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Project Purpose

The purpose of this project is to lay the foundations for building a high quality
masscitizen participation process.

We know that we can engage thousands people in meaningful processes on
live policy issues. We also know how to engage millions of people through non
deliberative asynchronous mechanisms such agpeditions and mobile or
online voting.

The Teleparticipation projecexploreshow bestto combine the reach of mass
media and voting techniques with the deeper engagement experience of the
deliberative event.

This Document

This documentonsists otwo standalone but complementary elements. The first sectibime Proposals
contains recommendationsand comparative models showing how Teleparticipation might be taken
forward in practice. The second sectjdrhe Researcloutlines the desk research, case studies and mass
engagement components that led to our developmentltie Proposalsind discussethe benefitsof and
barriers to successful mass engagement.

This project, in light of the Innovation Fund focus on practice, has been conceived as a pragmatic respon
to the need to develop truly national deliberative fora. This project therefore doesseek to provide a
definitive answer to the problems and questions surrounding this idsukit does seek to provide a solid
foundation on which further exploration and piloting can be built.

Throughout the research process we particularly sought to |&&m the experience of online and media
driven mass engagement from outside the UK and have benefited greatly from the support of deliberative
democracy pioneers AmeriSpeaksn producing this document.

Throughout the research processvolve researchednd produced a number of case studies on different
process approaches, undertook desk research and interviewed a number of key figures working o
relevant areas as well as visiting Ame8paaksluring the CaliforniaSpeaks health engagement process in
2007.
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A. The Proposals

This report and the proposals in this section have been based upon four working assumptions as to tr
objectives of any mass engagement process. These assumptions are that we are trying to create a m:
engagement pocess which supports:
e Millions of people to engage deeply with an issue. In practice this means reflect on the issue and b
exposed to views very different from their oywn
e The creation of solutions to specific policy challenges
e Reach out to all social gups, with emphasis on those not engaged by traditional politics or
consultation methods
e Deliberation in preference to oppositional models of mobilisation

Al Recommendations

The following recommendations follow directly from the working assumptions ab®eshave broken the
recommendations section below into mission critical recommendatipht.1) and additional process
recommendationgAl.2) We believe that if the mission critical recommendati@me not followed as an
absolute minimunstandard thenanydeliberative process wible likely tofail.

Al.1Mission Critical Recommendations
1. Multimedia & Many Opportunities

Provide multiple opportunities for engagement both in terms of the type of medium through which people
are asked to engage and in termoisthe depth and commitmentequired to participate

Why critical?People want to participate on their own termim a way that suits themand are willing to

give differing amounts of time to engage at differing levels. Providing a variety of formats and
opportunities to participate in the process is therefore essential both in terms of reaching diverse
audiences and in generating a useful range in terms of depth of information.

2. Irresistible Engagement

It is absolutely essential that the process is ealjirdesigned to mximise audience participation
branding, publicity and afiarticipativeelements must be incredibly engaging.

Why critical?If the goal id0 engagdarge numbers of people, the process used nmadtemely interesting

or engagingf a critical mass of participants is to be achiev&dme largeengagement processes to date
have struggled to fill the seats availabRarticipant feedback showed that processes teal too worthy

or bureaucratic and therefore not necessarily an enjoyabésy wf spending their ever moranited free

time. Those processes to date which have engaged millions have either been extremely easy or extreme
appealing, but have tended to be oppositional and failed to support solutions. If we adeuelop
processeswhich are solution focussed they will be very hard to make as quick aspatitien, for
example. They must therefore be extremely engaging. If there are any barriers to entry the incentives t
overcomethesemust besignificant



3. Individual opinion &pression

Every person who patrticipates in the procas®uldbe given an opportunity to express their opinion on
the final optionsas part of a mass actiofror exampleif we use deliberation kits or have online games as
part of the process those who gbrough must by right be able to express a finapinion as part of the
wider processVoting, polling and petitioningiustnot be disconnected, isolated processes.

Why critical? We know from the soon to be published government ScienceWise aiiizen sunmit
evaluationsthat the opportunity for each individual to express an opinion through a vote or some other
means is incredibly importarior the following reasons

e Active participation it forces each person to become an active participant and thinkudnohow
they wish to express their opinions;

e Data creation: it also ensures that we know what each person thinks and what the level of
consensus or disagreement actually is;

e Participant satisfaction/ownership: participants also enjoy the process of gotind feel a
subsequent sense of ownership and intstrén the final results;

e /| 2yYySOlA2Y G2 6ARSNI LINRPOSaay ¢S 1y2¢ GKFOG
without this level of connectivity are exactly as you would expect, are disconnectetaaedless
appeal to participants and create less value for the overall process.

4, Gowith the Grain of Civic Energy

When attempting to engage large numbers of people it is necedsaiyok both at how andwhere they

are spending theitime interacting,and to find out what issues peoplare motivated to participateni
There is little point spending valuable time and resources fighting powerful social trends, but rather
harness whats working already.

Why Critical?If we look at where millions of peoplare alreadyengaging it is in activities which plug
directly into peopl® key concerns or interests. Successful initiatives such a20iee-petition on road
pricing, Pop Idol or online communities like &mums, independent consumer guides such as Wilaich
indeed eBay) and conventional broadcasting.

Such approactsare tuned into existing value systems and lifestgguirements;they are usable and easy
to engage with. Such participatory models are also successful because the participants trustiewvlih
the offer being made and the independence of that process from ulterior motives.



Al.2SecondaryRecommendations
5. Transparency and integrity

Ensure transparency of the process from the very outset of the project in order to build Thistould be
achievedthrough involving a broad baseof independentcommentators or stakeholders the process
from the outsetand who can documerthe procesdreely online and off.The process should be open to
criticism, using it as an opportunity to leaamd respondHaving the right kind foprocess leadership also
helps. (See point 9 below.)

6. Create an event

The overall process should feel like a specific event designed around eufaartiause or impact. Ongoing
processes tend not to create the nesasy sense of urgenagquired when seeking to engage critical
mass of participantsTime limitation goes hand in hand with evestyle processes and should help define
the process and create an atmosphere of urgency around the need to participate. fAEMINg to
influence policy dimeframe which allowshis mustbe establishedrom the outset.

7. Establish absolute clarity of purpose and boundaries

Ensuring that all involved in the processhose running and those participatingnderstand and a able
to communicate the purpose of the process, what it eanal can notachieve. This clarity will help focus on
achievable results, galvanise participation and manage expectations of the process.

8. Prioritise participant viewpoint

To engage millions thentire process must be designedlie something that there is a real demand and
general publidesireto be part of, such as the mass popularity of the Live8 campdiga process must
therefore be developed with users to ensure the process eleméntsith the participantflifestyles and
that the subject appeals to thewalues. A steering group of representative participants should therefore
be an integral part of the way the process is run.

9. Follow up wvsibly

A successful engagement process wiliMe a legacy focivic energy. There should be some support for
citizens to continue engaging with policy decision making after the initial-timiéed process has taken
place. This means not only following up with information as to the outcomes and chdmgehave taken
place after the process ends, but also some form of res®wr network which can take that energy
forward. Planning and providing for this follow up should be considered with input from the participants
themselves.

10. Governmentgive 8 NJ &G SSNJ G2 . NRBIFROFaldSNR 2y

It is essential that the government make it clear to broadcasters that they wish to see them supporting the
types of national public participation outlined in this reportirough our research it hagbome clear that

due to the sensitive nature of the relationship between the government and our broadcasters, many
broadcasters are concerned about going beyond a traditional information giving or opinion reflecting role
For the models outlined in this pert to achieve their potential, broadcasters need to feel the explicit

support of government.
6



11. Openleadershipapproach

It is important that anyprocess benefits from a leadership approach which opens up debate and welcomes
criticism. This approacltan be at odds with classical political leadership which tends to based on
advocating a specific positiand being defensive in the face of criticism

12. Incentivise participation

Designed to ensure yomvolve a morediverserepresentation of people in # processeyond altruistic
seltselectors Different types of incentives can be used, such as competitions, benefits offaextige
influence orpeer approval.

13. Further action research

To date, limited research on the effectiveness of variousipgsdtive technologies to engage different
sections of society has been undertaken in order to uncover how people engage with new technologie:
Further, more detailed work could be commissioned around motivation and potential to instigate opinion
shift.

14. Establish satellite deliberation approach

Further exploration required around tHegistical possibilities dinking community deliberationsing sel
facilitated kits and games with national events or processes through the internet and TV.

15. Harnesssocial networks both online and off

Informal social networks are a very valuable way of accessing particular groups of people who do ne
usually engage with formalised politics or governance. The process can be grown by tapping into ar
harnessing existm initiativesin these areaslt should not beassumel that people are waiting for the
opportunity to come and engage with a central progassgs important to reach out into existing networks
and invite participation.



A2 Policy context & motivations fomass engagement
21% Century Issues

We as a society face challenges the like of which we have never seen before. Complex societal issues s
as public healthprovision immigration the aging societyand climate change are currently challenging
those fomulating public policy to make tough decisions.

In the 20th century we built institutions to tackle the challenges we then faced; the NHS to raise life
SELISOGFyOezr (KS |1 A3Kglea !'38SydOe G2 Y208 dza | NZ
challedSa | N8B aAYAf LN 6dzi Ay ONB I afdcysad pdlicyGalutidnk Se-rb
f2y3SNI F6fS G2 | yag XNrdhalRriges @ complek, intziepddteRt ahd Hivea
require large groups of individuals to change their Hslier actions. It is becoming clear that"2€entury
institutions alone cannot solve the problems of the modern & look to the government to act on our
behalf, ut which politician would dare suggest that we are living too long, should move arossatere
too busy to be well informed, for fear of losing the dwindling number of votes avaifable

5

Beyond Large Events

LG A& y2 O2AyOARSYyOS (KIFG Ay GKS ftlLad dGe2 &% N
style events on Healtlare, Pensions Reform, Climate Change and Nuclear pavérdzNJ Wg A Oif SR

there ever were any.In some cases, policy was influenced by these events; the then Prime Minister
committed to integrate public priorities from Your Health, Your Care, YourZ8&p) into the National

| SIFf K {SNIBAOS® 2KAfS GKS YIlI22NARdGe 2F GKS&AS /A
there have simply been too few people involved either to make an impact on society as a whole, or tc
constitute a critical masshich could provide the momentum for charige

Transformative Change

Mass deliberative style events can deliyesitive outcomesboth for those who participafeand for the

ability of government to tacklehe wicked issuesvhich mark out our era This las beenpowerfully
demonstrated throughthe public opposition to chan§epromoted in much of the press or gathered
through traditional opinion pollingthough is perhaps not anaccurate reflection of considered public
opinion’. It is considered public opion not the uninformed public opinion gathered through polls that
should drive policy. In the words of ProfesSamesCA A K{ Ay &Gl tf2gAy 3 OGN RAGA
politics, is a bit like encouraging a man off steeet to try his hand at braid dzZNBSNE ® L (i Qa
O2yUN} 4G CAaAaK]AY 32Sa 2yiG2 aleé GKIFIG aRSfAOSNI (A
a2YSiAYSa SOSY o6SUGSNIAYF2NNSR GKIYy LREtAGAOAI ya&

1. FNIESsES WT ilAyazys { FyYyR a2NIAY2NBX w 06 H Parliadenttty Af&irAVdlan® 56Nuniber ¥, Y1 dxghik O ( |
2003, pp. 36B67(1)

2/ AGAT Sy WdzNASayYy ¢KS S@gSyida GKIFIG KIFI@S 0S8S02YS 1y26y Sudmits ahl iage@an the thaddl 6f Sy &
Americd LIS 14Q wmaid /SyiddaNE ¢26y aSSliAy3aato ¢KSe INB y2i /AGAT SyaQ wdzNASa
Wicked Issues are highly complex, circular, fluid and changeable social problems which society faces to which thengléssotugim. Rittell & Webber 1973

4 Participation Nation, Critical Mass, Involve, London (2007)

®96% said they were satisfied with the process : Evaluation of Your Health Your Care Your Say, Shared Practice for DH (2006)

®e.g. fuel taxation (climate changejranger regulation of junk food advertising to children (obesity);

" Imagine Jersey 2035, "1 9anuary 2008

8 Discussion with James Fishkin Tampere, Finland, 27 September 2006
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http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/oup/parlij;jsessionid=43ak93e9okmf4.victoria

There is someevidence that mass deliberationcan support transformative change in those who
participate, s A 0 K LIJIS2 L) SQ&a 2LIAYyA2ya aKAFTGOGAY3I NIRAOFTf (e
institutions, experts and citizens.

Recent Experience

We haverecently seenmassdeliberation events run in the States of Jersey and Westminster. Each time
they have given the government a powerful mandate for radical steps to address wicked issues th
incumbent government faces. Only in Jersey however, have these events led to pahgedive believe

one of the main reasons for this was thaly in Jersey did they manage to involve a signifieardugh
proportion of the population in the process to create the momentum for change.

