraticand oversightThese modes consist a rationale for

participation with an associated set of participatory practices, situated within, though not

S



82

necessarily bound to, a particular mode of governing. In describing these modes of
participation the chaptattempts to unravel the most common ways of constructing
participation as a means to influenceléor take policy decisionspnneding theseideasto

the broader theories of public administration and social and political theotyathat

tendedo be netgcted by current approaches. A systematic typology that makes explicit

what are often implicit assumptions when we construct notions of participation can help to
clarify our understanding of participatory
by participatory or deliberative democratic thinking. It provides a useful heuristic that can

be deployed to inforrparticipatory design choices, as welldezisions about whether to
participatein order to make them more clesighted. However, before outlininige new

typology, this chapter will first offer detailedcritique of existing participation typologies.

3.1 Current Approaches to Participation Typologies

First published more than forty years ago, Arnstéit®69)ladder of citizen
participation has been influential in shaping the way academics and-pwiagrs think
about participatioffCornwall 2008; Tritter and McCallum 2008)s legacy is still
apparent in typologies that similarly rank different mechanisms of participation from best
to worst(Pretty 1995; White 1996as well as in practitioner classificatioh8P2 2014;
NHS England 2013; NHS England 201B)ynstein views participation with an activist's
eye, as an insurgency against government power. She proposes a ladder with eight rungs
based on the extent of <citizen ghtouwwgsrand 6 Ci t i
a number of the other forms she identifies are presented with connotations of illegitimacy;
the bottom five r upnagrst iacriep actliaosns@ fare dé daesg réoeneo
(Arnstein 1969, 217)

An overt normative basis Iis a common f ea
classifying participatory mechanisrBishop and Davis 2002retty's(1995)typology
moves through several stages froranipulative participatiorio selfmobilization whilst
White's(1996)categories range fromominalto transformative As with Arnstein, there is
an explicit signal about what is the right and what is the wrong tiyparticipation.
However, the use of strongly normative typologies of participation is inherently

problematic when participation is subject to competing definit{Brshop and Davis
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2002) A typology normatively skewed towards a sagbtion of participation is unlikely
to do justice to the variety of alternative ways it can be constructed. While it may be
tempting to dismiss all those forms of participation that do not fit with one's own preferred
practices, this limits the use ofetliypology and also restricts our understanding of
different forms of participation; it makes no genuine attempt to discover why these other
forms of participation are legitimate within the theoretical framework in which their
advocates operate; it onlyrdgrates them and, as such, is unlikely to meet with
widespread acceptance in more than a superficial sense.

The problem of this strong normative basis plays out in the practitioner adaptation
of these typologies. Practitioners frequently employ typofotiiat are both based in
Amsta n6s | add e rl), busrejext itd-strapg nomive3mplicationge.g.
Involve 2005; NHS England 2015; IAP2 201%hey recognise that informing and
consultation can be valuable and are not si
level s of participation ar e @nvgve 2005 li8ande i n di
Afactivity on every step of the | adder i s va
meaningful at t(NHS Ehgampd 2@l5, 14Hdweverl ta dkmy ¢he 0
nor mati ve as s urmsatderaosesnotstop them froenturederpiniiing the
categories. The ladder makes sense for Arnstein precisely because it is a proposition about
what to do; to aim for citizen control and participatory democracy. To deny this
implication is not to remove ibut simply conceal how the commitment to participatory
democracy informs the ladder. It makes it harder to fathom the omissions, for instance;
why there are no forms of adversarial participation. If the typology is viewed as a
manifestation of participatgrdemocracy based on solidarity and mutual respect this is
understandable. It becomes a significant omission when the intention is to adopt it to a very
different agenda, the pragmatic participatory reform of the institutions of liberal
democracy.

A lack of recognition of the normative assumptions that underpin these typologies
and their implications often has a negative influence on debates in the academic literature
in this field. In an extensive critique of Arnstein's ladder, for instance, Tritter a
McCall um ar gue, Ait confl ates means and end
t he s 0o(2066, 1%2) The substitution of the teromser empowermeffbr citizen
controlitself hints that Tritter and McCallum are operating with an alternative conception

of participation. More importantly, Arnstein wiolikely reject their claim outright. For
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Arnstein, citizen control is an end-itself and this is integral to her conception of

participation; Tritter and McCallum's rejection of this simply demonstrates they are

working with a more instrumental conceptithan Arnstein. In addition, the continuum
approacthas had the effect of preventing proper consideration of other approaches to
participation. Damgaard and Lew014) forexamp e, use Arnsteinds |
framework for producing a taxonomy of participatagcountability. In an effort to retain

the form of the ladder they exclude choice and competition from their taxonomy despite
noting its growth across multgpolicy areagnd countries.

An alternative, less overtly normative, method for classifying participatory
mechanisms is to generate a typology based on a range of institutional design features,
such as the direction of information flow, the participant selection me#imobithe extent
of decision power afforded fmarticipantge.g. Fung 2003; 2006; 2015; Smith 2005; Rowe
and Frewer 20055 mith (2005)takes the most rudimentary approach by straightforwardly
listing different types of democratic innovation and classifying them intoreexdb
categories: electoral innovations, consultation innovations, deliberative innovations, co
governance innovations, direct democracy innovations atehecracy innovations. He
produces an impressive list of 57 different types. Rowe and F(@@@5)take a more
abstracted approh. First they identify three broad classes based on directional flow of
information: from sponsor to public, from public to sponsor, andwayg. These are then
further divided based on six salient features of their institutional design, such as the
participant selection method, into fourteen fategories. Fun(R006)employs a similar
but more parsimonious approach to create a three dimensional conceptual space he calls a
0 d e mo c r akagh sidewbttee @ube represents one of three dimensions: the type of
participants, the authority and power they wield, and the communication and decision
mode. Individual mechanisms of participation are located within the cube based on these
three dimensns.

The decoupling from a normative basis for participation of these typologies is a
potential benefit in that it is not prescriptive about types of participation and thus is
potentially more widely acceptablpentheFungds
notion that there is no canonical form of participation in contemporary governance and that
it may be used to advance multiple purposes and values. However, this decoupling also
reduces the amount of information provided by the typology. The camirmodel
implicitly provides us with a description, though only partial, of which institutional forms

are compatible with which normative claims, whereas there is no comparable information
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within the typologies by institutional design features, as theyamewhat disconnected
from the wider debates regarding what constitutes legitimate participation. It could be
argued that this approach fails to take participatory ideologies seriously(Z0&)for
instance frames participation as a means to address deficits in existing institutions, rather
than as a programme to remould them. This takes the status quo for granted with
participation as a desirable supplement, and would be unlikely eabjagpthose such as
Arnstein, nor perhaps those who have challenged the existing bureaucratic arrangements
from a market perspective.
The institutional design approach to classification also fails to highlight how
similar institutional designs may be elmyged in significantly different fashions when they
are differently conceived. This has typified the spread of participatory budgeting around
the globe. The original case of participatory budgeting in Porto Alegre was instantiated by
a radical left party wh strong connections to social movements as a means for achieving
its aims for social justice and fair resource distribution, andathssdesigned into the
processThis has not been the case in other countries which has affected both the design
and outomes of the participatory budgeting procegBegeman 2012)he experience of
participatory budgeting around the globe has been characterised by its multiplicity, so
much so that it has necessitated its own taxon@mtomer, Hrzberg, and Rocke 2008;
Sintomer et al. 2012 5ome have even argued that it is the ambiguity and malleability of
the process that has facilitated its diffusion to different con{@&asuza and Baiocchi
2012) This adaptation in the process of translation to different contexts has not been
confined to participatory budgeting. Comparative studies have shown that the
administrative traditions in different countries affect the levelraadons for supporting
participation(Huxley et al. 2015)and that minpublics have oftebeenvariously shaped
by the different political cultures of national political syssdidryzek 2010, chap. 8A
typology ofmodesof participation hat connects particular participatory practices to the
mode of governing from which they draw their meaning would help address this lacuna.
Bishop and Davis go some way towards a typology of modes of participation, each
of which fihas @ @ulklhiac acatirosal €20928) of pol
They argueontrathe continuum model on the basis that there is no shared theoretical
base for participation, so no single dimension such as citizen control upgndifferent
forms can be ordered. They take an expli@atdyhocapproach, identifying five types of
participation: consultation, partnership, standing, consumer choice, and contrachdSuch
hocidentification of types raises a numberqufestions as tthe extent the types are
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discreet, mutually exclusive, jointly exhaustive and of a similar kind. There are some
reasons to doubt whether Bishop and D42i802)typology meets these conditions, for
instance; they point to the use of one of tisategories (consultation) within another

category (consumer choice), suggesting that the categories may not be mutually exclusive
or of the same kind. In addition, the fact that there is no shared theoretical basis for
participation does not entail thétere are no underlying dimensions which can provide

some comparative order to illuminate the similarities and differences between the different
bases. Bishop and Davi@002)give little attention to these theoretical bases, thus how

their different forms of participation are situated in different normative commitments to
alternative modes of governing.

The next section of this chapter outlines a typology that attempts to address these
issues with existing participation typologies. This new tggglrefrains from categorising
participation mechanisms according to one normative basis. It instead explores the
plurality of modes of participation, connecting particular rationales asdfet
participatory practices with particulaormative commitmeistthat are associatedth
broader modes of governing. Rather tham@dmocprocess of identification, these
archetypal modes of participation are ordered along persisting theoretical dimensions that

help facilitate comparisons between the modes.

3.2 ANew Typology d Four Modes d Participation

The tymlogy represented in Figure 3.posits four archetypal modes of public
participation in policy decisions, organised on two, intersecting dimensiociglity and
negotiability, It draws inspiration frontwo recent similar typologies, namely; Christopher
Hoo @8®)c | assi fication of modes of p2DBB) i c adr
taxonomy of modes of social citizenship. Accordinghe dimensions resonate with those
of 6gridd and &6égroupd, originalllPA)inprdeo posed
to categorise traditional societies, and since popularised in political and policy studies
primarily by Thompson, Ellis and Wildavsk¥990)
The horizontalsocialitydimension of the typology concerns the extent to which
the participatory space is agonistic or solidaristic. An agonistic jeatdry space is

conflictual with individuals and groups predominantly concerned with promoting and
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defending their own interests and values against other participants. In a solidaristic
participatory space, on tlentrary, participants view themselvesrasrdependent
members of a social collective and participation is oriented towards collective ends and the

common good.

Figure 3.21: Typology of four modes ddipicipation

PRESCRIBED
Participation as Participation as
Arbitration and Knowledge
Oversight Transfer
AGONISTIC ——if i SOLI/DARISTIC
Participation as Participation as
Choice and Collective
Voice Decision-Making
NEGOTIATED

Whether humans are predominantly cooperative or competitive, and thuswhethe
social relations are essentially agonistic or solidaristic has been a point of contestation in
political and social theory for hundreds of years. It divides Hobbes from Rousseau and
more | atterly Foucault from Ha@®6mas. Compa
normative project to root the legitacy of law in its generation out of a public sphere
characterised by relations of mutual under s
of Clausewitzds aphori sm, Apol i t(ROO415) s t he
It has been at the centre of recent democratic debates. The deliberative democratic critique
of liberal democratic theory rejected the idea of democracyascass of aggregation of
i ndi vi dual s eolitcg mterestxDryzek 2Q00; Mansbridge et al. 2010)
Deliberative democrats have in turn bexiticised for neglecting the role of conflict and
selfinterest in democradMouffe 2000; Mansbridge et al. 2010; Shapiro 1999)

Moreover, sociality has been a prominent concern in recent prograimmmearket and



89

other individual incentivédased reforms of public services and public administration.

