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Abstract 
 

This thesis aims to determine which codesign and deliberative engagement conditions 

enhance authentic engagement in public sector decisions. Uniquely, the thesis integrates 

expertise from two distinct approaches to public engagement, codesign and deliberative 

engagements. Combined, both approaches offer significant insights into critical conditions 

that must be in place to achieve authentic engagement.  

 

The research was undertaken through three distinct stages, including, a systematic review of 

variables that appear to influence outcomes in both codesign and deliberative engagements, 

the validation of variables for relevance and measurability, and finally a small-n qualitative 

comparative analysis (QCA) of seven codesign and deliberative engagement cases.  

 

The thesis concludes that creating equal power balances between participants (publics and 

professionals) combined with connecting participant generated recommendations directly to 

formal decision-making authorities, leads to authentic engagement in public sector decisions. 

The thesis demonstrates that both of these conditions are necessary, but insufficient on their 

own.  

 

The thesis also demonstrates the need to reimagine what quality engagement processes look 

like in a contemporary public service context with a view to enhancing co-production and 

consumer driven participation in decision making processes. Finally, the thesis provides a 

typological framework for understanding public sector engagements according to the various 

voices privileged (public, professional or both) and the frame of thinking favoured in the 

process design (creative or critical). The thesis therefore makes a significant theoretical, 

empirical and practical contribution to our understanding of what works in public sector 

engagements. 
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1:  

INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Achieving Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions  
The public service exists to serve the public, a mandate that cannot be fulfilled without first 

understanding what it is that the public want and need. The public service seeks to understand 

these needs through engagement processes, however not all engagements are authentic. This 

is not due to a lack of good intent, but rather a lack of understanding exactly what it is that 

makes engagement processes authentic in the first place. Authentic engagements genuinely 

partner with affected people and commit to taking their views seriously. Authentic 

engagement is critical to the way the public service must discharge its role in democratic 

governance, and subsequently the nature of the decisions it takes to achieve the public good. 

It is therefore crucial to understand which conditions enhance authenticity and which 

conditions do not to maintain the democratic health of the nation. 

 

This thesis acknowledges that powerful groups tend to dictate how less powerful groups are 

represented in policy debates and how a social group is represented will determine how 

legitimate their interests and perspectives are perceived to be (Habibis and Walter 2015).  

Non-coercive engagement processes that address power imbalances are critical in allowing 

for openness and reciprocity (Dryzek 2000, Dryzek 2009). Without an intentional focus on 

authentic engagement processes, marginalised groups and individual citizens will have a 

lower capacity for driving policy narratives, advancing arguments, and voicing concerns 

compared to powerful stakeholder groups (Lowndes 2016), despite often being 

disproportionally affected by those very decisions. This thesis therefore considers the 

mitigation of impacts of power relations and methods of coercion as conditions for authentic 

engagement outcomes. 

 

This thesis also focuses its attention on two distinct yet complimentary engagement methods, 

codesign and deliberative engagements. These methods have been selected because unlike 

other forms of engagement that seek to generate citizen input for decision making (or 

consultation), at the core of codesign and deliberative engagements is a commitment to 
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collaborating with participants in the decision-making process itself. While this isn’t always 

achieved, this participatory ideal sets these engagement methods apart in a way that 

potentially supports authentic engagement. This thesis therefore aims to address the following 

research question: 

 

• Which conditions of codesign and deliberative engagement enhance authentic 

engagement in public sector decisions? 

 

The empirical investigation of this research question will generate data to help design 

codesign and deliberative engagements that are responsive to citizen concerns, enable critical 

citizenship and strengthen democratic practice. 

 

1.2 Understanding Authenticity in Public Sector Decision Making 
Authenticity as a concept can be understood both individually and collectively. It can be 

described as coherence between one’s inner self and their outward actions, or between a 

group identity and their collective goals. Authenticity requires ‘reflective judgement’ to 

determine what is of individual or collective value, a concept that draws on Habermas’s 

‘ethical discourses’ as forums for establishing shared values based on the authentic 

expression of collective identity (Cooke 1997). 

 

Authenticity can also be understood in terms of procedural fairness or authenticity of 

outcomes. In a 2019 research article, Johnston and Lane presented the findings of a 

qualitative study into authenticity in community engagement processes, highlighting the 

distinct roles of process and outcomes in determining authenticity (Johnston and Lane 2019). 

While this study was limited to practitioner perspectives and covered community engagement 

broadly rather than collaborative decision-making processes specifically, it does provide a 

useful basis for distinguishing between authenticity of process and authenticity of outcomes. 

 

Theoretically, deliberative democrats tend to focus on the authenticity of engagement 

processes. This is evident in Dryzek’s conceptualisation of ‘deliberative capacity’ which 

incorporates the elements of authenticity, inclusion and consequentiality. For Dryzek, 

authenticity refers to the process of non-coercive reflection, in order to establish general 

principles from the diversity of preferences (Dryzek 2009). This statement, however, has both 

process and outcome implications in that the process of non-coercive reflection can also be 
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considered a condition for achieving an authentic outcome. This is evident through Dryzek’s 

conceptualisation of consequentiality as the engagement process having made some form of 

impact, which aligns with Werth, Comfort, et.al’s (2020) claim that legitimacy (as a 

demonstration of authenticity), can be measured by the alignment between engagement and 

implementation outcomes. Johnston and Lane (2019) also link authenticity in the public 

sector with trust, legitimacy and democratic behaviours, which are socially constructed and 

subjectively determined by stakeholders.  

 

Daya et.al. (2019) argue that despite increased focus on consumer engagement in service 

design, delivery and evaluation, engagements can be inauthentic when they fail to engage the 

full spectrum of consumer voices. This includes asking a token consumer to represent all 

consumer views, or where demographic diversity is considered the only form of diversity 

needed in an engagement process, without recognising a diversity of experiences. Authentic 

engagements need to intentionally consider which experiences are being represented, and 

why that might be (Daya et.al, 2019). Daya et.al. further argue that inauthentic engagements 

can filter out particular voices, or particular questions, that policy makers don’t want to hear 

as a way of avoiding conflict, rather than allowing the conflict to inform better outcomes. 

Their paper provides a conceptual model for supporting authentic engagement of mental 

health consumers specifically, by categorising the different experiences that should be 

represented along two axes, positive or negative treatment, and positive or negative care 

(Daya, et.al. 2019).  

 

Leslie (2015) argues that authentic engagement involves collective thinking, leadership, and 

power sharing as stakeholders work together for a common purpose. It is challenging and 

requires reasoned dialogue, conflict negotiation, and a willingness to value different 

perspectives. According to Leslie (2015) authentic engagement is a democratic process that 

allows people to share their stories, obtain information, and solve problems together. It gives 

people a sense of belonging and the ability to contribute to decision making when they 

otherwise wouldn’t be included, encourages shared responsibility for outcomes, helps people 

move past their own concerns, and deepens understanding of diverse experiences (Leslie, 

2015).  

 

Like Daya et.al. and Leslie, Norum (1997) also argues that authentic engagement can be 

hindered when particular voices are considered ‘expendable’. This occurs when those voices 
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are not invited to participate, excluded from discussions, or silenced. Research conducted by 

Pratt et.al. (2016) within four local areas also found there was concern for ‘invisible’ people 

within the community and a need to proactively foster authentic engagement of those people 

in community decisions. This research provided a framework and permission for community 

members to take action towards community aspirations. Similarly, Coombs (2020) explored 

authentic engagement through the lens of professional cross-sector collaboration with the 

intent of improving community outcomes. The model evaluated, however, included 

community engagement as an input into a professional community of practice, rather than 

seeing community as equal partners in collaborative practice (Coombs 2020). 

 

Coombs (2020) reframes engagement in terms of a common community goal, relational trust 

between cross-sector partners, processes that enable inquiry and dialogue, and exploration of 

literature to inform the evidence base. Coombs (2020) identifies trust, connection and a 

strengths-based view of community as elements of authentic engagements and demonstrates 

the importance of intentionality when establishing collaborations (Coombs, 2020). This 

framing aligns with the views of Moore (2017), who argues that authenticity is relational and 

requires trust in the process and in the people involved. Moore (2017) further argues that 

authenticity requires power sharing between service providers and service users and the 

balancing of client and professional values with evidence-based programs and processes. 

Authentic engagement in the co-design of services can be challenged by a lack of empathy 

and genuine interest in lived experiences (Moore, 2017).  

 

Unlike process focused research in this space, this thesis takes a systematic approach to 

investigate collective authenticity arising from public-sector decision-making processes. 

Authenticity is therefore viewed as an intended outcome of public sector engagements that 

claim to involve the public in decision-making itself. In this regard, Johnston and Lane’s 

depiction of an authentic engagement outcome as reflecting co-created community priorities 

that are transparently communicated and considered (Johnston and Lane 2019), is a useful 

basis for understanding authentic engagement in public sector decision-making.  

 

The underlying assertion is that authentic engagement in public sector decision making is 

demonstrated where there is convergence of participant views on shared values, goals, or 

general principles; enhanced perceptions of trust in decision-making processes; and 

consequential outcomes through the genuine consideration of engagement outcomes through 
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to implementation. This thesis does not assess the fidelity or results of implementation, but 

rather the extent to which public sector engagements impacted on decision making processes.  

 

1.2.1 Measuring Authenticity in Public Sector Decision Making 
A common saying in the public service is ‘you deliver what you measure’. Without the ability 

to consistently measure authenticity, there is no accountability and therefore no driver for the 

practice changes required to support authentic engagements in public sector decision making. 

Authenticity is not a simple concept to assess in practice. Measuring the conditions that 

support it is even more complex without a robust framework for identifying and comparing 

those conditions across multiple cases.  

 

Chapman and Lowndes (2014) proposed potential indicators to measure authenticity in their 

2014 research article on representation in networked governance. The proposed indictors, 

however, speak to the legitimacy of representatives to act on behalf of others, rather than the 

authenticity of the engagement itself. There are of course other examples of frameworks that 

seek to measure authenticity within engagement processes, such as Werth et.al.’s (2020) 

framework for assessing community engagement within criminal justice processes. This 

framework suggests that authenticity is subjectively experienced by participants as ‘moral 

alignment’ expressed as shared values and goals that ultimately lead to trust and legitimacy, 

the latter of which could be measured by assessing the cohesion of the engagement outcomes 

through to implementation (Werth et al. 2020). 

 

A link can therefore be drawn between Dryzek’s (2009) notion of consequentiality and the 

outcomes of authenticity according to Werth et.al. (2020), however while this framework 

provides a useful description of the elements of authenticity and what it might look like if 

achieved, it does not provide specific measures that can be used for comparison across cases, 

nor does it identify the conditions that impact on authenticity in a granular enough form to 

answer the research question at the heart of this thesis, in particular the focus on codesign and 

deliberative engagements. 

 

Subsequently, an advanced Google Scholar search was undertaken using the key phrase – 

‘measuring authentic engagement’. The search was open to any timeframe and included all 

studies that cited the key phrase anywhere in the article. The key phrase – ‘measuring 

authentic participation’ was also used, noting these terms are often used interchangeably 
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(McKenzie 2018). This search, however, only identified four studies so the search was 

broadened to include any studies that cited the key phase ‘authentic engagement’. This search 

was also open to any timeframe and included all studies that cited the key phrase in the title. 

This search identified 125 studies which were subsequently assessed against the following 

criteria to confirm relevance and acceptance for the review: 

1. studies must discuss authentic engagement in public sector decision making;  

2. studies must include measurement frameworks for assessing authentic engagements; 

3. studies must be available in full text; and, 

4. studies must be written in the English language. 