In the UK we havimvolvedtoo few people in a singlempcessto make a impact on society as a whole and
crucially too few to constitute a critical mass which could provide the momentum for chidnge

Engaging Millions

To tackle the tough issues we face requires the genuine engagement of millions of peofieusznds.

That is what this project is abourhis will only happen by going with grain of contemporary British- bije
going to where people are already participating. This project will explore how critical political issues can b
made highly relevanto everyday life in order to reach out to a large and diverse demographic, many of
whom do not participate in traditional or formal civic processes.

The most successful public participation projects in Britain today have created a phenomenon and touche
e?d S NE 2 y. $xé 10 imilidh People give up several hours a week to be involved, many of whom do not
participate in traditional politics and who often find it difficult to engage with or understhn@ihese
WLINE 2 § ofitéute tite NX voting pheomena of Big Brother, -Ractor and Strictly Come Dancing.
200,000 people auditioned for X Factor in 280Aroundnine millionpeople tune into the X Factor each
week'?,

This project will take initial steps to practically understand how we can harnedsliseed and new media
to produce groundbreaking participative multimedia formats for political engagement based upon
relevance to everyday life and contemporary entertainment culture.

Small can be beautiful

| dZNNByGfeé a¢KS Lot AQ@LRPEALAORQI aAaRARASdBEKS(ER
Individuals are less engaged than ever in formal political activism such as voting and party merfibership
yet a quiet revolution is taking place on single issues. This can be seen in healthEape@datients take
control of their own well bein; as community movements challenge the forces of globalisation with local

° Warburton, D. (2006), Department of Health: London

% participation NationCritical Mass, Involve, London (2007)

My dz 2F Wt 2t AGAOFE Wdzy1ASaQ FAYR LREAGAOA WAy G SNSa (tRyad Big Bibthat hiRwed fing’ G U
L2t AGAOE WKINR (2 dzy RS NBAubkieyRThle ¢ Zwo Hbudes Rof. Sephen’Coleman (20@3] A G A OF

12 http://www.xfactor.tv/news/article/?scid=24

13 BARB viewing figurdgtp://www.barb.co.uk/viewingsummary/weekreports.cfim?Requesttimeout=500&report=weeklyterrestrial

14 Hansard Society, Electoral Commission Audit of Political Engagement (2006)

15Hansard Society, Electoral Commisshulit of Political Engagement (20@807)

16 http://www.patient.co.uk/showdoc/40024857/
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initiatives such as farmers markétsand slow food town®; and in focused digital campaidiias citizens
capitalise on networks anaged through social software, mobile devices and the intéfnet

Mass Engagement & Politicians

This detachment and discord between the policy making processes of national government and loc:
citizenled action on single issues has not been missed byolitical leaders:

GC2NJ Ff K2dAK 2dz2NBE A& |y SNI Ay BKAOK YI y:
association and voluntary engagement have declined, | have seen, all around the country,

new and vibrant forms of civic life, social and community oactiand multimedia
technologies that have transformed the scope and nature of civic particip&tion

Gordon Brown

However we have seen tensions emerging between politicians and traditional political leadership and the
need to open up political discourgbat these processes demand. For examlering thennuclear mass
deliberation process Gordon Brownold parliament atPrime Minister's question time that a decision to
continue with nuclear power had been taken "and that is why the security of our ersengply is best

&l ¥S3dzr NRSR 06& 0dzZAf RAY3I | ySg 3ISYSNIGA2Yy 27F ydzC
key reason for the NGOs involveithdrawing their support for the proce&s

This kind of explicit leadership although clear and gemgen bothclose down the scope for debate and
undermine the ability of these processes to function effectively.

Limits of Technology

It is clear that if weare to reach out and engage larger numbergpebple we are going to have to harness
new technologyand the networks it support®o make this work However, we do not yet knowtwhat
extent new technologgansupport the citical element of deliberation.

We do not know vino will be excluded if a technolodgd process is adopted and whether tlegyitimacy of
the participation will beundermined byusingthese newtechnologies

However, m an era when formal politics often excludes the majority of society are such discussions
peripheral to thefundamental motivationof building a critical maskcilitated by technologyo push for
societalchange? It is these questions andhets that this project explores.

17 http://www.Ifm.org.uk/who.asp

18 http://www.slowfoodludlow.org.uk/

19 http://education.guardian.co.uk/students/finance/story/0,,2155763,00.html

201.7m people signed road pricing epetition. Student Facebook campaign changed HSBC policy http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/EaRitEEi60.stm
21London, 3 September 2007 to National Council for Voluntary Organisations

22 \idal J (2007b $ 6 b dzOt St NJ w2 6 ! &TheOGLAdiah, 7SeEEEUHER2007 dzt f h dzi QF

10


http://www.lfm.org.uk/who.asp
http://www.slowfoodludlow.org.uk/

A3 Modelsfor Mass Engagement

In this section we outline threprocess modelsThe firstis a generianodel and the remaining two are
variationsof this; the second being a tedown institution ledapproach to mass engagement, and the third

a more bottomup or user generated approach. The three models have been developed with the working
assumptions that any mass engagement process would be seeking to

e Engage millions
e Create solutions
e Reach out to all
e Avoid oppositional approaches

In practice he three distinct models we outline in this section would in practice be combined and tailored
in order to form a satisfactory hybrid which fits the requiremenfsa specific real life process hrough

our research we have identified two dominant schools of thinking in terms of how mass engagement ca
push for change: working closely and constructively wnigtitutional decisionrmakers in large managed
processs or by having processes that are separate from any formal policy processes but have influence |
virtue of their scale creating a critical mass to push for change. In this sectibluntty distinguish these
approachesas institution and citizeted.

TS Y2RSta KIFI@S 06SSy RS@St2LISR | OO2NRAYy3 G2 AydS
and from both Involve andmericBpeak® 26y SELISNASY OS Ay i KSdirdeth St
transfer of these models as they are presentbdre; adaptation to the specific context would always be
required. Here however, we seek todemonstrate a working hypothesis on how a mass engagement
process taking place in the UK in the next few years might best be successful. This is not a definitive a
closed proposat rather a starting pointo be built upon.

We believe that it is useful to make a distinction between approadcras break down processes into
components in thisvay as it helps to compare and contrast the practical applicatiomrof given mas
engagement procesand to envision how ategratedwhole approachmight best fit together.

A3.1A Generic Model : Fourore components

In this section we briefly describe the four key components that we believe should broadly surmise an
mass engagenmd process. The components are shown as being sequential but in fact the relationship
between the different elements will vary depending upon the approach taken. These shifts in dynamic ar
RSY2Y&aGNI GSR Ay (KS f HISRO wWweyrsSichjagznent? Below Wk désghile .
why we consider these components are essential elements and highlight some key teBsirrison the
following pageoutlines the stages.
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A3.1.1 Issue Selection and setup

Achieving relevance of topicimpartiality of project Issue selection and

organisersand balance of any partisan advisers is essent setup
from the outset of any mass engagement process.
The subject matter up for discussion in a mass engagemg Q

process is absolutely crucial to the success of the proje
This is not onlyrue in terms of the general issue addresse(
but also in the way in which the specifics are presentg
and communicated to the public. If the issue is eithg
LISNALIKSNF € G2 GKS Llzt A 0Q3 A&
in a highly relevant and understandabway the process v
will see poor take up across the board from the outset. Th
is likely then to incur negative press coverage and dampyf
the chance of process success from the very outset. Focal point

Creating a buzz

The matter of issue selection and setup is also crucial wh
consdering public trust in any process being undertaker Q
The impartiality of the decisions taken around firstly, wha

issue to address, and secondly how to present informatig

relating to that topic, must be shown to be beyond al Change and follow up
doubtto avoid undermininghe process?

Box 1: The Four Core Components

A3.1.2 Creating a buzz

If an engagement process is to be attempted on a truly massive scale then it is essential to ensure that
many and asdiverse a group of people as possiklgw about it. What is more, as many as possible see
the process as being relevant to them and so want to becamelved and informedThis kind of reach
must be established order to give angventual processutcomes legitimacy

Previous deliberative activities have involved thousands of people at timégubteach into mainstream
consciousness has been consistently poor. If we are to raagthing approachingillions of people then
of course,a central communications campaign would be an effective apprgauit we would argue that
this kind of oneway informational campaign, though important, is not enough te@ceed when trying to
engage with andhvolvelarge numbers of participants.

One of the key ways in which people become involved in or awaeetofitiesis through already active
citizens and wal of mouth rather than any central communications campéfgSuccessfully reaching
active individuals who are able to converse with and influence others to participate is important to the
success of the project, particularly to outreach into underrepréséermgroups.

ZGovernment Energy Review (2006) High Court Judgement ruled the consiitaior & WY A af S RAY3IQ FyR WaSNhAz2dzafte Tt
|psos MORI Socholitical Influencers (2007)
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I NBFGAy3 | o0dd 1 @fers thlibtemstandicéh@ersatibiryénérated around the project on a
largely informal level. @line and text based viradtyle techniquesshould be combinedvith local and
national press coveragdaceto-face outreach and wordf-mouth. This would take the form of a number
of satellite activities that run alongsdor feed into the main process, ranging across user generated
elements such as Facebook groupsline pledges and petitions to professionallyifdated face to face
meeting<® and innovative community everfts

The mainpurpose ofelement would be to generate interest and excitement and to create a public demand
to participate in the process. For this reasaentrally developedsatellite activites must be developed
with an emphasis on entertainment, relevance and engaging contemd useigenerated activity should

be welcomed and supported for example through online blogging networks and offline community
groups Activities of all formshoull be encouraged tdirect individuals back to a central point to engage.

A3.1.3 Focal Point

Any large national or international process will require a focal point and braraynd which other
activities can take place and feed int@rking towards a shaeoutcome.

This focal point for mass engagement could take a number of differing and complementary forms whicl
we discuss in greater detail in the followitgo models, and would also act as a centrepiece towards
which public energy and enthusiasm can lecded to and engaged with.

A website will be important to act as an information portal which directs individuals to relevant
information, partner sites, polls and deliberative engagement activities. However, ehulelalone is not
enough to engage a waddemographic audience.

Our research has shown that to promote inclusivity, the public should be provided with as many ways int
a process as possible in order to capture diverse input. In practice this would mean combininghabweb
(which itself has manchannels of entry pointing people towards it from different media and satellite web
activities such as social networking sites, texting, printed community publicity materials, mass medi
coverageetc.) with some kind of high profile offline event likeational TV programme.

A national television eventvould havetremendous reachespecially wherwombined with telephone and
text voting activities, seffacilitated meeing packs and a central wétub. The combinatioshould create
excellent outreach bdt in terms of diversity and numbers.

Any approach is very likely to feature a focal point which includeen&ral website hukas a minimum and
possibly some supportive broadcast television content.

% 35uch as the type run by America Speaks in the US. See the case studies in the research section of this document.
% 3such as those highlighted in the Involve Saytarfid- @ O2 YYdzy A& O2yadzZ GF A2y LAf20 6C2NIKO2YAY 3 Wn)
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A3.1.4  Change and follow up

Threekey questions must baddressed towards the end of any deliberative process if it is to be considered
a success:

¢ What changed?
e What next?
e How can we improve?

Changecan take many forms such as policy change, creatioreafinformation or mobilisation of people

and will of cairse be influenced by the process delivered. Although inherent with such a prdbess
precise details of the change can not be predicted. It is important that the resultant change is made explic
to the participants.

Follow upactivities are importanta ensure that the pl2 O 8rpacts maximised, and in particular that
any civic energy generated is channelled productively. Falipwactivities can take the form of
communications to participants and other key audiences through media work or informaitavision of
what has changed on the issue in questiort can also include participant support, such as direction to
other resources to take their views forward to elected members or through NGOs.

Evaluation of any such large process will be importardth to learn from it but also to inform the
management of the project on an ongoing basis. Members of the public should be involved in thi:
evaluation process.

A3.1.5 360 Degree Engagement

Any effective mass engagement will have to support a number dardiit forms of public participation to
involve this broad audience. This 8sSNXY SR a4 dGocn RS3INBS&SmMmpnead idBer Sy
section aboverepresentelements of aprocess, in this section we outline 360 degreeengagement
approach

Before weproceed into the components it is worth highlighting that perhaps the kegicern when
developing a 360 degree approach is ensuring that it generseported solutions. Millions of people
have been mobilised on many occasions but always as one way ibppasmovements, be it political
marches or the No. 18nti Road Pricing-petition.