Proponents have based their proposals on challenging the idea of altruistic public service
motivation of officials(Le Grand 2003)whilst critics have retorted thtte proposals are

|l i kely to create a pulMoynihan2@E@phdodamagewelfark f or c e
norms that underpin support for vulnerable gro{if@s/lor-Gooby 2008)

ARSolydaersus conflictodo has been describe
participation(Walker, McQuarrie, and Lee 2015, Iat)d the dimension also captures
somet hi ng o f(198@)listiscbon betivgeadvarsaryandunitary democracy,
and their associatl practices of citizen participation. There is increasing interest,
following Mouffe (2000) in agonistic conceptions of democracyspiee this, the
literature that focuses more specifically on the institutional practices of public
participation, as detailed above, tends towards a presumption in favour of solidaristic forms
and neglects their agonistic counterparhis is perhaps whyarketbased mechanisms
for empowering the public are rarely portrayed as participatory reforms by either their
advocates or critics, despite the critical importance of the participation of eitizen
consumers for this theory of public administration. Acouyly, the typology elaborated in
this chapter should help to remedy this neglect of agonistic forms of participation.

The vertical negotiabilitydimension concerns the extent to which the participatory
space is prescribed or negotiated. In prescribeitpatory spaces questions such as who
participates, and about what, are determined outside of the space (perhaps by the
commissioning organisation, perhaps by circumstance) and imposed upon the participants,
who thus have little scope to determine theditions of their participation. In negotiated
participatory spaces participants are able to negotiate who participates, the intended ends
of their participation, and the rules of interaction between participants. This does not mean
that they are free fropower relations, but in negotiated spaces power relations are
predominantly horizontal, between those within the space, whereas in prescribed spaces
there are also vertical power relations, between those inside and outside of the space, to
take account of

Once again, a tension between prescription and negotiation has been at the heart of
long-standing debates about democracy. A distinguishing feature of debates between
republicans and liberals, for example, has been the extent to which rights are the
expression of prevailing political will or a higher moral lg#abermas 1996, chap., 6)
thus the extent to wth negotiated popular sovereignty or prescribed constitutional rights
has relative primacy. It also characterises contention over the nature of the representative
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relationship; whether representatives are delegates with a prescribed mandate to
implement,or trustees with latitude to use their own judgentBitkin 1967; Manin,
Przeworski, and Stokes 19998)milarly, whether public organisations should be
constrained by overt rules, standards or targets imposed from above,torrfraeage by
discretion hadeen a longstanding point of contention in prescriptidns good public
managemeniBaldwin 1997; Hood 1998N e w L a b oofia cénsrallydrsven targets
regimein its approach to public administration in Englafat example, provoked much
heated debat@arber 2007; Bevan 2006; Bevan 2009; Gubb 20@%ddition, he extent
to which participants can negotiate the conditions of the participatory space, though not
synonymous with &écitizen power 6, resonates
continuum typol ogies of parti creppquesiioosn | i ke
that surround participatory exercises about who has power to set the agenda, make the final
decision, and so on.

Now it has been established that negotiability and sociability are salient features of
debates about the practice of publictiggpation in policy decisions, as well as leng
standing points of contention in democratic and public administration theory, which are
both likely to influence the ways in which participation is more broadly constructed, the

chapter will next consider el of the four modes that constitute the typology.

3.21 Participaton as knowledgednsfer

This exploration of the four modes of participatory decigiomcesses begins with
forms of participation that are prescribed and solidarfsgcthe top rightjuadrant of
Figure 3.21) participants have little control over the participatory space but view
themselves as interdependent fellows of a unified community with common goals and
interests. This accords with what Hod®98)terms the ‘hierarchist way' of doing public
management in his grgroup typdogy of approaches to public administration.
Hierarchical forms of organisation may seem a strange place to begin an exegesis of public
participation, given public participation is often posited as an alternative to bureaucratic
hierarchiefFung 2004; Le Grand 200&jowever, careful examination of the tenets of
hierarchical organisation demonstrates how it canofilett does, profitably accommodate

public participation.
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From Platobds guardians to Weberdéds bureau
features to hierarchical approaches to governifWeber 1922; Plato, n.d.Jhe primary
feature is of course role stratificatiora division between governors and governdxased
on the justification that it is in the interests of society as a wholeafdn individual to
carry out the function for which he or she is most suited. To operate effectively this
stratification entails a number of conditions: that officials should not use office for the
pursuit of their own selinterest or their own personablicy preferences; that the basis of
authority is rationality and specialist expertise; and, therefore, officials should be selected
by an open and meritocratic process. Though Plato saw democracy as one step from
tyranny, an orgy of instant gratificati@ the expense of wisdom and sdi§cipline, later
theorists such as Weber acknowledge it has an important role as a check on the totalising
power of administrative bureaucracy. They thus separate bureaucratic administration from
political control. Howeer, Weber is pessimistic about the potential for democracy to
realise popular control. The complexity of modern societies renders direct democracy
infeasible. This complexity also means that political judgement is itself a form of technical
expertise thatannot be accessed by the laity and must be honed by specialists. Judgements
based on public opinion can never be more than demagogic, and political leadership is
indispensabl¢Shaw 2008)We emerge with a poiital-administrative model of poliey
making in which it is the role of political leaders to use expert political judgement to
ascertain and formulate the general interest of the population and direct the administration
towards providing for this general @rest. The role of the administration is to bring to bear
the requisite specialist expertise and rational judgement to efficiently provide for this
general interest. This approxi m@imble t he 06 We
1990) and these ideas pervade quite varied i@dstof political thought. They are present
in both the Fabian socialism of the Weljb820)a s we | | §1861)8pBtenid | | 6 s
justifications for liberal democracy.

This model of policymaking entails two rationales for public participation in the
process, both of which are constructscknowledge transfer opportunities. The first is that
in order to correctly interpret the common will of the population, political leaders will need
good information about that population, their needs and values. Accordingly, they may
invite the public ® participate in processes that capture those needs and values, so we see
participation justified on the basisth&tUn der st andi ng peopl esdé nee

values by talking with them is a way to enhance the effectiveness of deniglong and
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sev i c e p r(lovelve200%, B2)The participatory principle is based on pragmatism;
participation is to improve outcomes, not necessarily because of a right to participate.

The second rationale is concerned with improving outsooyesnsuring epistemic
quality. Epistemic theories of democracy suggests democratic ya&ing is the best
method for pooling the disparate knowledge required to ensure effective policy decisions
(Fuerstein 2008)and participatory governance has often been viewed as a tneans
improve problerrsolving capacity through inclusidiX. Bartels 2013) The public is thus
invited to participate where it is seen twspess expertise that can improve the
effectiveness of a policy decision, partici
information, perspectives and potential solutions, and improves the quality of decisions
r e a c (Cabohei Office 2002, 5)This also helps to remedy an inherent weakness of
stratified political systems in modern societies; the lives of elite deaimsakers rarely
follow the patterns of those of the ‘common man’, and so the public is [zlicalued
for its experiential knowledge of situations that elites rarely encounter, such as poverty.
Weber may have based the technical superiority of bureaucracy on the increasing
complexity of modern societies, but advocates of participation frelgueia the
increasing heterogeneity of society, and a supposedly more educated and less deferential
population, as reasons why bureaucratic elites cannot claim a monopoly on expertise
(Involve 2005; HM Government 2012)raditionally,the second rationale would pertain
to the domain of policy and the first rationale to politics based on the facts/interests
division between the roles of bureaucrats and politicians, though in practice this distinction
has become rather blurrédberbach, Putham, and Rockman 1981

Unlike the monopoly on specialist expertise, the monopoly on rational judgement
remains with political and bureaucratic elites. It is important to stress that these processes
are not commissioned in order that the public can directly instruct polskgrs what to
do. The public participants are viewed as information units, providing inputs into a process

of expert interpretation and decistaraking,

Public involvement contributes to evidence based patheking. But it is
only one source of evidencehd advice and decisions of policy makers
will involve balancing evidence from a wide range of sources, including
existing and new research; economic modelling; regulatory impact
assessments; evaluation and scientitechnical and expert advice.
(Cabinet Office 2002, 5)

The construction of participation as an opportunity for the public to transfer knowledge to

public-spirited, expert decisiemakers is likely to be accompanied by particular
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institutional practices of pacipation. Processes are likely to be stratified, with specialist
roles reserved for expert decisiorakers and facilitators which delineate them from
ordinary participants. Still, those involved in the process will be encouraged to see each
other as paners, who are all making their own valuable contribution towards a common
goal, usually an improved policy outcome, thus bargaining or strategic game playing by
participants will be discouraged. In addition, the participatory space is likely to be an
invited space in which the public is invited to contribute towards an agenda that is pre
determined by an organisation's policy priorities. Similarly, who is to participate will be
decided according to this pdetermined agenda, with the public organisat&iaining
control over both which participant selection method to use, and then who should be
selected. Nonetheless, given that the efficacy of a participation process within this
participatory mode is chiefly based on its contribution to improved politgomes, the
focus is not so much on one particular participatory form, but that the form should be
tailored to best attain the desired outcomes.

Governmental consultation processes often take this kind of form. Archetypal
examples of the approach wouldthe experimentation with deliberative research
exercises recently conducted by the UK Department for Work and Pefidaihand
Pettigrew 2007; Hall 2009Members of the public were invited to attend structured
deliberative workshops to discuss priorities for the benefits system or future departmental
challenges. Researchers then analysed the deliberations and gradapert that is
intended to inform departmental decisiora k i n g . Participantsdé cond
were prescribed for them; they did not set the agenda or decide how deliberations would
proceed. Their relationships with the organisers andiaiievho are supposed to be
influenced by the report is also implicitly predicated on the idea that all share a solidaristic
concern with making the benefit system better, thus deliberative influgheeunforced
force of a good argument, to paraphrasdéétmas will be sufficient for their concerns to

have an impact.

3.22 Participation as collective decisiemaking

Thesecond mode of participatiplocated in the bottosight quadrant of Figure
3.21,is that primarily associated with the participattaft. It rejects the role

differentiation, particularly the distinction between governed and governors, that
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characterised the previous mode in favour of a vision ofggelérnment through

collective decisioorma ki ng, fAparti ci p adpatiomntheenbkega t o ( e
decisions and 'political equality' refers to equality of power in determining the outcome of

d e ci s(Pateman €970, 43The express notion ghrticipatory democracgdvocated

by Pateman may have originated in the US, out of the social movements of the 1960s and
1970s, but it has long roots that hawarid expression in diverse forms throughout history

i from Ancient Athenian democracy to the anarchism of Bakhunin. Nonetheless, Pateman
(1970)is a useful starting point as, drawing on Rousseau, JS Mill and GDH Cole, her

theory of participatory democracy weaves together five of the essential principles that have
characterised this mode of partidija.

The first principle is the direct participation of all in the taking of decisions, based
on Rousseau's notion of liberty, that we are free in as far as we areghthocs of the
decisions to which we are subject. The second, a general condipotfitiz@al equality, is a
corollary of the firstt we can only be said to be-amithors of decisions if we have equal
power to determine them, thus no person should be able to dominate another. Therefore,
we are presented with a theory of democraticg@iernment in which a society of
interdependent equals collectively (usually consensually) take decisions to which they are
all equally subject. Third is the principle of subsidiarity, that decigi@king should take
place at the lowest appropriate (usy@éographically defined) level and cascade up. The
fourth principle is that participation should not be limited to the political. Participatory
democracy entails a participatory society in which participation in political, social, civic,
and economic desion-making is woven into the fabric of a citizen's everyday life. The
final, fifth principle is that participation is, in the broadest sense, educational. It is essential
to both the socialisation of citizens and the full realisation of human capacities.