 

Only one study met all four criteria, requiring a broader review of the studies identified. 

Three studies provided measures for authenticity in other areas (including marketing and 

education), while 51 studies discussed authentic engagement in teaching and learning practice 

but did not provide a measurement framework. Other areas in which authentic engagement 

are discussed in the literature include research, marketing, self-expression and organisational 

leadership. These studies were excluded from the review as their conceptualisation of 

authentic engagement was not relevant to public sector decision-making.  

 

Of most significant relevance is the work of McKenzie (2018), whose dissertation measured 

inclusiveness, fairness and openness of stakeholder engagement processes. McKenzie’s 

research is grounded in Freeman’s (1984 cited in McKenzie, 2018) Stakeholder theory which 

defines stakeholders as anyone who is influenced by or influences an organisation’s 

objectives. Managing stakeholders well supports loyalty and positive participation in 

achieving the organisation’s objectives. It also brings useful insights to inform strategic 

decision making (Harrison, Freeman, and de Abreu 2015 cited in McKenzie, 2018). 

 

Trust is critical to stakeholder theory (Jones 1995 cited in McKenzie, 2018), as it supports 

cooperation and information sharing (Harrison and Wicks, 2013 cited in McKenzie, 2018).  

McKenzie’s interview results (10 interviews) suggest that building trust over time is essential 

to authentic participation, which McKenzie concludes is a key component of both 

inclusiveness and fairness (McKenzie, 2018). According to McKenzie’s research, authentic 

participation is demonstrated by the diversity of attendees, the levels of participation and 

opportunities to contribute, and by ensuring the same people are aren’t engaged all the time 

(McKenzie, 2018). 
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While authentic participation is identified as one core theme for achieving inclusive and fair 

engagements, the conceptualisation of authenticity is limited to participation rather than 

considering the engagement process or outcomes holistically. Other critical themes included 

communication, equity, facilitation, local control and trust (McKenzie, 2018). While 

McKenzie’s research shows that trust is essential to authentic participation, it does not 

consider the interconnections between the themes, assuming that all themes are equally and 

individually important for achieving an inclusive and fair engagement. 

 

A strength of McKenzie’s work is the alignment it draws with the core values of the 

International Association for Public Participation’s Quality Assurance Standards (IAP2). The 

IPA2 Core Values are used to define a ‘quality’ engagement process which can be measured 

using their audit tool. According to IPA2, the core values are ‘commonly accepted as 

informing best practice engagement’ and include:  

1. Public participation is based on the belief that those who are affected by a decision 

have a right to be involved in the decision-making process.  

2. Public participation includes the promise that the public’s contribution will 

influence the decision.  

3. Public participation promotes sustainable decisions by recognising and 

communicating the needs and interests of all participants, including decision 

makers.  

4. Public participation seeks out and facilitates the participation of those potentially 

affected by or interested in a decision.  

5. Public participation seeks input from participants in designing how they 

participate.  

6. Public participation provides participants with the information they need to 

participate in a meaningful way.  

7. Public participation communicates to participants how their input affected the 

decision. (IPA2, 2015). 

McKenzie’s research is conceptually based in the IAP2 Quality Assurance Standards, and 

specifically aligns ‘authentic participation’ with the IAP2 Core Values: 

o Everyone who is influenced by a resolution is entitled to be involved in the 

decision-making process; and 
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o Decision-makers actively seek out and involve everyone who is affected by the 

decision (McKenzie, 2018). 

It is worth noting that while the IAP2 Quality Assurance Standards provide a valuable tool 

for assessing the quality of an engagement process according to an agreed set of standards, it 

does not provide a tool for measuring authenticity, or the ability to measure the 

interdependencies between the identified standards. The purpose of this research however is 

to identify which specific conditions, and in which combinations, will support the 

achievement of authentic engagement in public sector decisions.  

 

It is also worth noting that ‘quality’ itself is a contested concept and not necessarily as 

‘commonly accepted’ as IAP2 may claim. For example, Quinn and Saini (2013) argue that 

there is a lack of agreed standardised instruments for evaluating engagements with young 

people, with a focus on quantifiable measures such as the number of engagements, rather than 

quality measures. Their paper provides a list of essential characteristics for youth engagement 

such as providing opportunities for capacity building and leadership, encouraging reflection 

and social awareness, and provision of peer support and networking. They further argue that 

focusing on participant assets and power sharing are important qualities of authentic 

engagement (Quinn and Saini, 2013). 

 

Along with the key authors noted in section 1.2, the existence of diverse perspectives on 

authentic engagements, warrants a systematic approach to investigate the conditions required 

to achieve authenticity prior to measuring those conditions and their interdependencies. For 

this reason, this thesis commences with a systematic review of the two fields of engagement 

under investigation, co-design and deliberative engagements, to inform the measurement 

framework underpinning a qualitative comparative analysis. This method has been selected to 

illuminate condition sets that may or may not be required to achieve authenticity as an 

outcome of engagements. In establishing a robust and replicable framework for measuring 

authentic engagement as an end in itself, this thesis will address a current gap in the literature 

where existing research has focused on authenticity of participants or process only.  This 

knowledge gap is further demonstrated through the compilation of a historical review 

presented in Chapter 2, with particular reference to codesign and deliberative engagements. 
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1.3 Why Codesign and Deliberative Engagements? 
Codesign and deliberative engagements emerge from distinct social science traditions, the 

former more dominant in the study of management and public-sector innovation (Bason 

2010) and the latter emerging in the study of political philosophy (Florida 2018). 

Furthermore, the practice-based focus of deliberative engagements has developed more 

recently following a substantial period of theorisation (Elstub and McLaverty 2014). This is 

in contrast to the focus on application and the development of practice tools that lie at the 

core of codesign (Evans and Terrey 2016). 

 

Given these differences, it is not surprising that there has been no significant academic 

attempt to integrate these approaches into a cohesive method for understanding both the 

theory and practice of public sector engagement, making this research a first in this area. 

Both approaches offer different understandings on the role of community members in 

addressing a spectrum of public sector challenges from service design through to policy and 

legislation. The underlying hypothesis is that leveraging the expertise of both approaches 

may lead to new insights into the conditions that enhance authenticity of public sector 

engagements, providing useful evidence that can inform capability development in this area.  

 

Both approaches have rapidly expanded in the past four decades from emerging concepts to 

entire fields of study and application. Deliberative democracy as a theoretical tradition has 

informed deliberative engagements, most commonly (though not exclusively) in the form of 

mini publics. Deliberative engagements, following the principles of deliberative democracy, 

are designed to enable a plurality of voices, to shine a light on the tensions and conflicts 

between different actors, and enable a shared space of understanding on collective issues 

(Baiocchi and Ganuza 2017). Deliberative engagements are concerned with enhancing the 

legitimacy of decisions through processes of critical reflection that privilege the role of the 

public in determining preferred positions (Dryzek 2000). 

 

Likewise, codesign processes involve citizens in the iterative development of insights, 

prototyping, evaluation and scaling of new solutions (Evans and Terrey 2016). Design 

thinking enables repositioning of paradoxical perspectives into new problem-solving frames 

(Dorst et.al 2011) with the underlying belief that engagement with citizens in the 

development of public policy and services will lead to better (and shared responsibility for) 

outcomes (Parker and Heapy 2006). Codesign is concerned with bridging the gap between 
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experience experts (public) and deliverers of experiences (professionals) to achieve a shared 

outcome (Halskov and Brodersen 2015).  

 

It is therefore not surprising, that deliberative engagements and codesign operate in distinct, 

yet overlapping terrains, the former more often concerned with matters of politics and policy 

preferences, and the later concerned with services and the systems that connect them, 

including in some cases, policy and legislative decisions.  Of particular interest is the 

different perspectives each approach is derived from when it comes to the overlapping space 

of public policy. In the case of deliberative engagements, the underlying position is that 

policy options should be acceptable to the broader public with a focus on legitimacy (Dryzek 

2000). In the case of codesign, the underlying position is that policy should support the 

effective delivery of shared outcomes delivered through services and systems interactions 

(Meroni, Selloni et al. 2018). 

  

It should, however, be noted that the recent expansion of both approaches is leading to a 

blurring of these distinctions, which arguably has contributed to complexity and the potential 

for misappropriation of one field over another. A nuanced and appreciative understanding of 

both approaches is important to enable clarity regarding the best use of each method, or 

combination of methods, in political and public service contexts. Rather than seeing each 

discipline as alternative forms of public participation, it is therefore important that both 

approaches are studied and applied side by side to ensure the best possible outcomes for those 

affected by the decisions of legislatures and public service agencies. Figure 1.1 demonstrates 

the spectrum of decision spaces in which deliberative engagements and codesign most 

naturally gravitate.  

 

Figure 1.1. Defining 

spaces between 

deliberative 

engagements and 

codesign 
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Codesign and deliberative engagements both recognise that democratic legitimacy requires an 

authentic citizen voice in formation of public policy and that when participation extends to 

decision making, legitimacy and political accountability are enhanced (Holmes 2011, Ercan, 

Hendriks et al. 2018). To be legitimate, however, participation should enable equitable 

opportunities to contribute to decision making, regardless of personal circumstances or 

contexts. For complex decisions however it is not always possible for all affected people to 

be involved (Cohen 1997, Michelman 1997, Florida 2013). While conceptions of deliberative 

systems attempt to address this issue by arguing that different people can deliberate in 

different spaces and at different times, issues of power asymmetry in different contexts 

continue to be problematic, further strengthening the argument for studying authenticity of 

engagement outcomes and the conditions that enable it (Goodin 2000). 

 

1.4 Legitimacy and Public Sector Management  
While the theoretical basis of this research, is rooted in the two distinct yet at times 

overlapping fields of codesign and deliberative engagements, it is also important to locate the 

research in terms of legitimacy more broadly, and in particular in the realm of public sector 

management.  

 

1.4.1 Legitimacy 
Democracies depend on the endorsement of the people in order to legitimise public decisions. 

Publics need to see their concerns and interests represented in the laws and policies enacted 

in the public realm, to trust that their government and public institutions are acting on their 

behalf (Roberts, 2004). Not all members of the public will agree on every issue, necessitating 

active and diverse involvement of members of the public when discussing and deciding on 

issues of public concern (Lafont 2015 and Stoker 2006). While not all members of the public 

will agree with every decision, it is important that every decision can be justified to those 

who will be impacted by them, and the best way to do that is to involve members of the 

public in the decision-making process (Lafont 2015). Likewise, justifications must be 

supported by quality reasons that ensure decisions are transparent and accountable (Lafont 

2015 and Chambers 2003, cited in Carpini et.al, 2004). 

 

Not all scholars agree that small scale public engagements can enhance legitimacy. Lafont, 

for example, argues that mini publics should inform rather than direct decision-making, since 
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the broader public are excluded from these deliberation processes. Lafont also argues that the 

considered views of mini publics don’t represent the views of the broader population because 

they have been derived through deliberative treatments. This results in justifications that 

don’t necessarily resonate with those who were not involved, impacting on the level of public 

endorsement. In addition, Lafont argues that the considered views of mini publics may be 

more informed than the broader public, but less informed than professional experts which 

may lead to inferior decisions than those that involved no public engagement at all (Lafont 

2015). 