Support for slutions can be generated in a number of wagsnumber of solutioroptions can be pre
determined as part of the process, using groups of advisers (&@sNor experts), or they can be-co
created with citizensas part of the process, this glol happen through ratings systems such as those
employed by YouTube and Technorathere different citizen generated solutions are proposed and
participantsvote and @mmenton the one they support; or created through deliberatiaege scaleface

to face discussions.

Information Dissemination

Informationon the key issues must lovided as part of the process. Thisouldbe done in a way that is
simple easy and emging and which caters towards the diverse needs of various sections of so8iety
number of techniques are listed below that can be used to provide information which offer a more
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engaging or personally tailored experience than merely providing textualats via a central website or
promotional literature (although the clarity and dissemination of such material is an important factor too).
We have grouped them under three headingMlay, 2Way and Cgoroduction.

1-Way

Video, bah online and in nationadnd local media inadingviral marketing styles can be tailored to
appeal to specific groups who choose to watch in particwiays or prefer specific formats.

Radio, national, local, studenttommunity and wekbased should be used to disseminate
information in a conversational way to individuals as parthefir existing listening habits.

Text message subscriptions can be provided to those who want to receive brief information
bulletins, updates and reminders about other participative opportunities bubvdo not have
ready access to a computer.

Digital TV information screens can enable people to access information in a-réeimg
environmentg particularly aimed at those groups who are less likely to own a home computer.
Email newsletters inabing multimedia content are a simple way of sending out information
bulletins and participative links and polls to subscribers

Tailoring the central information hub to individual preferences using rehiinnel format is a
useful way of appealing to different segnte of the participant group whilst maintaining one
OSY (NIt LERNIIfX F2N SEFYLX ST KIGAy3a | aSLI NI
RSS feeds should be enabled on all process websites so thasaweyp individuals are able to
subscribe and keep up to date with the latestormation which they can then pass on by other
methods to their own networks

Online role playing gamescan take individuals through the various trad#s and compromises
NEIljdzZA NBR o0& LI l&@Ay3d GKNRBRAAK | aO0SylFNAR2 FTNRY

2-Way

Home facilitationpacks (sing discussion formats and DYBan enable community groups to hold
deliberative events in their own environments in a way which best suits their needs.

Social networking groups are able to reach into existing mkiete and active, generally
younger more dispersed and tingoor communities

Individual blogs and blogging networgsnformation can be provided in a wide variety of personal
styles and from various perspectives which will appeal to a spectrum of viewsalz&a process
owned blogs can be charged with providing the balanced and impartial statiha: bloggers with
different opinions can be linked to from that central source.

Deliberative online and offline surveydeads a participant through informatiostep by step and
enables them to interact by stating opinions angutting information as they progress.

Coproduction
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Deliberation

Mounting research’ advocatesthat in terms of creating solutions and @rmed participation, a
deliberative elements key.There are a number of routes towards enabling langenbers of people to
deliberate. These can take place in less depth on a largde satang online methods such as the
deliberative survey or role playing gameentioned above, or can be run as satellite faodace events
which are run in conjunction with the central mass information gathering process. Some examples of thi
more in deth deliberation are included here below:

Downloadable deliberation kits(e.g. democs). Deliberation kits which can be undertaken in any space
from a dinner table to a pub or school can be a valuable low cost aid to deliberation. Critical to the succes
of such an approach however will be creating explicit connectivity to a wider process. Deliberation game
FYR (1Ad&a KIFE@S o6SSy Nd¥zy a LINIG 2F 20KSNI yIF A
ScienceHorizons) with limited effect. The key to mgkihem work, as they did in CaliforniaSpeaks is the
explicit connection (in this case via online broadcast and voting) to the main process. These events m
well have to be structured to take place at a specific time to coincide with TV broadcastg, loe jus in
conjunction with a computer from which you can download video, questions voting opportynéties
Such kits and games can be a low tech alternative to expepsiVessional facilitation.

Citizen Summit Meeting¢e.g. Pensions anduclear Dehtes). Using professional convening organisations

is an option to run large events which people are invited to attend. The advantages to this is there i
greater contrd of the quality of the processthe downside is that these are expensivedarequire
extensive planning and organisation in order to ensure success.

Community led discussion forunfe.g. deliberation day). Local organisations (e.g. local authorities or
schools) could be skilled up to deliver community deliberative processes which are cahtigctiegh the
centrepiece to the wider process.

Mass Polling/Voting

Any mass procesgquires a wayf measuring the number of people who support one option or another.
This would take the form of mass voting or polling of some description. The maireriskshfraudulent
voting or hijacking of the process by singdsue campaign groups. Safeguards would therefore have to be
put in place to avoid fraudulent or mass vot@siere are a number of routes xhieving this kind of data
gathering:

e Online Pollig or votingand e-petitionswould reachthose with access and ability to use computers
e Mobile and telephone voting would enable those who watch the television programmes to engage
e Postcard voting would support those who are less likely to use telephooalime methods.

The criticalissues to consider here when aiming to achieve meaningful outcomes will be timing,
incentivising and channelling.

Timing:In order to impact upon any issue, the voting element of the process should be timed to enable
decisiors to be affected by the results.

" Fishkin, J. S. (1995). The voice of the people. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press., Gastil,(2000). By popular tlimimpreRessentative democracy
through deliberative elections. Berkeldyniversity of California Press.
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Incentivising: To capture large numbers of diverse opinions it would be advisable to incentivise or
introduce competitive elements of some sort, otherwise safection could skew results so far they
become meaningless.

Networks

Online social networking has become an important part of how many people UKlive. IndeedBritons

are purported to be the heaviest users of social networking within Eufof®ocial networking is an
important element of any mass deliberatiypeocess that uses new technology whether it be institution or
citizenled as it is through these activities online individuals that information (and misinformation) about
the engagement process will rapidly spread both online and off.

Social networkers ar@able to disseminate information very quickly and to gather support, interest,
conversation and offline action at a similarly quick rate. Whether or not social networking groups are
actually used to directly gather some qualitative data as part of a magagement process or not, it is
important to utilise their popularity and presence on the web to raise awareness and channel people intc
the process itself.

Face to face community networks should not be neglected whlanning a deliberative processthese
reactless quicklythan online groups but have good, deepoted reach into communities, anchn act as
important hubs for the localisedatellite deliberation eventsFor exampleparent teacher associations,
church groupsyouth groups, conservation iunteers and campaign groups may all be targeted in order to
mobilise participants.

Unification

Although all of the approaches described abaexressarilyimply a diversity of styles anohethods to
engage citizens in the process, it is essential that tlieesen overall sense of unity and a clear ceqgoint

and purpose to all of the activity. This applies whether or not an Instittiednor Citizeded model is
used. Unity of purpose and a strong focal point which all activities overtly point back tahamhel
participants towards is essential to ensuring that any process does not become weakened throug
dispersal and misinformation.

In the remainder of this section weill go on to describe two models for mass engagement based on these
guiding princips.

2 http://www.comscore.com/press/release.asp?press=1801
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A3.2Institution Led Model : The toglown approach

An institutiontled model of mass engagement (artop-down approach, is one whereby the initiative is
sponsored by, or has an institution as a key partner. This is the approach adopted by Spekisa

Opinion Leader Research (OLR) #reCentre for Deliberative Democracy at Stanfardong others This

approach requires a clear route into the policy making procass, depends to a large extent for its

success on whether it influences that policykimg process or noBox 2outlines the four keyxomponents
for an institutionled model andsuggests sompossible constituent parts of those stages.

Its characteristics include:

Issue/subject matter chosen by the institution

Information gathering desigrieto feed bacKluidly into institutional mechanismboth in terms

of boundaries and timing to influence official policy processes
Participant representativeness and inclusion given highest priority
Centralised approach with emphasis @mentralfocal pont

Involves decision makers throughout the process

Decision makers committed to making changes as an outcome of

the process

{dz00Saa YSIadz2NBER o0& AyaluAddziazyQa LR2fAO0Oe

Examples of possible objectives are:

Create a mandate for change on tough policyéss
y F2NY (KS shpaieysmdparttylal iSsue
Qreate a new policy solution to address a specific policy challenge

Build relationships between a government department arglkey audiences and stakeholders

Provide a platform for traditionally eXeded citizen voices

Gather information to improvek S 32 @S Ny Y Siyfakitya
Learn from the public to instigatestitutional changse

Awareness raising and presentationb@fiancednformation

RSOAAAZY

In the remainder of this section we describe the Ingtdn-led process with referencto the diagram in
Box 2 on the next page
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Issue Selection
and setup
\_
g

Creating a buzz

\.
Focal point
Change and
follow up

Relevant issue selected by institution
with input from citizen panel. Neutrality
and openness demonstrated from outset
through independent observer blogging.
Documents available online from outset.
Central web hub shaped with citizen panel.
Email updates established.

Media outlets engaged in commentary
and as partners. Competition and gaming
eleements set up. Outreach to community
groups. Bloggers engaged as commenters

and observers. Use of social networking
tools and partner organisations for fast and
deep outreach

A national television event. Online
deliberative events and ongoing activities
channeled to hub. Meeting packs used to
encourage engagement in home and
community. Deliberative satellite events
across regions. Voting on issues using text,
phone, online and postcards.

Dossier of citizens' views produced. All
reports and data made available. Evaluation
made publicly available. Formal decision-
maker feedback. Follow-up TV programme.
Web hub becomes support resource for
involvement and updates.
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A3.2.1 Issue selection and setup

When undertaking institutioded mass engagement it is key th&ato points are addressd from the
outset:

¢ Relevance
¢ Neutrality

These points are particularly important when looking at institutied approaches to mass engagement, as
it is important that relevance to potential participants is prioritised alongside the powerful forces fgcusin
on utility to policy formulation and decisiemaking.

Prioritise Relevance

The creation of such resonationggongly influenced by th&aming and presentation asell asthe issue
itself. Critical to the success of the issue framing process will nsoire that the issue is presentéd a

way which speaks to the central concerns of the public rather than reflecting the terminology or
framework used by policy makers.

We recommend that the relevance of a policy issue to both participants and its neséuio policy makers
should be tested with user groups before embarking upon a full scale engagement process.

Ensure Neutrality

A danger with all institution led processes is that they are seen as extensions of therpakiryg machine,
either promoting pre-determined policies osimply extracting information from citizens. Both of these
criticisms have been raised in terms of recent UK experience with large scale public engageme
processes.

An important goal of the initial communication process musttbensure thatengagemenactivity both
is, andis perceived aseutral on the issues involved.

If the issue in question is highly contentious we recommend that a higsilyleviand representative cross
spectrum citizen/third sector steering grougpsetup to help to achieve this. The creation of a Faartisan
policy advisory board to oversee the development of neutral educational materials that represent the
range of policy options available is another way both of demonstrating and working in cosddion
openness and transparency.

A3.2.2 Creating a buzz

¢ KS ONXBI (i A-2ay atr@o3pheke oflindedzbt bround the procesis particularly important to the
institution-led model in terms of aiding outreach to a diverse and more representative ramge o
participants than may take part in traditional formal engagement processes. Individuals less likely to ge
involved in a formalised, institutiongdrocess can be reached through satellite activitisch orbit the
central process and feed into the fogadint.

2 CPPIH, extractive model; Nuclear Debate as PR
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We recommend that any centralised institutibed process looks to where people are already engaging on
issues similar to the ones it seeks to address, and bases opportunities to engage and become involv
within the context of those existing netwks and pathways. For example, looking to social networking,
community activists, tpical online forums, YouTube, local media arller appropriate pathways where
there is already relevant participativa deliberativeactivity taking place.

A3.2.3 Focalpoint

The actual form of the focal point takes will undoubtedly vary. However, when lookingist ttie
institutional model we propose that a central web hub witlstaong brand holding the process together
and identifying its component parts will helpeate a focal pointAdditionally, a television programme
which brings the process to a far wider audience would also be an important f&tone of the key
aspects to consider when looking at creatingoaal point for this institutioded approach are wtlined
below.

Timing

If seeking to influence formal decisionaking processes the process will need to be designed to be able to
do this For example that it forms part of a consultation process, or is timed in advance of a parliamentan
debate. In realy any initiative that involved millions of people will, simply through its scale create change,
and the pressure for change. If the process is being led by an institution, it will be important for a clea
route for the outputs to existWe recommend thathe focal point is publicised to emrdinate with the
decision making process.

Representation of participants

It is important to acknowledge from the start the limits of representation in many elements of politics,
from the large numbr of people who do notote to the small memberships of our political parties.
Neverthelessdr many institutions the representational quality of the participants is a critical issue. This
could be difficult to monitor andontrol when dealing with mass engagement

To measureghe degree of representation of the process as a whole it is possible to create a parallel contro
group. A group of demographically representative citizens, as you would haved&dibarativepoll. You

can thenenable thisgroup go througtthe process ad then compare their decisions/opinion with those of
the mass engagement process.