A brief consideration of the position of deliberative democracy within this typology
is also necessary, given its influence has arguably superseded participatory democracy, at
least in the Academy. Deliberative democracy appears to be overtly solidarrsditire,
given its rejection of deliberation as strategic bargaining between actors wjiblpical
interests in favour of a conception that emphasises the reflective transformation of
preferences, consensus and the common @onaek 2000) It is, however, less clear
where delibeative democracy stands on thegotiabilitydimension. Though there seems
to be a general presumption that participation should be negotiated, deliberative democrats
may show greater commitment to the quality of opinion formation than to the idea of open
and direct participation if the two come into confl{a@dopoulos and Warin 20Q7h
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addi ti on,(19%6nfiuentiah’twstéack’ model of deocracy, in which public
participation takes place in a fragheeling public sphere that influences but is separate to
institutionalised processes of official decisioraking may arguably be considered closer
to the knowledge transfer mode outlined ab&@her deliberative democrats have also
been sceptical of handing formal decisioaking powers to ordinary citizefBryzek

2010; Parkinson 2006)

Although the return to fashion of participatory democracy in the 1990s and the
ascendency of deliberative democracy are often credited with gltivenupsurge in
participatory policymaking initiatives, it is quite rare to see their radical egalitarian forms
given serious consideration as a practicable component of a theory of public
administration. One might expect to find some synergy with tes@fnetwork
governancewhich incorporates similar principles of interdependence, autonomy,
negotiation and trugSgrensen and Torfing 200%jowever, those theorists of network
governance that have conesidd the role of public participatigBgrensen and Torfing
2005; Bi ngham, Na b adive litle attention © th®©diréctefamsyf 2 0 0 5)
popular control that sit at the top of Arnstein's ladder and are envisaged by participatory
democrats like Pateman. Moreover, Dry2810) though optimistic regarding the
potential of a 'deliberative governance', doubts the possibilities for popular control of
governance networks given the difficulty of evema@eptualising an appropriate public to
which a network corresponds. Baccaro and Papad2®@®)are also sceptical of the
possibilities for a 'participatosgieliberative public administration' and contrast this with
the Habermasian conception, which they favour.

This lack of fit with theories of public administration is mirrored in the absence of
these radical egalitarian modes of public participation iniaffspheres of policy
decisioamaking, at least in the UK. Although the rhetoric of participatory democracy has
become prevalent, the practice of popular control through consensual decision processes is
rare even at local level. As noted in Chapter 1, BariNewman and Sullivg2007)locate
pressure for inclusive democracy outside the state and in contradistinction to four ‘official
discourses of participation, and previous work by this autae shown that official
evaluations of deliberative participation initiatives pay scant regard to principles of
deliberative democradR. Dean 2012)There is as such some basis to participatory
democratsd scepticism regarding (Bekire2006;adi c al
Pearce 2010)
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Outside the UK, participatory democratic prescriptions for decision processes have
had greater influence within official institutions. The n@amnbus participatory budgeting
in Porto Alegre, Brazil was inspired by participatory democratic thinking, as were the
30,000 communal councils of Venezuela, and there is a long history of collective, local
decisionmaking through town hall meetings in Newdtand. Within the UK citizen
control has been restricted to social movements and civil society. The Glasgow Poverty
Truth Commission creates an egalitarian space where those who experience poverty can
collaborate on first name terms with public officialslying on the power of the resultant
personal relationships to drive wider policy change. Occupy London also appeared to be
heavily influenced byarticipatory democracgnd examining its operating procedures can
illuminate the practices typical of thisode of participation.

Like the knowledge transfer mode of participation these processes are solidaristic
interactions between participants are characterised by mutual respect, strategic behaviour
based on securing personal preferences is discourafgainm of public reasogiving,
and the resolution of any conflicts proceeds through discussion oriented towards mutual
understanding. Unlike the previous mode, the purposes and nature of the initiative are
negotiated between the participants, rather graacribed from outside the participatory
space. The agenda is not4set, but collectively set by the participants and anyone can
contribute a topic for discussion. Participation is open to anyone, rather than participants
being selected, and restrigt®on participation in order to achieve representativeness or
some other criteria would likely be rejected. The rules of appropriate behaviour and the
ways in which the business of the participatory space is to be conducted are also
collectively determinetby the participants, and always open tmegotiation. As Polletta
(2014)notes, though radical egalitarian organisation is often seen as leadeletsy
description is that everyone is seen as a potential leader, and leadership responsibility for
particular tasks is continually negotiated between participants. Nonetheless, there is no
special elite group of 'decisienakers’, and decisions are gecuted through collective
discussion in which each participant can wield an effective veto, thus the aim is to reach
group consensus. Whether this approach to collective decisaking can survive
institutionalisation on a national scale remains to lea@.s€he NHS Citizen process to craft
a participation architecture for the National Health Service in Englalnidh has some
basis in deliberative and participatory democratic thinkivily prove instructive, but it is

presently too early to tell whethgnis initiative will be successful in realising its aim to be
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Abroad, inclusive and d{praductive remtiomshicheteerite a n
citizen a(TalistacklestititeteSab 20)14

3.23 Patrticipation as choice andice

The third mode of participation the first of the agonistic typdbcated in the
bottomtleft quadrant of Figure 3.21). This mokas an equal disregard for the authority of
elites, but would reject the radicagalitarian preoccupation with a collective search for the
common good. It is characterised by a utilitarian methodological individualism that holds
the general interest is no more or less than the sum total of all the individual interests of
persons comgsing the grougsee for instancd&Bentham 1789)The enduring popularity of
this utilitarian thnking is demonstrated in tiggonouncementsy bothNicolas Sarkozy
and David Cameron (whilst in offic&) favour of measurinthe effectiveness of
government according @ross national happiness; viby aggregating the individual
happiness of each @en into an overall measure. A concomitant doctrine is the idea of
Homoeconomicusindividuals have prpolitical interests and values which they are
driven to try to protect or secure; they are, on the whole, the best judge of those interests;
and, theywill respond to incentives. These ideas can be traced back to at least Adam Smith
and his oficited quote from th&Vealth of Nationshat to secure our dinner we should
address ourselves to the slee of the bitcher and baker, not their benevole(té76,

119) In addition, there is a presumption that the process of each individsairmtheir
own interests results in a sedgulating system of spontaneous order that produces social
benefits (even Pareto Optimality). Again, this is often (controversially) attributed to Adam

Smith and the metaphor of the invisible hand, howeves;akplicit in the work of Hayek,

It is, indeed, part of the liberal attitude to assume that, especially in the
economic field, the selfegulating forces of the market will somehow
bring about the required adjustments to new conditions, althougheno
canforetell how they will @ this in a particular instancédayek 1960,
346)

These ideas may m®commonly be associated with the field of economics, but as Hayek
notes, they are also a component of political liberalism and cognate doctrines, and in this
section | will outline how they have been constituted as a theory of democracy, a theory of

public administration, and how they should be considered as a mode of public participation

f
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in policy-making, given the not inconsiderable irony that they are inherently sceptical of
what is usually thought of as the policy process.

Schumpeter's influenti&@aptalism, Socialism and Democratg/often credited
with precipitating the conception of democracy as competftouffe 2000) but
Schumpeter'model is overtly elitist in a way that political liberalism would usually reject.
A more purely individualistic conception is expressed in Doknsehomic Theory of
Democracywhi ch sets out a model in which dApart:.i
to entrepreneursinaproBte e k i n g (Pawosnl@5h RaIb)Political actors
politicians, parties, governmeritarevote-maximisers. They posse®ir own goals but
the realisation of these goals is predicated on political support. Accordingly, political
actors are engaged in a continuous competitive struggle with one another to maximise
political support, and any decision will be calculated with that end in mind. Thes &t
they compete for are themselves utiiiyaximisers. They decide on who to vote for by
calculating theexpected utility incomgom each of their potential political choices and
selecting the one that provides the greatest return (so long ade¢hadtale has a realistic
chance of being elected). It is a model of democracy that gives considerable power to
individual voters since political actors are beholden to their preferences. It has often been
termed aggregative democracy by its crifiguffe 2000; Dryzek 20008s political
decisions are calculated by summing the individual preferences of voters.

Public servants retained their airmfblic-spirited altruism longer than the
politicians, but not much longeFromthe 1970s the 'knightly' motivations of public
servantdegan to b@iewed with increasing scepticisfPunleavy 1991; Le Grand 2003)
Downs(1967)extended his economic theory of democracy to include bureaucracy, with
bureaucrats occupying the same placeasagers in the theory of the firm, and Niskanen
(1971)argued that bureaucrats were motivatedhaybenefits deriveddm increasing the
size of the budget they controll@unleavy 1991)More recentlythe argument has been
extended to include pubti@acing civil servants, such as doctors and teachersayo
additionally engage in unwanted acts of paternalesran when motivated by altruisfie
Grand 2003)As a result, the markdtased approach to public administration is
increasingly popular. It is a central ingredient of the recipes for entrepreneurial public
sector reform goused by Osborne and GaelffE993) who dtained guru status with the
Clinton administratiorfHood 1®8), but the most sophisticated exponent of this general
approach is arguably Le Gra(@D03; 2008)who helped drive New Labour's market
based reforms of the NHS. The kernel of Le Grand's position is competition between



99

service providers (e.g. hospitals and schools) for the custom of service users (patients and
parents)who have the power to choose their provider, will result in greater quality,
efficiency and responsiveness of services and greater equity and autonomy for the users of
those services, throughe other invisible handf statefacilitated quasmarkets.

The primary political/social act according to the economic theory of democracy and
the market approach to public administration is thus for individual citizens to express their
preferences through choice, whether it is by casting a vote or choosing a peovider.

Nozick (1974)even applies thigic of choice to political society in its entirety; arguing
that utopia would be a situation in which there exists a multitude of differently constituted
communities, where people could choose to live in the community that best suits their
preferencestimay be objected that this chapter set out to uncover the variety of different
ways the public participates in politgvel decisions, and choosing one's healthcare
provider is not participation in a polidgvel decision. However, consider the decision
process involved in closing a failing school or hospital. Within the knowledge transfer
mode, this decision would be made by expert policy elites with appropriate input from the
public, perhaps a consultation. Within the collective decisiaking mode, thdecision

would be made through collective discussion and unanimity decision amongst all those
affected. Le Gran@008) however, proposes that these decisions shoutiebeliticised
enforced by an independent agency that decides by applying specified rules regarding
market performance. The individual decisions of citizens in the markebtuome de
factoprocess of policyevel decisioamaking, therefore choice should be regarded as a
form of public participation in policynaking. Moreover, it is absolutely essential to the
functioning of the market systeimf citizens refuse to makehoices based on expected
utility, then the benefits of the market are never realisasl such, public participation as
choice is a doctrinal component of marketsed approaches to social policy.

There are a range of secondary mechanisms of particightibare also
commonplace within this mode, for instance; complaints procedures, customer satisfaction
surveys, and interest group lobbying. It is quite common to find the nomenclature of
customer outreach applied to participation, for instance the VBar#t has equated citizen
voice with |Iistening to thsiide cpursd gnerreso a(nk
2013) As Le Grand (2008) notes, if service providers are trying to attract your custom they
have a strong incentive to listen if you choose t@@giour wants and needs (as do
political parties trying to attract your vote). Therefore, politicians and public service
organisations are likely to set up processes that allow you to express your preferences to
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them because your preferences are a dicgot bf market intelligence. Preferences
expressed through interest group lobbying should also find a sympathetic ear if meeting
them can increase the 'market share' of politicians and public service organisations.
Normative opposition to market logic fromost proponents of participation means that
these forms have rarely received serious consideration as participatory instruments.
However, Warrerf2011)has called for a reappraisal of exit for its potential to widely
distribute empowerments at low cost, and Goodin and Dr§Z#6)have documented the
use of minipublics as a means to shape policy through market testing of ideas.

The conceptualisation of participation as choice and voice differs from the two
previous modes of partmation outlined in this chapter since it is the first in which
participation is oriented towards expressing preferences rather than an attempt to reach a
form of mutual understanding or address the common good. Again this construction entails
particular brms of participatory practice. Participation mechanisms will tend to facilitate
interactions between individual citizens and politicians or public organisations rather than
between citizens. The goal of participation is responsiveness: politicians died pub
organisations should listen to citizens' preferences and do what they say (unless there is a
larger group of citizens who express opposing preferences), which is quite different from
the knowledge transfer mode, where public participation is just fom@amber of inputs
that need to be weighed in the decision process. Nonetheless, public voices do not have a
decisionmaking role, such as that in the collective decigraking mode. This is
unnecessary since they can exercise their power through naddrags in the
marketplace. What is similar to the collective decisimaking mode is the scope of the
public to determine their own agenda for participation. Individual citizens and interest
groups decide what preferences they want to express so sa&intiseof the debate.