 

As Lafont (2015) suggests, legitimacy in a democratic sense focuses on mass participation as 

the ideal form of citizen engagement, a view that can prove problematic for small scale 

engagements such as codesign and deliberative engagements. There are, however, other 

conceptions of legitimacy that are important to consider, such as representative legitimacy 

(Martin 2008). For example, politicians may be representatively legitimate on the basis of 

their election by the people (Goss 2001 cited in Stoker, 2006). Martin (2008) argues that 

representative legitimacy should be negotiated based on the contextual determinants of any 

particular engagement process. In this way, a group of service users may rightly claim to 

represent the broader population of service users on the basis of their typicality (Martin 

2008), or stratified random sampling could be used to identify a descriptively representative 

group of community members (Fishkin, cited in Lafont 2015). Likewise, in public value 

management, stakeholder representativeness can be said to support the legitimacy of 

engagement processes on the basis of their expertise and interest in the matter being 

considered (Stoker 2006).  

 

These different conceptions of representative legitimacy support a more flexible approach to 

determining representativeness based on the relationships between the intent of the 

engagement process, the governing context, and the diversity of voices relevant to the issue 

being discussed (Martin 2008). Furthermore, Stoker (2006) also argues that mass 

participation is not a requirement for democratic legitimacy. What is important is that 

engagement is as open as possible, providing opportunities for as many people as possible to 

contribute to public discussions (Stoker 2006).   
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1.4.2 Public Sector Management 
The focus of this thesis is on building public sector capability in authentically engaging 

affected people in public sector decision making. Since the primary audience for this research 

is the public service, understanding the nature of public sector decision making is important 

context. Public sector management is an evolving practice which has shifted from traditional 

models of bureaucratic administration, to market and performance driven approaches, and is 

now emerging into new forms of networked governance and the search for public value 

(Stoker 2006, Bovaird 2007). 

 

Public value management promotes enhanced engagement with the public and stakeholders 

in collective decision making through processes of reflection, deliberation, and value 

identification (Stoker 2006). Public servants are seen as “stewards of public trust” and 

facilitators of social learning (Roberts 2004). By creating networks of communication, public 

servants have a role in empowering the public to be active partners in decision-making and to 

assume their civic responsibilities as members of a greater whole (Stoker 2006).  

 

Stoker (2006) acknowledges that not all people will want to engage, however the focus for 

public servants should be on building citizenship capacities and extending opportunities to 

engage as much as possible. The value of engagement is not purely to recognise the rights of 

publics to have a say, but rather acknowledges that better decisions are made when diverse 

perspectives deliberate together (Stoker 2006). Public value management is not only 

concerned with extending engagement during decision making, but also relies on networks of 

stakeholders working together to implement those decisions (Stoker 2006). Engaging the 

public from problem identification through to implementation can therefore enhance the 

levels of trust necessary to support longer term partnerships and collective action (Cooper, 

Bryer et al. 2006). 

 

1.5 Theoretical Contribution 
This thesis contributes to our understanding of public engagement within the public sector 

management context in at least four ways. Firstly, in theoretical terms it shifts the lens of 

inquiry away from apologists for poor public engagement who believe that any form of 

engagement is of intrinsic value to a perspective that problematizes engagement and argues 
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that it is not more engagement that we need but rather authentic engagement. This provides 

greater explanatory power of the phenomena under study and enables the development of a 

robust framework for studying practice. 

  

Secondly, the thesis engages in methodological innovation by combining systematic review 

and qualitative comparative analysis (QCA) to build a robust evidence base that is both 

reliable and replicable in other contexts. The approach enables rigorous testing of existing 

theoretical and empirical knowledge in order to confirm the sufficiency and necessity of 

conditions that can otherwise be assumed in public engagement practice. This multi-

dimensional methodological approach has not previously been applied in the Australian 

context. Through this thesis however, the approach has demonstrated value that could be 

adopted by public service agencies as readily as researchers. 

  

Thirdly, this thesis makes a unique empirical contribution by building a comprehensive data 

set on different aspects of public engagement. Through the systematic review, existing 

knowledge on variables that appear to influence outcomes in codesign and deliberative 

engagements have been categorised and coded across 49 theoretical and empirical studies. A 

subsequent database of 20 secondary case studies was also established to test the relevance 

and measurability of the identified variables. Furthermore, a comprehensive data set has been 

developed through direct fieldwork in seven cases that involved assessment of condition and 

outcome sets to inform the QCA. The calibration of condition measures and anchor points 

provide standards for replicating the approach in other cases, making this data set particularly 

valuable for further comparative investigation into authentic engagement in public sector 

decisions. 

 

Finally, the thesis makes an applied contribution by reframing case typologies to better reflect 

actual practice in public engagement processes and provides a tool for public sector 

accountability and evaluation of engagements to guide better practice.  

 

Collectively these four contributions provide a significant advance in our understanding of 

public engagement and the conditions necessary to ensure authentic outcomes. Specifically, 

the thesis findings outline two critical conditions that are necessary to achieve authentic 

engagement in public sector decisions, and the combination of those conditions that are 

sufficient to achieve this outcome.  
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1.6 Research Design 
The research design underpinning the thesis takes an iterative approach to building 

knowledge through a structured set of research stages. Commencing with understanding the 

theoretical and empirical underpinnings of codesign and deliberative engagements, the 

research proceeds through variable identification, validation, and final, the testing of 

conditions through QCA. Each stage builds on the findings of previous stages with the final 

stage using inductive logic to draw conclusions from specific cases into a generalisable 

solution formula for achieving authentic engagement in public sector decisions. 

 

The research design is illustrated in Figure 1.2 with specific research methods described in 

detail in Chapter 3: Research Methods. 

 

Figure 1.2: Research Design 

 

   

 

1.7 Structure  
The thesis is structured in two parts. Part one establishes the foundations of the research, by 

framing the research question, outlining the research method, and establishing the basis for 
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• Chapter 3: Research Method – outlines the four research methods utilised in the 

thesis, including the study/case search strategies and data analysis procedures for each 

method.  

• Chapter 4: Justifying Conditions for Authentic Engagements – documents 

findings from a systematic review and validation process which is used to inform 

which conditions to investigate through the QCA. 

• Chapter 5: Case Selection and Typologies – provides an overview of the cases 

investigated through the QCA, a defence of their selection, and a typological 

framework for case comparison. 

 

Part two reports the QCA findings and assesses the implications of those findings for public 

sector decision making. Specific chapters include: 

• Chapter 6: Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions – assesses each of 

the seven cases included in the review against their achievement of specific measures 

related to ‘Convergent Views’, ‘Participant Trust’, and ‘Consequentiality’, as the 

basis of the QCA. 

• Chapter 7: Equal Power Relations – analyses each of the seven cases included in 

the review against their achievement of specific measures related to ‘Autonomy’, 

‘Equality’, and ‘Involvement’, to inform the assessment of the sufficiency and 

necessity of the condition ‘Equal Power Relations’.  

• Chapter 8: Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality) – examines each 

of the seven cases included in the review against their achievement of specific 

measures related to ‘Broad Engagement Methods’, ‘Participant Satisfaction’, and 

‘Expert Facilitation’, to inform assessment of the sufficiency and necessity of the 

condition ‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality). 

• Chapter 9: Connection to Decision Making – evaluates each of the seven cases 

included in the review against their achievement of specific measures related to 

‘Authorisation’, ‘Commitment’, and ‘Transmission’, to inform assessment of the 

sufficiency and necessity of the condition ‘Connection to Decision Making’. 

• Chapter 10: What Facilitates Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions? 

This chapter concludes the QCA with an assessment of condition combinations and 

their impact on authenticity, to arrive at the solution formula capable of achieving 

‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’. 



Nicole Moore, Institute of Governance and Policy Analysis, University of Canberra 

17 
 

• Chapter 10: In Conclusion – Towards Authentic Public Engagement. This 

concluding chapter provides a synthesis of the theoretical, methodological and 

empirical findings arising from the thesis and evaluates their implications for public 

sector engagements. 

 

1.8 Audience 
The research question addressed by this thesis is primarily focused on strengthening practice 

within the public sector. Subsequently, the thesis should be of particular interest to 

practitioners, public servants and politicians. Researchers studying comparative politics, 

leadership studies and public administration and management will also find value in both the 

research methods and findings. Moreover, public policy scholars and political philosophers 

alike committed to improving the quality of public participation should be encouraged by the 

thesis findings. 

 

Given the broad audiences that may benefit from this thesis, it is worth noting from the outset 

that both codesign and deliberative democracy have their own language conventions that do 

not always align. This presents a particular challenge for research that intersects both 

approaches and requires some level of compromise on key terms. For example, the term 

‘representation’ is more commonly associated with visualisation of information in codesign 

than with issues of authentic engagement. Likewise, deliberative democracy literature can 

refer to deliberative ‘approaches’ in terms of deliberative ‘design’ which is not as usefully 

applied to describe approaches in codesign (or codesign design). Subsequently, academics 

and practitioners from each approach may find some language conventions are not adopted as 

usual, with compromises made to align language usage across both approaches where 

possible.   

 

1.9 Empirical Contribution  
As this thesis will demonstrate, the systematic review outcomes and initial fieldwork 

findings, were used to develop the hypothesis that ‘Equal Power Relations’, ‘Engagement 

Breadth and Professionalism (Quality), and ‘Connection to Decision Making’ lead to 

‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’. This hypothesis was tested through the 

QCA, involving seven codesign and deliberative engagement cases. The QCA found that 

‘Equal Power Relations’ and ‘Connection to Decision Making’ are the only necessary 
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conditions- but neither are sufficient on their own. When combined, however, these two 

conditions form a sufficient and necessary conjunction consistently achieving ‘Authentic 

Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’. The lack of sufficiency or necessity of the condition 

‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality)’ demonstrates that the current 

understanding of what constitutes quality could be reimagined with enhanced possibilities for 

co-production and consumer driven engagements in public sector decisions.  

 

Along with the primary findings mentioned above, the thesis also categorises each case 

according to the type of participants involved (public and/or professionals) and the frame of 

thinking applied (critical or creative). In this way, the thesis demonstrates that despite the 

diversity of cases investigated, they were sufficiently comparable, supporting generalisable 

solutions in like cases. Along with assessment of condition and outcome achievement, a 

gender lens was also applied where data permitted. The gender analysis showed that while 

there was little difference between males and females in terms of process satisfaction and 

trust, males were more likely to feel listened to, respected and able to contribute equally 

across the seven cases investigated. The implications of the thesis findings are discussed in 

detail in Chapter 11: In Conclusion – Towards Authentic Public Engagement. 
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2: 

CODESIGN AND DELIBERATIVE 

DEMOCRACY IN HISTORICAL 

PERSPECTIVE 
 

2.1 Introduction 
It is impossible to appreciate the potential value of codesign and deliberative democracy in 

public sector decisions without first understanding the origins and historical development of 

the ideas underpinning the methods of engagement. This is because terms like codesign and 

deliberative democracy can mean many things to many people. Public servants around the 

world have experimented with various forms of community engagement and arguably, these 

two terms are perhaps among those most frequently used to describe processes that may on 

the outside appear to be quite diverse and unrelated. People often talk about codesign as a 

workshop involving different stakeholders, perhaps with a token service user or two, there to 

provoke empathy but not necessarily to drive decision making. Likewise, opponents of 

deliberative democracy in public sector decision making could argue that those selected to 

participate may not necessarily appreciate the disproportionate impacts of policy decisions on 

certain minorities who will by nature of being a minority, not be equally represented. It is 

important then to understand what really drives these two approaches, where their value 

actually lies, and what critical elements must be in place to achieve their intended 

engagement principles. 