Event Programming

For any institution led process which seeks solutions it will be necessary to create some kind of nation
deliberative focus. The most straigotward ofg KA OK ¢g2dzf R 6S | GSf SOAA&SR:
which suppors deliberaion and debate amongst celebyitparticipants. This could be producedda
broadcast on mainstream TV &od be broadcast online.

Our research suggesthiowever, that traditional current affairs programming has limited reach into
currently disengaged groups. It may well be wise therefore to create a more engigmgt which
exposs people to the issues at hand through human stories. We recommend that a TV show or series
cOYYAa3dA2YSR S6AGK ONRBIFR FLIWJSKt GKFEG asSS1a G2 o0NE
broader audience, channelling them towards participation in the process.
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National Media Support

To reach out to a large proportion of society it wik Inecessary to establish partnerships with some
national media agencies (newspapers, websites or broadcasters). In doing so, as mentioned above, t
institutional partners must not seek to control the media partners, but support them to do what they are
good at: creating stories and engaging the public. The research in this report has indicated clearly that
present many of the media partners that the government, or any other institution may need, fear working
with the government in so far as their expisg and skills would be hamstrung by over zealous government
control and fears of communicating with the publfdditionally, media organisations themselvesed to
preserve independent status amobt be seen asn arm of government.

Politician/Civil Sevant Participation

Key policynakers must be engaged in the process to secure their agreement to both participate and
NBaLR2yR (2 (KS 2dz2id2yYySad ¢KS dz GAYFGS 321t 27F
more closely to actual policymidg. The active participation of politgakers in the process increases the
likelihood that the public will be heard.

Recent researci for Department for Innovation Universities and Skills (DIUS) found that a key threat to
institution-led public engagemednworking effectivelyis civil servants not prioritising direct involvement.
This is because many of the outputs often fail to communicate the wider cultural changes, opinion shift:
etc. that have taken place. Therefoijest reading the reports givestaghlyinaccurate impression of the
process. The research recommended that if civil servants cannot give up the time to be involved the
should probably not commission the process to start with.

It has also become clear that any politicians that have diaeithority over the policy domain in question
must give speechegtc. which support a climate of debate and deliberationt ones which close down
discussion.

A3.2.4 Change and follow up

It is important to ensure that the process impact is demonstrategarticipants, to demonstrate that their
participation has produced a tangible outcome or effemt decision makersin order to influence
institutional decisioAamaking the process musalsogenerate information and specific recommendations
that have crelibility with policymakers.

TKS LJdzo f A Gshwdild hethodhieddniougl$s @n online database and reported to pefizgkerswho,

in this institutional model, wouldlso be involved in the processThis information communicates the
direction of citizen concerns: what they value, how they would handle tradeoffs, and what specific policies
they prefer.

The reporting also conveys the magnitude of concern by demonstrating the diversity of people that havi
taken time out of their daily lives to participate deliberations. In the end, the reporting must carry the
persuasiveness, emotional weight, and specificity of detail that characterize citizen deliberation. Suc
gualities will be as important as statistics in conveying the urgency of an issue, andrig dction.

% pemocratic Technologies (2006) Involve
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Reports must alsdemonstrate the legitimacy of the process by whibky wereproduced. Policynakers
must be able to satisfy themselves that the process was neutral, fair and soundly exdeuateglss reports
must transparently show whoseoices are represented by the report and make available the raw data for
analysis by public officials and outside parties.

Soon after the process closes, we recommend that a publicly available report is produced in accessik
formats and that any policyeport and analysis compiled is also made publicly available. The next stage of
follow up would be to produce updates for those participants who have signed up to receive further
information about the progress of decisiomaking around an issue. This cobkl suppoted by turning the
original webhub into a resource to support citizen followp on the issue and to enable further contact
with those involved in running the process and with relevant decision makers.

It is not enough to simply bring the resultd these deliberations to decisiemakers. If a national
engagement process is to effectively produce policy change, it must demonstrate to-palkeys the
presence ofcontinuing support and interest ithe priorities that have been articulatec&upportng the
public to remain involved in arissue through an online platform, supported layrange of relevant
organisationgs therefore key to the process.

We recommend that the following activity takes place after the process closes

e Participants eceive upates on the progress of the discussion and peti@kingin Parliament
through email, text mesage and post where appropriate
e Support website be set up as the front pagfethe former consultation hub containing:
o Information regarding how tocontact an MP, start a petition, or engage wittadvocacy
groups fromacross the politicespectrum working on the issue
o Opportunitiesto participate infurther online andface to facediscussions aimed ateeper
deliberation and engagement with policy makérappropriate
¢ Downloadble materials made available for individualotganize thei own activities
e A crosssection of decision makersagicipants and nofparticipants invited to evaluatthe process
and to suggest improvements
e All reports and dat@eneratedmadepublidy available
e A formal response from decision makées made publicly available
e Process evaluation documents made publicly available
e A followrup TV programmée commissioned
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A3.3 CitizenLedModel: The bottomup approach

A citizenled model of masgarticipationis abottom-up approach, one whereby the initiative generated

by bodies outside of the institution affected by the issue being deliberated uptis approach is inspired

by the recent rise in takep across a variety of usgenerated meia and spontaneous participant or
celebrityled campaigning movementhe approach require®rganisers to connect with receptive decision
makersbut not to enable those powelbrokers to control the agenda. The success of the process depends
to a large exnt for its success on whetherdisrupts and impacts upothat policy making process rather
than feeding into it in a formalised manner.

Its characteristics include:

Issue for deliberation chosen by participants

Aims to impact upon decisions and offigelicy processes

Participant representativeness still important but not so exacting as Institution model
Networked approach with many externally run satellite processes feeding back to central hub
Doesnot necessarily involve decision makers in the pssce

Decision makers are pushed to make changtgey donot necessarily buy into the process
Success is measured by impact on public consciousness and policy change

Examples of possible objectives are:

Creating a critical mass of people to push for chamgéough policy issues

Influence key opinion formers and social groups

Starting a public debate on an issue which will lead to policy change

Making change happen through funds raised by citizens themselves

Generate popular solutions to policy challengeattare most important to citizens
Establishment of a new intermediary presence to bridge the gap between citizen and state
Awareness raising and presentation of balanced information

Demonstrating the results afformedpublic deliberation

In the remainde of this section we describe the Citized process with reference to the diagram in Box 3
on the following page
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Citizen competition to select
issues through online ratings and
voting. Key cross-issue
stakeholders engaged. Citizen
steering group established.

Online and offline networks
engaged. Bloggers. Games and
quizzes. Social networks and
offline community groups. Media
coverage.

Video diaries and citizen
learning journey emphasised.
Many diverse web tools point
back to the central process. A
national TV programme/series.
Follow along at home meeting
packs.

Push for change is documented
and follow up TV broadcasts are
made. Invitations to suggest the
next topic for consideration are
put forward as a virtuous circle.
Evaluation.
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Issue selection and setup

When embarking on a citizded engagement process, it is necessary to enabléqgieants toactuallyset

the agenda for discussiomémselvesThere are a number of ways citizens could be involved in selecting
the issue to be discussed. We would recommend using an open ratings approach where individuals c:
suggest issues by postimg a website using text, pictures and video clips to submit their priorities and
concerns, and then other participants can comment on and rate the ideas. There could be a competitiv
element included in the process to encourage diverse participation.wWidugd also serve to begin creating

a participant advocate base which would help drive the interest referred to in the next component
WONBI GA%Y3 | o6dd 1 Q

When outlining the institutional procesthovewe emphasised the need for relevance and impartialttis |
through using a citizefed approach to issue selection and process setup takgvance and impartiality
can be addressed from the outset. If participants are involved in selecting the issues addregsideit
more likely that subjectsip for disussionresonate strongly with the public consciousness and are framed
in a way which appeals wther potential participants, thereby encouraging highparticipationrates

The active involvement of citizens in making decisions on the process from thewset also establishes
openness and transparen®f working practices, helping to protect the process from accusations of bias.
The involvement of citizens in active decision making also has the added advantage of establishing a cc
community of userdrom the outset people who may well go on to champion the process in their own
circles.

We recommend the establishment of a prominent citizgaering group to oversee and direct the process.
Their activities and opinions could be catalogued openly thhoa blog network as well as offline media
work and community meetings.

Creating a buzz

¢ KS ONXBI i A-an/atn®sphele of Wterdzt dradind the process in the form of citigenerated or
mediagenerated activities is an integral part of the citized model. Thisvill aid outreach to a diverse
and more representative range of participants than may take part in tratilidormal engagement
processes. This will also enable central organisers to entbedparticipation activity within existing
preferred networks rather than equiring participants to accesscentralpoint to participate

Harnessing Networks

Although a central web hubnd strong communications campaigna necessary part of all of the models
we outline in this documentwhen implemeting the citizenled model it is through the wider network of

online and offline communities that theentral processprimarily will be spread into existing areas of
action.

To put it simply, &itizenled process looks to where people are already engga@n issues similar to the
ones being addressed, encourages and invites those existing netandkserganisation$o point back to
the central processFor exampleprocess organisers can lodk social networkingsites community

% See the Case Foundation Make it Your Own Awards for a working rintgelicasefoundation.org/makeit-your-own as well as the Sinceslicedbread case
study included in the latter half of this document.
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activists, topical onliea forums,NGOs and campaigning group®uTube and other appropriatanline and
offline pathways where there is already relevant participatoredeliberativeactivity taking placelt must
be ensured that a balanced range ofganisations and groupare nvolved if this activity is to avoid
accusations of bias.

Focal point

A citizenled modelg A f aK2g0FasS OAGAT SyaqQ @ASéa |yR F20
discussed absolutely relevant to a diverse audienthe type of focal point for nsd8 engagement will
therefore necessarily draw upon citizen voicaser generated content and contributi@amd enable ttizen
control over the process through built in voting and rating mechanisms.

The actual form of the focal point takes will undoubtedéry. However, when looking at this, the citizen

led model we propose that a central web hub with a number of different segments or personalisation
options would work well to enable individuals to tailor the site to their own preference. A logo is an
important part of tying the various activities together as a whole brand approach would not allow true
diversity in the representation of information. The logo could be used as a way of badging the variou
discussions andctivities which may be very diverse appearancen this citizn-led, usergenerated
model. All activities will point back to the central web hub as in the institutional model.

A citizenled television programmer miniserieswhich brings the process to a far wider audience would
also be a important factor.This would feature some of the citizens engaged in the early stages of the
process and follow their own explorations of the relevant issues on a learning journey. The programme
would also be available online as videiary style reporage and made available on YouTube.

Some of the key aspects tmnsider when looking at creating a focal point for this institudies approach
are outlined below.

Timing

Although the citizeded model will likely not have a formal feedback route inte fholicymaking process,
it is advisable that those running the process make information on which decisions are coming up i
Parliament clearly available to the public who will be deciding on which issue to focus deliberation.

Representation of participarg

It is important that diverse views and diverse sections of society are included in the 4#iz@nocessas

in the institutional process.His diversity would be encourageoly taking a networdharnessing approach
and going to where civic action is edidy taking placacross diverse communities both online and af
2dzif AYSR Ay (KS LINBOGA2dza adl3S WONBFGAYy3a | odd 1

Event Programming

For any process which seeks solutions it will be necessary to create some kind of nationaatiedibe
forum. For thecitzenf SR Y2RSt > | WvdzSadAz2y ¢AYSQ adefts
FLIINZLINREFGS a GKS Y2RStQa SYLKFaAa FyR AydS3aNI
heart of the modelinstead, the Television centrepiece could coisp the stories of particular participants
who would be followed throughout a deliberative journey of ficiding and personal learning on the
issues being discussed.
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The actual focal event itself could take place as a nationally broadcasseniesas well as an on demand
online series of vidediaries. The activities and discussions featured on screen could theagperted by
follow-along activities after each episode, signposting to wWedsed or regional deliberative events and
other community evats of various kindded by participants themselves.

Change and follow up

This model describes a citizéad process, but this approach does notply a disregard for decisien
makerfdneeds andways of working. le process musgenerate ecommendations hat both have
credibility with policymakersand the public. All change and impadatesulting from theprocess must be
made highly visible to participants in order to demonstrate the value of their input and encourage faith in
0§KS LINE OS 3 a Qn-nfakefs inGst léadsasmade $ddfidént i the process in order to encourage
their response and actiorand to satisfy themselves that the process was neutral, fair and soundly
executed.

TKS Lldzof A0Qa LINA2NRGASEA | NB 02 Yéd fo palicyiiakersRiuzdme |
invited to respond publiclyThis informéion communicates the direction of citizen concerns: what they
value, how they would handle tradeoffs, and what specific policies they pr€fézen reporters and
bloggers are featurd as commentators on the changes taking plase resultand will interview decision
makers before during and after the procesmsdduring the followup period.