3.24 Participation as arbitration andwersight

Thefinal mode of participationocated in the tojeft of Figure 3.21js also based
on an agonistic construction of society in which there is continual conflict between
individuals aml groups to realise their own interests and values. However, this mode is
sceptical of the proposition that all this competition leads to spontaneous order and social

benefits. For Hobbes, a society left unregulated by a common power will degenerate into

cvil war as men fAimake warre updle5leass h ot he
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State compulsion isecessary in order that humans can live peaceably together; otherwise
individuals will renege on agreements with each other when it is in their interests to do so,
and coordinated action becomes impossible. The notion of the state as a protective check
on human vice is a recurring theme in political thought, which still persists today. For
Hobbes it takes the form of absolute monarchy, but for LEt&80)the community can
play the role of impartial umpire. Moreover, Dunleavy and O'Lé¢b987)argue that
much pluralist thinking adopts a similar notion of tfeutral statan which the state acts
as referee between interest groups, working to uphold customary norms arghintgto
punish transgressors.

The idea of the neutral statrking for the public interestike the state's claim to
a monopoly on expertise, has been attacked by a number of quite different theoretical
traditions: Marxists have claimed the stateapitalist society is an instrument of
bourgeois power; the New Right has claimed that state actors follow their own private
interests (as discussed above); and, even within pluralism, there are competing notions of
the state, for instance, as simply a wrirof the balance of interegfBunleavy and
OO0 L e ar yldedldgiBalcjitique has also been accompanied by the impact of very real
failures when public services have caused catastrophic harm to those theyasedup
serve, and moreover, subsequently responded badly to their failures. DudR&xR)y for
instance, documented how the local authority closed ranks after the partial collapse of a
public housing highrise in 1968 killed five residents, privileging their contracts with a
construction company over the protests of local residents caitabout safe housing. A
more recent example is the scandal of unacceptably high mortality rates and poor patient
care at Stafford hospital, where the warnin
as the Board of Mid Staffordshire NHS Trust pusha foundation trust staty&rancis
2013) Just as the challenge to the state's monopoly on expertise opened a potential sphere
for public participation, so does the challenge to the state's neuaradityure public
service motivationlt provides two potential rationales for public participatieach
oriented towards producing accountability and legitimacy

If the state cannot be trusted to play the rolthefmpartialreferee perhaps the
public can. The first rationale is thus to substitute for the stateatsal arbiterThis
arbiter role can either be systemically institutionalised, or commissionedazhtarc
basis when a public organisation is viewed as too closely aligned to a pairtiterast
groupor in possession of its own particular interests that diverge from the public interest.
This mode of participation is rarely given much attention in the literature on public
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participation in policymaking, but the most widespread exampleitifen participation in
the business of the state isairsystemically institutionalised arbiter réleas randomly
selected members of a jury in a legal triadgal juries areof coursenot a form of policy
decisionmaking,and there is no correspand systemically institutionalised citizen

arbitration role in processes of public administration. Nonethdlesgwere an inspiration

for the policy innovation of <citizensd juri

participatory policymaking mebanism in recent years. Moreover, mgublics such as
citizensod juries and ci t iasaellmsciizeaasbdrationb| i e s
tools as a means to break through deadlocks in public debates that have become a
polarised battle between @rest groupge.g.in cases documented BPyarkinson 2004;
Beauvais and Warren 2018ingham, Nabatchi and O'Leaf3005)have also
documented the tendency for the public to take on a-gudisial role in new governance
processes througheir participation in forms of mediation, facilitation, minials and
arbitration. Though it is rarely overtly stated as an aim of participation in the grey
literature,aspects othe implicit logic of this mode of participation do seem to pervade
quitewidely, in particular the focus on excluding 'vested interests' from decision power in
order to ensure decision legitimacy is a common theme (see, for instance, the Public
Administration Select Committd@013)on Public Engagement in Polieylaking). It is
oftenperceived by sceptics as an attempt by public organisations to control the process by
excluding more informed and articulate participants, but the quest for impartiality may
provide a legitimate rationale for restricting the role of certain grolhmes primary
objective of participatioms arbitrations thusto improve the legitimacy of decisions and
render them acceptable to all, by demonstrating that decisions have been subject to a fair
process that has not been dominated by of one set of vestedisnteres

The second rationale is thapifiblic organisations anaufficials cannot be trusted to
carry out their functions in line wittihe public good, then the pubkanplaythe role of
impartial critic of state activity and produce accountability througgrsight.Public
organisations are usually subject to oversight by other government oigguasnment
institutions, such as independent regulatory boflexesses of citizen redreglsoenable
citizens to directly challenge public institutions throwgimplaints, appeals, tribunals and
legal casesvhen they receive unfair or poor treatmdrfiese processes are extenswigh
UK central government processing close to 1.4 million cases received through redress
mechanisms each ye@unleavy et al. 2005)Though redress primarily concerns the
treatment of a specific individual it can often impact on peléel decisionsthrough



103

individual cases becoming precedents that forcad#opolicy changes, amicirough

filtering into the workof the relevant oversight bodies such as ombudspersons and public
service consumer watchdd@sThe original, Scandinavian conception of the
ombudsperson, for instance, is modelled on the idea af pde e 6 s ,cHamneliing o n
public demands to poimiut systemic policy and administration failufes Dean 2015,

130). There is thus a case for arguing even these types of oversight through regulatory
bodies include a significant element of indirect citizen pgodtion, though the citizen is
restricted to the role of complainant.

Examples of full partipatory oversight, in which citizens replace professionals in
the role of auditor are uncommon in contemporary public administration in the UK,
however, they have their historical precedemts advocatedn classical Athens public
auditors were selectday lot, and Burnheim'demarcly advocateshe oversight of
government bureaucracies by committees of citizens selected(bjolmd 1998)Hybrid
forms of oversightvhereby citizen auditor roles are created as a subsection within a
broader process of professional almdite also been introduced into the UK healyistem
by Healthwatch and the Care Quality Commission (CQC). Despite the pmttadtial for
participation to realise popular oversight of both underperforming dé&eetbureaucrats
andpolicy level decision$Goodin and Dryzek 2006as well agthe widespreadiew that
participationproduces accountabilityhis has mostly been notedasatural feature of the
communicative relationships generated through participatory activities, rather than
theorised as a particular mode of participation in itgeifexception iB8 0 s w €2016)5 s
call for a more deliberative bureaucraaich has aignificant focus omaking officials

more accountable through participatory over

of ficials have to justify their interpretat
reviewsdéd that can be i nst i gevedbdsadmgngsti vi l SO
officials.

1 There is an important distinction between how redress is formulated from an arbitration and oversight

perspectie and the types of consumer voice described in the previous section. In a market-oragkeisi

system the market should ensure that the interests of public institutions and their users are aligned, as
entrepreneurial public institutions have the extdmsarket motivation to listen to and address their
customersd complaints. Accordi ngl yiyousimplycamplarea hani s m:
the organisation that has wronged you and the discipline of the market ensures they wilgputhtom an

arbitration and oversight perspective the relationship is more adversarial. When wronged you must complain

to another institution (e.g. the ombudsperson), or institute a formal process of appeal in which the two parties
engage as adversariaggenting their cases, precisely because the institution that treated you unfairly is not
motivated to remedy the problem and must be compelled to do so.
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The importance of neutrality for this mode of participation points to some key
features of likely participatory practices. Selection of participants will be tightly controlled.
Who patrticipates is of crucial importance te tegitimacy of the process and the
acceptability of any decisions it reaches, so there will be clear criteria for demonstrating
that the selection of participants has not prejudiced the final outcome. Therefore,
participants will be selected at randonsetected for their impartiality, namely; their lack
of any links to the interest groups with a stake in the outcome of the process. If the
mechanism is an ongoing process there are also likely to be limited terms for participants,
since this reduces incévs for interest groups to try to-opt participants to their cause.

A specific agenda that participants are entrusted with prosecuting will also be determined
in advance this is a necessary prequisite for selecting impartial participants and also
prevents participants adapting the process to pursue their own interests. Participation is
likely to be adversarial. Those with an interest in the decision present their case to the
impartial adjudicators, who are expected to interrogate their argumentsraedo a

balanced decision. Finally, the output of the process will carry considerable wéight

may be a decision that all parties are expected to abide by, or a report to which a public

organisation is compelled to respond.

3.3Conclusion

This chaper has presented a typology of participation that goes beyond the
radicalism and resignation of the most common approach to classifying participation
mechanisms, which situates radical democracy as the apogee of participatory practice and
any deviation fom its principles as illegitimate. It has shown participatory democracy has
no monopoly on claims to public participation, and attempted to outline the most common
alternative understandings of participation. Public participation is not necessarily in
opposition to hierarchy and institutional power. It has a legitimate complementary role in
such systems, and this is often how it is constructed by public organisations. Rather than
presuming participationh®uld always be solidaristic, the typoloiggludesagonistic
modes of participation, which have tended to be neglected in the literature despite rising
interest in agonistic conceptions of democracy following Mo(#®#0) This is not to say
we should refrain from arguments about what the right forms of participation are, only that

these arguments should be directed towards stingethe actual assumptions of
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Figure 3.3: Summary of the four modes cdnpicipation

PRESCRIBED

Arbitration and Oversight Knowledge Transfer

Primary objectives: Accountability and legitimacy Primary objective: Improve policy outcomes/epistemic effectiveness
Institutional practices: Institutional practices:

1. Participant selection controlled for impartiality 1. Invited spaces — agenda determined by policy priorities
2. Limited terms for paricipants if ongoing 2. Sponsoring organisation controls participant selection
3. Tightly defined agenda 3. Stratified process with defined roles
4. Adversarial conduct (quasi-judicial) 4. Pantnership working towards a common goal
Reiated thinkers and concepts: Hobbes, Locke, demarchy, pluralism, Related thinkers and concepts: Plato, Weber, epistemic democracy
arbiter state, impartiality, jury trial bureaucracy, rational machine, experiential expertise.
AGONISTIC SOLIDARISTIC
Choice and Voice Collective Decision-Making
Primary objective: Responsiveness to expressed preferences Primary objective: Collective autonomy

Institutional practices: Insfitutional practices:

1. Provide individualised avenues for expression of preferences 1. Process of public reason-giving, characterised by mutual respect

2. Empowerment through choice to exit 2. Agenda set by participants and open fo renegotiation
3. Public voices do not have decision-making role 3. Open to all
4. Processes are open-ended 4. Leadership responsibility negotiated amongst participants
Related thinkers and concepfs: Downs, Hayek, Le Grand, invisible Related thinkers and concepts: Rousseau, Pateman, participatory
hand, Homo economicus, utility aggregation democracy, non-domination, consensus

NEGOTIATED
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alternative modes, rathdran simply presuming others are bastardising the ideas of
participatory democracy.

The typology presents four modes of participatias knowledge transfer,
collective decisiormaking, choicend voice, arbitration and oversighin which clear
rationales for participation are linked to historical notions of the functions of the state, and
combined with characteristic participatory practices and conceptions of the citizen. It is
intended tdoea parsimonious heuristproviding useful analytical frames that can
illuminate our thinking about participation. It can help us understand conflicts between
actors in existing participation initiatives, for instance; gy attempts gbublic
organisatns to reduce interest group manipulation of processes are commonly construed
as attempts to control the process by those who do not share an agonistic worldview. In
addition, it may assist predictions of why some participation initiatives succeed whilst
others fail: introducing agonistic procedures into solidaristic institutional cultures may
result in alienation, whereas introducing solidaristic processes into agonistic institutional
cultures may result in interest group domination and processes beieghas
illegitimate.