 

This chapter therefore explores the parallel histories of both approaches, comparing and 

contrasting each to better understand their application today. The chapter commences with an 

historical review of deliberative democracy – the theoretical basis for deliberative 

engagements, followed by an historical review of codesign and its related disciplines – user 

centred design and participatory design. The historical reviews highlight that codesign and 

deliberative engagements share much in common despite their distinctive disciplinary 

origins. The reviews further support the application of both approaches in the public service 

context to ensure the best possible method of engagement is applied according to the specific 

problem that is being tackled. Ultimately both approaches seek to ensure those affected by 
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decisions are involved in shaping what those decisions should be. Understanding their value 

and limitations will support more deliberate and targeted public sector engagements.  

 

2.2 Method: Historical Reviews of Codesign and Deliberative 

Democracy 
The intent of the historical reviews was to compare and contrast the historical contributions 

of codesign and deliberative democracy as two citizen engagement methods that have 

influenced public sector decision making around the world. In the case of deliberative 

democracy, the literature review focused on key theoretical contributors, while the codesign 

review focused on historical milestones. This approach recognises the different lenses that 

have occupied thinking and practice in each discipline.   

 

2.2.1 Search Strategy: History of Deliberative Democracy 
An advanced Google Scholar search identified 32 separate studies, using the key phrase- 

History of Deliberative Democracy. The search was open to any timeframe and included all 

studies that cited the key phrase anywhere in the article. The 32 studies were subsequently 

assessed against the following criteria to confirm relevance and acceptance for the review: 

5. Studies must provide an historical account of deliberative democracy; 

6. Studies must be available in full text; and 

7. Studies must be in English language. 

 

Of the 32 studies identified, nine studies were assessed as suitable for the review, meeting all 

three criteria. Despite the relatively low number of studies identified as suitable, the 

consistency of historical accounts supported the achievement of theoretical saturation, 

negating the need to extend the search to other databases. Table 2.1 provides the number and 

percent of literature excluded from the review based on each selection criteria.  
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Table 2.1: Breakdown of literature assessed as not meeting the selection criteria 

 Historical 

Account 

Full Text English 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Did not meet criteria   10 31% 12 38% 1 3% 

Total Studies Assessed 32 100% 32 100% 32 100% 

Note: Percentages not meeting criteria refer to the proportion of total studies assessed, noting the 

exclusion of duplicate studies. 

 

2.2.2 Search Strategy: History of Codesign 
Consistent with the deliberative democracy review, an advanced Google Scholar search was 

undertaken, in this case using the key phrase- History of Codesign. The search was once 

again open to any timeframe and included all studies that cited the key phrase anywhere in 

the article. Only eight studies were identified in the search and subsequently assessed against 

the following criteria: 

1. Studies must provide an historical account of codesign; 

2. Studies must be available in full text; and 

3. Studies must be in English language. 

Of the eight studies identified, only one study met all three criteria, hence a broader search 

was required to access additional sources. Subsequently, Google Scholar searches were 

conducted on ‘user centred design’ and ‘participatory design’ given their contributions to the 

field of codesign. In total, ten studies were assessed as suitable for the review, meeting all 

three criteria. As in the case of the deliberative democracy review, the consistency of 

historical accounts across the ten studies supported the achievement of theoretical saturation, 

negating the need to extend the search to other databases. Table 2.2 provides the number and 

percent of literature excluded from the review based on each selection criteria.   
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Table 2.2: Breakdown of literature assessed as not meeting the selection criteria 

 

 Historical 

Account 

Full Text English 

 Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Did not meet criteria   19 44% 12 29% 1 2% 

Total Studies Assessed 42 100% 42 100% 42 100% 

Note: Percentages not meeting criteria refer to the proportion of total studies assessed 

 

2.2.3 Data Analysis 
The identified sources were reviewed and coded along a chronological timeline for each 

discipline. Where necessary to complete gaps in understanding, primary or other secondary 

sources were subsequently reviewed. Having compiled timelines for each discipline, key 

contributions and milestones were reviewed to identify comparisons and commonalities, 

supporting the justification for studying codesign and deliberative democracy together. 

Findings from this stage of the thesis informed the focus of the systematic review outlined 

below. 

 

2.3 The History of Deliberative Democracy 
Florida (2018) claims in the Oxford Handbook on Deliberative Democracy that the history of 

deliberative democracy is not linear but rather a story of the convergence of disparate ideas 

and traditions. Despite this view, it is possible to trace the genealogy of deliberative 

democracy, starting as far back as the birth of democracy itself.  

 

2.3.1 Ancient Influences 
In Ancient Athens, the birth place of the democratic ideal, Greek Philosopher Aristotle 

argued that the deliberation of multiple perspectives enables wise decisions (Corey 2009, 

Elstub and McLaverty 2014). In the third book of Aristotle’s Politics, he wrote: 

 

‘And as a feast to which all the guests contribute is better than a banquet furnished by a 

single man, so a multitude is a better judge of many things than any individual’ (Aristotle 

350BCE) 
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Aristotle recognised the plural nature of communities, suggesting that not only is the greatest 

level of unity impossible to attain, it is equally undesirable (Aristotle 350BCE) a notion that 

is echoed in the deliberative democracy literature in recent years (Uhr and Uhr 1998). 

Likewise, Aristotle also wrote about the rationality of citizens, including both practical and 

speculative rationality, and the influence that rationality has on citizen preferences in diverse 

societies. The role of the legislature, according to Aristotle is to bear in mind diverse 

preferences while building capacity in citizens to recognise that the common good is best for 

individuals as well (Aristotle 350BCE).  

 

2.3.2 New World Liberalism 
With the founding of the United States of America in 1776, 19th century liberals held 

concerns that democracy would lead to uninformed masses impacting on the liberal rights of 

individuals (Dryzek 2000). For example, Alex de Tocqueville (1805-59), writing from a 

liberal perspective, argued that the rise of democracy presents a risk to social equality as 

increased political freedom is unequally distributed among different groups (Dryzek 2000). 

De Tocqueville's 'tyranny of the masses' refers to the idea that all citizens being equal would 

also lead to the views and interests of minority groups being drowned out of political 

decisions, leading to further exclusion (Habibis and Walter 2015). 

 

Building on de Tocqueville’s work, liberal theorist John Sturt Mill (1835) was also concerned 

with protecting people against the 'Tyranny of the majority'. Mill is considered the 

‘Grandfather of liberal constitutional deliberative democracy’ (Dryzek 2000), as he sought to 

encourage informed public debate without upsetting the rationality of government (Dryzek 

2000). In 1835, Mill argued that deliberation produces better decisions however, Mill 

emphasised the role of representative democracy as the vehicle for deliberation rather than 

citizens (Elstub and McLaverty 2014). 

 

In 1854, Edmund Burke also argued that deliberation produces better decisions, however 

equally constrained deliberation and decision making to those educated elites who form the 

ruling class (Elstub and McLaverty 2014). In 1861, Mill’s view seems to have shifted 

somewhat as he argued for deliberation among random samples of citizens on broad political 

issues. Despite this broadening of involvement to citizens, Mill maintained that educated 

people should lead deliberations (Corey 2009). 
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2.3.3 Founding of Deliberative Citizenship 
Throughout the early 20th century deliberation of citizens on public issues continued to be 

discussed by several political theorists, including John Dewey (1927) who argued that 

citizens should deliberate in order to establish a shared position and solutions to common 

problems, A.D. Lindsay (1929) who argued that collective discussion rather than preference 

aggregation should inform public decisions, and Earnest Barker (1951) who also viewed 

democracy as essentially about public debate that leads to agreements which can broadly be 

accepted by those involved, rather than aggregation of votes (Elstub and McLaverty 2014).  

 

By the 1970s, political theorists John Rawls writing on just societies, and Jurgen Habbermas 

writing on theories of communication, further provided the normative justification for what 

Joseph Bassett would term ‘deliberative democracy’ in 1980 (Dryzek 2000, Florida 2013, 

Elstub and McLaverty 2014, Antintytar Lagus 2016). In particular, Bassett published an 

analysis of the United States Constitution, arguing that while not necessarily the intent of the 

founding fathers, the constitution so established, enables congressional deliberation as a 

cornerstone of American democracy (Dryzek 2000). Bassett argued that the United States 

constitution limits the interests of tyrannical majorities through the representation of minority 

concerns in the processes of deliberation. Basset also argued that the founding fathers 

rejected direct democracy not just because it is unfeasible, but also because it undesirably 

enables majority rule over the needs of minorities (Florida 2013). It is from this work that 

deliberative democracy emerged as a discipline in its own right. 

 

2.3.4 Emerging Deliberative Concepts 
The early 1980s also saw the emergence of complimentary works that would contribute to 

later conceptualisations in this field. For example, Jane Mansbridge (1980) raised questions 

over the role deliberations should play in overcoming competing interests in participatory 

democracy processes (Florida 2018) and Jon Elster (1983 and 1986) in critiquing social 

choice theory, introduced the concept of adaptive preferences (Florida 2013) which would 

later inform the thinking of deliberative democrats in terms of individual capacity for 

autonomous deliberation (Cohen 1997, Smith and Wales 2000, Florida 2013). In 1984, 

Barber described neighbourhood assemblies as a form of deliberative democracy, one of the 

earliest references to practical application (Jones 2011) ahead of the empirical turn of the 

early 2000s (Owen and Smith 2015).  
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Cass Sunstein (1985) argued that high power interest groups challenge political and 

legislative power to meet the needs of all groups, suggesting that greater public deliberation 

supports preference transformation rather than simple aggregation of preferences or behind 

doors negotiation of conflicting interests (Florida 2013). Sunstein’s work builds on and 

supports the substantially influential thinking of Jurgen Habermas (1984), who rejected 

politics as a competition between different interests in favour of communicative cooperation 

(Bagg 2015). Habermas (1986 and 1989) also argued for the use of reason between free and 

equal citizens, the justification of preferences, and a willingness to change preferences if 

presented with reasonable justifications (Elstub and McLaverty 2014). Informed by 

Michelman’s (1986) vision of deliberative politics (Florida 2018), Habermas (1988 and 1989) 

also argued that the public sphere is an open space for deliberation on public matters and that 

citizens must overcome self interest in order to achieve the common good (Weiss 2013, Bagg 

2015).  

 

By the late 1980s, Bernard Manin (1987) and Joshua Cohen (1989) played influential roles in 

promulgating deliberative democracy, roles they would continue to play into the 1990s 

(Dryzek 2000, Florida 2013). In particular, Manin (influenced by Aristotle) argued that 

legitimacy comes through deliberation rather than popular opinion which may not be well 

informed (Florida 2018). In 1990, Dryzek introduced the idea of ‘discourse contestation’, 

providing the basis for institutional experiments based on discursive qualities (Florida 2018). 

In 1991, Bruce Ackerman argued that deliberation is not feasible in all decision-making 

processes and should be reserved for matters of significance such as constitutional issues or 

crisis, a notion supported by Rawls who argued that public reason of ‘free and equal’ citizens 

should focus on issues of ‘basic justice’, or matters of constitution rather than day to day 

affairs (Dryzek 2000).  