As in he Institutionled model, allreports produced must demonstrate th@agnitude ofpublic support

and concern by demonstrating the diversity of people that have taken time out of their daily lives to
participate inthe process Citizenproducedcontributionswill add further weight to thepersuasiveness,
and specificity of detail that clnacterize citizen deliberation.

Reports producedshould consistently demostrate the legitmacy of the process by which they were
produced. The involvement of citizens and emphasis on tgamerated inputwill add greatly to the
transparency and integrity dhe processThe repors producednust transparently show whose voices are
represented by the report and make available the raw data for analysis by mfbt@ls and outside
parties.

The citizeAed model would seek to establish a virtuous circlecitizen-led activity whichwould in
practice mean that the issugelection process begins once again after the first report is published.

We recommend that the following activity takes place after theitial process closes:

e Participants receive updates ahe progress of the discussion and poliogkingin Parliament
through email, text message and post where appropriate.
e Support website be set up as the front page of the former consultation hub containing:
o Information regarding how to contact an MP, staat petition, or engage with advocacy
groups fromacross the politicaspectrum working on the issue
o Opportunitiesto participate in further online and face to face discussions aimed at deeper
deliberation and engagement with policy makédrappropriate
o Downloadable materials made available for individuals to organize their own activities
e A crosssection of decision makersagicipants and nofparticipants invited to evaluatthe process
and to suggest improvements
e All reports and datgeneratedmade publity availableunder creative commons license
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A formal response from decision makéys made publicly available

Process evaluation documents made publicly availabik+versions included for open editing
Followup TV programmdye commissionedboking at imlividual characters progress and reflections
and how they have changed since the first programme and the process report

Virtuous circle- A new round of issue selection activities takes place and the process begins agai
on a new issue if there is enougbpgular support to continue this method of engagement



B The Research

The purpose of thisectionis to outline the underpinning research for the Teleparticipation project.
Throughout theresearchprocess we particularly sought to learn frahe experienceof online and media
driven massengagement from outside the UK and have benefited greatly from the support of deliberative
democracy pioneers AmeriSpeaksn producing this document.

In order to gather a variety of opinion on how 360 degree deliberatiassrengagement on policy issues
might best work in the UK, we observed and documented the CaliforniaSpeaks deliberative engageme
process that was run by Ameri8peaksn 2007, produced a number of case studies on different process
approaches, undertookeask research and spoke to a number of key figures who are working on relevant
areas.

B1 Results and Analysis

In this section we explore findings from desk research and interviews undertaken. Interviewees uncovere
a number of areas of consensus and cotitem around the concept of creating a large scale deliberation
and engagement process facilitategrimarily, through mass media and new technology. Interviewees
helped to identify where the opportunities and pitfalls of such a process may lie.

a L tAthys][projed(] is opening up an undiscovered country as most of the online

Ay @2t @SYSyG addzZFF¥ GKIFGQa KIFLIWSYSR Aa |ff
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doson8 SELISNAYSY(GlIGA2Y YR IfehvBwedB 2dzi 6KI G YA

It should be noted that amongst the interviewees advising the project there was a broad support for
running a deliberation process on a mass scale and that the individuals interviewed weeeatlheady
engaged in various public engagement and technoleigted activities. General expectations were voiced
GKFG STFSOGADBS YIFLaad RSEtAOSNIGA2Yy 2y LRfAOE oI &

a!'d GKS SYR 2F (KS RBRKARPHZAKSOYRE RERI &2YSG&NFH
RSAONAOGAYIDd ! YR a2YSGrdedi®ee gAff SyR dzLJ R2Ay 3 A

The main sources of contention amongst the group were around how to best make such a process wor
particularly regarding to whom it would appeal, wh&t measurable impact would be and how to clarify
and communicate the purpose successfully to a large and diverse audience.

GL R2 ol aArllff & cuihghoy But ol Gead td be HeaRaloutiwRad you
are trying to achieve, managing expectatio® , 2dz YSSR (2 (y26 o6Ke
Interviewee

The remainder of this section is therefore structured around addressing four key questions which rais
those contentious points.

Why undertake deliberative engagement on a mass scale?

What are the ks and opportunities of undertaking a large scale engagement process?
What are the benefits and disadvantages of using technology for mass engagement?
What are the barriers and motivations to participate?

NS
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1. Why undertake deliberative engagement on a massale?

Many of the reasons are the same as for any smaller scale deliberative process:

e Addressing complexitycomplicated issues require deeper understanding and higher levels of
engagement; a deliberative process helps equip partiaipgto deal with omplex issues

e Filling public debate gapsmany important issues are not picked up by media agencies despite
being of critical public importance

e Overcoming preconceptionsuinbiased evidence on which to base any decisions can be presented
in an equal and bahced way to all participants

e Building social capital: encouraging deliberative engagement may stimulate community
engagement and activity

e Creating opinion shiftsprovides an opportunity to stimulate societal change

e Public educationraising awareness Isad on fact not marketing

e Improved policy makinga more focused and deeper understanding of what motivates and what
matters to individuals and grougsbetter targeting of resources

The benefits as outlined above would potentially be multiplied in a rragagement process. The issue in
guestion is whether this number would be a large enough percentage of the UK population to make
widespread impact on public awareness of and engagement with a particular policy issue.

Additionally, taking such deliberaticco a mass scale could take the lead in opening up a recognised new
public space within which citizen and state are enabled to engage in a more meaningful and effective wa
One of the questions raised during this research process was how institutioasfisqlly government

aK2dzZ R NBfIFGS (G2 FyYyR AYGdSNI OO ¢6AGK Fye adzOK SYS

2.1 What are the risks of a large scale engagement process?

1) Unclear purpose

Any mass engagement process could have a variety of differenbpespat its heart Qarification at the
outset of what it is and is not aiming tee achievel is therefore of paramount importance. This still allows
for the process itself to be organic in terms of the way it is designed, managed and grown. Once thos
instigating the process have clearly determined what the purpose @d is not¢ it is essential to
communicate this message with clarity and to get that message across successfully to the very lar
numbers of people participating.

Failure to carry outK A & &G SLJ O2dzZ R SYyR AY | YAaYlFIiOK o0Sig
outcomes leading to widespread confusion and disillusionment amongst participants. Gaining pres
support in conveying the purpose clearly would be very important in achi¢visg

NWECKAYQ Sy3al3aSYSyi

One of the main concerns of interviewees was that an overambitious target in terms of the numbers
involved could compromise the quality and depth of the engagement and deliberation carried out.

32 Creating social capital through the deliberative discussion, Stein, Haeterson (2004)
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A process with clearly defined goals and carefully managed expectations would go some way to combatil
this. Howeverti must be recognised that people will themselves choose to be involved on a number of
different levels, from less engaged activities such as text voting to deeper involvement such as creating al
publishing online video content. Recognising and clariftiiag individuals want to be engaged in an issue

to differing levels and with varying frequency is a necessary part of defining the deliberative elements o
the process itself. Work such as that by the Pew Internet and American Life projedireaking dow the

ways in which people use technology reflects this assertion and builds the case for taking an approac
providing multiple pathways in to any one process.

These multiple routes of access should therefore seek to present online and offline optiavesll ass
introducing variation appealing to different societal groups in order to be representative. In essence
beginning similar conversations or asking similar questions in a number of differing ways and to differin
depths.

i) Lack of Integrity

If not carried out in the most open way possible from the outset, a mass engagement process could b
aSSy Ia o0SAy3d &a1S4SR 2NJ A4 WNH2OSN adl YLAY3IQ
undermine the final result of the deliberation exercise. Needl&sssay, accusations of bias due to
imbalanced funding sources or partisan leadership could undermine and invalidate the entire process.

G¢KS azfdziazy (2 (GKS LINRBofSYa lo2dzi oSAy3a G2
process right fromthe stirddd LIS2LX S oK2 R2y Qi tA1S GKS LI
glea (2 dzy RSNXYAYS Al dnkervibswvee YSSRA (2 0SS (NI ya
The integrity of the process must be placed beyond doubt by ensuring high standards of accountable ar
independent conducamongst all parties involved in running it.

Iv) Untested benefits

We already know that when citizens deliberate faodace the experience can be a transformative one
which contributes to politicaéfficacy*. Their opinions can shift radically and theirceptions of others

can also change, as debates become humanised rather than pof&risémivever there is more limited
evidencé® aroundthe extent to which theséenefits will be maintained when processes are mediated via
the broadcastand online mediaand still further removed from the face to face experience by taking place
on a mass scale. Some degree of scepticism over the efficacy of such a process in terms of its final imp
on public opinion, in comparison to other methods, was evident amongstedlinterviewed.

L R2 0G0KAY]l] GKS YSRAIFI (KSvyasSt@gSa OFy R2 Y2N
0KFyYy &dzOKInterviem#®eP OS 4 & @€

33 A Typology of Information and Communication Technology Users (200 HteMwww.pewinternet.org/PPF/r/213/report_display.asp

% Deliberationand éBetter Citizeng §2002) Robert C. Luskin, Fishkin, J

35Gavelin, K., Wilson, R., Doubleday, R. (Involve, 2007) Democratic Technologies

% Luskin, R. C., Fishkin, J. S., & lyengar, S. (2004 Qdagjdered opinions on U.S. foreign policy: fadace versus online detibative polling Paper presented
at the International Communication Association Conference, New Orleans, LA.
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It is also true to say that although positive effects have been reported, that the benefits and risks of
deliberativeprocesses have not yet been conclusively explored.

G5SaLIAGS GKS GARSALINBIFIR SyR2NASYSYG>X FyR A
deliberative decision making, our current knowledge of the effects of such processes
NEBYI Ay & aldl yioé

If a mass delibet#on process on policy were to happen it will therefore be critical that effective evaluation
is built into the process itself. The need to study outcomes over time, such as the sustainability of engagir
meaningfully with large numbers of people, the ingpaf the process on long term opinion shift, and the
impact upon policy decision making would be crucial to advancing understanding of the longer term soci:
value of mass deliberative engagement on policy issues.

2.2 What are the opportunities of carrymout a mass engagement
process?

1) A mandate for change

The UK is facing a number of difficult policy problems as spoken of by various organisations and individu:
including Harvard Scholar Dr. Archon Fiinthe LSE and OECH) amongst others. All agrebat national

L2t AGAOE oAttt FT2N GKS F2NBasSSIHot S THzidmNdestwSof R 2
how to gain mass public support for the potentially controversial decisions that must be made on pressin
wicked issues such as climatkange, healthcare and pensions may be answered in part by making more
open and inclusive decisions on a mass scale.

The real policy impact of any engagement process would be affected in part by the percentage an
demographic profile of the population @swhole that became involved.

G{2YSGAYSa RStAO0SNIGAQPS S@Syita FINB fFNBS Sy:
3SG LIS2LxX SQa GGSydiA2yoddeKS FFOO GKFG GKS:
meaning that becomes a new form of public institat¢ G K I § Qa4 @SNE dza S¥dzf & |
2F LI NI AOALI GA 2ngervisnee GSNE AYLRNIF yioé

When it comes to making significant societal changes on tough issues, a policy decision emerging from
process which has taken place in the open, with activeantiinput that has explicitly demonstrated its
independence will have greater legitimacy than one which does not.

If such a process could be scaled up without losing significant depth or diversity, it may be possible 1
provide our political leaders witl strong public mandate to address the most difficult policy problems
facing our nation. A mass engagement process could help reveal common ground and to deal with tr

37 Journal of Public Deliberation (2008) Grimes,M.

38 Cdzy 3z I'd OdHANHD TQ [/ NBIiAyS3 5StA0SNY GADBS tdZONAROAADRYSNYKST OSD2 2 H
11)http://muse.jhu.edu/demo/good_society/v011/11.1fung.pdf

39 Dunleavy P, Margetts H, Bastow S, Pearce O and Tinkler J (2006b) Why is it to hard to achieve organizational innovatiomémt§oEDS Innovation
Research Pgramme, London: LSE

40h9/5 onnaAamM0ZT W AGATSya & tFNIYSNRY Ly faz NMyEAZY sh 9// 25yYa dzth INR@BAS2 yLILBDY Ri ot 3dzé
41 Wicked problems are highly complex, circular, fluid and changeable social problems whichface®tp which there is no one simple solution. See Rittel,
Horst .W. J. and Webber, Melvin M. "Dilemmas in a General Theory of Planning," Policy Sciences, 191/ 4:155
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polarisation on contentiousssues that prevennecessary policy change from going atheaith strong
support.

i) Rebuilding the civic realm

It is clear that traditional institutiord 8 SR | LILINR | OKS&a G2 G2RIFI&Qa 6A0]
satisfactory results. 2 A O1 SR L}R2f AO0& LINRo6tSYa GKFG Oremuexpd S
interdependent and often require large groups of individuals to change their beliefs or actions to ensure
success. They need the willing involvement of large numbers of individuals to make any real impact.