The typology is not intended to be a schema for classifying traditions of political
thought. After all, it is possible to identify elements of all four quadrants in just the
writings of JS Mill. Neither should it be used to rigidly igesdifferent types of
participatory mechanisnise.g. citizens juries to different participation modes. It can,
however, increase our sensitivity to the nuance with which the same or similar mechanisms
are used for differentendsc i t i z e n s éanjpla, can ansl havefbeen used for
arbitration and for knowledge transfer. Moreover, the four modes are presented as
archetypes and cannot capture all the myriad variations in participatory practice. The real
world is messier than the neat conceptudirditions outlined above. The modes should
not be viewed as static, salfifficient, alternative models of participatory governance.
They are sets of practicesspondhg to particular problems of governance that are most
commonly associated with particulmodes of governing. Still, there are affinities as well
as differences between the four modes, thus one mode of governing may borrow practices
and problem definitions from another. Participatory processes are therefore likely to
contain subtle variationsn these modes, and even combine elements of different modes
into hybrid forms. Take, for instance, the
appended to referenda in Oregon. It is part soft arbitration in that a group of 20 randomly
selected people@a asked to hear the arguments from the relevant interested groups for and
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against a proposal, then come to a judgement, but the main focus is a variation on
knowledge transfer. The judgement statement this group produces is intended to raise the
epistemiaquality of the final vote by providing high quality, unbiased information to
decisionmakers, only here the decisiomakers are voters as opposed to petrakers.

Recent moves towards thinking about state structures in terms oflenelti
governance, ahg with the difference democrat critique that there are multiple overlapping
publics, not one homogeneous public, create the potential for different modes of
participation to interact in a variety of ways to serve multiple functions within complex
policy systems. In such instances, the typology can be a useful tool for deconstructing
these complex processes to highlight which components are performing which
participatory labour and to what end. Chapter 6 addresses this theme in detail. Before this,
the nex two chapters reflect on the empirical investigation into the procedural preferences
of those involved with participatory initiatives. Chapter 4 draws on both the quantitative
and qualitative findings to ask whether participation preferences mirroruhenfades of

participation outlined in this chapter.
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Chapter 4

Understanding Procedural Preferences for Participatory PolicyMaking

Eachmarecarries on some form of intell ect u:
Aphil osopher 0, an artcipdtes in a padiculargamncemtion t ast e
of the world, has a conscious line of moral conduct, and therefore contributes to

sustain a conception of the world or modity it

Antonio Gramsci, The Prison Notebooks

The fact that participation is an essentiatytested concept forces the actors
involved with participatory policymaking initiatives to become everyday philosophers.
They must make sense of the diversity in conceptions of participation and what it means
for their practice. Which particular conceptiohparticipation should they sustaior
instanc® Does it need modifying? This chapter is focused on understanding these
procedural preferences for participatory poliogking.The idea that citizens have policy
preference$ for instance, on the approgte level of redistribution through taxation, or
the right level of immigratiofi is a familiar one. Procedural preferenceacerning the
process by whicpolicy decisions are made have been subject to less attention on the basis
thatcitizensare moreanterested in the outcomes of @#ons than how they aggrived at
(Font, Wojcieszak, and Navarro®). There is, nevertheless, a small but recently
burgeoning literature demonstratitigat,across a variety countriegs i t i zens o6 pref er
for democratic decisieomaking are diverségBengtsson 2012; Bengtsson and Christensen
2016; Dryzek and Berejikian 1993; Font, Wojcieszak, and Navarro 2015; Hibbing and
TheissMorse 2001; P. Webb 2013) n UK soci al policyjewanal yse
have shown a mixture of consumerist, democratic and technocratic rationales underpinning
tenant participation in social housing and participation in what were primary care groups in
the NHS(Cairncross, Clapham, and Goodlad 1997; Hickman 2006; R. Rowe and Shepherd
2002) The chapter therefore asks whether there is a similar diversity inipatitbon
preferences. If so, does this diversity mirror the typology of four modes of participation?
Moreover, are there distinct differences between different types of actors, for instance;

disagreements between civil servants and actigisthe right vay to do participation

‘[ and womané]
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Understanding participation preferences is valuable for a number of reassns. It
important for the very reason that the claim of policy initiatives to be participatory is tied
to their ability to attract broabdased public suppoand involvementRecent researdias
found that procedural preferences matter for political behaviours and appraisals of political
institutions. Whether citizens express a preference for participatepresentative or
expertled decision processespgedictive of their propensity to take up opportunities to
participate, as well as the means by which they partic{Bategtsson and Christensen
2016; P. Webb 2013; Neblo2015h e gap bet ween a personds pr
their perception of existing procedures is associated with greater dissatisfaction with
government ath greater inclination to disobey laldibbing and Theis$lorse 2001)An
appreciation of citizenb6s participation pre
broad participation, as well &eneficial for the legitimacy of political institutions that
open up to participation and the legitimacy of the policies that are arrived at through
participatory policymaking.

Understanding participation preferences is aiggortant for comprehendinghich
participatory institutions are adopted, the way they are adapted, and whether theyyare
to besuccessfulGramsciis not the aly philosopherto notethat our intellectal activiies
contibute b sustainingsocial $ructures John Deweylso maintmed A Change menod s
estimate of the value of existing political agencies and forms, andtiredaange more or
| e £192®, 6) The notion that political phenomena do not egistinct from political
ideasthe former both shape and are shaped by the,|latis more recently been adopted
by the fourthwaveofi ew i nsti tuti omatditsmti odDalsicam&i was
how agentsd background ideational and foreg
shaping institutions, how they change and why they pé&isimidt 2008)Knowledge of
participation preferences is thus a prerequisite for a proper analysis of the shape and
working of participation in policprganisations.

Discursive Institutionalism outlines three levels at which ideas and discourses
influence political phenomena: policy, programmatic and philosop(gciimidt 2008)
Existing surveys of citizensd procedur al pr
items to tap preferences at the philosophical level, focusing on whether citizene believ
that in the political system as a whole decisions should be made by the public, by
representatives or by experts. This approach in presenting three discreet options at the level
of the political system, only one of which is participatory, implies thagetwho favour
participatory decisiommaking all understand participation in the same way, something that
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Chapter 3 gives reasons to doubt. The analyses of stakeholder views are, in contrast,
focused more at the pol i cegncdstonmhemluseofex pl or i ng
participation in one specific policy arena. There has been little empirical work focused on
procedural pref@nces at the programmatic levielvestigating the broad frames of
reference that enable those involved in participatory gs@sto construct a vision of
participation and use it to guide their action.

It is these programmatic level preferences that are the target of this chapter. They
are explored through an analysigtoé results of th€-methodsurveywith 34 key
informans involved with participatory activities in health, housing, poverty and social
exclusion, and social security policihis indepth survey method is itself a condensed
process of everyday philosophy, presenting participants with difficult choices artfuangst
competing facets of different conceptions of participattom. i ndi vi dua- parti
sort provides aetailedmodel of their preference for participation in social policy
decisions: what they believe are the objectives of participation, the aigpeaples for
participants and officials and the relationships between them, their preferred participation
practices, and how they think participation should be evalu@tedprincipal components
analysis (PCA) then facilitates a comparison betweere tinelsvidual preferences and
maps any common shared preferences among the groege results are further
illuminated by material from the pesort interviewsThecoreof this chapter outlines
three shared preferences that were identified through the IPfist presents them in
isolation, then comparatively, highlighting the major similarities and differences between
them. The results reveal significant differences between preferences regarding the purposes
of participation, how much power should f®eded to the public, and what motivates
participation. The three participation preferences are then situated in relation to the four
modes of participation from the previous chapttwever, this process is more than a
deductive hypothesis test of whettthe preferences reflect the four modes of
participation. The richness of the data means that the thoughts of the participants are

instructive in refining understanding of these modes.
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4.1 Research and Analysis Process
4.11 Data collection pcess

This section briefly recapitulates some of the key aspects of the method in order to
aid the readerds interpr et sdrtjeach paditipattwas f ol |
given 48 cards containing normative statements relating to: a) the objedtives o
participation, b) the roles of participants and officials and the relationships between them,
C) participatory practices, and d) evaluation criteria. In order to test the use of the typology
these statements were structured according to the four mopagioipation (see Table
4.11), but this does not mean that principal components must reflect the modes of
participation since participants can arrange the statements in whatever way they wish,
including ways that would be contrary to the four modes.pEngcipant then sorted each
of these cards into one of the cells in agetermined sorting grid (see Figure 4.11), based
upon how much they agreed or disagreed with each statement. This sorting process was
then directly followed by an interviewthatpyr&e d t he parti ci pantds th

a chance to elaborate further.

Figure 4.11: The €orting gid

MOST DISAGREE MOST AGREE

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4
—




Table 4.11: Breakdown of-©et statement?

112

Component of Participation

Mode of Participation Objectives Par t i ¢ Institutional Evaluation
Roles Practies criteria
Knowledge Transfer 2 2 2 2
Collective DecisioAMaking 2 2 2 2
Choice and Voice 2 2 2 2
Arbitration and Oversight 2 2 2 2
Wildcard 7 3 4 2

4.12 Data analysisnpcess

Once a participant has completed theis@t, each statemers then awarded a

score based on its position in the grid, from +4 if it is placed in the most agree column,

down to-4 for the most disagree column (as per Figure 4.11 above). The relative

difference in scores engendered by the different sorting belrasithe participants is

used to create a correlat

i o

every other participantos.

n mat-soitigstot hat

PCA was

t hen

amongst p a-sotts, thus whethetr tee@drtQae grouped in ways that would

s h

e mp

indicate the existence of a few shared preferences. Three principal components (PCs) were

retained and varimax rotated to produce the solution detailed in Tablé #a@max

rotating the sol ut i oPCloaling omnePCGand nenamizésitpar t i ¢

on the other two.

Table 4.12: Details of varimax rotated three RGBoON

PC1 PC2 PC3
Variance explained 19% 19% 7%
No. of Loading Q-sorts (sig at 16 17 7
1% level)
Standard Error of z-scores 14 13 24

Thel oadi ngs of e-aotbntopach RCiiscshopraim Taliles4.13) The

magnitude of these loadings demonstrates the association between an individual

par t i c its@tamdthé shar€l preference captured by the PC. They run from a

15 This is a summary of Table 2.31 in Chapter 2, which takes the same form buesnttieill text of the

statements, rather than just the number of statements.

16 Full details of how this solution was arrived at can be found in the methods chapter, Section 2.33.
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maximum of 1.0which would demonstrate complete equivalence between the

participant 6s

the PC, to a minimum of..0, which would demonstrate an inverse association between an

I ndi vi-dot and thesPCA loading of 0.0 demonstrates no association.

Table 4.13: Participants and their90rt loadings

pr ef eisctand the shared prefegranae saptared by n

Ref Pseudo Primary Policy Area(s) PC1 PC2 PC3
No. nym?’ Role®
P01 Mark Civil Servant Health, Local 0.15 0.70* -0.04
Government
P02 Rebecca Activist Housing 0.21 032~ 0.10
P03 Richard  Civil Servant Poverty & Social -0.12 0.58* 0.28~
Exclusion
P04 Flora Activist Health, Other 0.51* 0.38* 0.40*
P05 Gary Civil Servant Social Security 0.29~ 0.50* 0.01
P06 Steven Civil Society Health, Local 0.15 0.79* 0.03
Govermment, Other
P07 Celia Activist Social Security 0.23 0.64* -0.08
P08 Jason Civil Servant Social Security -0.25 0.27 0.65*
P09 Maureen Civil Servant Poverty & Social 0.28~ 0.51* 0.27
Exclusion
P10 Lucy Civil Society Housing, Local 0.11 0.13 -0.57*
Governnent, Poverty &
Social Exclusion, Other
P11 Jim Civil Society Health, Housing, Local 0.64* 0.31~ -0.24
Government, Poverty &
Social Exclusion
P12 Neil Civil Servant Health 0.53* 0.25 0.30~
P13 Lauren Civil Servant Social Security 0.13 0.69* 0.16
P14 Kate Civil Society Health, Housing, Poverty 0.73* 0.12  0.02
& Social Exclusion
P15 Jeremy Activist Housing -0.02 0.29~ 0.05
P16 Lewis Civil Society Health, Housing, Local 0.10 0.17 0.43*
Government, Poverty &
Social Exclusion, Other
P17 Annette  Civil Servant Social Security, Other 0.22 0.55* -0.40*
P18 Nabil Civil Servant Health, Local 0.63* 0.17 -0.07
Government, Poverty &
Social Exclusion, Other
P19 Orla Civil Servant Health, Poverty & Social 0.75* 0.35~ -0.11