 

At the same time, Fishkin (1991) introduced deliberative polls as a particular form of 

deliberative democracy that involves random sampling in order to ensure democratic 

representation of the population (Florida 2018). The field continued to grow with increasing 

numbers of theorists conceptualising deliberative democracy. Gastil (1994) and Page (1996) 

both argued that public deliberation is essential to democracy and that citizens should 

regularly engage in deliberative and collective decision making (Jones 2011). Bohman (1996) 

and Elster (1998) referred to both the deliberative and democratic components of the 
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discipline, including the exchange of ideas, and the democratic inclusion of those affected by 

an issue (Antintytar Lagus 2016). 

 

2.3.5 Responding to Social Complexity 
The second generation of deliberative democracy scholarship focused on institutionalisation 

of deliberative democracy in complex societies, including addressing issues such as diversity, 

scalability and inequality (Elstub and McLaverty 2014). Cohen (1996 and 1997) argued that 

'reasonable pluralism' requires reasons to be framed in terms that people of diverse 

viewpoints can accept and that citizens must be willing to deliberate sincerely for effective 

deliberation to take place (Dryzek 2000, Bagg 2015). Bohman (1996) also wrote about 

pluralism, in particular the idea that diverse societies should seek ‘plural agreement’ rather 

than full consensus (Elstub and McLaverty 2014). Consistent with this thinking, Gutmann 

and Thompson also argued for partial agreements, suggesting that ‘deliberative disagreement’ 

is inevitable in complex societies and that partial agreements rather than full consensus 

enables mutual respect for differing views (Dryzek 2000, Elstub and McLaverty 2014).  

 

This view of deliberative democracy expands its use from matters of common good, to any 

issue where deep-seated disagreements may otherwise prevent mutual respect and agreeable 

solutions (Dryzek 2000). In this context, Simone Chambers (1996) argued that citizens 

should be willing to engage in discourse (Bagg 2015), while Amy Gutmann and Dennis 

Thompson (1996) argued that certain liberties must be in place to enable free and equal 

deliberation, such as welfare to provide the material basics that support participation (Dryzek 

2000). Gutmann and Thompson also introduced forms of communication other than reason 

giving, such as story-telling, in recognition of diverse communication needs (Corey 2009, 

Elstub and McLaverty 2014). 

 

2.3.6 Deliberative Innovations 
The turn of the century also saw a shift in focus for deliberative democrats with an increasing 

focus on application. Described as the third generation of deliberative democracy, scholars 

such as Fung, Steiner, and Elstub focused on applications of deliberative democracy, 

including through investigation of deliberative innovations to test the theoretical concepts 

previously postulated (Elstub and McLaverty 2014). Deliberative innovations, such as 

citizens panels, citizen assemblies and participatory budgeting, emerged in diverse contexts 
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including in Europe, the United States of America, Australia, South East Asia, and South 

America (Elstub and McLaverty 2014, Bagg 2015, Owen and Smith 2015).  

 

With the rise of empirical investigations in deliberative democracy, conceptualisations 

continued to progress as evidence from application informed new or confirmed theories. In 

2000, Dryzek echoed views previously expressed by Gutmann and Thompson, that authentic 

democracy requires deliberation and the justification of decisions to those affected and in 

terms they can accept (Dryzek 2000). Dryzek also argued that deliberative democracy must 

recognise power structures, such as financially interested groups, that impact on the 

deliberative capacities of States and their institutions, subsequently introducing discursive 

representation as a way of ensuring diverse viewpoints were considered in deliberations 

(Dryzek 2000, Dryzek and Niemeyer 2008). The issue of power was also raised by Cohen 

and Rogers (2003) who argued that deliberative democracy counters power imbalances and 

by Cohen (2007) who suggested that democratic societies must counter self-interested power 

through reason giving, argument and moral purpose (Bagg 2015). 

 

Dryzek (2000) and Chambers (2003) confirmed the importance of public deliberation based 

on uncoerced over manipulated reasons with a willingness to change preferences based on 

justifications, rather than aggregation of preferences or voting (Weiss 2013, Antintytar Lagus 

2016). Throughout the 2000’s, numerous authors attempted to codify deliberations as 

outlined in Box 2.1. While these scholars sought to identify the key elements required to 

operationalise deliberations, they did not focus on the specific conditions needed to achieve 

authenticity as intended by this thesis. 

 

2.3.7 Deliberative Systems 
In what could be considered a next generation of deliberative democracy, a range of theorists 

have focused on the deliberative nature of political systems (see: Elstub and McLaverty 2014, 

Owen and Smith 2015). For example, Hendriks (2006) differentiates between micro 

(structured, small scale and formal decision-making activities) and macro (unstructured, 

opinion forming, and spontaneous communication in the public sphere) approaches to 

institutionalising deliberative democracy, arguing for the integration of both as part of a 

connected deliberative system (Elstub and McLaverty 2014).  
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Box 2.1: Select deliberation concepts 

Gutmann and Thompson (2004, cited in 

Bagg, 2015) 

Elstub (2006, cited 

in Antintytär Lagus, 

2016) 

Gastil (2008, cited in 

(Jones, 2011) 

Four features of 

deliberation 

Four purposes of 

deliberation 

Four components of 

deliberation 

Four steps in 

deliberation 

Involvement of free 

and equal citizens 

(and their 

representatives) 

 

Justification of 

decisions through 

reason giving 

 

Reasons that can be 

mutually understood 

and accepted 

 

Binding agreements 

that can be 

reconsidered in the 

future 

Enhance legitimacy 

 

Public spiritedness 

 

Enable mutual 

respect 

  

Enable correction of 

past mistakes and 

learning  

Collective decisions 

 

Participation of 

relevant actors 

 

Exchange of reasons 

 

Transformation of 

preferences 

 

Beginning with 

generating an 

informed 

understanding of the 

issue 

 

Identifying and 

prioritising issue 

specific values  

 

Identifying a range 

of solutions 

 

Weighing solutions 

against values and 

knowledge to arrive 

at recommendations 

 

 

Yet deliberative systems themselves are a diverse field of interest with Dryzek (2009) 

describing them as the transmission of deliberations from informal opinion forming public 

spaces to formal decision-making spaces (Ercan, Hendriks et al. 2018). In contrast, Goodwin 

(2005) and Parkinson (2006) favour a stages approach in which deliberative systems are 

described as accumulations of deliberative events that occur at different times and spaces 

throughout a decision-making process (Ercan, Hendriks et al. 2018). Alternatively, 

Mansbridge et.al. (2012) present a networked model of deliberative systems in which the 

coupling of informal and formal spaces of deliberation create new connections and mutual 
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understandings (Ercan, Hendriks et al. 2018). This next generation of theorisation is 

emerging rapidly with implications for democratic governance at the local, national and 

global levels.  

 

Figure 2.1 provides a visual timeline of key contributions throughout the history of 

deliberative democracy, including the main contributors and key themes that have shaped the 

study of deliberative democracy today. 

 

2.4 The History of Codesign 
While design itself has a long history in many different disciplines, the roots of codesign are 

far more recent. In the 1970s, two disciplinary paths were forming that would eventually lead 

to the birth of codesign; participatory design and user-centred design. Discussing the history 

of codesign must therefore begin with the origins of these two approaches. 

 

2.4.1 Origins of Participatory Design 
The democratisation of workplaces in Scandinavia led to the establishment of Cooperative 

Design as a means of enabling skilled workers and researchers to collaborate on the 

integration of new technologies in factories.1 Cooperative Design arose in a context of 

industrial strife and was heavily influenced by Marxism and the political labour movement.  

This approach was also influential in the USA. However, the language of Cooperative Design 

was considered too collectivist for the culture who instead adopted the term ‘Participatory 

Design’, from a conference held in in the United Kingdom in 1971 where the term was first 

used.2 During the 1980s, participatory design extended its reach to fields outside worker and 

popular movements, including through collaborative place making approaches arising in the 

field of urban planning. The 1980s also saw the emergence of research into participatory 

approaches highlighting the benefits of involving citizens in designing practical solutions to 

everyday problems (Gioia, 2018). 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
1 See: Cole, Pinfold et al. 2013, Britton 2017, Seppala 2017, Gioia 2018, Meroni, Selloni et al. 2018. 
2 See: Baek, Cagiltay et al. 2008, Cole, Pinfold et al. 2013, Seppala 2017, Gioia 2018. 
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Figure 2.1: Timeline of key contributions in deliberative democracy 

 
2.4.2 Origins of User Centred Design 
In the case of user-centred design, new technologies and software development in particular 

provided a strong focus for design throughout the 1970s and 80s. In 1983, Gould and Lewis 
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outlined three design principles to create easy to use software, including; 1) early and 

continued focus on users, 2) empirical measures using simulations, and 3) prototypes/iterative 

designs (Prior 2011). In the mid-1980s, Bill Moggridge and Bill Verplank introduced the 

concept 'interaction design' which focused increased attention on the interactions between 

users and products (Sanders and Stappers 2008). In 1988, Don Norman coined the term 'user-

centred design' highlighting the shifting focus from process design to design of human 

systems (Gioia, 2018). It wasn’t until the 1990s, however, that the heightened concern for 

user perspectives in the process of design became widely accepted. 

 

2.4.3 Convergence of Design Thinking 
While participatory design remained a distinct field, throughout the 1990s (Gioia, 2018) 

commonalities with user-centred design began to emerge. In particular, Clement and Van den 

Besselaar (1993) argued that a key component of participatory design was user-controlled 

development of resources (Halskov and Brodersen 2015). Greenbaum and Kyng (1991) also 

described participatory design as designers taking seriously the needs and contexts of users 

(Gioia 2018, Baek, Cagiltay et al. 2008, Halskov and Brodersen 2015). Meanwhile, in the 

field of user-centred design, Namioka and Schuler (1990 and 1993) argued that users are 

experts in their own life and should have the opportunity to influence outcomes (Halskov and 

Brodersen 2015).  

 

By 1999, the International Organisation for Standards updated Gould and Lewis’s design 

principles to create an international standard for user-centred design (ISO 13407:1999), 

which included; 1) active involvement of users, 2) appropriate allocation of function between 

users and technology, 3) iterations of solutions, and 4) multidisciplinary design teams (Prior 

2011). The 1990s also saw a shift in user-centred design towards human-centred design and 

designing with people rather than designing for people (Gioia 2018, Seppala 2017). Eleven 

years after the creation of the international standards on user-centred design, a new standard 

was ratified on human-centred design ISO 9241–210:2010 which included the involvement 

of users throughout the design and development of computer based interactive systems 

(Gioia, 2018). 

 

2.4.4 The Emergence of ‘Co’ for Social Value 
This shift to human centred design of technology solutions coincided with the increasing role 

of design in addressing social issues as evidenced through the creation of IDEO (1991) in 
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America which focused on design as a way to improve the lives of particularly vulnerable 

groups (Britton 2017), the founding of the Consensus Building Institute (1993) which 

focused on co-creative type activities (Gioia 2018), and the launch of NESTA (1998) in the 

UK to promote design for social innovation (Britton 2017). At the turn of the century 

University of Michigan Professors CK Prahalad and Venkat Ramaswamy (2000) coined the 

term 'cocreation', which would ultimately provide an umbrella term for collaborative 

processes such as codesign (Gioia 2018). 

 

In 2005 the international journal CoDesign was launched (Seppala 2017). Codesign brought 

together design for approaches (user-centred design) and design with approaches 

(participatory design) and was originally concerned with front end activities, such as idea 

generation (Sanders and Stappers, 2008 cited in (Britton 2017, Meroni, Selloni et al. 2018). 

Distinguishing codesign from the umbrella term co-creation, Sanders and Stappers (2008) 

defined codesign as a specific form of cocreation that involves designers and non-designers 

in the creation of material products (Seppala 2017). By 2006, other collaborative approaches 

emerged along-side of codesign, such as codecisions, coproduction, coevaluation, and 

cogovernance (Meroni, Selloni et al. 2018).  

