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Capstone Executive Summary

This Capstone Project provides insight into public engagement practices and analysis of
the Alberta Government’s Speak. Share. Thrive. engagement process. In an effort to address
social policy issues facing Albertans, Alberta Human Services was mandated to create Canada’s
first provincial Social Policy Framework. The Framework, released in 2013, was a direct
outcome of input collected through the Speak. Share. Thrive. engagement process. This process
collected input from over 31,000 Albertans over six months using a variety of different
engagement techniques. Public contributions from employees, businesses, social services,
community members, and families provided the content for this Framework, and will guide
Alberta’s social policy initiatives over the next decade and beyond.

This Capstone Project identifies public participation’s history and theory, the merits and
difficulties of public engagement practices, as well as direct insight into the experiences of
Speak. Share. Thrive.’s creators and participators. The analysis is centred on identifying best
practices and gaps in the engagement process. It provides insight into advantages and challenges
of Speak. Share. Thrive. and offers policy options to advance accomplishments and address

barriers.
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Introduction

Public participation is a recognized tool used by governments and organizations to gain
insight into communicated topics. Engagement with the public is a means for government to
gather information about citizens’ requirements. As defined by Canada’s Public Policy Forum,
“[plublic engagement is a new way of thinking about how governments, stakeholders,
communities and ordinary citizens can work together to achieve complex, societal goals” (Public
Policy Forum, n.d., What is Public Engagement?). From increased complexity and changing
outcomes, there has emerged “a new paradigm favouring collaborative versus consultative public
engagement” (Dunleavy, 2009, p. 20). Local and provincial governments are breaking traditional
barriers of government-citizen roles and introducing a notion that ordinary citizens have a place
alongside conventional forms of expertise in policy decision making (Dunleavy, 2009, p. 19).
Public engagement is a core competency of the public service in the 21st century (Wagner, 2014,
January 23). By providing citizens the opportunity to be consulted on new or changing policy, it
is likely there will be a greater understanding and acceptance of decisions made by government.
Thoughtful understanding of how the government will manage expectations around engagement
processes and harness outcomes to solve complex policy issues will be necessary.

The Ministry of Alberta Human Services, established in October 2011, offers several
programs and supports involving social policy in Alberta. Alberta Human Services was created
to capture several social policy areas that were previously in separate ministries. These included

Employment and Immigration, Children and Youth Services, Housing and Urban Affairs, and



Mills 8

v, THE ScHOOL
awesne: | OF PUBLIC POLICY

Seniors (Alberta Human Services, 2012, p. 20). There was a recognized need to establish a
policy that would efficiently use resources to provide a citizen-centred approach to guide all
social initiatives of the Alberta Government (Alberta Human Services, 2013, p. 3).

Alberta set out to develop Canada’s first provincial Social Policy Framework using
citizens’ input through a public engagement campaign called Speak. Share. Thrive. Alberta’s
Social Policy Framework was created by Albertans establishing a new standard for engagement
in social policy. The Speak. Share. Thrive. participation process was pivotal in creating
conditions necessary to achieve the desired social policy. Did the Alberta Government practice
public participation techniques that exhibit strong outcomes and what identified gaps can be
addressed in order to increase success of future initiatives of Alberta’s Social Policy Framework?

Taking effect on January 1, 2014, the Building Families and Community Act gives all
Albertans an opportunity to contribute and evaluate social policy initiatives of the Alberta
Government. This Act establishes Family and Community Engagement Councils that will aid the
government in identifying social issues in Alberta and working together to create local solutions
(Alberta Queen’s Printer, 2013). This legislation puts into action Alberta’s Social Policy
Framework, a policy developed with input from over 31,000 Albertans across the province. This
project’s impressive civic participation and collaborative approach provided the foundation for
policy directions; the aim was to develop a policy that takes into account Albertans knowledge

and experience to fit their needs.
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This insight included the Framework’s goals developed by Albertans: “protect the
vulnerable, reduce inequality, create a person-centered system of high-quality services, and
enable collaboration and partnerships” (Alberta Human Services, 2014, Outline). The legislated
Family and Community Engagement Councils were an outcome of these goals, most notably the
“enable collaboration and partnerships” objective (Alberta Human Services, 2014, Outline).
These engagement councils will work collaboratively with common purpose, connecting families
and communities, government, businesses, and non-profits to address social challenges (Alberta
Human Services, 2014, Engaging Communities).

What is Alberta’s Social Policy Framework?

The Alberta Government has defined social policy as follows:

Social policy is about how we meet human needs - needs like housing, employment,

nurturing, safety and security, and child care. Social policy can be expressed in how we

care for one another and how individuals, communities, and government come together to
address social issues. Social policy includes actions, guidelines, principles, laws, and
regulations. It involves creating the conditions to maintain a minimum standard of well-
being for Albertans, ensuring the fair treatment of individuals, and providing services to
people in need. By stating and communicating our approach, we can better organize
ourselves around shared outcomes and make more strategic use of our resources. (2014,

Social Policy Framework 101)
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Former Premier Alison Redford's stated priority areas of government included, “investing in
families and communities,” “securing Alberta's economic future,” and “advancing world-leading
resource stewardship” (Alberta Government, 2013, slide 3). Under the “investing in families and
communities” directive, a mandate to develop a Social Policy Framework was defined. The
Minster of Human Services was mandated to “[w]ork with other ministries to develop a social
policy framework to guide the alignment and redesign of social policy and programs to achieve
better outcomes for Albertans” (Alberta Government, 2013, slide 3).

Social challenges faced by Albertans affect everyone; an inclusive social policy
framework for Alberta will also addresses the second priority area, “securing Alberta’s economic
future,” as social and economic priorities are connected. Social policy can uniquely benefit from
public engagement outcomes as policy makers can gain value from understanding issues faced
by those who participate. Social policy outcomes, although often targeted at marginalized
populations, contribute to a healthy community enjoyed by everyone. Engaging a representative
sample of Albertans was a stated objective of this project; it was indicated that change can only
be achieved if everyone participates in creating and implementing this Social Policy Framework
(Wagner, 2014, January 23). The engagement process was done entirely in-house; there were no
outside consultants hired for this process. Project leads recognized that engagement practices are
a competency of government in the 21st century which influenced a solely internal engagement

project design and consultation, namely, Speak. Share. Thrive. (Wagner, 2014, January 23).
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What is Speak. Share. Thrive.?

The initial Speak. Share. Thrive. engagement ran from June - November 2012 (Alberta
Government, 2012, p. 13), and attracted input from 31,300 Albertans (Alberta Government,
2013, Engagement Statistics). There were a total of 59,600 participation activities during this
time, including such innovative methods as the first ever Alberta Government wiki (with 135
entries). There was also an online survey (5,466 completed responses), online conversations
through comment boards, blog opportunities and twitter, as well as government-led engagement
sessions and site visits, and 388 community-led conversations; see Appendix 1 for a pictorial
representation of engagement statistics. There was also an option to share input privately via
email; some of these activities are ongoing and the Alberta Government clearly wants them to
continue.

While it is intended as a tool to guide efforts in social policy for the next 10 to 15 years, it

IS meant to be a living document and therefore cannot remain immune to the rapid

changes of our world. Only continuous and open dialogue will help us see these shifts

and respond to them together. (2013, slide 20)
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Figure 1—Source: Speak. Share. Thrive. Infographic adapted from Alberta Government,
2013, Alberta's Social Policy Framework; Alberta Government, 2013, Engagement
Statistics; Alberta Human Services, 2014, Engaging Communities
Citizen Expectations

Federally, we see a shift toward public engagement acceptance as seen in the
Communications Policy of the Government of Canada (2012). Under the Consultation and

Citizenship Engagement Policy Requirements, this passage is notable:
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Consult the public, listen to and take account of people's interests and concerns when
establishing priorities, developing policies, and planning programs and services. The
government's obligation to reach out and communicate with citizens is concomitant with
the right of citizens to address and be heard by their government. In a democracy,
listening to the public, researching, evaluating and addressing the needs of citizens is
critical to the work of government...(Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Policy

Statement)

This increased participatory democracy model ultimately holds government more
accountable for implementing policy that effects citizens. This movement can be attributed to
several things, some of which include citizen expectations of individualized service, scrutiny of
Canadian politics, as well as advancement in technology. First, the public may provide the
government with information that they may not be aware of or affected by. Government is no
longer viewed as the expert in all policy arenas, and as taxpayers and stakeholders, citizens
believe they have a right to be heard. Second, there is more scrutiny placed on governments
through increased access to news stories. This propels citizens to want to get involved in policy
outcomes that affect them, especially if they are not fond of current policy outcomes. Third, as
access to technology by citizens has evolved, so does their desire to be involved in the policy
process. There is a demand by the public to have a forum to voice their opinion, especially as

technology has permitted people to weigh in on issues easily.
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Progressively, governments are inviting citizens to give their input using technology,

social media, and the internet as a forum for participation; but this engagement creates an
expectation that citizens’ input will have an impact on policy outcomes. Whether a disguise for
deception or a keen interest in developing policy citizens want, representation of citizens’ input
in policy will remain the check and balance. For these reasons, Alberta Human Services has the
opportunity to be a leader in this area by utilizing public engagement strategies in formulating

policy that affects citizens, as seen in Alberta’s Social Policy Framework.

Literature Review

Public engagement goes by many names and is often used synonymously with public
participation, community involvement, civic collaboration, civil consultation, democratic
deliberation, etc. All of these terms are used interchangeably; citizen is public, and involvement
is participation. There have been several influences on the intensification of civic participation
initiatives in Canada from increasingly complex policy requirements to a lack of trust in
institutions over the last decade (Lenihan, 2012, p. 13). “Growing complexity means policy
fields that used to be viewed as relatively distinct and self-contained are increasingly seen as
interconnected” (Lenihan, 2012, p. 57). This has played a significant role in citizens’
expectations of transparency and accountability, the seemingly buzz worthy terms of 21* century

politics.
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The Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD) describes how
open and inclusive policy making is a requisite for effective policy and citizen expectations of
government:

Public engagement in the design and delivery of public policy and services can help

governments better understand people’s needs, leverage a wider pool of information and

resources, and improve compliance, contain costs and reduce the risk of conflict and

delays downstream. (p. 21)

Sincere or not, in recent times, public engagement is on the agenda and is being utilized as an
important tool for governments and organizations.