Exclusion

7 Names and demographic details have been changed to protect partiaipaytsisy

18 Many participants in this study were involved in participation activities in multiple guises. | have broadly
categorized them according to their primary role into civil servants, civil society (people employed in non

government policy organisatis) and activists (people who participated voluntarily as individual citizens or

in organised campaign groups).

t

h
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P20 Salma Civil Servant Health, Housing, Poverty 0.61* 0.46* 0.02
& Social Exclusion

P21 Stella Activist Social Security 0.11 0.31~ -0.04

P22 Alexandra Activist Health, Other 0.14 0.60* -0.28~

P23 Anna Activist Health, Poverty & Social 0.63* 0.37* -0.08
Exclusion

P24 Michael  Civil Society Poverty & Social 0.55* -0.31~ 0.13
Exclusion, Other

P25 Felicity Civil Society Health, Local 0.73* 0.34~ -0.25
Government, Other

P26 Carly Activist Health, Poverty & Social 0.47* -0.13 0.52*
Exclusion, Other

P27 Gabriella Activist Housing, Poverty & 0.43* -0.03 0.25
Social Exclusion

P28 Sarah Activist Health, Local 0.73* 0.19 -0.09
Government, Other

P29 Janeane Civil Servant Health 0.20 0.44* 0.18

P30 Salim Civil Society Social Security, Other -0.04 0.56* 0.42*

P31 Robin Activist Health, Social Security 0.63* 0.11 -0.05

P32 Terry Civil Society Housing, Social Security 0.50* 0.58* -0.06

P33 Peter Civil Society Local Government, Othe 0.34~ 0.52* -0.29~

P34 Elizabeth Civil Society Health, Housing, Local 0.39* 0.55* 0.10
Government, Poverty &
Scial Exclusion, Other

Note: * = statistically significant at the 1% level, ~ = statistically significant at the 5% level

The next step is to interpret the substantive meaning of the three PCs. In order to do
this a 06PC aedifoneadh oftha threecP&4. Tha drrays are a comgpsite
sortcal cul ated from a weQ-sgrh, ilkch arathoserQarg witho f 6 f |
their highest statistically significant loading (1% level) on the respective PC. This process
computes &-score for each statement based upon the score of flaggedQweighted by
the factor loading of that sort. Theszores are then rank ordered in the form of the original
Q-sorting grid to create a synthetic, composited, providing a representatiof the
shared preference of the participants that can be interpreted by the researcher. Every
statement thus has as€ore and €gcore for each of the three factor arrays. By interpreting
an array we can illustrate what the participants loading on @isdRd in common.
Comparing the different arrays illustrates how the shared understandings represented by
each PC differ from the others.

Q-methodologists interpretations of theseaayrs o f t en f ocings on: 6c
st at einlosetatsthie extremesf t he PC array,; Oidhosethatngui st

have statistically significant wunithogee pl aci
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where there is no statistically significant difference between PCs. In order to illustrate the
three PCsdentified by this research, a full representation of the PC array in the form it
would appear as a-§ort is provided for each. Each cell of the sorting grid contains: the
statement number, which | use to refer to the statements throughout; the theme the
statement pertains to, for example, the objectives of participation; and a short summary of
the content of the statemé&htThis is accompanied by a short narrative interpretation of

the PC by the researcher, focusing on the characterising statements¥Gssttiéhe

analysis then progresses to highlighting the differences and similarities between the PCs,

making use of the consensus and distinguishing statements.

4.2Introducing the Three Shared Participation Preferences
4.21 Preference 1 (PC1)

The sharegbarticipation preference represented by the array for PC1 is one in
which publiespirited and wetlinformed citizens engage in open processes of collective
decisionmaking and selfjovernment (Statements: S42, S09, S32, S37). It is a solidaristic
process nented towards finding the common good, in which diverse publics should be
brought together in a participatory space that promotes mutual respect (S11, S22 S17).
Power is an important theme. Participation should be a way for the marginalised to
challengeheir exclusion (S12). Moreover, policgakers should not be able to control the
agenda setting, decisions, and evaluation process (S4, S43, S35, S8); participation should
transfer decision power from bureaucrats to citizens (S20). However, this isthat so
citizens can pressurise and battle with-gakrested authorities but in order that the two
can work together as equal partners (S3, S6, S45). Participation is valued as a means to
improve policy outcomes, but it is more important that participatieates a fair decision
process that realises peoplebs right to par
S34). The key criterion for measuring its success is whether people feel they have any
influence over these decisions (S46), and the ewferuntrol that participants wield in the
process (S14). The individualistic approach to participation is rejected. Participation is not

simply about promoting and defending onebs

19 A list of the full statements, along with theisszores and-gort scores, is provided at the end of this
chapter for reference (see Tabl&1).



Figure 4.4: PC1 aray

+4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4
{Most Disagree) (Maost Agree)
[27 | Objectives] [08 | Objectives] [01 | Objectives] [13 | Objectives] [26 | Objectives] [40 | Objectives] [07 | Objectives] [42 | Participanis] [12 | Objectives]
Empower Pressurise, hold Develop Access wider Self-reliant Realize right to | Achieve process Social Challenge
though choice to account participants’ information / communities paricipation leqgitimacy motivations for | political / social
powerful skills, confidence solutions paricipation exclusion
[33 | Evalusation] [0% | Practices] [43 | Objectives] [38 | Evalustion] [18 | Evaluation] [25 | Evalusation] [34 | Objectives] [46 | Evalustion] [08 | Parbcipants]
Resolution of Individualised | Give public voice| Crteria flexible, | Maore responsive Decision Transparency, Parficipant's The public as
conflicts biw. channels to to influence tailored to policies legitimacy accountability & feelings of experts
interests decision-makers | decision-makers purpose legitimacy influence
[10 | Objectives] [03 | Partcipanis] [41 | Objectives] [18 | Participants] [28 | Participants] [48 | Evalusation] [28 | Practices] [17 | Practices] [45 | Parbcipants]
Competition to | Battle between | Resolve conflict | Fublic reasoning Public as Open exchange | Form tailored to Equality and Fublic: &
meet public public and btw. competing OVEersesrs [ Greater mutual | suit situation mutual respect | institutions as
needs insfitutions interests fadjudicators understanding equal partners
[3% | Practices] [15 | Practices] [30 | Particapanis] 23 | Practices] [44 | Evaluation] [24 | Practices] [14 | Evalustion] [32 | Practices] [37 | Objectives]
Officials retain | Promotion and | Selected for size Consensus Representative- | Adjudication of Participant Open, inclusive Collective
decision power | defence of one’s | of contribution to | decision-making ness of stakeholder contral of participant decision-making
interest & values | policy outcomes participants claims process selection ! seli-govt.
[& | Evaluafion] [47 | Participanis] [04 | Practices] [39 | Practices] [02 | Practices] [31 | Participanis] [11 | Practices] [20 | Objectives] [22 | Participants]
Sponsor/ Public as Clearly defined | Informal spaces Active Institutions / Oriented Transfer power | Muliple ‘publics’,
commissionear choosers participatory superior to management of officials as towards the from elites to not one “public’
satisfaction space invited spaces the process enablars common good public
[21 | Evalustion] [35 | Objectives] [18 | Practices]
Participant Improve Independence of
satisfaction outcomes or its process from
failed institutions
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resolving conflicts between competing interests (S33, S41). Similarly, collective processes
of decisionmaking are preferred to avenues for individuals to voice preferences to

decisionmakers (S5) or choose between policy options (S47, S27).

4.22 Preference 2 (B2)

The patrticipation preference rendered through PC2, also rejects the individualistic
approach to participation (S05, S27, S15) in favour of a vision in which pegtited
citizens engage in an effort to find the common good (S11, S42), characbyrisedual
respect and greater mutual understanding (S17, S48). Similarly, participation is viewed not
as a battle or negotiation between the state and citizens (S16, S06, S03), but as a
collaborative partnership (S31, S45). However, the notion of patimpas collective
decisionmaking and selgovernment is firmly rejected (S37). Participation is primarily a
process in which citizens use their experiential expertise (S09) to help-paiars
access wider sources of information and improve policysdaes (S13), and the key
criterion for assessing whether it has been successful is to ask whether the resultant
policies are more responsive to public needs and values (S19). Participation is also
important in demonstrating that decision processes ararfdiperceived to be legitimate
(S34, S07), and the public should feel they can influence the policies that matter to them
(S46, S43). Nonetheless, influence is not analogous to decision power:rpakeys
should listen to the public, but also need tereise judgement in deciding what should be
taken account of in any final decision (S43). When designing participatory initiatives it is
important have a clear question and make participants aware of the scope of the initiative
and its limits with regardotpolicy impact (S04), but there is no right way to do
participation and it is best to tailor any process to what is most appropriate to the policy

issue under consideration (S11).



Figure 4.2: PC2 aray
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Empaower Sponsor/ Promaotion and | Adjudication of | Transfer power Institutions /| Achieve process Parficipant's Access wider
though choice commissioner | defence of one’s stakeholder from elites to officials as legitimacy feelings of information /
satisfaction interast & values claims public enablers influence solutions
[18 | Partcipanis] [33 | Evalustion] [30 | Parbcipants] [23 | Practices] [32 | Practices] [45 | Parbcipants] [12 | Objectives] [34 | Objectives] [28 | Practices]
FPublic reasoning | Resolution of | Selected for size Consensus Open, inclusive Public & Challenge Transparency, | Form tailored to
conflicts btw. | of contribution to | decision-making participant institutions as | political f social | accountability & | suit situation
interests policy outcomes selection equal partners exclusion legitimacy
[0% | Practices] [06 | Objectives] [37 | Objectives] [41 | Objectives] [40 | Objectives] [42 | Participants] [48 | Evalustion] [11 | Practices] [08 | Participants]
Individualised | Pressurise, hold Caollective Resolve conflict | Realize right to Social Cpen exchange Crientad The public as
channels to to account decision-making | btw. competing participation motivations for | / Greater mutual towards the experts
decision-makers powerful ! self-govt. interests paricipation understanding common good
[21 | Evalustion] [10 | Objectives] [26 | Objectives] [47 | Participanis] [3% | Practices] [36 | Objectives] [22 | Participanis] [04 | Practices] [17 | Practices]
Participant Competition tao Self-reliant Public as Officials retain Improve Multiple ‘publics’,| Clearly defined Equality and
satisfaction meet public communities choosers decision power | outcomes orits | not one ‘public’ participatory mutual respect
needs. failed space

[16 | Practices] [03 | Participanis] [38 | Practicas] [14 | Evaluation] [25 | Evalusation] [28 | Parbicipanis] [38 | Evaluation] [43 | Objectives] [1€ | Evalustion]
Independence of | Battle between | Informal spaces Farticipant Decision FPublic as Criteria flexible, | Give public voice| More responsive
process from public and superior to control of legitimacy overseers tailored to to influence policies
institutions insfitutions invited spaces process fadjudicators purpose decision-makers
[01 | Objectives] [44 | Evalustion] [02 | Practicas]
Develop Representative- Active
participants’ ness of management of
skills, confidence| paricipants the process
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4.23 Preference 3 (PC3)

The third and final shad participation preference rejects the idea that people are
motivated to participate because of bonds with others and shared social goals (S42). They
are motivated to participate because they believe they have something to lose or gain, so
participation ould enable them to defend their interests and values (S15). There is no one
general interest. Participation is about bringing together a range of different publics all
with their own interests and values (S22). The purpose of this is not to have amdpen
honest exchange of ideas that results in greater mutual understanding (S48), nor to use the
participation itself to resolve the competing interests (S41). It is about giving all relevant
interests a voice that can influence the potitgkers that takdecisions (S43). There is
qualified support for individualised mechanisms of participation such as choice to
empower individuals (S27, S47, S05). In evaluating participation then, it is more important
that that all interests have been genuinely repres€¢8tet) than that participants have had
control over the process (S14), though it is important to be flexible regarding evaluation
criteria, which should be tailored to the purpose of the process (S38). Participation
processes should be open to all, wittr@xesources focused on encouraging
disadvantaged groups to participate (S32), and it is important that government and public
service organisations work closely with existing community organisations rather than
setting up or imposing new participatoryustiures (S39). Nonetheless, there needs to be

clear definition of the scope of the agenda and what is expected of participants (S38).