 

2.4.5 Diversification of Design 
From the early 2000’s, new integrated design models were being developed, such as ‘service 

design’ (2006) which combined elements of interaction design, visual communication, and 

information design; and ‘transformation design’ (2006) which combined participatory 

approaches and user-centred design to address social and economic issues (Sanders and 

Stappers 2008). Approaches such as crowdsourcing (2006) and design labs (2007) were also 

introduced as a means of breaking down barriers between consumers and enterprises and 

providing designers and stakeholders with opportunities to share in the design process (Gioia 

2018, Meroni, Selloni et al. 2018). In 2008, Bjögvinsson also discussed the development of 

'design-by-doing' approaches such as prototyping to enable participation of people who 

otherwise would find it difficult to engage (Britton 2017). 

 

The diversification of design methods marks a critical turning point in codesign with greater 

emphasis placed on understanding and responding to the normative features of effective 

codesign. Sanders and Stappers (2008) argued that codesign threatens power structures as 

consumers are given greater power in idea generation and decision-making processes. 
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Codesign, requires those in power to give up control and methods such as prototyping can 

address power imbalances by providing different ways for people to contribute (Britton 

2017). Sanders and Stappers also highlight that the participatory nature of codesign requires a 

shift in thinking from self-interest to appreciation of the needs of others. They further cite the 

rise of the internet giving voice to previously excluded people and the increased focus on 

sustainability in post-consumerist societies, as supporting a generational shift towards more 

egalitarian concerns (Sanders and Stappers 2008). 

 

It is here that codesign appears to have come full circle, embracing its democratic roots 

promulgated by the 1970s Scandinavian factory workers. Four features of codesign in the 

social and political spheres espoused by Selloni (2017) demonstrate this point; 1) codesign is 

a form of citizen empowerment 2) codesign is a pre-condition for co-production, 3) codesign 

is a key competence for public service, and 4) codesign is a form of citizen participation and 

democracy (Meroni, Selloni et al. 2018). Just like in deliberative democracy, this codification 

of elements required to operationalise codesign does not address the specific conditions 

required to achieve authenticity, nor does it identify a way to measure it.  

 

Codesign involves mutual learning through collective reflection and action, prototyping to 

enable diverse contributions, and designers learning about the user's context in order to 

respond to human need (Simon and Robertson, 2012 cited in Halskov and Brodersen 2015). 

Codesign is also a process of deliberation among diverse actors, extending from idea 

generation through to implementation (Bjögvinsson, Ehn and Hillgren, 2012 cited in Meroni, 

Selloni et al. 2018). Codesign blurs boundaries, through open innovation and living labs, 

peer-production and maker spaces, public participation and social innovation. (Bannon and 

Ehn, 2012 cited in Meroni, Selloni et al. 2018)). Codesign is also about sustainable social 

innovations that are scalable and combines product, communication, service and strategic 

systems design (Manzini, 2015 cited in Meroni, Selloni et al. 2018).  

 

Codesign transforms the role of designers from designing of products to designing for 

purpose, from designing for people to designing with people, and from being design experts 

to being facilitators of design (Sanders and Stappers 2008). Codesign also transforms the role 

of service users and citizens from passive recipients to experts of their own experiences and 

from objects of study to partners in design processes (Sanders and Stappers 2008, Meroni, 

Selloni et al. 2018). Finally, codesign creates new opportunities to move beyond singular 
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design events or projects to establishing the infrastructure for longer term collaboration 

(Binder, Brandt et al. 2008, Saad-Sulonen, Eriksson et al. 2018). Figure 2.2 provides a visual 

timeline of key milestones throughout the history of codesign, including key contributions 

that have shaped codesign today. 

 

Figure 2.2: Timeline of key milestones in codesign 

 

 

 
Figure 2.3 draws together the historical contributions across both codesign and deliberative 

democracy. Points of comparison and commonality are grouped into themes and discussed in 

the following sections. Of note is the increasing emergence of commonalities overtime, with 

codesign and deliberative democracy today differing most significantly in practical 

application rather than in normative understandings when it comes to citizen participation.  
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Figure 2.3: Historical Contributions Comparisons- Codesign and Deliberative Democracy 
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2.5 Comparisons  
The histories of deliberative democracy and codesign highlight three areas of substantial 

difference; their political origins, the focus of their applications, and the role that citizens play 

in the engagement process.  

 

2.5.1 Political Origins 
While both deliberative democracy and codesign are firmly rooted in democratic movements, 

the origins of each come from either side of the political spectrum. In the case of deliberative 

democracy, liberal ideals spurred the interest of early thinkers who sought to protect 

minorities against the tyranny of the masses.3 Conversely, in the case of codesign, it was the 

collective will of factory workers that was initially harnessed to promote democratic 

participation and protection of the whole against the tyranny of the few.4  

 

2.5.2 Focus of Application 
Owing to the different traditions from which each approach has emerged, it is not surprising 

that deliberative democracy and codesign are generally applied for different purposes. While 

deliberative innovations have in some ways blurred the lines between constitutional and 

situational deliberations, there continues to be a theoretical focus on principles and preference  

formation (Dryzek 2000). The focus of codesign on user experiences has necessitated 

understanding of user contexts with a general focus on actualisation of solutions through 

prototyping and scaling of design outcomes (Gioia 2018, Meroni, Selloni et al. 2018).  

 

2.5.3 Role of Participants 
Deliberative democracy is premised on the notion that citizens have the capacity to reason 

and be influenced by the reasoning of others. Irrespective of their own values and beliefs, the 

role of citizens in deliberations is to consider arguments intersubjectively in order to 

determine preferences that can be commonly accepted by all (Aristotle 350BCE, Elstub and 

McLaverty 2014). Codesign on the other hand, is premised on the notion that users are 

subjective experience experts and that the best designs will accommodate the experiences and 

needs of diverse users (Halskov and Brodersen 2015). 

 
3 See: Dryzek 2000, Corey 2009, Florida 2013, Elstub and McLaverty 2014. 
4 See: Cole, Pinfold et al. 2013, Britton 2017, Seppala 2017, Gioia 2018, Meroni, Selloni et al. 2018. 
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2.6 Commonalities 
Not-with-standing the significance of these comparisons, the historical reviews also highlight 

that both approaches have quite a bit in common, supporting their mutual application in 

public sector engagements.  

 

2.6.1 Involvement of those affected (or their representatives) 
Both approaches stress the importance of involving those people who are affected by the 

issue being considered. Likewise, both approaches acknowledge that not all affected people 

will or can engage, necessitating some form of representation.5 In the case of deliberative 

democracy, methods such as random sampling can serve to represent the views of the broader 

population. For codesign, the selection of user groups as participants can serve to represent 

others in similar groups or with similar experiences.  

 

2.6.2 Plurality and diversification 
Both approaches acknowledge the plurality of societies and user groups that may be affected 

and the importance of incorporating diverse communication and engagement approaches to 

enable effective participation (Corey 2009, Elstub and McLaverty 2014, Halskov and 

Brodersen 2015). In the case of deliberative democracy, framing reasons in terms that diverse 

participants can accept is an important concept supporting diversification of communication 

in deliberations. In the case of codesign, the diversification of engagement methods such as 

prototyping, design labs and crowdsourcing, is a practical response to the plurality of 

participation preferences in diverse societies.  

 

2.6.3 Self-interest to common good 
Both approaches generally accept that individual interests must be foregone in favour of the 

common good.6 In deliberative democracy, self-interested arguments may be acceptable but 

 
5 See: Gioia, S. " A Brief History of Co-creation."   Retrieved 17 August, 2018, from https://medium.com/@stephgioia/a-
brief-history-of-co-creation-2e4d615189e8, Dryzek, J. (2000). Deliberative Democracy and Beyond: Liberals, Critics and 
Contestations. United States of America, Oxford University Press, Antintytar Lagus, I. M. (2016). University Students 
Attitudes Towards Social Media as an Arena for Political Deliberation: A Qualitative Attitude Approach, University of 
Helsinki, Seppala, L. M. (2017). Exploration of User Involvement and Collaboration in a Co-design Project: A Case Study, 
University of Salford. 
6 See: Dryzek, J. (2000). Deliberative Democracy and Beyond: Liberals, Critics and Contestations. United States of America, 
Oxford University Press, Sanders, E. B. and P. J. Stappers (2008). "Co-creation and the new landscape of design." CoDesign 
4(1): 5-8, Weiss, H. A. (2013). How Students Display Dialogue, Deliberation and Civic Mindedness: An Analysis of Democracy 
Plaza, Indiana University, Bagg, S. (2015). "Can Deliberation Neutralise Power?" European Journal of Political Theory 
17:3(3): 257-279. 
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only if the collective group agree to accept the legitimacy of the argument within the 

deliberative process (Mansbridge, Bohman et al. 2010). By requiring positions to be at a 

minimum acceptable, if not fully agreed to, deliberative democracy makes clear the 

importance of rising above individual preferences in order to identify a shared position. 

Similarly, c-design recognises that while it is the friction between conflicting perspectives 

that induces innovation, it is by drawing out those perspectives that new understandings can 

be reached that support more egalitarian outcomes.  

 

2.6.4 Addressing power imbalances and concern for equality 
The influence of high-power interest groups is a common theme in both approaches, along 

with the importance of creating contexts for all participants to contribute equally in 

deliberations or design processes (Dryzek 2000, Florida 2013, Bagg 2015, Britton 2017). 

Both approaches aim to counter power imbalances through increased transparency arising 

from the involvement of affected people. By opening deliberations into the public sphere, 

deliberative democracy aims not only to create spaces for people to engage, but also to hold 

decision-makers to account for justifying positions to the public they are elected to serve. By 

establishing equal partnerships between users, designers, and decision-makers, codesign 

requires organisations to share control with affected people. Similarly, codesign methods 

such as prototyping also aim to equalise opportunities for diverse citizens to engage in 

decision making, justifying decisions on the basis of user participation in the design, testing, 

and refinement of solutions.  

 

2.6.5 Democratic legitimacy and public service capability 
Both approaches acknowledge participation as a democratic right and as a means of 

legitimising decisions on issues of public concern.7 While deliberative democracy has a 

particular focus on issues of public policy and legislation, codesign comes to the fore when it 

comes to the design of public services, products and experiences/interactions. In this respect, 

it becomes apparent that both approaches have a role in enabling democratic legitimacy 

across the spectrum of public service capabilities by engaging with citizens in decision-

making processes.  

 

 
7 See: Jones 2011, Florida 2013, Halskov and Brodersen 2015, Gioia 2018. 
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2.6.6 Mutual learning, collective reflection and deliberation 
Finally, both approaches enable mutual learning and appreciation of diverse perspectives 

through collective reflection (Dryzek 2000, Elstub and McLaverty 2014, Halskov and 

Brodersen 2015). This is not to imply that codesign is entirely deliberative since methods 

such as crowdsourcing and prototyping may not in themselves involve collective deliberation. 

Codesign does however draw on multiple perspectives and achieves full affect when those 

perspectives deliberate together. Conversely, while deliberation is fundamental to 

deliberative democracy, deliberation alone is not enough. Democratic participation is also a 

critical component of deliberative democracy, and the key to enabling mutual learning. Box 

2.2 provides a summary of the comparisons and commonalities identified through the 

historical reviews of both approaches. 