Keeping in mind that these terms are used interchangeably, there are several theories
based on citizen participation, and other related theories that overlap, for example democratic
theory and community development theory. Public policy development and analysis theories,
including basic decision making theories, also play an important role in the development of
democratic participation. These connections are vast and are typically organized to suit the
explicit need of project, government, or organization. The creators of the Speak. Share. Thrive.
engagement process used grounded theory, specifically used in social research, to develop
Alberta’s Social Policy Framework (Wagner, 2014, January 23).

This literature review will discuss the history of public participation and summarize
citizen participation theory. It will explain grounded theory to illustrate strategies used by policy

developers of the Social Policy Framework. The impact of media on government
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communication, policy news reporting, and its implications to citizen engagement will be
examined. Public participation processes will be described to highlight the distinction of types
and levels of impact, including a discussion about the growing importance of web participation
and its influence in policy making. It will conclude with an explanation of public engagement
merits and difficulties.
Public Participation History

For as long as people have come together to form communities that require collaborative
efforts for survival, community involvement has been present. From conversations over coffee at
kitchen tables, to implementing decisions based on collective agreement, public participation has
been practiced. Although community involvement is ancient, using public consultation in a
legislated government setting is around a half century old, which dates back to around the time
of the seminal piece of literature in this area by Sherry Arnstein (1969) called A Ladder of
Citizen Participation. The western origins of this community practice are dated to the Athenian
population and spread of democracy. In Canada, public involvement is recorded in the time of
initial settlement; change in local communities was a process of education and public
collaboration in solutions (Stroick, 1998, p. 71). See Appendix 2 for a graphic timeline
progression of the history of public participation through the 1990s, noted as Key Events in the
Evolution of Public Involvement.

Moving into the late 19" and early 20™ centuries, citizen participation was part of

community development planning, land use planning, associations and union organizations, and
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social policy issues. “Social movements related to education, housing, and public health” were

increasingly important areas that citizens felt government should deal with effectively (Stroick,
1998, p. 74). The Great Depression and end of the World War Il characterized a time where
public participation was being conducted by public and non-government organizations and then
by government to try to address the societal and financial problems of the times. Just as a federal
planning approach was adopted for use during war efforts, this centralized approach to planning
that was successful during the war was continued (Stroick, 1998, p. 75).

The post-war efforts needed to rebuild North America sparked an urban planning effort
using citizen input, but it trended downward in the 1950s and 1960s as governments used higher-
level professional methods for these initiatives. The grandiose protests against consumerism and
federalism that beset this era, most notably in the United States, saw social unrest as citizens did
not feel they were given the opportunity to provide meaningful input in democratic decisions
(Stroick, 1998, p. 75). The protests of the 1960s were met by government with formalized
mechanisms for citizens’ input in social policy. “The work of local government to address social
issues in both Canada and the United States was influenced by American federal antipoverty
programs and subsequent American federal grant programs for model cities, new town
development, community development, and urban development” (Stroick, 1998, p. 76). Public
planning initiatives that involved public participation was necessary for grant qualification

(Stroick, 1998, p. 76).
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In reaction to upset, federal legislation in the United States set out to provide an
obligation for more citizenry opportunity in policy decisions. “Similarly, the Town and County
Planning Act of 1968 legislated requirements for public involvement as part of the planning
process in England and Wales” (Stroick, 1998, p. 76). In Canada, public participation and
community planning influenced several government policies, but were not legislated (Stroick,
1998, p. 76). Environmental decision making heavily relies on public engagement models, and
have steadily improved since the American National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. Canada
followed suit with similar regulation in 1972 with the Environmental Assessment and Review
Process, which required public consultative practices. As of 1993, the World Bank has made an
“inform and consultation” requirement a part of environmental impact assessments throughout
the developing world (Stroick, 1998, p. 79).

In the United States and Britain, gains in the area of public involvement of the 1970s
were lost in the conservative era of President Reagan and Prime Minister Thatcher. In Canada’s
correspondingly conservative period, although public involvement trends were typically
influenced by those in the U.S., they did not decline during this time, but rather sustained at a
continual pace. Canada outperformed their southern neighbors with increasing use of public
participation practices for policy decisions leading through until President Clinton’s term in the
White House (Stroick, 1998, p. 77).

The 1990s brought about a renewed significance to public participation practices. It is

during this time that more formative literature was released which build upon Arnstein’s (1969)
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publication. This is also the time where associations were established and gained importance,

including the International Association for Public Participation, started in 1990 (IAP2, n.d.,
About IAP2). The education and practice of public engagement stands alone in the realm of
academia with varying levels of certification and internal and external practitioners. With the rise
of technology, the Internet, and Web 2.0, public engagement can be practiced in a multitude of
ways which can harness outcomes that enable meaningful government-citizen partnerships and
policy. Since early 2000s, public engagement merits and difficulties are vastly researched;
recognized by many governments and organizations, including OECD efforts; public
participation projects are increasingly occurring internationally with those outcomes published
continually.
Citizen Participation Theory

There is a plethora of public involvement literature in practical terms, but is limited in a
theoretical context. Public involvement in practice is situation specific. Stroick (1998) noted that
“[p]ublic involvement is neither well-grounded in theory nor a standardized, uniform process
that can be applied by rote to a variety of different situations” (p. 106). In Sherry Arnstein’s
(1969) A Ladder of Citizen Participation, it was first acknowledged that there are different levels
of participation which focused on ‘degrees of citizen power.” Arnstein equates Citizen
participation to citizen power. As the former Chief Advisor on Public Participation for the Model
Cities Administration in the Department of Housing and Urban Development, Arnstein

developed a categorical summarization of citizen participation based on urban renewal,
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antipoverty, and Model Cities programs. This was done through her analysis of citizenship

empowerment given in 75 model cities and a subsequent 1,000 urban renewal programs (Stroick,
1998, p. 85).

“Citizen participation is citizen power” describes the eight levels; it was characterized by
three degrees of citizen empowerment: nonparticipation, tokenism, citizen power (Arnstein,
1969, p. 216. “The typology, which is designed to be provocative, is arranged in a ladder pattern
with each rung corresponding to the extent of citizens’ power in determining the plan and/or
program (Arnstein, 1969, p. 216). The ladder ranges from bottom rung of manipulation of citizen
to the top rung of citizen control, which can be akin to genuine participation; the rungs
annotating the power of citizens determine the final outcome (Arnstein, 1969, p. 217). This
initial work professes degrees of participation among citizens, with focused attention to the

power given by institutions, as seen in Figure 2.
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FIGURE 2 Eig‘bt Rungs on a Ladder of Citizen Partici-
pation
Figure 2—Source: Arnstein, 1969, p. 217
Assumptions conclude that people gain power from choice, and that individuals are
responsible for making their own lives and that of their community better by participating in
decision making (CAG Consultants, n.d., p. 2). It is acknowledged that special interest groups
can dominate the process (Arnstein, 1969, p. 224). It is also noted that the process of public

participation is different from power to influence participation outcomes (Stroick, 1998, p. 87).
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Other limitations include the simplicity of the model, as a broad range of experiences could take
place at each rung. Arnstein also noted that necessary resources would be required for effective
outcomes (Arnstein, 1969, p. 224). As CAG Consultants explained, ‘[t]he use of a ladder also
implies that more control is always better than less control. However, increased control may not
always be desired by the community and increased control without the necessary support may
result in failure.” (n.d., p. 2).

Since this publication, many critiques, additions, and reformulations of A Ladder of
Citizen Participation have been released. Deeper distinctions of levels and types of participation
have been offered; thoughtful reflections of dimension of power in prescribing participation and
participation as a continuum have been proposed (CAG Consultants, n.d., p. 4). Many have tried
to apply this theoretic framework to case studies to imply practical meaning to this typology. As
well, there are several industry-specific how-to manuals of public engagement (Stroick, 1998, p.
87).

What is established is that there are few theoretical concepts that can be broadly applied
to all public participation initiatives; success is recognized by similar themes, but cookie-cutter
typology has proven to be unobserved. Creators of Alberta’s Social Policy Framework developed
their theory from participant specific feedback. However, this did not dictate the methods used

for participation, but rather the content for the Framework.
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Grounded Theory

The Alberta Government used grounded theory to develop their Social Policy Framework
(Wagner, 2014, January 23). According to its originators, Glaser and Strauss (1967), grounded
theory is “the discovery of theory from data systematically obtained from social research” (p. 2).
According to Lingard, Albert, & Levinson (2008) from BMJ, formally the British Medical
Journal, their definition of grounded theory follows:

Its main thrust is to generate theories regarding social phenomena: that is, to develop

higher level understanding that is “grounded” in, or derived from, a systematic analysis

of data. Grounded theory is appropriate when the study of social interactions or
experiences aims to explain a process, not to test or verify an existing theory. (Grounded

Theory)

The resulting policy is therefore based on underlying issues effecting participants and not
preconceived assumptions of issues thought to be faced by Albertans. This was done by
collecting, coding, and categorizing data created by participants in the engagement process, and
then developing the Framework around emerging themes. This method of collecting and coding
data so all participants’ input is documented produced a comprehensive policy illustrative of
those who participated.