There is pressing need to revitalisesthincreasingly important and historically failing connection between
citizen and state iany Western democracie$ mass engagement process with integrity, purpose and
transparency could significantly strengthen the civic culture and stimulate openirgf opw spaces for
citizens and the public realm to engage meaningfully and productively with each other. The nurturing o
improved civic and social networks which would be an inherent part of any mass deliberative proces
would be a key measure of succ@s® NJ S@I f dzl GAy 3 + Yl aa Sy3l aliySyl
the ideal being that momentum gathers spontaneously and spills over, creating positive side effects;

G¢KS 2LIAYFE 2dz2102YS A& AT Fff (dK2a%t LIS2LI S
talking online about whatever issue and that many to many participation take up would be

a sign that an issue has taken hold and will not be a one time blip. If you can engage people

in that fashion | think you will get all kinds of payoffs...to genthoff the sidelines and into

Y2NBE Sy3aFr3asSySyid FyR Anfe@Rwe@dSYSY (il oAGK LRt AGAC

The implementation of a more equitable civic space to engage on public policy could contribute toward:
redefining and reinvigorating civil society in the-dthe d G AT Sy aQ G SN¥xao

lii) Accountability and trust

Making policy with the public on a mass scale provides a unique opportunity to increase trust in
government. It also promotes a widespread increase in public understanding of the-afissdend
dilemmas involvé in policy decision making. Taking this more open approach to pobdyng, one which
actively invites public scrutiny and criticism in to improve the policy decision making process could increa:s
trust in institutions.

If a more open approach to polieyaking and government is to be achieved, then a clearly defined and
transparent mass engagement process which enables policy makers to express uncertainty and to embra
criticism could be valuable in formulating better public policy and in improvinggseéivices.

iv) Harnessing public energy

We are currently experiencing a rebalancing of power between existing institutions and emerging- citizen
centred networks. People are self organising around single issues that are important to them anc
bypassing raditional political channels of influence. This is reflected in the trend away from party
membership and voter turnodt and towards single issue activism and campaigfiing.

42{ SBR I'yR t 2KAGSESEZI W. NAGAAK LInoVI2O4)Y SYOSNRY |y 208SNBASHQT tFNIeé t2fA
43 Serving a Cause Serving a Community, (Demos, 2006)D.Alexander, S.Creasy
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The uptake of new technology lies at the heart of this movement as a key enaldléha@refore any mass
engagement process using collaborative technology would seem to demand a similarly networke
approach. There is a tremendous opportunity to harness the work done by existing and emerging onlin
and offline networks to drive a mass dedration process onward exponentially and to take discussion to a
local level more effectively.

3. What are the benefits and disadvantages of usteghnologyfor
mass deliberation?

I) Convenience

People are busier than ever and have less time and en@rgarticipate in activities outside work and
home*. This does not necessarily mean they do not want to engage with policy issues. Single isst
activism is an area where people are coming together on areas of personal ifterBstditional
engagement opprtunities can make it difficult for people to participate in terms of time, money and travel
to a venue. Newasynchronous methods offered kgchnologymeana less timedependent means to
engage provided by the convenience of mobile phones and compuber3 ¥.

G/ Sy NI ¢ G2 &adz00SaaTdz LJdzo t AO L2t AO& YI1AYy:Z
between individuals, communities and public services for a-dmoeezed population that
increasingly views consumer choice and-political activism as theirrjority. 6

On the other hand, many people will not find the time to participate if they perceive that either the
technology medium or policy area is not relevant to them.

i) Choice

A technology focused project will provide people with more choice andraboaver how they engage with

an issue. The depth to which they engage can be at any point on a scale from surface level activity to fu
engaged patrticipation. The time at which they participate and place from where they participate are made
flexible through providing a variety of different media through which the process works. Multiple pathways
and flexible technology could help to attract a more diverse range of users. Combine the online and tect
based elements of such a process with face to faceudson and targeted outreach, and the process
could be truly inclusive.

G, 2dz YSSR Ydztf GALX S gl eazx e2dz OFLyQid KIF@S | &
0KS St SYSyilaterdieddd Y2y (i Ka ®¢

lii) Widening horizons

It has been arguél that likemirded people flock together in an online context. However, research from
the Pew Internet and American Life proj&tshows that in fact, when using the internet to find out

44 Henley Centre Headlight Vision, Planning for Consumer Change (2007)

45 For example, on environmental issues, between 1971 and 2002 Friends of the Earth grew from 100&s1enii9,000 and between 1981 and 2002
Greenpeace grew from 30,000 to 221,000 members

46 Participation Natior(Involve, 2007) Ed. S.Creasy,

“"Sunstein, C. (Princeton University Press, 26@ublic.com

“8EGov and EPolicy Survey (2008)tp://www.pewinternet.org/PPF/r/141/report_display.asp
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information, people are more likely to be exposed to views opposing their own. dilig lead to a quality
of deliberation and understanding on touggsues that aréigher than through conventional media alone.

Iv) Expanding the Reach of Fate-Face Deliberation

Rather than replacing traditional forms of engagement, technology can eehtre reach and power of
faceto-face deliberation. The experience of AmeBgeak® °H@entury Town Meetin® has
demonstrated that the integration of keypad polling, groupware computer systems and interactive
television can help to connect very largeogps of people together and aggregate their priorities. By
combining these technologies with deliberation, everyone can have a voice among hundreds or thousanc
of discussions.

v) Digital Divide

Certain groups of individuals will be less likely to engaik the online element of a mass deliberation
process and some groups will not be able to engage with those elements at all. However, the use
incentives with more traditional mass media channels such as TV and newspapers, which have wid
demographic adiences, could achieve better representation.

Involving those who do not have access to technology would require alternative methods for soliciting
input.

Catering for many different levels of media literacy is an issue for a sapledgagement procsshoping
to engage a diverse range of people through technology. Interfaces must be tested rigorously by a divers
user group for usability and relevance to avoid poor uptake and drop out.

vi) Cost and Complexity

A large scale deliberation process usinghteology and mass media will be complex to run and potentially
expensivé’. In terms of cost per participant involved, it is likely that through an economy of scale you
g2dzt R IS0 | &o A 3Fis.MoviercgsHperfperddh. & 2 dzNJ 6 dzO | ¢

Such large numbe being involved could also, as interviewees pointed out, deliver value through
ASYSNI GAY3 AYRANBOGO LI NIAOALI GAZ2Y (KN dzanfany O NJ
communication opportunities; such as user generated content and the open sourceooptthat are
available.

4.Who would participate in a mass engagement process and why?
1) Demographics and representation

In addition to the issues outlined in the Digital Divide section above there are further questions to be aske:
around which demographigroups would participate in any proceds it online or off.

G¢CKSNBEQa (GKS AaadadzS 2F LzomtAO Glrfl Fa | G22f¢
It is not something that a more paternal conservative political order is necessarily going to
OKI YLIA2Y 2NJ FSSt AldtervieweS8 A NJ NAIKG & | OAGAT Sy

49 Total cost of deliberations: £900,799
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The desire to include and involve excluded groups was expressed by many interviewees; it was thoug
that young people in particular would stand to gain through a more technelb@ggd format.

a échnology might not be in the world of certain people, but for young people it is their
lives¢ it is relevant. It makes a pretty sensible strategy to use that to get them involved in
L2 f AGA QA& Interyi®ved 12 f A O& ¢

Whether or not the process would hawe be fully representative in order to ensure legitimacy was
another contentious issue.

GL GKAY]l] GKFG 2dzad 3ISGGAyYy 3 LIS2 LicHe akeyn@t2 f SR
going to have a completely representative sample of people unless youge@allit of your
gled Wdzad 3ISGGAYy3a GKSY Ay@2f SR 4G GKS adl NI

Interviewee
G¢KS RAIAGIET RADGARSA Aa | 0A3dgdbes thazBadterL i 62y
Also, who actually blogsjust agroup2 ¥ Ay GSNBadAy3a FrylFradAaoak ! 3
Interviewee

Supplemental recruitment methods are advocated by organisations such as ABmralevho believe

that a process must be demographically representative in order to have credibility. Thestés in
achieving this is to determine who must be involved in the process, in order for it be seen as legitimate
Next, a recruitment strategy should be developed to identify points of contact with groups who may be
underrepresented. Implementation ofhé outreach strategy is characterised by frequent performance
measurements and necessary adjustments. This approach would ensure participation by more than th
Wdza dzl £ a4dzalLISOGaQ GKSNBoeé AYONBFaAy3d GKINddsbiRoOS &
makers.

i) Decision Makers: connecting with power

Whether or not decision makers need be directly involved in a process was a divisive issue among
interviewees.

Gb2 LREAGAOALIY g2dAd R tAAGSY (2 AaféxpeNdiwe GA2Yy
FYR GAYS O2yadzyAyd LINRPOS&aa (2 NYzyoé

Gt dzoft AO RAIFf23dzS dzyl GGF OKSR G2 LIR26SNI Aa 2dza

GKSNBEQa | fSIAGAYIGS ¢gF+@& G2 0SS KSINR 0KIF{dQa
up their time to paticipate, to get engaged so you do have to make an opportunity to be
KSIF NR®E

Where the outcomes of a process are polaented, involving decision makers can create the conditions
for direct implementation of public priorities. Decision makers who eigpee and understand a process
are better positioned to incorporate the principles of public engagement in their own work. Like any other
important constituency, decision makers must be involved early on to ensure they too are engaged in th.
process. Alsd A 1S 20GKSNJ aidl {SK2f RSNA I -makdédN®RuS BesfraeCironNiBelr I {
bias or influence.
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Some of those who were interviewed thought that giving voice to a large number of people would negate
the need for decision makersto be dite¢ &8 Ay @2t OSSR Ay | LINROSaa T2 0dz
that the support of key decision makers throughout a process was central to ensuring change and impact.

GCKS AYLRNIFYyd GKAy3 Aa G2 3SG LRftoden YI 1 SN
what feedback is valuable and what is not. Getting those people to receive guidance from it

and to accept the project is a little bit humbling as itasognitionthat we [the decision

YI TSNBR6 R2y Qi KI @S Ittt GKS IyasgSNEDE

Whether to use a modalvhich directly involved politicians or to include them as participants on a level
playing field would be dependent on the overall aims and framing of the process.

iii) Irresistible Engagement

Ensuring that the process is highly engaging is a priorityA Initi A S & & dzOK | & (KS
multiplatform project Springwatcl attract millions to engage beyond merely viewing the broadcast
programme. This project involved people in observing wildlife in their neighbourhoods, watching
programmes both broadcadtV and online as well as interacting online. Important lessons in terms of the
formats and subject matter that large numbers of people will actively seek to engage with can be adapte:
from various popular models already in existence.

G, 2dz YySSRa S22 G KSINdey 2F ¢+ FyR GKSy GKS &S\
O2dzy i NE Q (rdehdBwe@ T & (0 dzF ¥ d¢

Concerns were expressed that when government becomes directly involved in engagement processes tr
there may be a tendency to undervalue the eriggnment or game elements which can underpin
attracting the public to participate on a mass scale.

Gt S2LX S KI @S y2 NBlFazy G2 Sy3ar3asS Ay GKAa gl
A2YSUKAY3 Y2NBE Sy3lr3Iiay3a 2N ApfdvewBa Ay 3 2N 2d

Successfully combining genuinely entertaining and engaging elements with meaningful and seriot
deliberative engagement will require partnerships between those instigating the policy deliberation
process and those designing its mass appeal tcabefally managed.

iv) Creating Ownership of the Process

We know that key to getting citizens to buy into any engagement process is allowing them some explic
scope to shape the process itself. This can happen in a number of ways, through face to fasebgven
supporting citizens to add or amend questions to those proposed or to be involved in setting the agenda i
the first place through online discussion, capture and dissemination of stories through YouTube and othe
social networking sites.

G 1 I @ Sshow, then have local meetups using packs, or use blogs in some ways they are
RSaA3IYySR FT2NJ RSt A0SNI 0APS RAaOdzAaA2Y I (KI GQ2
O2YLX AOFiSRK ,2dz ySSR | Kdzo> | fSFRSNE az2y

opin2 y dnterviewee

%0 http:/ftinyurl.com/2gmegy
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Citizen initiated groups working at a local level can add to the reach of a mass engagement process but i
worth noting that many active citizens have experienced more than their fair share of public processes the
have been manipulatkor have produced nothing beyond a report that ends up on a shelf. In order to earn
GKS Lzt A0Q&a (NM¥zAd FyR Syadz2NB GKFG LI NIAOALI GA:
transparently see how their participation will make a diéflece. Giving people a chance to add to the
policy options being discussed and set priorities for discussion can play a significant role in creating a ser
GKFG SOSNE2YSQa& LI NIAOALI GAZ2Y YIF GGSNAO®

v) Differing Motivations

There is currently a strong usgenerated content presence on the web, particularly from younger people.
Although this indicates that certain groups do not find technology a barrier to online participation, other
INRdzLJa OSNIF Ayt eé RpopRt 8508 Y0aLIDR ¢ HapvestdiinBrpdeitol S Y ¢
different kinds of technology user reveal different motivations and attitudes towards technology across
different demographics. Recognising the need to appeal to different types of user is key to any mas
engagement process in ord&y ensure inclusion and maximum participation.