 

Box 2.2: Comparisons and commonalities between deliberative democracy and codesign 

Summary Findings from Historical Reviews 

Deliberative Democracy Codesign 

Comparisons 

Influenced by the liberal concern for 

individual rights 

Influenced by the labour movement’s 

concern for collective rights 

Concerned with constitutional, legislative 

and policy issues (focused on principles and 

preferences) 

Concerned with generation of ideas through 

to design and implementation of services 

and systems (focused on services, products 

and experiences/interactions) 

Targeting citizens as intersubjective 

reasoners 

Targeting users as subjective experience 

experts 

Commonalities 

The involvement of those affected (or their representatives) 

Plurality and diversification 

Shifting preferences from self-interest to the common good 

Addressing power imbalances and concern for equality 

Democratic legitimacy and public service capability 

Enabling mutual learning through collective reflection and deliberation 
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2.7 In Conclusion: Co-design and Deliberation – Towards 

Conceptual Integration 
The historical review findings compare deliberative democracy and codesign in three key 

areas, including the political origins of each discipline, the focus of application, and the role 

of participants in the engagement process. Despite these differences, the review also found 

that the characteristics of deliberative democracy and codesign at times overlap and are 

largely complementary when it comes to supporting democratic legitimacy across the full 

spectrum of public concerns: from constitutional, legislative and policy processes, through to 

services and systems design. In particular, both approaches involve affected people (or their 

representatives) in decision making processes, include diverse communication and 

engagement practices, require a focus on common goods, address power imbalances with a 

focus on equality, contribute to public sector legitimacy, and support mutual learning and 

appreciation of diverse perspectives. These qualities may look different in practice, but at 

their heart is a common commitment to citizen-centred decision-making.  

 

It is clear that both approaches have much to learn from each other when it comes to both 

conceptualisation and application. At the same time, it is important to appreciate the unique 

contributions that each approach offers to public sector engagements. In the case of codesign, 

the most useful application would be cases where particular experiences need to be 

understood (including those with lived experiences and professional expertise), where 

knowledge is often unknown, and where services and system solutions require creativity and 

innovation. In the case of deliberative engagements, the most useful application would be 

cases where there is a need to determine shared preferences and priorities between citizens, 

where knowledge is somewhat known, and solutions require critical examination of evidence.  

 

In addition, it is likely that the kinds of complex social issues that government’s deal with 

today will require shifting approaches over time where the public may be involved in 

deliberating on higher order preferences and priorities before moving into more targeted 

design processes aimed at developing specific solutions to address those priorities. 

Alternatively, localised design approaches may be used to identify innovative solutions that 

could be presented to the broader public for deliberation on the relative merits or issues 

presented by each design. Such processes of scaling down or scaling up, provide great 

opportunities to involve the public at different levels and in different ways over time.  
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Figure 2.4 illustrates the different considerations that should be taken into account when 

deciding the most suitable public sector engagement approach. 

 

Figure 2.4: Considerations Informing Codesign and Deliberative Engagement 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Importantly, the historical review identifies that while a number of scholars across both 

deliberative democracy and codesign have attempted to codify the key elements required to 

engage the public in decision making, there has been no attempt to systematically assess the 

critical conditions necessary to achieving authentic engagements, nor the development of 

operational frameworks for measuring authenticity of engagement practices, within these 

fields. It is true that measurement frameworks do exist in the broader engagement literature 

as discussed in chapter 1, however they do not provide sufficient measures to support 

comparative analysis specific to codesign and deliberative engagements. This thesis therefore 

seeks to draw on existing thinking in this space, along with the rich theoretical and empirical 

traditions of codesign and deliberative engagements to provide new insights into authenticity 

of engagements in public sector decisions.  
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3:  

RESEARCH METHODS  
 

3.1 Introduction 
This chapter provides an overview of the research methodologies used to develop a robust 

framework for addressing the question- which codesign and deliberative engagement 

conditions enhance authentic engagement in public sector decisions? Each method is 

described in this chapter in terms of the search strategy utilised to access studies and cases 

along with the data analysis procedure undertaken. The three research methods outlined in 

this chapter include 1) a systematic review of representation within codesign and deliberative 

engagements, 2) the validation of variables identified through the systematic review, and 3) a 

QCA designed to answer the thesis question. Each phase builds on the findings of previous 

phases to ensure that a robust evidence base informed the QCA. This enabled deep reflection 

on the interactions between theory and practice in achieving authentic engagement in public 

sector decisions.   

 

3.2 Method 1: Systematic Review of Representation in Codesign 

and Deliberative Engagements 
The intent of the systematic review was to identify variables that potentially impact on the 

quality of engagement processes and to assess their relationship with representation- defined 

for the purpose of this thesis as individuals acting on behalf of others in the context of public 

participation. A configurative review was undertaken, using both theoretical and case study 

analysis, to determine the existing knowledge within each field. Configurative reviews aim to 

reveal patterns in data to inform new understandings and are undertaken in qualitative studies 

that require exploration of conceptual themes (Gough and Tripney 2016). 

A Systematic Review Framework (hereafter framework) at Box 3.1, was developed to 

identify key questions and definitions, criteria for the selection of relevant literature and the 

process to be undertaken to identify and assess literature.  

3.3.1 Search Strategy 
The initial search strategy focused on a database search of peer reviewed sources with 

relevant citations, including both books and journal articles. Key words used during the  
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Box 3.1: Systematic Review Framework 

 

Key Questions 

1. What variables influence outcomes in deliberative engagements and codesign 

processes?  

2. Is there a relationship between those variables and representation in deliberative 

engagements and codesign processes? 

Definitions for the purpose of this review 

Representation Individuals acting on behalf of others in the context of public 

participation 

Deliberative 

Engagements 

Citizen involvement in public participation processes where 

deliberative reasoning is used to drive shared decision making 

Codesign Citizen involvement in public participation processes where 

design thinking is used to drive innovation and creativity 

Participation 

Outcomes 

Impact of participation on representatives, the deliberative/design 

process, and/or on the deliberative/design outputs 

Criteria for Literature Selection 

1. Literature must describe variables related to representation in a codesign or 

deliberative engagement context in order to address the key questions for this 

review 

2. Literature may include both theoretical and case studies to cover empirical and 

normative perspectives 

3. Literature should be peer reviewed with suitable citations to ensure reliability of 

findings 

4. Literature must be in English language with full text available to support in depth 

review 

Search Strategy 

1. Google Scholar, Analysis and Policy Observatory, Wiley Online Library, JSTOR, 

Web of Science, SCOPUS, and Australian Public Affairs Full Text will be 

reviewed to identify suitable literature.  

2. Abstracts will be reviewed initially to confirm suitability against the selection 

criteria 

3. Select literature will then be reviewed in detail to identify conceptual themes 

search included both ‘Representation’ and ‘Participation’ in codesign and deliberative 

democracy processes. It should be noted that the term ‘deliberative democracy’ was used in 

the review rather than ‘deliberative engagements’, due to the latter being adopted later in 

response to the differing perceptions on what ‘deliberative democracy’ means. For the 
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purpose of this thesis, ‘deliberative engagements’ more appropriately describes the cases 

reviewed as they predominately focus on deliberative mini-publics rather than the more 

democratic mass-deliberations. 

 

‘Participation’ was also added after the initial search identified that the term ‘Representation’ 

tended to have political connotations in the deliberative democracy literature, and graphic 

design connotations in the codesign literature. Subsequently, ‘Participation’ was found to be a 

more useful term when searching for literature related to representation in public participation 

processes.  

 

In addition, the terms ‘codesign’, ‘coproduction’, and ‘cocreation’ were used interchangeably 

in the literature and therefore all three terms were accepted in the search. Three of the 

codesign studies referred to ‘participatory design’ rather than ‘codesign’. While there are 

differences in each method, all three cases covered aspects of design processes that were also 

cited in codesign specific literature and were subsequently included in the review. 

 

The initial search yielded a higher number of theoretical than case studies for deliberative 

democracy while the reverse was true for studies on codesign. Subsequently, a more targeted 

search for relevant literature on representation in codesign processes was undertaken through 

a year to year review of all issues of CoDesign International Journal of Cocreation in Design 

and Arts from 2006 to 2018, while Participedia was reviewed to source deliberative 

democracy case studies. 

 

A total of 65 relevant sources were identified and assessed against the selection criteria. This 

included 24 sources on codesign (6 case studies and 18 theoretical studies) and 41 sources on 

deliberative democracy (23 case studies and 18 theoretical studies). While all 65 sources 

either directly or indirectly met criteria one (describing conditions related to representation in 

codesign or deliberative democracy) and criteria two (theoretical or case studies), all of the 

Participedia cases failed to meet criteria three (peer reviewed studies with suitable citations).  

 

Due to the lack of comparability between Participedia cases and the remaining peer reviewed 

and cited studies, they were eliminated from the final selection of relevant literature for the 

systematic review. However, they were used as a basis for validating the systematic review 

findings. It should also be noted that grey literature on codesign was also excluded from the 
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systematic review for the same reason and were also used as a basis for validating the 

systematic review findings during research method 3. 

 

One theoretical study on deliberative democracy (Jennstál 2018) failed to meet criteria three 

on the basis of having no current citations however did meet criteria three on the basis of 

being peer reviewed. The recent nature of this study, having been published in the year the 

review was undertaken, was determined to be a contributing factor to the lack of citations at 

the time. Given the highly relevant nature of the study, and on the basis of being peer 

reviewed, the study was included in the final selection of relevant literature. Table 3.3 

provides a summary of the literature types selected for the review. Brief descriptions of the 

cases reviewed are outlined at Appendix A: Systematic Review Case Studies. 

 

Table 3.3: Breakdown of final literature selection by participation method and type 

 

 Case-studies Theoretical Total Studies 

Participation Method Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Codesign 6 12% 18 37% 24 49% 

Deliberative Democracy

   

7 14% 18 37% 25 51% 

Total 13 26.5% 36 73% 49 100% 

 Note: Percentages refer to the proportion of total cases 

 

3.3.2 Data Analysis 
The data analysis involved a two-stage process starting with an analysis of the case studies 

before proceeding to an analysis of the theoretical studies (see Figure 2.1).  

 

3.3.3 Stage One: Case Study Analysis 
An iterative approach was undertaken to review the case studies, identifying variables that 

appeared to positively influence outcomes. Notes were taken on variables cited in each case 

to enable emergence of themes which were then coded to enable comparison between 

codesign cases and deliberative engagements.   

 

Figure 3.1. Data Analysis Approach  
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3.3.4 Stage Two: Theoretical Study Analysis 
Building on the variables identified in the case study analysis, the review of theoretical 

studies also involved recording of notes for each study as variables were cited. Notes were 

again coded to enable comparison between both disciplines. The analysis focused on the 

extent to which a variable was cited by numerous studies, with those variables cited as 

important by the majority of studies (50 percent or more) considered of higher relevance than 

variables cited by fewer studies.  

 

The outcomes of the review are discussed in Chapter 4: Justifying Conditions for Authentic 

Engagements. In addition, Appendix B: Systematic Review Coding also provides a full 

breakdown of the final variables and sub-variables coded throughout both stages of the 

systematic review.  

 

3.4 Method 2: Validating Variables to Inform the Qualitative 

Comparative Analysis 
The intent of the validation stage was to confirm the relevance and measurability of the 

variables identified through the systematic review, prior to commencing the QCA. Validation 

involved assessing if simple descriptors could be used to determine the achievement of each 

variable in twenty new cases (ten codesign and ten deliberative engagements).  