Grounded theory can take several forms. Comparative analysis is a large mechanism for
forming theory in grounded theory. This theory is not static; the idea of “theory as process” notes

the importance of an ever-changing outcome and not a finished product (Glaser and Strauss,



Mills 24

v, THE ScHOOL
awesne: | OF PUBLIC POLICY

1967, p. 32). “Comparative analysis can be used to generate two basic kinds of theory:
substantive and formal” (Glaser and Strauss, 1967, p. 32). In this context of social research,
substantive theory is based on empirical areas, observational or experiential research, and formal
theory is based on conceptual areas, related or derived mental concepts (Glaser and Strauss,
1967, p. 32). Rather than forcing information into established silos, grounded formal theory is
successful in situations where there is no initial theory. As collected data is not forced into
certain significances, the likelihood of forming more accurate predictions and hypotheses can be
recognized (Glaser and Strauss, 1967, p. 98).
The Impact of Media on Communication and Engagement

As we move away from nightly news and daily newspapers to Netflix and IPhones, social
media applications and devices are in competition of media sources as people are consumed with
all the constant media, much of which has nothing to do with news or public policy. Traditional
media are failing, and new media are taking over; this affects news coverage and journalism.
This competition has caused a declining journalism industry, as prevalent in the shrinking
decrease in news reporting organizations and the number of journalists at endured organizations.
A 24-hour news cycle preserves this trend; frequency and output has replaced significant stories
and policy. This has caused degradation in media quality and accuracy. Reporting has moved
from important policy stories affecting citizens to celebrity Twitter content. The effects on

citizen apathy have been apparent.
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This change in news coverage has impacted government communications and reduced
political platforms to sellable pieces of information with quick results to encourage re-election.
This has created an environment of avoidance of complex policy issues. As well, media coverage
has a profound effect on how governments design their communications. There has been a
movement from media to act as representation for citizens rather than providing meaningful
reporting and assessment. “Media have found it commercially rewarding to attack the
effectiveness and then the legitimacy of government and its processes” (Taras and Waddell, p.
47). This has caused an environment that perpetuates a government communications strategy that
is based on “risk avoidance, careful communications planning, secrecy, and a hesitancy about
discussing or even disclosing options” (Taras and Waddell, p. 47).

How Canadians Communicate 1V Media and Politics (2012) articulates challenges: “[w]e
have growing pools of people with different information bases, different sets of agendas,
expectations, standards for government performance, and policy demands, and different levels of
attachment to traditionally shared institutions and values” (Taras and Waddell, p. 49). Citizens
are segmenting themselves by choosing the information they consume.

If you don’t know what you don’t know and are unwilling to delegate others to tell you,

you begin to narrow your universe to one driven by your preconceived interests.

Governments can exacerbate the problem when they determine that it is not in their

interest to devote extraordinary efforts to engage the disengaged. (Taras and Waddell,

2012 p. 52)



Mills 26

v, THE ScHOOL
awesne: | OF PUBLIC POLICY

Citizen disengagement from politics and society—voting, donating to charity, volunteering,
education of Canadian history and institutions—has considerable implications for democracy
(Taras and Waddell, 2012 p. 104). This may lead to a country where the decisions for many are
made by few. As well, as Taras and Waddell explain, “[w]ithout engaged citizens, audiences for
TV news shows and certainly for newspapers will dry up, with enormous consequences for the
survival of traditional media” (2012 p. 105). These implications extend to citizens having less
access to policy stories and decisions that affect them.

Several interplaying pressures have changed the political and media landscape in Canada
which has effected citizen engagement. “Over the last 30 years, the fields of communication,
marketing, and public opinion research have grown in size and importance to the point where
they now dominate politics” (Lenihan, 2012, p. 27). Currently, what is acknowledged 1s that
there are several ‘complex problems’ or ‘wicked problems’ that require collaboration. “In
essence, to say an issue is complex is to say that its causes and solutions involve a variety of
links to other policy fields that are often hidden from view and surprising in their origins”
(Lenihan, 2012, p. 35). Collaboration requires citizens to be engaged, and for governments to
offer opportunities for collaboration with citizens and organizations to implement solutions
together.

Public Participation Process
There are accepted practices when it comes to planning and implementing public

participation campaigns. There are several organizations that have been a part of establishing
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public participation as an important measure of capacity building and planning, and a necessary
step in policy making and community sustainability. The International Association for Public
Participation (IAP2) was one of the first to establish a formal group to educate and advocate for
public participation. Known as a leader in the field, IAP2 started a Certificate Training Course in
Public Participation which has become known as the industry standard for practitioners (IAP2,
n.d., About 1AP2). This list comprises several other established Canadian and International
organizations, most of which started in the early 2000s: National Coalition for Dialogue &
Deliberation, Tamarack: An Institute for Community Engagement, Foundation Strategy Group,
Vibrant Communities, and Collective Impact. Academically, the Stanford Social Innovation
Review is successful in bringing together practitioners and researchers in the area. As well, the
International Association of Facilitators, started in 1994, is a widely utilized group for
practitioners of public participation (IAF, 2013, About IAF).

There are seemingly three types of participatory government: consultative, deliberative,
and engaging. Consultative is the opportunity for the public to give their view on an issue
presented by government in hopes of influencing the planning or decision making process
(Lenihan, 2012, p. 61). Deliberative participation is where the public is consulted and there is a
deliberation period where government and the public consider the options to come up with
strategies to solve policy issues at hand. The government then takes the outcomes and decides on

a final process (Lenihan, 2012, p. 68). Finally, there is public engagement where the government
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and the public work cohesively to find and implement solutions to difficult policy issues
(Lenihan, 2012, p. 71).

Complex issues cannot be solved solely by government, and responsibility for solutions
are better realized when people have a say in the plan to develop those solutions (Lenihan, 2012,
p. 52). “Rethinking the policy process” will help to gain acceptance of policy that faces
opposition as critics will respect the decision if they believe the process for choosing that policy
was “legitimate and fair” (Lenihan, 2012, p. 57). For public engagement to be successful,
initiators must follow the Golden Rule of Public Engagement, coined in Rescuing Policy: The
Case for Public Engagement.

It says that, if governments really want citizens and stakeholders to take some ownership

of the issues, it is not enough simply to ask them for their views on the solutions.

Governments must engage the public in a real dialogue where all parties work through

the issues and arrive at the action plan together. (Lenihan, 2012, p. 52)

According to IAP2, “‘Public participation’ means to involve those who are affected by a
decision in the decision-making process. It promotes sustainable decisions by providing
participants with the information they need to be involved in a meaningful way, and it
communicates to participants how their input affects the decision” (IAP2, n.d., IAP2: Good
public participation results in better decisions). IAP2 has established a spectrum of public
participation. This is a generally accepted practitioner tool, but is proprietary to IAP2. The level

of impact increases along the spectrum; the levels are inform, consult, involve, collaborate, and
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empower, as seen in Figure 3. Establishing a goal and making a promise to the public are

important aspects of any public participation plan. Stakeholder theory is an underlying idea
represented in public engagement literature. IAP2 recognizes the importance of all stakeholders
and providing an opportunity to participate regardless of power status. IAP2 has established a set

of core values and code of ethics that guide practitioners in public participation.

o

s
|AP2 Spectrum m
of Public Participation pr

Increasing Level of Public Impact

Inform Consult Involve Collaborate Empower
. To provide the To obtain public To work directly To partner with To place final
Public public with feedback on with the public the public in each  decision-making
[olelgildlslelilelall balanced and analysis, throughout aspect of the in the hands of

qoul _oh_}tcll\'c alternatives the process to decision including  the public
3 information and/or decisions. ensure that public  the development

to assist them in concerns and of alternatives and

understanding the aspirations are the identification

problem, consistently of the preferred

alternatives, understood and solution.

opportunities considered.

and/or solutions.

Figure 3—Source: 1AP2, n.d., IAP2 Spectrum of Public Participation
[IAP2’s certificate course has three segments; first is planning for effective public

participation, second is communications for effective public participation, and third is techniques
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for effective public participation. Foundations are very important in designing public
participation processes; it is not a technique-driven process. According to IAP2, the foundations
necessary for good public participation that results in better decisions is values-based, decision-
oriented, and goal-driven. Continual evaluation, not just at the end of your public participation
process, helps to implement changes to increase success of the engagement. It is often that
people recognize the importance of public engagement, but do not put the value on it that it
needs. This results in picking a technique, for example, an open house, without going through the
planning process which results in an ineffective outcome. That is why addressing the foundations
will help to understand which process on the spectrum will best suit your desired outcomes, what
communications are important to address, and what techniques can be used to best achieve
desired goals. Several techniques can be used conjointly which provides an array of options for
participants. There is increasing amount of Web 2.0 tools being used by government and
organizations to encourage public engagement and input.
Web 2.0

E-democracy, as defined by Andrew Chadwick in How Canadians Communicate 1V
Media and Politics (2012), is “efforts to broaden political participation by enabling citizens to
connect with one another and with their representatives via new information and communication
technologies” (Taras and Waddell, p. 185). This could include undesirable citizen coalitions, but
“[sJome suggest that the Internet has the capacity to revolutionize and reinvigorate democratic

politics by enhancing public participation and efficiency” (Taras and Waddell, 2012, p. 172).



Mills 31

v, THE ScHOOL
awesne: | OF PUBLIC POLICY

The opportunity to engage with citizens in a two-way dialogue can be more easily achieved with
web tools than typical inform tools of traditional one-way practices.

According to the OECD, governments are facing a necessary transition in order to
achieve “open and inclusive policy making” (OECD, 2009, p. 29). Nations have varying levels
of policy and services and use of public engagement; the OECD has outlined areas where a
transition will be required. Four initiatives are outlined as follows; “[m]ainstream public
engagement to improve policy performance; [d]evelop effective evaluation tools; [l]everage
technology and participative web; and [a]dopt sound principles to support practice” (OECD,
2009, p. 29). This provides citizens increased access to information, networks that can be
organized for collective action, and an easily accessible way to participate in public discussion
(McNutt, 2014, p. 49).