Figure 4.3: PC3 aray
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! Greater mutual public and outcomes or its satisfaction political / social channels to officials as paricipant ness of
understanding institutions failed exclusion decision-makers enablers selection participants
[42 | Participanis] [28 | Participants] [33 | Evaluston] [37 | Objectives] [10 | Objectives] [18 | Participanis] [16 | Practices] [1% | Practices] [43 | Objectives]
Social Public as Resolution of Collective Competition to | Public reasoning | Independence of| Promotion and | Give public voice
maotivations for OVErSeers conflicts biw. decision-making meet public process from | defence of one's to influence
participation fadjudicators interests { self-gowt. needs. insfitutions interest & values | decision-makers
[14 | Evalustion] [18 | Evalustion] [46 | Bvaluston] [24 | Practices] [35 | Practices) [45 | Participanis] [27 | Objectives] [40 | Objectives] [04 | Practices]
Farticipant More responsive | Participant's Adjudication of | Officials retain Public & Empower Realise right to | Clearly defined
control of policies feelings of stakeholder decision power | insiifutions as though choice participation participatory
process influence claims equal partners space
[28 | Objectives] [01 | Objectives] [11 | Practices]
Self-reliant Develop Criented
communities participants’ towards the
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4.3 Comparing the Three Preferences

In presenting the three participation preferences abagk was taken in isolation.
This section compares the three preferences with one another to further illuminate their
interpretation. It begins by comparing Preference 1 with Preference 2, then compares
Preference 3 with the other two simultaneously.

4.31 Comparing Preference 1 and Preference 2

Preference 1 and Preference 2 both present a direct challenge to the view of
participation engasulated by the other. Table 4.Brovides a descending list of statements
with the greatest difference betweencores for the arrays for PC1 and PC2. Statements at
the top of the table are more favoured by Preference 1 than Preference 2, and vice versa at
the bottom of the table. It is apparent that S37, at the top of the table, and S13, at the
bottom of the table, bottapture a key idea for one of the preferences that is rejected by
the other preference. The notion that participation is about realising collective self
government through collective discussion and decisiaking whichanimates Preference
1, is rejectedby Preference 2. Likewise, the idea that participation is about public officials
accessing wider sources of information in order to improve their policy degiai@eyg
objective for Preference 2, is rejected by Preferendddse statistical resultsggar to

capture genuine differences in opinion that were also manifest in the qualitative interviews:

| don't necessarily think that public participation in the sense of getting
people to form selfoverning communities is very realistic, | think it
soundgyuite utopian... But talking about going out and consulting people
on, you know, very definite things that matter to them now, | think that's
really valuable. So | think that would be the sort of public participation |
quite like. (P0O5: Gary, Civil Servén

It's not giving about giving a voice to influence decisions. It's bigger than
that. And it's not about them [poliaypakers] then using tb make their
decisions. It has to be about taking the control off of the decisions. (P28:
Sarah, Activist)
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Tade 4.3L: Comparison o$elected Gsort statement scord3C1 and PC2

No. Statement PC1 PC2 zPC1
zPC2
37 The aim of participation is to enable citizens to take the 4 -2 253

decisions that affect their lives through collective discussi
and decisiormaking. t should be about collective self
government.
14 Participation should be evaluated based on how much cc 2 -1 155
the participants have over the process, for instance; have
participants set the agenda, and how much control do the
have over theial decision?

45 Public participation in the policy process should create a 4 1 1.14
relationship between public institutions and citizens in wh
both are equal partners-ceeating policy.

32 Participation initiatives should be openaibthose who wish 3 0 0.99
to participate. Participants should not be specially selecte
though extra resources may need tddoeisedon
encouraging disadvantaged groups to participate.

20 The aim of participation should be to transfer decision po 3 0 0.87
from elites in bureaucracies and public service organisati
to the public, so the public can exercise some control ove
these institutions.

19 Tojudge the success of public participation we needtolc 0 4 -1.33
at the resultant policies and serviced ask are they more
responsive to public needs and public values.

43 The aim of participation should be to give the public a voi -2 3 -1.62
that can influence decisions. Polimyakers need to listen,
but must then exercise judgement in deciding whatldHmei
incorporated into the final decision.

4 Public participation initiatives should have a clear questio -2 3 -201
that is being asked of participants. Participants need to b
informed of what is in and out of the scope of the discuss
what is expeted of them as participants, and what the lim
of the process are with regard to its impacts on policy.

13 The objective of public participation is to improve policy -1 4 -2.02
decisions by ensuring that decisiorakers can access wide
sources of infomation, perspectives and potential solution

Note: All differences are statistically significant at the 1% level

It is apparent from Table 4l3hat many of the most prominent differences between
the two preferences relate to the control pader that participants should wield over the
process, particularly the decistomaking aspect. Whilst Preference 1 views participation
as a means to transfer power (S14, S20), Preference 2 is in favour of public officials
retaining decision power (S43reference 2 is in favour of a tightly defined process with a
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specified agenda (S04), whereas Preference 1 opts for open processes in which there is
participant control over the agenda (S14, S32). In contrast, both preferences are united in
their supportdr solidaristic statements. Statements about mutual understanding (S48),
mutual respect (S17), social motivations (S42) and the common good (S11) are all ranked
highly within the PC arrays for both preferences. They also show a similar level of
agreementn disavowing statements that express individualistic (S15, S05) or agonistic
(S33, S03, S06) sentiment, which receive strong negative rankings for both preférences

Through analysis of the qualitative interview data it became apparent that some of
thesth ement s on which there was, from the res
between the two preferences were interpreted in different ways by participants loading on
the different preferences, thus further emphasised the differences betweeme&sefeard
Preference 2. It was surprising to find for instance that S48 on open and honest exchange
and mutual understanding was the second highest ranked evaluation criteria for Preference
2. This statement was drafted to express a deliberative demadeatiand was envisaged
by the researcher as being oriented towards mutual understanding between different groups
among the public. However, the participants associated with Preference 2 often interpreted
this in light of public distrust of policynakers.They judged that it was important for
participation to facilitate an open and honest exchange between-paisrs and the
public, thus emphasising the dominance of the ptgaiccy-maker relationship for this
participation preference.

The idea that thpublic should be valued for the expertise it can bring to policy
decisions (S09) was ranked in the most agree column for both preferences. It is hardly
surprising for Preference 2, which views participation as a process whereby decision
makers access widsources of information from the public, that the notion that the public
has some useful expertise to contribute is important. It is more unexpected that this
statement was so important to Preference 1. Nonetheless, a number of the participants
loading onPreference 1 put an additional empowerment twist on the idea of the public as
experts. Recognising that someone has something important to contribute to a decision was
viewed as an important component in empowering them, especially with regard to the
socidly excluded, who have been conceived of, historically, as passive recipients of policy

with little to contribute to its formulation:

20The reader wishing to crossferencesimilarities in statement scores can do so using Tableat.the end
of the chapter
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In terms of that person, who then may have responsibility for tackling in
work poverty within his organisation or is beimyited as an expert to
talk about that, saying, 'Actually, the real expert is this person
[experiencing poverty]. | want you to hear his story first and foremost.’
There is a transfer of power going on. It's not an individualistic transfer of
power, butl think it is a transfer of power. (P24: Michael, Civil Society)

Once again, therefore, an apparent similarity on closer inspection reinforces the difference
i n Preference 106s preoccupation with rebal a

Pr ef er ecusa improving dutoomes by obtaining relevant lay expertise.

4.3 Comparing Preference 3

Participantsdé PC3 |l oadings appear to sho
together two views with a common element. Furthermore, both of these two views look
be associated with the other PCs, which also complicates the interpretation. The factor
loadings demonstrate that those with a strong positive loading on PC3 mostly have quite a
strong positive loading on one of the other PCs (see Table 4.13), genferparticipants
(Flora and Carly) it is PC1 and for others (Jason and Salim) it is PC2. These relationships
with the other PCs are reinforced by the qualitative interviews, and help to demonstrate the
two viewpoints combined within PC3. Flora and Carlgin be described as disillusioned
idealists. They believe in a more equal and participatory society, but are sceptical of the
motivations of policymakers and the public, along with the possibility of participation to

overturn entrenched power relatiornshi

So you can make patient participation in the NHS as good as you want,
but everybody is still fighting for scarce resources, and every time you win

a bit more money for young people's mental health, or actually wheelchair
services which is a sort of dran, a poor area, you're taking away from
somebody else. Well that, nobody wants to do that. But that's the status
guo and how do you get round that, because actually the people who make
the decisions about that are very very powerful with huge economic
int erest s, Can make sure their friends d
| mean, you know, you've just got such a huge, actually it's not huge, it's a
small class of people, but with huge resources, huge finances, huge stakes
in how it is, you know, anglou can't pin the tiger. (P04: Flora, Activist)

The view was particularly characterised by a strong distrust of poladers:

I f there was, ARiIi ght, go in this room ¢
You wouldn't trust t hemsethpegliaipnk,e j ust wo
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AwWell why should we go in and say this,
to us or take us seriously anywayo. (P2

Jason and Salim do not share this distrust of public officials and politicians.
Summing up his positotowards the end of the interview, Jason mused,

| guess there is a kind of, there's a degree to which I've emphasized
wanting participation to be about getting sources of information from
people who are most affected by services, into the heads of decisio
makers, but leave the decisiorakers to make the decision, not looking

to the citizens to do it. (P08: Jason, Civil Servant).

This is a clear statement of the kind of reasoning embodied in Preference 2. However,
there is also an element of pluralistathg ht wunder |l ying Jason and S
public officials to make decisions. The state is viewed as neutral arbiter between

conflicting interests:

That is the function that one wants the experts in local authorities and
central government tilfil , is to compare the interests. (P08: Jason, Civil
Servant)

| guess what I'm saying is, there will always be people who are shouting

for their own interestsé | me an, I thin
saying basically, everyone should have a voBig. the problem is that

you need to be able to easily discount those voices in public participation.

(P30: Salim, Civil Society)

The salience of pluralist thinking to Preference 3 is also reinforced by the strong negative
loading of Lucy, who expressedmicitly anti-pluralist views, rejecting one statement as
Apl uralist nonsenseo and | ater commenting
brokeno (P10: Lucy, Civil Society).

Given this complexity, comparing the differences between PreferencetBeand
other two preferences is particularly valuable in highlighting the common element that
undepins it. Table 4.3 shows the biggest differences between the preferences. Again it
descends in order from statements at the top which are favoured by Rrefétairt not
the other two, down to statements that are favoured by Preference 1 and Preference 2, but
rejected by Preference 3. They demonstrate that Preference 3 is much more sceptical about
the solidaristic nature of participation. It inverts the ragin§the other two preferences
regarding peoplebs motivation to participat
they feel they have something to lose or gain (S15), not because of shared social goals and
bonds with others (S42). That participatgirould aim to achieve greater mutual

understanding (S48) is rejected, and ideas of equality and mutual respect are of little
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importance (S17). Individualised avenues of participation for citizens and groups to
represent their interests and values to pati@kers are more acceptable than for the other
two preferences (S05, S15), and whilst there is not strong support, there is less antipathy
towards ideas of choice and competition (S27, S10).