GLGQA Fo2dzi ONBFOGAY3I YdzZ GALI S OKFIyySfa (§KNRA
the process and to arm up their heads around the issug K I (i Q& K2g¢g (2 dza
networking in this scenario befole2 dz S@Sy & i | IN@ErvieReéet A 0 SNI GA Yy I dé

vi) Targeting Engagement

It is a fact that certain individuals are more engaged and involved in civil society than others. )7
ahwlL NBLRNI ARSYUGATASAE &adzOK Sy 3lamhese why Rold @waR ozl
their communities’® IPDI (Institute for Politics Democracy and the Interretye also studied this active
section of society in their repoRolifluentials®,

Reaching out to such individuals would be essential in wideningdngcipation reach of the project in

the hope that they would invite and influence less naturally engaged individuals to participate thereby
improving outreach into groups less likely to participate. Reaching these individuals is important to the
succes®f a mass deliberation process as although trust in and deference towards experts and institution:
is in decline the proportion identifying woraf-mouth as their best source of ideas and information has
increased from 67% in 1977 to 92% in 2605.

vii) User generated engagement

Viewpoints captured on video and pda devices by process participants were seen by interviewees as bei
a valuable way of helping the public set the agenda on the issues that matter most to them.

G{LRYydlyS2dza NI fkagdiokgansiag oficallecBv® &ctfoi &t the grass roots,
LISSNJ 12 LISSNI O2YYdzyAOlI GA2Yyad ¢ KSImSrviewhdS G KS C

I Typology of ICT users (200it)p://www.pewinternet.org/pdfs/PIP_ICT_Typology.pdf

*2 Ofcom consumer engagement researhttp:/www.ofcom.org.uk/researchém/consumer_engagement/
**SociePolitical Influencers, MORI (2007)

* polifluentials Institute for Policy Democracy and the Internet, Washington (2007)

** SocioPolitical Influencers, MORI (2007)

39



http://www.pewinternet.org/pdfs/PIP_ICT_Typology.pdf
http://www.ofcom.org.uk/research/cm/consumer_engagement/

The subsequent effect would be in improving interest and participation levels by chiming more closely witt
popular interest and methods of popular choice for involvement. The spontaneously produced conten
that already exists on the web is not necessarily heard by decision makers and so cannot feed into
process of change.

GL GKAY1l GKIF G bdpportudydbe Keard iNBmeaningid way, pgbple are
excited by that opportunity. Increasingly as citizens feel isolated from democracy this gives
GKSY I FTNBaK OKFIyOS (2 0SS KSHmeRieweg R GKI GQa |

B2.Case studies

The cae studies presented below have been chosen to illustrate varied aspects of deliberative anc
multiplatform engagement that have been undertaken to dateith a particular focus on learning from

the US experience. We have not chosen to focus on some dfdtter known large deliberative processes
from the UK in this report such as YourHealthYourCareYourSay as they have already been documen
elsewhere®

1. TheVoices and Choices, Ohaase study aims to show how a combination of different techniques
including online, face to face and mass media can be successfully combined to upscale deliberati\
engagment to a large regional conversation.

2. TheOntario Citizens Assemblgase study demonstrates how deliberation can be undertaken very
thoroughly on a large lo¢acale primarily using face to face methods with some online support. It
also demonstrates how the results of a medium sized deliberation event may not reflect the views
of the wider populace and looks abme of thereasons whyhis might be

3. The Sincesktedbread case study shows how an incentive can help achieve more diverse
representation, how an onlinaitiative can be grown primarily using word of mouth, how interest
can be sustained beyond the initial timeframe of the project using a website andh®wubject
opened for discusen can be defined by the participants themselves

4. TheByThePeoplease study shows a way of using Deliberative Polling® to reach a representative
group of people, it demonstrates that people are willing to engage on theessthat are relevant
to their own lives, and demonstrates a model for natielmdal reach using TV, online and face to
face in conjunction.

5. TheCaliforniaSpeaksase study shows how large face to face deliberative events can link into a
wider deliberativeprocess on a singlissue, in this case healthcare and how the outcomes of the
process are taken up by decistorakers as a result.

% Your Health Your Care Your Satp://www.dh.gov.uk/en/Publicationsandstatistics/Publications/PublicationsPolicyAndGuidance/DH 4138622
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Case Study 1: Voices and Choices, Ohio

Background

In 2002, it became apparent to local leaders that Northeast Ohio Wash & lj dzA S
of which threatened the welbeing of the 16county region. While the rest of the United Stat
seemed to be emerging from a recession, Northeast Ohio continued to spiral downward
unemployment rates higher than the natal average and the average annual wage of wor
remaining stagnant. In just two years, Northeast Ohio lost over 15% of its manufacturing
with devastating impact to all facets of life. Per capita income rates were losing ground g
nationalaverages, sliding from 98% of the national average in 1990 to 94% by 2002.

Within this environment, the philanthropic organizations of Northeast Ohio came togeth
create the Fund for Our Economic Future with a mission of revitalizing the regionaregormhe
Fund launched in February 2004 with 30 founding members and a goal of pooling $30
dollars for economic development grant making over a thyear period. Today, the Fur
includes more than 90 funding organizations, which have steppeugiol to commit their dollars
ARSIAZ YR KIFEINR ¢2N)] G2 AYLINROAY3I GKS NBA3

In early 2005, the Fund awarded a grant to Ame3jpaakdo launch a unique program to enga
GSya 2F (K2dzalyRa 2F OAGAT Bopriomit pyidiities, GalleR Echis
& Choices The Fund created Voices & Choices out of the recognition that many reinvigo
plans have already been developed behind closed doors and by a handful of leaders, |
enough work has been done to engendbe public support needed for any of them to succe
Such support is critical if the region is to muster the political will for change and crea
environment in which regional initiatives can flourish.

The Voices and Choices Process

Phase I
Phase | Define Vision & Phase lli:
ID Strengths Challenges; Create & Phase I\V:
& Challenges Prioritize Challenges Prioritize Solutions Implementation

Online
Choicebooks

Community ; Online
Conversations Dialogue
MNortheast v Mortheast ~h
Leadership + Rt-'ml]li?\al * R PD ’i‘l(ilfleI -.- Implementation
Workshops Tgv'n 1%'.&'!1
Meeting " Meeting -'

Leadership

’ Leadership
Team cHd
Summit \ ﬂ Engagement

Economic

Analysis Televised

(Dashboard) Programming

May — Oct Nov — June June — Oct
2005 2006 2006

The Process
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The Process

Between Augus 2005 and December 2006, Voices & Choices engaged mor&1h@ado citizens
and leadersin deliberations to identify the greatest challenges facing Northeast Ohio. In M
2007, the project announced a regional action plan, called Advance NortheastaOhmplement
the priorities that emerged from the process.

Americébpeaksand the Fund designed a unique public engagement strategy that eng
thousands of people through the integration of multiple models of participation in order to cf
a truly regonal discussion (sesbove.

In the Autumn and early Winter of 2005, Voices & Choices engaged nearly 5,000 citizeg
leaders through three kinds of forums.

e Leadership WorkshopsOver the course of three weeks in late August and e
September, the pygram engaged more than 1,000 regional leaders in a series of e
four hour workshops across the region, supported by keypad polling and groug
computers. Each workshop involved about 100 leaders, including elected officials, bl
leadership, uniersity presidentsnon-profit directors and other leadership.

e Citizen Interviews:Working with a team of local universities, Voices & Choices laun
its Citizen Interviews effort in August of 2005. Based on an Appreciative In
methodology, Voices &hoices prepared an interview protocol that helped individ
OAGAT Sya AYGSNIASEG 20KSNJ OAGAT Sy a -manth
period, more than 8,000 interview protocols were distributed with commitments
conduct interviews ad 3,000 reports were collected.

e Regional Town Meetingin November 2005, Voices & Choices convened *aCxntury
Town Meetin@®@for a demographically and regionally representative group of 750 citi
to begin prioritizing regional challenges. The lasgale town meeting integrated keype
polling, groupware computers and intimate facilitated deliberation.

Following the November Regional Town Meeting, Voices & Choices sought to bring thous
additional people into the process of prioritizing the gf Q& 3INBF §Sad OKI f
& Choices launched i8ommunity Conversationg decentralized discussions that took place
homes, schools, churches, communigentres and places of work. Most Communi
Conversations lasted-2 hours and inclded between 8 and 200 people.

The first two phases of the Voices & Choices process identified a set of six top challenge
the region. In response, the initiative convened six Tough Choices committees to identify a
set of options for addressg each of these challenges. These Tough Choices (options for ¢
GKS NBIA2yQa SO2y2YAO I3ISYyRIFI0O 6Syid KNz
in the third phase of Voices & Choices:

e Online Choicebooks:Voices & Choices partnereditiv Ascentum to design onlin
interactive workbooks that allowed thousands of people to learn about the T@&ilglices
and express preferences between them. Citizens could complete any number @
Choicebooks, coming back to the website at their own p#dethe end of the process
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participants received a summary report of their responses and were encouraged to
this information to the upcoming Regional Town Meeting.

e Regional Town Meetingln September 2006, Voices & Choices convened 900 citize
Akron to review the Tough Choices and make decisions about the regional prioriti
Northeast Ohio. The priorities articulated at the Regional Town Meeting constitutg
LINRAR Y| NBE &adN}GS3IasSa GKIG FNB RNAGAY3I AY

e dal 1S ., 2 dzNoiceK& EHoies Yartnered with 10 television stations in
Cleveland and Youngstown markets to educate the public about the tough choice
were being dealt with in the Online Choicebooks and at the Regional Town Meeting.

e Online Dialogue Circlef=ollowing the Regional Town Meeting, the public was invite
go online to participate in small group discussions, called Dialogue Circles, to disc
priorities that emerged from the process and what they meant for implementation

e Leadership BriefingsPrior to finalizing the agenda, Voices & Choices worked
hundreds of leaders to secure their commitment to the final regional priorities in ordg
ensure their support at the announcement of the action plan.

Impact

A regionad action plan called Advance Northeast Ohio was announced in March 2007,
emerged directly from the public priorities that were produced from the Voices & Ch
process. Along with the 90 philanthropic organizations that make up the Fund for Ooorficq
Future, 70 public and private institutions have joined Advance Northeast Ohio as implemer
partnersq each making a commitment to the regional action plan.

The scale of participation in Voices & Choices had a dramatic impact on the politicahement
of the region as the notion of regional cooperation has started to take root across Northeast
The Mayor of Cleveland, for example, adopted regionalism as one of his most prominent 4
items. Regional cooperation was a focal point for #i¢ @ 2 NDa FANRG adal a
the mayor proposed a series of ambitious proposals to foster greater cooperation bet
Cleveland and suburban governments. Similarly, other mayors and leaders have begun
steps in response to the regiahconversation.
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The process

In 20062007 a randomly selected group of 103 citizens took part in a long term face tg
deliberative process in Ontario, Canada. The subject of the deliberation was aroont i@&fthe
electoral system. The participants met twice a month over eight months and examine
existing electoral system and learned about other systems.

At the end of the process, they voted for or against the proposal to adopt a particular cou
action as informed by the process they had participated in. They consulted with the
through meetings and written submissions. Using what they learned and heard,
recommended that Ontariadopt a new electoral system. That recommendation wasined in
a reportsubmitted to the government oMay 15" 2007.

One of the guiding principles of the Assembly was to Involve as many Ontarians as possib
process. The citizens selected for the Assembly would be at the centre, but a significaot
their role would be to take into account what they heard from people across the province
idea being that the more people who could be engaged that the more meaningfu
deliberations and decision of the Assembly would be.

Technology Components

e Website which provided members of the public who were not part of the Assemb
follow along using the same matals as the deliberating group

e Online forum hosting public discussion about the work of the assembly

o Assembly meetings were broadcast on TV

Cae group

103citizens

52women and51 men

Age groups(18 to 24):11, 25 to 39):23, (40 to 54)32,(55 to 70):26
16face to face meetings of the assembly

Outreach beyond core group:

41 Public meetings held across the province

4 Public outreach meetigs targeted at excluded groups

501 members of the public presented at a public consultation meeting
Assembly meetings were also televised
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Impact

In May 2007, the Assembly recommendeg a decision of 94otes to 8 that Ontario should
adopt a form of nked member proportional representation instead of the existing first past
post system.