Focusing on leveraging technology and participatory web, Web 2.0, which includes
blogs, wikis, and social media, is an important capacity of governments in the 21 century. As
Table 1 illustrates, there are several forms of Web 2.0 tools that can be used to harness
participatory outcomes. Web 2.0 capabilities will not solely provide public engagement: “[t]he
conceptual models underpinning the participative web (i.e. horizontal vs. vertical; iterative vs.
sequential; open vs. proprietary; multiple vs. binary) may be more powerful, and of wider

application, than the tools themselves” (OECD, 2009, p. 29).
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TABLE 1. Common Web 2.0 Tools in Website

Tools Description

Blogs (Weblogs)  Synonymous for a personal website for all that requires no high level of icr
knowledge to run. Itis argued that the most important characteristics of weblogs
is to have a permanent Universal Resource Locater (urt) by which contents are
allowed to be disseminated permanently with a permission for others to be in
collaboration (Stephens, 2011).

Wikis Types of software allowing the users to form a new web page or make additional
changes in already present ones. As clearly understood from the definition, wikis
can be edited, designed or shared by any one at any specific time. Traunmiller
(2010, 78) defines the wikis as “knowledge collections built by collaborative
edition”.

Social media Types of websites aim to make people get in touch with each other with sharing
personal or any other issues with permitted peers. “The users of social networking
sites are registered users who are allowed to interact with other users for social or
professional purposes” (Wigand, 2010, 169).

rss technologies  The dissemination of information based on subscription. Wigand (2010, 169)
describes really simple syndication’s aim as "rss feeds are generally used for
updating blogs, news headlines, or podcasts to users".

Social tagging Synonymous with collaborative indexing. Social tagging is a process through
which “users add metadata in the form of keywords to shared content” (Golder
and Huberman, 2006, 198).

Visual share The transmission of visual images via Web 2.0 technologies. Wigand (2010,
169) states that Youtube is the leading site in terms of video share. Flickr can be
exemplified as the dissemination of photos over web.

Table 1—Source: Karkin, 2013, p. 315

Although several social media applications are becoming household names, government
is lagging in implementation of these platforms. Web 2.0 is about allowing users to create
content, link, and share which has three main benefits for policy making according to the OECD.
First, efficiency can be achieve by creating conditions that provide less burden on government

administrations and citizens, for example, making available an information request so that future
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requests of a similar nature will not be required (OECD, 2009, p. 66). Second, innovation
because collaboration and knowledge sharing is much more feasible for all stakeholders, inside
or outside of the organization. Lastly, accountability, which is that political verbiage that seems
to fill government promises and citizens desires. Web 2.0 provides an “online public space”
which can be “an important asset in establishing public trust” (OECD, 2009, p. 67).

Participants in Web 2.0 conversations are held responsible for their content. As well,
there is increasing development of online content that links “publically available information in
innovative ways” (OECD, 2009, p. 67). Through OECD’s research, participatory web has strong
correlation to better policy making by enhanced service delivery as increased interaction with
citizens and organizations exhibit more informed decisions. It also increases the level of internal
knowledge sharing; intranet and internal platforms “translate into better policy making and
service delivery to external stakeholders and users” (OECD, 2009, p. 68).

There are still big gains needed in government using Web 2.0 to foster better outcomes.
According to a 2007 OECD (2009) study, out of 25 countries, 100% noted importance of using
web technologies to inform citizens, 71% ranked consultation an important use of web
capabilities, and only 21% thought it was important to foster Web 2.0 for policy public
participation activities (p. 70). At this time, out of the 25 countries, 64% were providing Web 2.0
for providing information, 41% were asking for feedback and analyzing the results, and 32%

provided online spaces for public engagement and deliberation. What should be noted is that
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only 14% were using pre-existing popular online spaces to engage citizens, which indicates the

rest are providing their own online opportunities (OECD, 2009, p. 71-72).

Mills 34

By now, using participatory web technologies for public engagement is likely made

significant increases. Alberta’s Social Policy Framework was able to successfully engage in Web

2.0 capabilities providing open space where content contributors were accountable via a

registered account needed to make submissions. There is a pattern shift from participation 1.0

models to participation 2.0 models as seen in Table 2. “The distinguishing feature of a

Participation 2.0 model is the presence of networks, flexible connections and transient

audiences...” (OECD, 2009, p. 74).

Consultation

e Online
consultation

Participation 1.0 model Tools Participation 2.0 model Tools
o E-mail alerts : ?:gs(;zﬁz
Information e Websites « Foldcasts
e Webcasts
@ QOnline forms e Blogs
® Online polls

e QOnline surveys

Participation

o Discussion
forums

e Shared online
workspaces

e E-petitions
e Mash-ups
e Wikis

e Tagging

e Virtual worlds

Table 2—Source: OECD, 2009, p. 73

Recognizing the many merits of participatory web initiatives, there is a similar need to

understand challenges for use by government. “Rather than promoting active participation,

governments may well be on the receiving end of e-petitions, spectators in collaborative
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workspaces and consumers of user-generated content” (OECD, 2009, p. 74). It is not about
creating new networks but fostering present networks. Online public engagement outcomes are
more likely to be successful when “influence is earned through social reputation, not
bureaucratic authority” (McNutt, 2014, p. 49).

Correspondingly, OECD (2009) points out possible limitations; that is, understanding
what types of technology people want to use, how information can be accessed and re-purposed
for citizens use, whether to develop new platforms or join existing ones, ensuring privacy of
content, engaging youth now for engaged citizens later, and educating the public sector so they
may participate in use of these tools (p. 74-75). It is argued that barriers to implementation are
less technological as it is “organizational, cultural, and administrative” (McNutt, 2014, p. 49).
Managing the technological, social, and economic changes happening outside of government
will be imperative to the success and purpose of government for the future (OECD, 2009, p. 75).
Merits and Difficulties

As expressed throughout this Capstone Project, there are several benefits to using public
engagement in policy making. At the forefront of the merits of public engagement is increased
government knowledge that can be implemented in decision making models, as well as increased
participant awareness about issues presented. Similarly, there are limitations to public
engagement efforts that should be recognized and addressed in order increase likelihood of
effectiveness. This includes cost and time, risks like consultation fatigue, inclusivity issues

ensuring representativeness of population, and evaluation which tends to revolve around the
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process and not in the success of the policy decision (OECD, 2009, p. 84). But just as prevention
efforts offer savings to healthcare, citizen participation efforts can provide long-term savings and
preventative solutions to societal issues. Community needs are constantly evolving; governments
need to listen to changing needs and respond with repositioned services to increase effectiveness.

Public participation efforts recognize that one person, or group of people, do not know
what is best for everyone, as what is best is defined differently by different people. Public
participation is a technique used to gather “the wisdom of crowds,” an indicator expressed by
Surowiecki (2005), which may foster insight into collective intelligence in policy formulation.
The collection method can differ, but conditions of “diversity, independence, and
decentralization” are necessary for gathering the knowledge of a population (Surowiecki, 2005,
p. 22). Individually, no matter how intelligent or uninformed someone may be, overtime groups
of people have the “ability to act collectively to make decisions and solve problems” superior to
experts or small groups of people (Surowiecki, 2005, XVII). “What is striking, though—and
what makes a phrase like “the wisdom of crowds” meaningful—is just how much information a
group’s collective verdict so often contains” (Surowiecki, 2005, p. 11). Statistically, even a
small group of people, Surowiecki’s example is 100 people, will collectively provide an answer
that is as good as the answer of the smartest person (Surowiecki, 2005, p. 11).

Interestingly, Surowiecki’s (2005) The Wisdom of Crowds, ends with an example of
deliberative democracy. The target of many criticisms, deliberation perpetuates an “unrealistic

conception of civic-mindedness,” and the idealistic notion that those uneducated on the issues
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may gain some magical insight through deliberation (p. 261). Citizens have many distractions
and may or may not be inclined to devout time and energy into understanding. The wisdom of
crowds is not necessarily a prescription for complex cognitive problems, but Surowiecki assumes
the wisdom of crowds is an act of democracy because it diminishes the ability of a few
individuals to make decisions for everyone. Democracy helps people solve the social and
economic issues of the day because “the democratic experience is an experience of not getting
everything you want” (Surowiecki, 2005, p. 271). That is, democracy is a form of public
participation which produces an environment of compromise and acceptance for what the crowd
decides.

Critics of public engagement state that there is no need for civic participation in a
representative democracy; hence why we have elected officials. It is their duty to make policy
decisions for us as we have elected them to do so. It should be recognized that a limited political
term in office does influence policy decisions. Decisions that best serve constituents or
determining what is in the public’s interest can conflict with political pressures. It is important
to remember, governments often have competing interests of businesses, interest groups, and the
public to manage. Having a vote is different than having a say. Public engagement gives citizens
the opportunity to have a voice about things that matter to them, as the changing nature of policy
and shifting delivery of citizen services unfolds.

Consulting with citizens for the sake of consultation also does not provide historic

insights. Besides, consulting with citizens who cannot fully comprehend the complexity of
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government processes is perilous; whether it is the average uninformed citizen or interest group
with a stake in the outcomes. As noted by Heinrichs (2013) in The Consulter's Conceit: How
Phony Public Consultations Undermine Democracy and the Market, “[s]pecial interest groups
have the ability and incentive to dominate the public consultation process” (cover page). It is
noted that often “[pJublic meetings tend to serve only the most vocal participants, and tend to
dissuade others despite the value they might add” (OECD, 2009, p. 101).

Concern for public input and political gain can, and does, happen at the same time.
Although there are many merits of public engagement, it can be used as a disguise to cover up
true intentions of government; governments often provide asymmetrical information so that
those not fully involved with complicated policy may not understand connections. Politicians are
privy to information regarding policies, and can deceive voters about the true state of
happenings. “In the market place people constantly use prices to weigh up the value of different
options, but consultations do not deal well with trade-offs” (Heinrichs, 2013, p. 22). There is a
tendency to identify wants without considering the trade-offs. These threats recognize the
importance of intentions of public consultations; the quality of consultations should be
examined, how questions are framed, and what is done with results being at the forefront of
effective public engagement.