Table 4.2: Comparison of selected-§prt statements scores, P®ith PC1 and PC?2

No Statement PC PC PC zPCl 2zPC2
1 2 3 - -
zPC3 2zPC3
30 The best people to involve in any particular -2 -2 4 -261 -2.73
participatory policymaking exercise are
those who can contribute most to improvin
the particular policy that is under
consideration.
27 The objective of participation is to empowe -4 -4 2 2.1 -1.98
the public and the best way to do that is to
give individuals a choice over which provid
of services they can use.
39 If government or public service organisatiol -1 -2 3 -2.03 -251
wantto talk to the public, they should do so
by engaging with existing community
organisations, rather than setting up and
imposing new participatory structures.
15 People are not motivated to participate in -3 -2 3 -191 -155
policy-making for the healthfalemocracy,
but because they believe they have somett
to lose or gain, therefore; participation shot
enable individuals and groups to promote ¢
defend their interests and values.
44 Public participation is of little value if tdse 0 0 4 -1.68 -1.83
that participate are not representative of th
that will be affected by the decision,
therefore; representativeness is a key
criterion for evaluation.
10 Public services have to compete for -4 -3 0 -154 -1.15
customers, and politicians for their
congituents. Therefore, the aim of
participation should be to find out what
people want and need, then deliver that.
5 Itis more important that participation shoul -3 -4 1 -126 -1.77
give individual citizens a means to voice th
preferences and have théneard by decision
makers than facilitate discussions between
citizens.
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17 Itis important that participation initiatives 3 4 0 084 121
cultivate an environment in which everyone
has an equal opportunity to give their views
One particular way afommunicating should
not be privileged over others, and differenc
should be recognised and respected.
48 Has there been an open and honest excha 1 2 -4 15 2.16
of ideas and perspectives from all those
involved? Has this resulted in greater mutu
understanding? These are key criteria whe
assessing whether public participation has
been a success.
46 A key measure for the success of 3 3 -2 215 238
participation is whether people feel they ha
any influence: Do they think they can affect
decisionson policies that matter to them?
42 ltis primarily bonds with others and shared 3 1 -4 261 1.98
social goals that motivate people to
participate, so participation works best whe
it is woven into the fabric of people's
everyday lives, for instancetsated in local
communities.

Note: All differences are statistically significant at the 1% level

The qualitative data again reinforced these distinctions even for some of the more
unexpected differences on single statements. It wadewtfor instance why greater
scepticism of the solidaristic basis for participation would result in a more positive rating
for S39, which suggests speaking to existing community groups is preferable to setting up
new governmenled participation exerciseslowever, it was evident from the interviews
how this could be favourably interpreted according to both pluralism and distrust of
officials. For Salim it is important for poliesnakers to talk to community groups since
these groups play a useful role ggaegating and moderating the interests of the
communities they represent. Whereas for Carly it is important to participate through
community groups because they are more trustworthy than officials, and the weight of
numbers gives you more power to infleerdisinterested officials than participating as
individual. The differences between Preference 3 and the other two preferences thus
reinforce the interpretation of the PC array, namely; that Preference 3 is more oriented to a
conception of participationsaa process of interest representation.
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4.4Three Preferences, Four Modes of Participation
4.41 Preference 1, participation as collectidecisionmaking

The above description of Preference 1, with its focus on collectivg@etfrnment
and a more equidistribution of power, closely reflects the collective decisiaking
mode of participation in polieynaking that the previous chapter related to the principles of
participatory and deliberative democracy. The qualitative data that was gleaned from
pari ci pant s 0 r -soatstatamemssandtthe inténhea th& followed theo@
indicates there was an undercurrent of participatory democratic thinking that informed the

views of the partipants who hold Preference 1.

This is about participatory over nanceé the best case sc
you have established a proper kind of process of dialogue, where that,

those decisions can be collective decisions, right. (P25: Felicity, Civil

Society)

Even participation initiatives which may not fully reals@rticipatory democratic ideals

could be viewed as a useful staging post on the route towards a more participatory society,

RnSo there's maybe in those situations, you'
involvement road on our way to participatorydenmacy o ( P25: Felicity,
These participants, however, did not sin

preconceptions and there were some interesting ways that participants challenged or
expanded the understanding of the collective decisiaking mode of participation as
theorized in Chapter 3. A community development approach was just as prevalent as
participatory democratic thinking in underpinning these participants preference for
participation as collective decisianaking. . Sarah describé&@r approach to participation

as fAiclassic community devel opment 0:

What | would describe it as 1is, basi cal
You just ignite people, and you find the people in the community who

want to do something, and just get thed&8 out and encourage them to

do it, and get them together to do ité
That's all itis. Atis base. Community developmefi®28: Sarah, Activist)

Participants al so r ef eBasadCommanitaDeyelopead Hes s u
(ABCD) and OAppreci at i v-dihtervgniions thabgenetatat f o c u
improvement through focusing on community assets or what is working well for service

users and building upon it.
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The prevalence of community development ideapshi explain the placement of
some statements which may raise an eyebrow if Preference 1 were to be interpreted solely
in terms of participatory democracy. Consensus decisiaking is ordinarily considered a
cornerstone of participatory democratic thimdiyet is not a prominent feature of this
preference, even with the significant caveat haiay not always be possik|823).
Though these patrticipants did place an emphasis on the discussion and negotiation of
decisions, there was some concern thasensus can be too demanding and that it can
alsobeapowep | ay, AnConsensus, unless there is a
the dissentero (P11: Jim, Ciuvil Society). A
discussions followed by votinto determine decisions, particularly if the number of votes
were used to balance power relations, for instance; an equal number of votes distributed to
policy officials and the public. The community development approach was conceived as
more of an ongoig process of negotiating andmegotiating small scale agreements
whereby certain people agree to undertake certain actions, as opposed to arriving at a
group consensus concerning what everyone will do. A common refrain against radical
participatory modesf organisation is that consensus decisitaking is too demanding. It
is therefore instructive that those who subscribe to the collective denisiking mode of
participation are open to multiple decision processes; whilst wedded to the idea of
approximately equal power and natomination, they do not feel that this can only be
realised through consensus decisions.

Despite the participants concern with discussion and negotiation of decisions, there
is reason to doubt that deliberative democratic ideas wetrong influence. As with
consensus decisiemaking, statement 1®ublicly debating social issues is the primary
political act, so reasoning between people should be the guiding procedure for policy
decisioamaking which is one of the most delibekeg democratic statements in thesé,
was a little surprisingly not prominently placed for Preference 1. This could again be due
to the prevalence of community devel opment
seen are more akin to anarchist-®efanisation than a New England town meeting. A
number of participants were flummoxed by this statement and found the meaning vague,
which could be due to poor drafting by the researcher. However, a very small minority of
participants gave a nuanced resgordree participants, for instance, rejected the
statement on the basis that the word o6reaso
and excluded other legitimate modes,
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It's about hearts and it's about, as well as minds, and it's about people have
gotall kinds of things they want to get across. 'Reason’ sounds like there's
some kind of things you should say and things you shouldn't say, and ways
of behaving that you should do, and things you shouldn't do. (P28: Sarah,
Activist)

They beli evwedhoune¢asbdbri cdhanged to O6di scussi
deliberative democracy by feminist theorists, and one participant referred explicitly to
feminist theory when making this argument. This suggests that those who have been
exposed to delibetize democratic debates could interpret the statement, but that this
exposure was not common among the participants in this study. It perhaps indicates that
the influence of deliberative democracy on democratic theorists in the Academy is not yet
replicatel amongst policymakers and citizens. There was little to suggest that deliberative
democratic ideas were an important factor in this understanding of participation as
collective decisiormaking.

In summary, Preference 1 captures an understanding ofipatitc as a
solidaristic process, in which equal partners collaborate to arrive at decisions and take
actions that benefit the common good. This preference broadly appears to be based on a
combination of ideas from participatory democracy and communigidement. As such,
it is a close reflection of the collective decisimraking mode of participation outlined in

the previous chapter.

4.42 Preference 2, participation as knowledggnsfer

Preference 2, like Preference 1, appears to closely mirrorfdhe four modes of
participation. The focus on capturing lay expertise in order to inform better policy
decisions by officials is redolent of the knowledge transfer mode. Analysis of the
interviews of the participants that hold this preference againtbélpminate the reasons
that participants are attracted to participation in this form, as well as some of the nuance to
this position. There were a number of reasons that participants gave for why the public was
not tasked with making decisions, but ii@d to contribute their expertise and opinions to
help policymakers make better decisions. Public officials were seen as more capable of
taking decisions, given that they are trained to reflect on their own biases, integrate
multiple sources of potentigliconflicting information and take a view on the bigger

picture:
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| think that that's why we have public officials or publicly elected kind of
posts, is to sort of step back and look at the bigger picture and hopefully
have access to all the information essary to make a decision which the
people in the participation thing might not have access to all the
information, necssarily. (PO7: Celia, Activist)

This enables policynakers to take tough decisions that the public do want to make

themselves. In adddn, they were viewed as connected into the broader policy system so

more capable of knowing which decisions wou

local authority] are policy experts, we know more than they do about the actual policy

leversatar di sposal to actually make changeo (F
Reluctance to transfer decision power away from public officials and politicians

was also related to support for the primacy of electoral democracy and a concern about

what happens to accouwafility if decision power is given to members of the public:

Perhaps this is the civil servant in me talking, but ministers design policy,
and | think that's, there's something very valuable in that. They obviously
take public opinion into account as thdxy that, but you know, that's kind

of why we have democracy and why it works that way. (P05: Gary, Civil
Servant)

If actually real power is being given to these people, then who are they,
why are they being given this power and you know, do they, do they
represent the, do they really represent the constituencies that they are
claiming to, and so ¢h(P03: Richard, Civil Servant)

The primacy of electoral politics was also a factor in the need to clearly specify the
agenda and parameters of participatorycpsses. For some participants elected officials
set the broad agenda and the public have their input at the ballot box, so participation

initiatives have to take their cue from this:

| think your election, your democratic mandate, is almost where you're
going to target and what you're going to focus on. Actually how you're
going to do it, that's where you have participation. (P01: Mark, Civil

Servant)

When as a public servant you ask a question, you ask a question, you go

out to consultation, some questic you know the answer to.
really open for debate, because ministers have decided, and in my view

it's better to be honest about that and say these are the questions which are

relevant, so let's talk about them. Even though you want to tailk #iese,

these other issues, there's no point, because they have been decided. And

so if you let people set the agenda, then you might just have a totally

pointless discussion, which leaves everyone kind of feeling a bit frustrated.

(P03: Richard, CiviBervant)
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There was however some variation among the participants regarding the extent of
flexibility that could be incorporated into the agenda to take account of new issues that the
public might raise. Ri char dos tdearimspeciigds al s o
parameters are important: honesty about the limits of participation is important for its own
sake, but it is also necessary to maintain trust and avoid frustration.

It became apparent from part i @ipgiemnt sdé co
was not just about accessing wider sources of information for this preference. It was
already alluded to above how opening up decision making to greater transparency and
rebuilding a dysfunctional relationship between the public and publicutistis is an
important component of Preference 2. It explains the unexpectedly strong agreement with
S48 on open and honest exchange and mutual understanding, along wiRlar@8iation
is about improving the legitimacy of decisions by bringing decisiaking out into the
open from behind closed doors. By involving everyone with a stake in the issue, the public
can see a decision is fair and does not favour vested intevdsth was originally
conceived as a more agonistic statement. The particilgaaiig on this preference
favoured openness in order to allay what they perceived as unfounded public suspicions
that policymakers were not working in the public interest, more than as a mechanism to
ensure selfnterested policymakers are forced to actaccordance with the public good.
Therefore, being very clear and open about the scope of participation, and how the
information the public provides is incorporated into the final decision are viewed as key
elements of its legitimacy, as well as thetiegacy of public institutions more broadly.

The primary objective of participation for Preference 2 remains to improve policy
outcomes. This is a key criterion in assessing whether participation had been successful,
but improving outcomes is not everythinrhis was apparent from reactions to S3te
aim of participation should be to improve policy and to improve services. If public
participation does not result in noticeable improvements in policy and/or services then it
has failed which only received omderate support. The focus on failure is a much stronger
drafting than for the other evaluation criteria statements, which simply ask whether
something is an important criterion. Though improved outcomes were thought to be an
important criterion, there wdsss support for the idea that participation had conclusively

failed if improvements were not achieved, for instance Mark commented on this statement,

| don't necessarily agree with that, because, | mean, | think that is the
primary aim of it from my pait of view, anyway, but | actually think





























































































































































































































































































































































