The Assembly's recommendation was then put to the Ontario voters in a referendum on O
10" 2007. The proposal was rejected by 63% of voters. This stands kedneontrast to the 849
of the Citizens' Assembly members who supported the proposal.

The result raises interesting points. Advocates of deliberation argue that the randomly se
citizens represent society at large. How can we then explain this gescog?

For some the problem is that while the assembly members had access to accurate informat
ASYSNIf Lzt AO 6SNB y20 LINPGOARSR gAGK 324
to make an informed decision.

NDP Leader Howard Hamptempported this view saying that "the referendum had no chance
across the province, people didn't know what the issue was. They didn't know what
member proportional stood for."

Others believed that it was the Assembly members who were manipulayethe process an(
that the public saw through what was an essentially flawed propdSame thought that the
electoralbodyc St SO A2y & hyidl NA2 RARYQG SELXFAY i
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Case Study 3: Sinceslicedbread.com

Background

The ordine community consultants EchoDitto ran the sinceslicedbread project in 2004 fg
Services Employees International Union (SEIU). The purpose of the project was to g
interest and new ideas around policy making amongst the general public, parlycthose who
are not traditionally participants in policy making.

Process

The project was funded by the SEIU who commissioned EchoDitto to run an American Id
policy competition. The idea being that any American with an idea could submit it &g
competition, and then any American could vote on the best idea. The best idea would then
Ppmanznnn OF&AK LINAT So® LG ¢6Fa oAffSR (2 (K
02YY2y &aSyaS ARSI K¢

Over 22,000 ideas were submittednost of those were unique entries .1000 of those ideas w
actually submitted by post. The next stage after the initial idea submission stage closed w
LIS2LX S O2dzZ R @23S FT2N 20KSNBRQ LRtAO& ARS
ballots from every state across the USA during two rounds of voting.

They could then also comment and review the various policy ideas. 48,000 reviews
submitted, there were 22.5million hits, and 125,000 unique visitors to the site. All of this int
and participation was initially generated without a publicity campaigolely on word of mouth.

As the site developed, top reviewers and top taggers were regularly contacted and used as
focus group and a wordf-mouth marketing engine to continuetgrow site activity and improv
site features. The prize was also seen to be instrumental in driving the project forward, 4
interest grew, media attention also focused on the competition with more than 125 media st
in diverse publications. Theowtest also attracted the attention of more than 351 blogs &
support from organizations including MoveOn.org, Democracy for America, and Rock the
The real discussion and community on the site was generated in the idea reviewing p
where peopé engaged in a lot of dialogue and discussion. Although idea reviewing was
when the voting process began, idea reviewing waspened after the contest ended due f{
popular demand.

Once the idea submission stage had closed, a panel of expertsheatteas and narrowed ther]
down to 75 of the top rated ideas and these were then voted out by the public on elimin
each week. When 21 ideas were left all contestants were brought to Washington DC on the
the Sate of theUnion address and allfdheir ideas were published in a book.

The demographic research done on participants showed a skew towards middle and lower i
groups which was unusual for an internet based policy initiative. The structure of the ent
conditions required entrantdo produce a reasonably developed policy idea. Entrants V
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committed enough to go through this process in order to get involved in the competition.
skew towards middle and lower income may have been incentivised particularly by that $1(
cash pize ¢ a real incentive for lower income people and not so much of an incentive for h
income.

Impact

After the final event and the publication of the ideas in a pamphlet there was a lot of enthu
to continue the project. A kit was constructed whibelped support people to take their ideas
a member of congress and try and get elected officials to adopt the ideas. Some local citi
requested that they could use the software for policy deliberations.

After the competition closed, respondentsere surveyed, and for respondents who thoug
sinceslicedbreadghould shift its focus towards implementing ideas, only one advocated an
ideas contest. This suggests that prize money may not be necessary to sustain and ¢
building the community The most resounding theme was a call doiceslicedoreadto become a
force for ideaimplementation, not just idegeneration.One of the final three ideas was actug
introduced as legislation by Hilary Clintesinceslicecbread community members semiore than
MnZchpH SYILAfta YR FFLHESE (2 GKSANI aSyl 42N
Wage bill.
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Case Study 4: Deliberation Week

Background

5StA0SNY GA2Yy 6SS1 o6la | aSNARSa 27F O2 2iNdany
ongoing project organized by MacNeil/Lehrer Productioastelevision production compan
based in the USA. BTP aim to bring the views of informed, "ordinary" citizens to a ng
discussion on the important issues of the day. Since it was laurnoh#eD2 BTP has supported
excess of 200 Citizen Deliberations across the USA and more than 100 national and locq
Broadcasting Service (PBS) programmes, on a wide variety of issues from national sec
healthcare.

One of the ams of BTP Sy SNI £ Aa (2 oOoNAyYy3d G23ISHKSNJ R
participate in conversations on civic and policy issues. In order to reach out into the comt
BTP utilise a network of local clubs and organizations, community colleges, anstafi&iss,
which host events around the country. Events range in type fromlaay dialogues to evenin
expert panel presentations at community collegesthey include both film screenings ar
conversations at local libraries.

Process

Deliberation Week waa project that ran in 2005 and engaged citizens in discussion aroun
policy issues. BTP supported Citizen Deliberations across the US during the week of Oct
29, 2005. Events focused either on healthcare or education, two issues prominent oattbeal
I 3SYRI gKAOK NBfFiISR Oft2aSteé (2 AYRAODARO
long discussions usinBeliberative Opinion Polls@nd therefore using a ramm sample of
participants to smaller scale conversations with participants drawn from local community g,
Community collegealso held a number of Deliberation Week events. Partitipat each even
had the opportunity to explore national and local concerns related to healthcare or educatiot

There was a PBS broadcast of the events which took place shortly after the deliberatior
forums covered by local PBS stations and theic gartners.

A national online deliberative poll® also took place in coordination with the event which infg
citizens. This online element took place over five weeks as participants engaged in weekl
group dialogues with trained moderators, usisgecial software and interacting through voi
rather than text. They discussed balanced briefing materials and posed questions to exper
different points of view. Their views changed significantly about policy options, about
officials and abut each other.
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Impact

Engaged a diverse group of individuals to take part in a deliberative prqgessple who may
not have otherwise been involved in policy conversations. This is on account of the met
participant selection used in the Delibéirge Opinion Polling® method.

Demonstrated the kind of opinion shifts took place when people became more informed :
the issues in question and discussed them productively.
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Case Study 5: CaliforniaSpeaks

Background

On August 11 2007 Americ8peaksand a number of supporting organisations led a statde
conversation on the future of healthcare in California, knownCadiforniaSpeaksOne of the
biggest ever single day fate-face citizn engagement processes the ambitious initiative
engaged around 3,500 people at eight simultaneous events across California.

Involve attended the event and this case study is based on observations we made and intg
carried out.

Nearly five million @liforniars live without health insurancand millions of others struggle wit
skyrocketing costs and the threat of losing their own coverage. Early in the year, Ca
D2OSNY 2N | NYy2f R { OKgl NI SyS3a3ISNJ RSOf I BsBdRse,
state leaders developed a wide range of major reform proposals that would be considered
state legislature.

{OKgl NI SyS3IIaISNDa LINRBLRalf Ay@2t 3SR | YAF
employers provide health insurance or payo a state insurance pool, that health care provid
and insurers pay a new fee, and that all individuals be legally required to carry health insy
California would use the new fees to expand free or-tmst health insurance to those with lo
incomS&a> ¢g2dzZ R ff2¢6 KAIKSNI AyO2YS AYRAODARM
require insurance companies to sell insurance to any applicdny 2 gy I & WYDdzl NJ

By midyear, two different proposals from the Democratic leadership th#go relied on ar
employer mandate merged into Assembly Bill 8 (AB8) and were seen as the most politically
FfGSNYFGAGS G2 GKS wSLlzmfAOFIY D2@SNY2ND
support among the public proposed a singlay or system, SB840. A similar bill to SB840
passed the legislature in a previous session and was vetoed by the Governor. Rep
legislators also introduced a series of proposals for variousrfragket based reforms.

The Process

The aim of the publiSy 3+ 3ISYSy i LINRBOSaa g¢la (2 RAAO
KSFfikK OFNB aeaidSYy yR aSyR | YSaal3sS (2
used AmericSpeak® HMald [/ SylGdz2NE ¢26y aSSiAy3at YmH
sites sat in small groups with trained facilitators and used keypad polling and grou
computers to aggregate their ideas and priorities. Governor Schwarzenegger participated
event, as did the Speaker of the State Assembly, the Presidenteothte Senate, and th
Minority Leader of the State Assembly.

*7¢In 2002, Americapeaksonvened 4,300 New Yorkers at agde-site 2F' Century Town Meeting® to provide the public with a voice in shaping the designs for
the World Trade Center site after the attacks of 9/11.
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in California was the scale of the process. Six hundred people participated in the Los Altge
which was linked to seven other meeting sites by satellite, similar to Live8. In addition to the
primary sites, Americgpeakrganized several low tech community meetings, which could
the larger meetings through a webcast and vote throtigh internet.

1)9f SOGNRYAO {1Se@LIRaA 6SNBE dzaSR (2 OI LI dzNB
2) Networkedlaptop computers were used at each table to capture small group discussions
3) A satellite system linked the eight meetings sites

4) Informationalwebsite¢ the event was streamed simultaneously over the web

8 Meeting SitesSan Diego, Riverside, Los Angeles, San Luis Obispo, Fresno, Oakland, Sa
and Humboldt County.

400 Trained Facilitators:volunteered their time to support the smadiroup dialogue.
3,500Californiansattended

120,000 People Contacted:In order to ensure that a diverse group participate
300,000Letters Sent

+2,000,00(Phone Calls

6 non profit Foundations Blue Shield of California Foundation, The California Endowmedt
The California Wellness Foundation. Additional funding was provided by the Alliance
Foundation, the Sierra Health Foundation, and the San Francisco Foundation.

Impact

It is hard to measure the precise impact of the process thus far. We do knavihgrocess
mobilised hundreds of participants to contact their legislators by phone or mail, encourz
them to act on health care reform this terrin fact, each participant left the venue with infopad
to support them in writing to congress and talitors ¢ this paper pack was complemented
further online resources.

NinetyF A @S LISNOSyid 2F LI NGAOALI yida NBLIZNISR
others since the town meeting. Participants were also significantly more likely to tiakea
action on the healthcare issue since August; 40% reported having contacted their represe
compared to 12% for noparticipants. Eighpercent said they had contacted the med
compared to 3% of neparticipants.

The Governor and members of theegislature who participated in CaliforniaSpeaks have
KSIfGKOFNBE NBFT2NY 2y GKS adGrFradSQa | 3SyRI @
approved the first phase of a $14.4 billion plan to extend medical insurance to nearly all res
However, the announcement of a $14 billion budget deficit for the state stafledegislation in
the Senate.

Before the end of the regular legislative session in-Beptember, Governor Schwarzeneg
called a special legislative session specificallydidress healthcare reform. Many of the areas
negotiation surround the issues of greatest concern among CaliforniaSpeaks participants

making sure any required healthcare coverage remain affordable and holding insy
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companies aamuntable for egulating costs.

At the time of writing the legislation has been passed by the California State Assembly, |
stalled in the State Senate following an announcement that the state faced a $14 billion K
deficit. Legislative leaders are looking t&eathe process forward.
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B3.Process Components

In the table below we explore and explain some of the various components that could fit into a mass engagement processy Rrmawvmber
of ways in to a process will enable individuals to participatetiogir own terms- offering different levels of engagement to different
demographic profiles which in combination could be a powerful way of reaching a broad group of people in a way that aliltcathpesr
diverse engagement requirements.

The tools desdbbed below are broken down into particular applications for the purposes of this document. However, this is an artifgooed div
for reasons of clarity. The significance of these various components is their ability to form a meaningful, accessifildearidmiible system
and the aggregator below is intended: to

1. Explain the componentlearly

2. uggest some possible uses for it in a deliberative process

3. Point out man advantages and disadvantages

Component

Useswithin process

+/-

Text messaging

Text mesages are short
typed messages sent to (
from mobile phones, they
can also be sent fron
computers to mobile phone
and vice versa. The mo
common form of text
messaging is that which

Remote comment posting to the wedbg.to Twitter, Facebook
enabling people to contribute to online discussion wh
unable to access a computer terminal

Sendingout informational or motivational messages such
reminder texts for timeimited participation exercises «
reminders to attend local face to¢a meetings

Submitting answers to deliberative questions remotely usir]

+ Many people across demographic boundar

have access to mobile phones and are fam
users of the technology.

+ Young people are padilarly well

represented as mobile phone users. Good
targeting this underrepresented age group.
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