Alberta proves an interesting example of how increased participatory democratic
practices can have an adverse effect. In Responding to the “New Public”: The arrival of

strategic communications and managed participation in Alberta, Kiss (2014) describes the
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significance of the “public’s demand for increased transparency and participation in politics and
policy-making” in Premier Ralph Klein’s 1992 reform to government communications in Alberta
(p. 26). As previously discussed, government communications has evolved for a variety of
reasons, but notably here, providing a consumer-ready strategic communication is a response to
the demand of citizens for transparency of the government and a voice in policy decision
making.

The political climate of Alberta in the early 1990s, economic realities, and well-informed
population increased citizens’ desire to influence policy (Kiss, 2014, p. 33-34). To respond to
these pressures, newly elected Premier Klein increased the centralized strategic communication
of the Public Affairs Bureau in Alberta, established in 1973, to be the strategic communications
strong hand of Alberta (Kiss, 2014, p. 31). He commissioned heavy amounts of public opinion
research and ““substantially increased the frequency and scale of public consultations” in Alberta
(Kiss, 2014, p. 38). This revamp included increased access to ministers by media, and the
implementation of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act in 1995 that was
seen as very risky (Kiss, 2014, p. 38).

Introducing freedom of information legislation can result in embarrassing facts

becoming public, making politicians more accessible to the media increases the

likelihood of a mistake and controversy; in public consultations participants may make

recommendations contrary to party, caucus or cabinet policy. (Kiss, 2014, p. 39)
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Kiss (2014) summarizes a historical view of how strategic centralized government
communications in a province can influence outcomes that are seemingly “inflation of influence”
(p. 44). The result of this overhaul of communications in Alberta was a seemingly responsive
government to citizens’ expectations of transparency and participation that actually resulted in a
strengthening of executive power. Agenda setting and policy decisions were therefore decided by
a small number of inner circle individuals (Kiss, 2014, p. 43). Increased strategic
communications by government created a less credible or genuine reputation among citizens.
This misplaced trust in institutions makes it harder for governments to get citizens to adopt their
proposed actions (Kiss, 2014, p. 44).

It appears as if history has repeated itself; former Premier Alison Redford touted similar
electoral promises of reform. But as this example demonstrates, “commitments to increased
openness and transparency ironically bring about greater adoption of more professional and
strategic communication, limiting the consequences of those commitments” (Kiss, 2014, p. 44).
As exhibited, open and transparent efforts by government is not sufficient in solving complex
issues. Gaining trust among citizens by providing sincere opportunities to work together to solve
issues is paramount in building cooperation.

Public engagement research suggests that having a dialogue and collaborative
opportunities produces a supportive environment able to genuinely build consensus and foster
networks to build coalitions to reach common goals. As there has been a considerable increase in

engagement practices in the last decade, it has demonstrated that citizen participation can be
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useful (Lenihan, 2012, p. 108). “Deliberative processes have been used in many places with
considerable success and have shown that citizens are ready, able and willing to participate”
(Lenihan, 2012, p. 108). There are necessary precursors of significant public participation
processes that require preparation, but these processes garner considerable results in the

preservation of citizens’ demands of participation and transparency.

Methodology

The methodology for this Capstone Project is a straightforward comparative analysis of
qualitative data analytically collected through individual interviews. First, an explanation of why
Alberta’s Social Policy Framework was selected for analysis will be discussed. Second,
interview reasoning and data collection approaches will be outlined so the reader may understand
the approach taken by the researcher. Lastly, comparative analysis using qualitative research
methods will be explained.

Why Alberta’s Social Policy Framework?

The researcher chose to analyze Alberta’s Social Policy Framework for several
reasons. Most importantly, this Framework had an extraordinary sample amount of participants
engaged which provides a strong model for future public engagement involving social policy;
particularly, as governments move from intervention to prevention initiatives to be pro-active in
alleviating social problems in the long-term (Wagner, 2014, January 23). This striking amount

of participation suggests strengths in engagement strategies used to foster commitment in
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government initiatives. As well, the several types of engagement techniques used proved
fascinating as there were many ways many people could participate in the process.

A lecture about the engagement process and the Framework from the process’s creator
ignited interest in this first Canadian provincial Social Policy Framework. The stated amount of
bureaucratic and political support for the initiative was appealing. A lecture and interview with
Leann Wagner, the designer of Speak. Share. Thrive., proved essential for understanding
strengths and weakness of the engagement process for this reflective study. Additionally, as this
process was very open and inclusive, there is comprehensive data online for analyzing
engagement process outcomes. The Building Families and Communities Act established in 2014
proved an interesting connection to fostering the network that was established during the
engagement process and is a direct outcome of the Framework.

Researcher Insights

The researcher for this Capstone Project has an interest in public participation and is an
advocate for government using these processes especially for the increasingly complex and
globalized nature of public policy. For this reason, the researcher has completed IAP2 Certificate
in Public Participation, which is the recognized industry standard for practitioners. Therefore, the
researcher is biased to public engagement practices being a beneficial process. The researcher
recognizes there are several limitations to public participation, especially if it is not done
properly. There are a number of prerequisites that need to be established before participation

processes can be conducted. This includes understanding that each process is individualistic, and
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a unique plan must be adopted for each engagement process; there is no standard application of
public participation processes. There are prescribed steps that are recognized and if applied
properly can provide project facilitators with best outcomes.

Interviews and Data Collection Method

The first step of methodology was deciding what information the researcher wanted to
understand. Experience can often be the most telling way to understand a process. It was
recognized that relying on purely quantitative data would not identify gaps in the process as only
success was conveyed. It was accepted that qualitative insight would give a more meaningful
analysis; interviews were decided to be the method of data collection because of access and
analysis objectives. Gaining ethics approval from the University of Calgary in order to conduct
interviews to allow for firsthand insight was important for research documentation. This
involved a three hour online course and application process.

Interviews were conducted from April — June 2014 and included interviewees ranging
from academics, consultants, public participation practitioners, as well as those involved with
Alberta’s Social Policy Framework inside government and in private and non-profit settings.
Interviewees were selected through network contacts. They were asked to sign a confidentiality
agreement where they had the option of disclosing their contact information for use in this
Capstone Project. Data was collected through researcher developed interview questions that were

typed up during the interview so detailed insight could be captured. Table 3 describes the basic
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interviewees stated experiences.

1. Can you please tell me your involvement in Speak. Share. Thrive.?

2. | am looking to determine best practices and gaps in the engagement process so | may make
policy recommendations based on my findings. Are there any techniques that you noticed
did or did not work well as a mechanism to collect citizens input to be reflected in the
Social Policy Framework?

3. Is there anything else you would like to tell me about this engagement process?
4. Can I contact you in the future if | have any further questions?
5. Do you have any contacts that you could introduce me to that may relate to my research?

Table 3—Interview Questions
Comparative Analysis in Qualitative Research

The methodology used for analyzing the qualitative research was a basic comparative
analysis. A comparative analysis recognizes similarities and differences in data and associates
that data to find parallels. Interviewing the engagement process initiator, someone from the
business sector, and someone from the non-profit sector who participated in the engagement
process provided a holistic view of interviewees’ experience. Leann Wagner, the creator of
Speak. Share. Thrive. and the resulting Framework, is the Executive Director of Strategic
Initiatives for Human Services. Admittedly, findings were concentrated around Leann Wagner’s
stated gaps in the interview. Interviews were examined and similarities were chosen to develop

three best practices and three gaps of the Speak. Share. Thrive. engagement process.
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Interpretation and Limitations

The findings of this study show a very strong correlation between engagement process
outcomes and resulting policy. Interestingly, some predictions about the process were not
validated. For example, creators did not hear unexpected insight from participants. Identified
gaps of the engagement process were foreseeable; the following discussed findings suggest
limitations many public engagement processes face. Shortcomings of the approach of interviews
are numerous. In this context, there is not much incentive for the interviewee to be dishonest, but
clearly their biases and experiences about public engagement processes, and the Speak. Share.
Thrive. process in particular, is exhibited. This study could have been more in depth to include
more interviews and a deeper analysis of the quantitative and qualitative processes, possibly fit
for a thesis.

Findings

Best Practices

This project was an exceptional example of public engagement based on the amount of
participation, the thorough project planning and communication, as well as the capacity building
among communities. The resulting policy is the first of its kind in Canada, and exhibits strengths
in numerous areas. Those include the project development, connection to community, and

transparency and resulting policy shifts.
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Project Development

The Speak. Share. Thrive. engagement process set the standard for public engagement in
Alberta (Wagner, 2014, January, 23). “Community engagement is a core competency of civil
servants” (Wagner, 2014, January, 23). Many public engagement initiatives fail to acknowledge
that politicians and employees are stakeholders. They are unique groups and engaging them so
they are a part of the whole process is important in effective public policy decision making. It is
well expressed in public engagement texts; better decisions are made when people are engaged
from the beginning. If you involve them right at the start, you have allies (D. Plouffe, personal
communication, May 13, 2014). Knowing when and how to influence the policy process for
those that are “eager to exert their influence on the public policy development process should
approach both the political and bureaucratic sides to start marketing their policy ideas™ (Sui,
2014, p. 193).

This is exactly what the Social Policy Framework administrators achieved. Politicians
and government staff were engaged in the process, which established them as a stakeholder
group; 6,300 employees were engaged in this initiative (Wagner, 2014, January, 23). For this
reason, there were several advocates from bureaucrats to politicians. Dave Hancock, former
Minister of Alberta Human Services, backed this policy pre-consultation. It showed stakeholders
that the engagement process and Framework had strong support. This sponsorship allows policy
to move forward and clearly outlined that stakeholders would be a part of the policy formulation

process (P. Krause, personal communication, June 25, 2014).
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Jonathan Denis, a Member of the Legislature Assembly of Alberta, gave a lecture at a
Speaker Series event and the University of Calgary, School of Public Policy in Fall 2013. His
lecture focused on the Framework, and outcomes realized in the engagement process. He
recognized that the public can bring something to the table that government had not thought of.
He also noted the importance of partnering with non-profits to stretch tax payers’ dollars (Denis,
4 October, 2013).

Timing was an important element of this policy and engagement process. Alison Redford
was elected Premier on many social policy premises and had bureaucratic support for the
Framework; people were “Alison Redford drunk at the time” (P. Krause, personal
communication, June 25, 2014). It was clear to participants that preparation and public service
buy-in was present. At one of the engagement meetings, it was noted that Leann Wagner really
understood what was going on. “It can happen where you spend time trying to figure out what
they are saying but this was like she already knew and people connected with that” (P. Krause,
personal communication, June 25, 2014). There was a feeling that the public service really
backed this project, and there was a lot of upfront work involved. This contributed to the use of
new language between government and the non-profits. There was a language change, and the
sector started using the Framework as the language for communicating social issues (P. Krause,
personal communication, June 25, 2014).

Being brought in at the right time is hard. Project management may put public

consultation near the end, but most success is recognized when public engagement is done at the
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onset. Sometimes research is enough and you do not need engagement, but recognizing that is
important. Often, the necessary value needed for effectiveness is not placed on engagement
processes. Project managers think they know what’s best—coffee, donuts, and flip charts (D.
Plouffe, personal communication, May 13, 2014). The Social Policy Framework initiative started
with the Speak. Share. Thrive. engagement process. As Leann Wagner mentioned in her 2014
lecture, it is important to do your homework. Look to trend setters in the area—Iike Australia,
New Zealand, and the UK—to recognize best practices and not be driven by a “flavour of the
month” attitude.

There was engagement directed at the non-profit and business community. A private
Senior Policy Analyst interviewed noted that the engagement process was a smart way to get a
sense of policy support and if there is an appetite for the imposed changes. She noted the use of
engagement at the onset of policy development, which she felt was essential in taking positions
seriously before implementing the policy. This discussion lead to business leaders identifying
how they contribute to organizations involved in social policy work and what they provide to the
community (A. Ruddy, personal communication, May 15, 2014). For the non-profit sector,
participants felt as if the government was providing advocates with a voice. At no point did it
feel as if the decision was already made (P. Krause, personal communication, June 25, 2014).
Connection to Community

By building trust and establishing relationships, genuine engagement and meaningful

outcomes can be recognized. This was the founding premise of the Speak. Share. Thrive.
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process. Engagement will come more easily when the process provides opportunities for
communities to have their own conversations. Communities need to have tools because
government does not have all the answers nor can it solve all the social unrests of their citizens
(Wagner, 2014, January, 23). Creators recognized success of their approach would be building
up institutions locally—not a dump and run approach or town hall—by giving people tools that
they can share with their community (Wagner, 2014, January, 23).

Pam Krause, Executive Director of a local non-profit organization, mentioned that her
participation in the Speak. Share. Thrive. engagement process was the most effective she has
ever attended. Leann Wagner was present at her initial meeting for the Social Policy Framework;
Leann expressed right from the beginning that the bigger purpose of the engagement process was
the relationship building opportunity between government and the non-profit sector in the
delivery of services (P. Krause, personal communication, June 25, 2014).

Gaining buy-in is often the pinnacle objective of engagement processes. There are many
cynics of engagement. Stephen Carter, a consultant with many years of experience working with
political agents provides this view. We only engage people for political cover in order to get
permission for action (S. Carter, personal communication, May 16, 2014). There is nervousness
among business, regulators, and government if the public does not buy-in. This could result in
huge consequences for organizations and the economy.

There is value in engaging the public and obtaining social license because it is no longer

about majority opinion, just whoever is the loudest. The public is participating in engagement
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opportunities and are “way louder with new ways to be heard,” which requires finding ways to
measure opinion in very diverse groups (C. Hogan, personal communication, May 16, 2014).
Fostering these expectations and the outcomes of these voices will be necessary for being
proactive and not reactive.

Even if this is the case, buy-in was an objective for this Framework, because without it, it
would not be a very effective policy. Leann Wagner recognized that you can write a policy you
think would address requirements, but you also need buy-in. This Framework involved 7,000
contract agencies as well as buy-in from other industries. Many people participated in many
different ways. This demonstrates there is need and interest in change (Wagner, 2014, January,
23). Speak. Share. Thrive. gave the opportunity for pre-existing groups to mobilize their
networks (Wagner, 2014, January, 23). Communities working together to help their community
is more likely to produce noticeable results (B. Heinrichs, personal communication, April 25,
2014). What the Speak. Share. Thrive. engagement process was able to accomplish was bringing
people together to solve problems and recognizing how to serve Albertans (Wagner, 2014,
January, 23). Out of all of the engagement methods used, the community conversations produced
the most meaningful outcomes; it facilitated communities to have a conversation and the
community felt ownership of it (L. Wagner, personal communication, June 4, 2014).

As Pam Krause unwaveringly expressed in her interview, there was a real sense of the
emergence of a collaborative relationship between non-profit and government. The sectors’ voice

was not only being listened to, but it created an atmosphere that provided participants a
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substantial role in the policy making process. “It certainly felt like our voice was taken seriously
and that people actually participated. It was viewed as a great opportunity” (P. Krause, personal
communication, June 25, 2014). She felt as if it was a sincere attempt at engagement which
provided improved trust, and there was a lot of interest in participating in the engagement as they
gave multiple opportunities for input and ways to do it. Because it was made so easy to give
input, “if you didn’t engage it was crazy” (P. Krause, personal communication, June 25, 2014).
Transparency and Establishing Policy Shifts

Connecting with the community is the start of a larger appreciation of how society is
organizing itself. “The modern world is a network of coalitions” (L. Wagner, personal
communication, June 4, 2014). Decisions made today require coalitions because problems are
complex and take a long time to solve. Education and mobilizing networks to create coalitions
will help to address barriers to enact social change (L. Wagner, personal communication, June 4,
2014).

It was a rather difficult experience from the inside to deliberate about the data,
thoughtfully analyze it, code data to provide rigorous research and make it publically available
quickly. The results paid off as “no one said they got it wrong” (Wagner, 2014, January, 23).
There is a lot of agreement around what the social issues are, but how to enact change is where
the disagreement lies (Wagner, 2014, January, 23). The language around prevention tactics needs
to communicate that the issue is society driven, not government driven (B. Heinrichs, personal

communication, April 25, 2014). Nothing absolutely “ground breaking” came out of the
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consultations, but the causes and root causes of issues explored recognized that prevention is

where society is moving (Wagner, 2014, January, 23).

As seen in Table 4, a list of policy shifts was developed for Alberta’s Social Policy
Framework. These shifts recognize the importance of prevention models, government working as
a partner with communities and organizations, and the use of policy to provide tools, not simply
mandated rules. The Speak. Share. Thrive. process helped Alberta Human Services to identify
what was not working well, and how they can reorganize resources to provide more effective
outcomes. What facilitators recognized was that government was far away from the people
which means they had a hard time understanding the community. Establishing a connection to
the community would be the lifeline needed to understanding issues to address them. This way
they can go where the conversations are happening which will affirm if they are doing things

right (L. Wagner, personal communication, June 4, 2014).
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Table 4—Source: Alberta Government, 2013, p. 17

An outcome of this engagement process recognized that current service delivery needed
to be reorganized. Moving forward, Alberta Human Services have disbanded their longstanding
regional family delivering services, identified as a complicated institution. It was recognized that
this service was a problem, but still provided lots of value. The solution established the family
and community engagement councils to provide tools communities can use to help government
pay attention to the issues faced by communities (L. Wagner, personal communication, June 4,
2014). “A natural outcome of the Social Policy Framework was recognizing that a community
can be useful in understanding some of the issues that are not well defined” (L. Wagner, personal

communication, June 4, 2014).
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Alberta Human Services wanted the most transparent and accountable processes, even
when open government practices are lagging. Open data mechanisms are being put in place so
people can draw their own conclusions (Wagner, 2014, January, 23). There is huge incentive to
get information out as soon as possible and correcting missed information; this implies an
unprecedented level of openness (C. Hogan, personal communication, May 16, 2014). Speak.
Share. Thrive. left all online engagement up, was monitored to provide timely answers, and put
up data collected nearly instantaneously. This provided a strong commitment by administrators
to being accountable and transparent to participants.

Identified Gaps

Public engagement campaigns are often faced with issues of citizen representativeness in
policy and timeline limitations. In a political environment, timelines are usually present and can
present pressure on intended results. The resulting Social Policy Framework lacks clarity and
future direction. This could be because evaluation of the policy is lacking. As well, significant
issues around Aboriginal engagement and representation among populations utilizing social
programs is an issue without a clear solution.

Policy Representation and Timeline

The use of public engagement processes has surpassed polling techniques in the quest to
understand things about the public. According to Corey Hogan, an Account Director at Hill +
Knowlton Strategies, this is a good outcome of public engagement trends. Polling was

superficial, less qualitative, and often inaccurate; public engagement will lead to better
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government policy as it is usually derived at the policy formulation stage (C. Hogan, personal
communication, May 16, 2014).

The Social Policy Framework intended to gain buy-in and representation for all
Albertans. The resulting policy tends to identify vulnerable populations and their advocates in
the desired social policy outcomes (Wagner, 2014, January, 23). Perhaps vulnerable populations
benefit the most from social policy initiatives, but the Social Policy Framework does not
necessarily provide holistic social advantages for Albertans. As the framework objective defined,
the weakness is conveyed in the resulting policy not being demonstrative of all Albertans.

Leann Wagner noted that the “framework may not speak to those Albertans who think
government should be smaller; that social policy is only meant for emergency circumstances, not
to stand on quality of life” (Wagner, 2014, January, 23). She is worried that the policy might not
have spoken effectively to this group of people (Wagner, 2014, January, 23). One recognized
limitation of public engagement is that there is a participation bias (S. Carter, personal
communication, May 16, 2014). There is a silent majority, but the vocal minority is grounded in
the silent majority. There are too many expectations for everyone to participate; the role of the
silent majority is to simply allow action (L. Wagner, personal communication, June 4, 2014).

Concerns around policy representativeness and effectiveness should mention the
limitation of time, which is a typical constraint in public participation initiatives. The Speak.
Share. Thrive. process was fast; input from June — July 2012 was drafted for continued

engagement until the end of November (Alberta Government, 2013, Engagement Statistics).
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This time frame limits potential engagement as advertising started at the time of engagement. A
longer time frame may have allowed for a bigger sample size that could have produced a more
representative population. “You will miss people and then you have to admit that you didn’t have
a representative sample” (P. Krause, personal communication, June 25, 2014).

Lack of Clarity and Continued Engagement

Participants did not want to talk about the trade-offs. Contributors were not at that point
yet; there was a lack of wanting to discuss roles in achieving goals, especially among the non-
profit sector. Change and uncertainty surrounded the non-profits’ role in improvement of social
services delivery. There was avoidance in talking about the role of non-profits because they
thought that implementation meant they would have to increase service delivery or that they
would not receive funding (L. Wagner, personal communication, June 4, 2014). There was a lack
of trust present in this context, but this is a founding part of what people believe roles are—
government and non-profit—in Canadian society. That is the role of state, civil society, and
family, which is especially conventional in Alberta (L. Wagner, personal communication, June 4,
2014).

What does it really mean? The question that is unanswered. The vague language used in
the resulting policy proved clarity was lacking. How the language used in the Framework could
be interpreted is that “it could go either way” (P. Krause, personal communication, June 25,
2014). One interpretation is that government is letting communities take care of the social policy

issues with no extra funding from the government. Alternatively, the language is vague enough
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that it could imply that government is providing the tools and resources necessary for
implementation. It is noted that the vague language is not conducive to what funding shifts are
currently happening in the sector (P. Krause, personal communication, June 25, 2014).

Additionally, it appears the framework has lost some momentum. They are working on
policies that are a part of the framework, but the connection is not communicated. There is not a
clear view of what is happening now; there are not any “new brave frontiers” (P. Krause,
personal communication, June 25, 2014). Project development was very strong, but evaluation of
the project is lacking. That could be why there is no real understanding of what the future of this
policy means. Establishing an evaluation of the policy outcomes with communicated results is
needed.
Aboriginal Consultation

There is an overrepresentation of Aboriginal population exhibiting social issues which
needs to be addressed (Wagner, 2014, January, 23). The number one challenge for administrators
of Speak. Share. Thrive. was engagement with the First Nations. The targeted Aboriginal groups
found it hard to participate. Surprisingly, they prefer processes that are less open. They want to
be engaged as they always have been. This first requires facilitators to go to the Grand Chief,
then the council, and then through established community conversations (L. Wagner, personal
communication, June 4, 2014).

According to Leann Wagner, Speak. Share. Thrive. facilitators and community advocates

recognize that the Aboriginal population is highly represented in social issues, yet the challenge
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of engaging this population to have conversations around policy issues is halting progress. They
are Albertans, but there is a fundamental difference in how government and society organize
themselves and First Nation people organize their communities. Open data and varied use of
engagement techniques is great for engaging some populations; are they the right tools given
how Aboriginal people understand policy? There is a lack of trust and an ultimate difference in
understanding of what engagement facilitators are trying to achieve (L. Wagner, personal
communication, June 4, 2014).

This is not an area of struggle just for the public sector; all sectors recognize that
Aboriginals are overrepresented in social issues, and there is still little understanding on how to
address it. “We have to figure it out; we have to engage with them” (P. Krause, personal
communication, June 25, 2014). There are so many ways of engaging the public now, but getting
people to pay attention is another limitation. It may be that the Aboriginal population suffers
from engagement fatigue. There is a clear barrier to engagement, and an absolute solution is not

readily accepted.

Policy Implications, Consultation, Communication, and Implementation

Policy Options

There are several public policy options that government can implement to increase
likelihood of success. “Public engagement is a condition of effective governance” not just a
preferred motion that must be accomplished (OECD, 2009, p. 208). It appears that the growing

public agenda of government does not match citizen expectations. By providing opportunities for
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public to be engaged with government plans, a renewed relationship can be achieved. The policy
options set forth are not compulsory recommendations, but rather options that should be
considered in addressing gaps presented. These include addressing barriers, providing a more
representative participation in policy outcomes, and establishing an institutionalized method for
engagement. These options carry their own limitations but should be considered among future
directives.
Address Barriers

According to the OECD the biggest barriers that face engagement are cultural, socio-
economic, physical, and other (which is defined around timing of engagement activities or lack
of time and energy). This includes language and public awareness, lack of faith in government,
and “low confidence in their own ability to express themselves” (OECD, 2009, p. 49). To
address these barriers, government needs to create an atmosphere that provides people access to
participate if they desire. This would include decreasing limitations that people face “(e.g.
distance, time, language, access)” and “building capacity, skills, and knowledge to participate
effectively” (OECD, 2009, p. 49).

Understanding why people are not participating is the greatest obstacle to overcome.
Whether it is low interest in the policy, little trust in the institution or what will be done with
participants’ contribution, lack of intrinsic motivation or absence of satisfaction with processes

presented, addressing these motivations can be the key to increased participation.
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Part of the solution lies in understanding how to design public participation around
people’s busy lives. Another piece of the puzzle lies in raising professional standards and
quality of participation processes. It is in this last area that evaluation, an essential
element of ongoing learning and continuous quality improvement, can play a major role.
(OECD, 2009, p. 55)

The most obvious barrier in this engagement process stems from an absence of a strategy
for engaging the Aboriginal population, especially considering they are among the highest of
users of social programing. Facilitators of Speak. Share. Thrive. tried to use the same
mechanisms for engaging all Albertans and this was not effective. By acknowledging this,
developing a plan for engagement, and addressing the barriers to their participation in the
process, increased participation among Aboriginal populations will be more likely.

Another barrier to implementing the policy is the lack of follow-through. There seems to
be little evaluation or continued communication for this Framework. Providing that new social
initiatives are being developed, it is unclear if these stem from the Framework; it is not
communicated well and connections are not being made.

Citizens Reference Panel

Concerns around policy representation and biases among interviewees were present. It
should be people outside of the organization doing the consultation to omit government bias and
bottom line outcomes (B. Heinrichs, personal communication, April 25, 2014). Bias tends to

increase when you have community leaders giving engagement too, because there is a view that
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they are just saying what government wants them to say (B. Heinrichs, personal communication,
April 25, 2014). Recognizing that people do not trust the institution of government does not
mean that government should not be administering public engagement. It could also be argued
that the private sector does not have the necessary knowledge of the bureaucracy or service
delivery side either. This then requires them to artificially understand a situation, project, or
concept which could increase time and resources necessary for engagement.

Engaging a diversified population of Albertans will provide a more statistically valid
sample increasing likelihood of its representative success. By examining the design and
recruitment process and taking measures to retrieve a representative sample of the population,
intended results are more likely to be realized. Expanding samples to provide a more randomized
engagement technique will aid in representation of Albertans in social policy initiatives.

One way to achieve this could be instituting a citizens’ reference panel; it is a policy
option that establishes a representative sample of randomly selected citizens. This option could
provide policy makers with the preferred outcome of a policy demonstrative of all Albertans as
representation of a variety of social policy desires is more likely achieved. A civic lottery
mechanism randomly selects citizens to convene about certain issues. This increases the success
of a desired representative sample. MASS LBD is an advisory firm that has demonstrated
success using this model in several Canadian jurisdictions. The emphasis is not placed solely on
public engagement but also includes a public learning aspect. This organization recognizes the

wide ranges of expertise citizens can provide in policy; where policy recommendations are
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presented after trade-offs are considered. This could be an excellent addition to the family and
community engagement councils where healthy mixes of self-selected participants are coupled
with civic lottery respondents (MASS LBD, n.d., engagement).

Institutionalization

Many feel it is in one’s civic duty to vote and be active citizens. Interestingly, Leann
Wagner acknowledged citizen apathy as a real public policy problem. She appreciates that
people will not read the newspaper, but voting is the “minimum of the social contract” (L.
Wagner, personal communication, June 4, 2014). She believes Canada should adopt mandatory
voting. Public engagement is a discussion, and it is appreciated that not everyone wants to be
involved in that discussion, but it doesn’t mean that we do not want people to be involved in the
discussion for us. Someone might make their voting choice based on what people are talking
about in the public forum.

Stephen Carter, Vice President, National Director of Campaign Strategy at Hill +
Knowlton Canada, believes that mandatory voting would not be an easy public policy to
implement in Canada but we should establish incentivized voting (S. Carter, personal
communication, May 16, 2014). What does this conclude about our current voting requirements
and public engagement initiatives? The OECD (2009) places high regards to engaging citizens
for the future of civic participation and public institutions.

High quality inclusive public engagement is important in a modern representative

democracy. Engaging and empowering citizens to become involved in decision making
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not only contributes to better policy outcomes and improved public services by tapping

reservoirs of experience and creativity, but on a more fundamental level, also helps build

civic capacity and trust in government. (p. 186)

One option is to institutionalize public engagement policies. This could be legislation to
ensure public engagement activities are included in policy planning. It is proving successful in
other jurisdictions. This is at times inflexible and can be viewed as unethical, as citizens should
have a choice in engagement (B. Heinrichs, personal communication, April 25, 2014). Outside
of legislative requirements, making public engagement an institutional practice of government is
being presented as essential to governments increasingly faced with inclusivity and transparency
demands. “Only by institutionalising these practices will we rebuild trust in our governing
institutions and transform what it means to be a democracy” (OECD, 2009, p. 232).

Recently, in the United States, public disclosure and public comment mediums have been
legislated for regulatory initiatives. It is appreciated that officials simply cannot have complete
information about everything. As outlined in Cass Sunstein’s (2013) book, Simpler: The Future
of Government, the public can supply a more comprehensive insight to improve new and existing
processes (p. 4). Sharing information can help improve processes as “knowledge and scrutiny
encourage both individuals and institutions to perform better” (Sunstein, 2013, p. 79). The
Obama administration has implemented the Open Government Initiative for information
disclosure. The initiative allows for those impacted by the disclosed information, namely private

businesses, to do something with the data that will improve upon their processes (Sunstein, 2013,
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p. 81). Proposed government regulations are mostly put forth to the public “to identify the likely
consequences of decisions in advance, to reduce the risk of error, and correct mistakes after they
are made” (Sunstein, 2013, p. 81). Regulations cannot be finalized until they have been put forth
for public participation and an open exchange of information has occurred (Sunstein, 2013, p.
81). Accountability and improving people’s lives are the main drivers of this initiative (Sunstein,
2013, p. 218).

A counterargument to this initiative may be that it is a timely administrative function for
the government to undertake for every regulation, the job of our elected officials. The complex
competing interests government must manage appreciates that not all decisions can be solely
made in the interest of the public. This pro-active position recognizes government intervention
to correct market failures can, in turn, result in government failure. This is one interesting
example of how institutionalizing public participation could be a possible solution in mitigating
or preventing failures from the onset.

Conclusion

Sui (2014) appreciates a policy is successful if it completes objectives:

A good public policy is defined by its achievement of the greatest public good. To

achieve this, a policy must balance public interests and an accountability framework;

accomplish its impacts as planned, and ensure these impacts are cost-effective and just;

and balanced short- and long-term considerations. (p. 192)
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Did the Alberta Government practice public participation techniques that exhibit strong
outcomes and what identified gaps can be addressed in order to increase success of future
initiatives of Alberta’s Social Policy Framework? In the context of their mandate, timeline, and
departmental objectives, the Alberta Human Services achieved every objective set out at the
initial discussion of the Social Policy Framework. It built a case for the existence of the Ministry
of Human Services. The goals outlined by project initiators of what they wanted to achieve at the
end of the engagement process was accomplished. They wanted to leave previous reputations of
Alberta and government being bad behind. They had hoped that many people would endorse it as
a community framework. Creators wanted to raise awareness. By these measures, the Alberta
Social Policy Framework was successful at achieving desired outcomes (L. Wagner, personal
communication, June 4, 2014).

Leann Wagner noted that social change takes a long time. Looking to history, we can see
examples of how long social change can take before it is generally accepted, for example,
women’s rights, civil rights, and Lesbian, Bisexual, Gay, Transgender, Queer movements have
taken decades (L. Wagner, personal communication, June 4, 2014). For this policy to be truly
successful, a lasting impact in the next decade or two should be seen, just as it is stated in the
policy.

This will require gaps to be acknowledged and addressed. It seems as if the policy has
finished and continued support to foster the connections made and ground gained could dissipate.

Time will provide insight into desired social change outcomes. In the meantime, Alberta Human
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Services has every opportunity to tackle the big limitations by providing clarity around ongoing
objectives, continuously engaging more Albertans, and finding strategies to tap into Aboriginal
networks by riding the coattails of the success of this public engagement initiative.

The disadvantages of conducting the Speak. Share. Thrive. engagement process is that it
has set expectations that may or may not be kept. This extensive amount of public engagement
has set the bar for future social policy changes. There is an expectation that the Alberta
Government will provide a similar level of engagement for future social policy initiatives,
especially among social serving agencies. This could be an advantage, but given the current
political climate in Alberta, this expectation may no longer be of priority among new
government. Given that this was a mandate from the former Premier Alison Redford, who is
currently surrounded in irresponsible spending scandals, support from the bureaucracy and
changing elected officials may not align with the mandate of Alberta’s Social Policy Framework.

This analysis provided that there still exists a lack of clarity in the overarching policy
with several possible interpretations of its outcomes and how the policy will be implemented.
Most notably here, the lack of clarity exists around communicating that several ongoing social
policy initiatives, for example Alberta’s homelessness plan and child intervention practices, are
an outcome of this Framework, as connections are not being communicated. That is, current
initiatives of this Framework appear to be separate and stand-alone policies. Continued
engagement around social policy outcomes, including providing strategies for Aboriginal

consultation, must be addressed. This could be mitigated by communicating connections of
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social initiatives as well as making a practice to continually evaluate the efforts of continued
engagement. Evaluation of outcomes are either lacking or not being properly communicated. For
the policy shifts outlined in the Framework to be impactful, they must continually be evaluated
and communicated so that the policy’s desired outcomes can be achieved.

Findings of this analysis of the Speak. Share. Thrive. process and outcomes provide that
the process was a worthwhile one. The process did provide several advantages, many of which
appear to have potential long-lasting benefits. Social serving agencies felt that the engagement
process was genuine; the goal to gain rapport among providers of social programs was achieved.
Speak. Share. Thrive. provided inclusivity though several engagement opportunities and ways to
participate, as well as transparency as outcomes were public and questions were addressed. This
build trust among participants and these partnerships were a very important element in the
success of change around implementing social policy. Just by simply having the conversation, a
connection to the community was established and common language around the Framework was
being used by community practitioners. Education around policy shifts, moving from
intervention to prevention strategies, and listening to participants proved a strong tactic for
gaining support for this Framework.

The future of public engagement in Canada will affect the established institutions of
government and business. It will govern practices because finding new ways to adapt to citizens’
input will be imperative in the success of maintaining citizens’ expectations of government.

Looking to the model used to develop Alberta’s Social Policy Framework may be useful in
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future initiatives as it may benefit social policy outcomes across a variety of different directives

as recognized networks can be fostered to improve policy outcomes. This requires the public to
understand the tough choices faced by decision makers, and requires governments to work with

citizens to solve complex issues together.
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Appendices

Engagement Statistics for Alberta’s Social Policy Framework ‘A(bm)

Government

Total Participation
(June 7 to November 30, 2012)
Volume of Number of Total Community
Participation Activity People Reached Discussions

59,600

(e.g., tweets,
site visits,
community
conversations)

Online Participation at socialpolicy.alberta.ca
(June 7 to November 16, 2012)

Ty
: Discussion Kit
20,130
SPF 101
New (Unique) 10,733
Visitors -
B
49,057 Gy coeTe
20,371 :
Total Site 5
Returning Visits  jcetEEErE 6,707 Library i
Visitors S e
GRS Views
o " o Public Wiki
R YO TS HIe Home Page
K \ 5 N 1,652 Facilitation
: : . \ 'y Guide
o A A \ 958 | staff Wiki Home
5466 § 170 (@ 135 {§ 169 "
! \ Grant Application
Surveys Library Wiki User
G leted bmissi Entries Comments

Appendix 1—Source: Alberta Government, 2013, Engagement Statistics
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Time Line
Antiquity to the present
Collaborative decision-making processes are used in tribal cultures.

1600s to the present

Post-colonization, Canadians informally collaborate to solve problems in
their local communities.

Late 19th century to the present

With the birth of community planning, Canadians are mobilized to
address urban social welfare problems and participate in community
development initiatives, tenants’ and taxpayers’ associations, and
cooperative unions.

1930s
Both the public and nongovernmental sectors in Canada conduct public
involvement initiatives to deal with social and economic crises.

Late 1940s to mid-1960s

The rational, scientific, centralized approach to planning used during
World War 0 is adopted by governments in the United States and
Canada to address physical and social post-war needs. Public
involvement in planning wanes as planning is centralized in government
and conducted by ‘experts.’

Mid-1960s

Canadian census data links high levels of illiteracy to poverty, after which
citizens demand more involvement in planning to meet social needs.
Public dissatisfaction with consumerism and life in a technological society
results in community protests against ‘big business and big government.”
Citizen unrest in the United States is much more ‘violent, political and
racially tense’ than protests in Canada.

Late 1960s

In response to urban riots, the American government formally involves
citizens in planning for social needs by legislating the requirement for
public involvement in federal antipoverty programs and grant programs
intended to promote model cities, new town development, community
development, and urban development.

1968

Public involvement in planning is legislated in the United Kingdom
through the Town and Country Planning Act of 1968.

Appendix 2—Source: Stroick, 1998, p. 72
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KEY EVENTS IN THE EVOLUTION OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
Time Line

1969

In response to rising public concerns about the state of the environment,
the United States legislates ‘public consultation’ as a requirement of
environmental decision-making through the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969.

1972

The receipt of public comment through quasijudicial public hearings is
legislated in Canada for environmental impact assessments conducted as
part of the Federal Environmental Assessment and Review Process.

1970s

Legislated requirements for public involvement in environmental decision-
making spur the growth of public involvement as a formal practice in
Canada and the United States.

1980s

The neoconservative politics and entrepreneurial governance of the
Reagan era limits public involvement in government decision-making to
the legal minimum in the United States. In Canada, despite the parallel
presence of a Conservative government in Ottawa, public consultation in
government decision-making continues and begins to expand to include
the public in bona fide participatory decision-making processes.

1992

The Conservative era in American politics ends with the election of Bill
Clinton, after which federal support for public involvement increases.

1993

The World Bank’s Operational Directive 4.01 on Environmental Assessment
requires affected groups and local nongovernmental organizations to be
‘informed and consulted in a meaningful way’ as part of any
environmental impact assessment that receives World Bank funding.

1996

The National Academy of Sciences in the United States declares that
environmental risk characterization requires both technical analyses and
‘deliberative processes’ involving interested and affected parties.

Appendix 2 continued—Source: Stroick, 1998, p. 73