 

3.4.1 Search Strategy 
The codesign cases were identified through a web search of grey-literature to draw on a 

broader range of cases than previously identified through the systematic review. The 

deliberative engagements were selected from the Participedia cases that had been excluded 

Codesign Case 

Studies 

Deliberative 

Engagements 

Variables 

Potentially 

Impacting 

Engagement 

Outcomes  

Codesign 

Theoretical Studies 

Deliberative 

Democracy 

Theoretical Studies 

Variables 

Potentially 

Impacting 

Engagement 

Outcomes 

Data Analysis Stage Two Data Analysis Stage One 
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from the systematic review process due to a lack of comparability with peer reviewed and 

cited cases. For the purpose of validation, Participedia cases provided a broader range of case 

studies consistent with the use of grey-literature for codesign. Brief descriptions of cases 

reviewed during the validation process are outlined in Appendix C: Validation Case Studies. 

 

3.4.2 Data Analysis 
The validation process firstly assessed the frequency of each variable being referred to, either 

directly or indirectly, in the twenty case studies to confirm the relevance of normative 

concepts for empirical application. Secondly, the validation process sought to confirm that 

the achievement of variables could be measured within the case studies. To support the 

assessment of apparent achievement, simple descriptors based on the systematic review 

literature were developed for each of the variables as outlined in Box 3.2.  

 

The outcomes of the validation process are discussed in Chapter 4: Justifying Conditions for 

Authentic Engagements. In addition, Appendix D: Validation Results also provides a full 

breakdown of the relevance and apparent achievement results for these cases.  

 

3.5 Method 3: Qualitative Comparative Analysis on Conditions 

that Support Authentic Engagements  
QCA uses ‘condition sets’ to identify achievement patterns between cases, and also between 

conditions that interact within each case. This set theoretic approach is useful when 

individual conditions alone are unlikely to bring about the outcomes you are seeking to 

measure. The QCA drew on the variables identified through the systematic review to answer 

the thesis question- which conditions enhance authentic engagement in public sector 

decisions? To do this, it was first necessary to translate the variables into ‘condition sets’, or 

factors that could be used to explain the outcome of authenticity. This is described further in 

Chapter 4. 

 

Box 3.2: Simple descriptors for variables potentially influencing outcomes in codesign and 

deliberative engagements 

 

Variables Descriptor 

Context Citizen participation as 

accepted democratic value 

Political support for citizen participation in the 

engagement process 
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Inclusive representation Strategies in place to ensure representatives are 

inclusive of all affected people 

Autonomy of 

representatives 

Absence of constraints placed on representatives 

during the deliberation/design process 

Diversity Involvement of affected 

people and professionals 

Both affected people and professionals play 

critical roles throughout the deliberation/design 

process  

Equality of all participants Evidence of power sharing among participants 

Plurality of beliefs, 

convictions, ideals and 

viewpoints 

Strategies in place to seek diverse viewpoints, not 

just diverse groups 

Quality Quality process design and 

facilitation 

Expert facilitation and methods to support 

effective design 

Transmission of citizen 

engagement outcomes to 

formal decision-making 

authorities 

Recommendations arising through the engagement 

are formally connected to decision making bodies 

 

 

 

 

It is noted that the systematic review focused broadly on variables that may influence 

positively on engagement outcomes. The QCA however sought to narrow the research to 

specifically identify the relationships between variables and authenticity. 

 

QCA was selected because it is a set theoretic methodology that enables comparison of a 

small, medium or large number of case studies where there is a focus on set relations across 

various conditions of interest (Schneider and Wagemann 2013). In particular, QCA provides 

an approach that balances the rigour of defined set membership measures, with the flexibility 

needed when investigating qualitative phenomenon.  This flexibility necessitates iteration in 

the collection and analysis of data, ensuring emerging insights are grounded in both theory 

and in in-depth case knowledge.  

 

QCA utilises Boolean Algebra, truth tables and a standard analysis procedure, providing a 

clear and replicable methodology that identifies causal connections between conditions and 
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outcomes (Schneider and Wagemann 2013), making this methodology highly suitable for 

meeting the thesis objectives.  

 

3.5.1 Search Strategy 
The following criteria was developed to support the selection of cases for the QCA.  

1. The thesis will include a mix of codesign cases and deliberative engagements; 

2. The thesis will include a mix of live cases and completed cases; 

3. The thesis will include cases on a diverse range of subject matters; 

4. All cases will involve a form of collective reflection or deliberation aimed at 

supporting collaborative decision making; and 

5. All cases will operate in a public sector context with a focus on developing 

common good solutions. 

Research proposals were sent to a variety of contacts in the ACT and Australian Public 

Services, and through expert facilitation consultancies, ThinkPlace and MosaicLab. Seven 

cases were identified through these contacts and ethics proposals were submitted for each 

case. 

 

3.5.2 Data Analysis- Fieldwork 
The following three data collection methods were utilised across the seven cases: 

1. Observations (live cases only) to validate participant perceptions and review the 

quality of the process facilitation and design. 

2. Post-engagement surveys (see Appendix E) to assess participant experiences, 

perceptions and agreement on the recommended solutions; and 

3. Accessing information from process organisers (See Appendix F) to assess levels of 

involvement and equal contribution, and to assess the authorisation, transfer and 

acceptance of recommendations by decision making bodies. 

 

Based on the initial fieldwork findings, the original variables were grouped into three QCA 

condition sets for analysis, along with their relevant measures. This involved iterative review 

of the theory in relation to the cases studied.  
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The QCA condition sets were used to develop the hypothesis that ‘Equal Power Relations’ 

(P), ‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism-Quality’ (Q), and ‘Connection to Decision 

Making’ (C) lead to ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’ (A).  

• The hypothesis can be represented as P * Q * C → A.  

 

Conversely, the following negation hypothesis also applies, ‘Unequal Power Relations’ (~P), 

or ‘Limited Engagement Breadth and Professionalism- Quality’ (~Q), or ‘Limited 

Connection to Decision Making’ (~C) leads to ‘Inauthentic Engagement in Public Sector 

Decisions’.  

• The negation hypothesis can therefore be represented as ~P + ~Q + ~C → ~A. 

 

Figure 3.2 illustrates the assessment methods utilised to measure each condition, as well as 

the outcome outlined in the above hypothesis. 
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Figure 3.2: Condition and Outcome Assessment Methods 

 

 
 

 

3.5.3 Set Calibration 

Testing the hypothesis required careful consideration of each measure and identification of 

achievement anchor points, described as the condition calibration.
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Importantly condition calibrations must be based on sound theoretical underpinnings and 

thorough understanding of the cases under review (Basurto and Speer 2012). A particular 

benefit of QCA is the ability to determine degrees of achievement, or degrees of membership 

within a set, through the use of fuzzy sets. In fuzzy set QCA (fsQCA), cases are assigned a 

set membership score of 0-1 for each condition and outcome being investigated (Schneider 

and Wagemann 2013). This enables precise measurement of qualitative achievements based 

on clearly defined anchor points- or statements- that distinguish degrees of achievement for 

each case (Basurto and Speer 2012). The specific fuzzy set calibrations are discussed in detail 

in Chapters 6-9 and outlined in full at Appendix G: Fuzzy Set Calibrations. 

 

3.5.4 Standard Analysis Procedure 

Having established the condition calibrations, the standard analysis procedure was followed 

to undertake the QCA analysis. The standard analysis procedure involves analysing the 

necessity and sufficiency of each condition in leading to the desired outcome, in this case- 

authentic engagement in public sector decisions. Two truth tables were developed that 

grouped all cases according to their membership in each of the condition sets. The two truth 

tables enabled separate analysis of the achievement of the desired outcome and its negation.  

Logical remainders were identified and analysed to determine if reasonable assumptions 

could be made based on the evidence presented by the reviewed cases. The solution formula 

was then developed using Boolean Algebra to demonstrate which combination of conditions 

are required to achieve the desired outcome. 

 

3.6 In Conclusion: Adopting a Methodological Pluralism 

Approach 
The four methods outlined in this chapter demonstrate that this thesis has been developed 

through rigorous and sound methodological practice and deploys a plurality of methods. 

Establishing the historical contributions of codesign and deliberative engagements supported 

the focusing of the systematic review on variables that appeared to influence positive 

outcomes in both disciplines, while the validation of those variables confirmed their 

relevance and measurability. These variables provide the theoretical and empirical grounding 

for the development of condition sets to be tested through the QCA. Collectively, these 

methods have ensured that the thesis findings are reliable and replicable.  
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4: 

JUSTIFYING CONDITIONS FOR 

AUTHENTIC ENGAGEMENT 

 

4.1 Introduction 
Having established the value of codesign and deliberative engagements in informing public 

sector decisions, this chapter seeks to identify the specific conditions necessary for 

addressing the thesis question: which codesign and deliberative engagement conditions 

enhance authentic engagement in public sector decisions. Understanding which conditions to 

investigate requires careful consideration of existing empirical and theoretical knowledge, 

prior to the formulation of condition sets and a working hypothesis. This chapter documents 

the process undertaken to identify potential variables of interest, validation of those variables, 

and finally translation of those variables into condition sets for investigation. This chapter 

justifies the conditions selected for investigation on the basis of their relevance and 

measurability within both codesign and deliberative engagements. Furthermore, this chapter 

formulates the hypothesis that ‘Equal Power Relations’, ‘Engagement Breadth and 

Professionalism (Quality), and ‘Connection to Decision Making’ lead to ‘Authentic 

Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’. The truth of this hypothesis is the subject of the 

remaining chapters of this thesis as determined through the QCA methodology.  

 

4.2 Identifying Variables that May Influence Outcomes 
The search for variables that may positively influence outcomes in codesign and deliberative 

engagements commenced with a systematic review of existing empirical and theoretical 

studies. The methodology for the review, including the search strategy and data analysis 

procedure was outlined in Chapter 2: Research Methods. In summary, empirical cases were 

reviewed first, followed by theoretical studies to identify variables that were most often cited 

as important for achieving positive engagement outcomes. The intent of the systematic 

review was not to answer the research question, but rather to identify a broad base of 

potential variables that could be analysed to form the basis of the QCA.  
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4.2.1 What Variables Make a Difference in Codesign?  
The codesign studies identified four variables that may positively influence engagement 

outcomes. These variables were demonstrated in the codesign cases and cited in more than 50 

percent of the codesign theoretical studies.  

 

1) Political/social context refers to the extent of political and social support for 

public participation in decision making processes, with the underlying 

assumption being that more support will improve engagement outcomes. Of 

the 18 studies reviewed, ten studies (56 percent) identified that the political 

and social context may impact on codesign outcomes. Of those studies, seven 

studies (70 percent) referred to citizen participation as a democratic value8 

with four studies (40 percent) highlighting the importance of political leaders 

and organisations being willing to share power and responsibility with 

citizens9.  

 

2) Diverse Viewpoints refers to the variety of perspectives included in 

engagement processes, with the underlying assumption being that more 

diversity will improve engagement outcomes. Of the 18 studies reviewed, 14 

studies (78 percent) discussed diverse viewpoints in codesign making this 

variable the most frequently cited of all of the variables considered. Of those 

studies, eight studies (57 percent) discussed the importance of interdisciplinary 

collaboration including citizens and professionals from diverse backgrounds.10 

A further seven studies (50 percent) cited the importance of equalising power 

imbalances across diverse groups of participants.11  

 

3) Focus refers to the subject matter or topic under consideration, with the 

underlying assumption being that some topics or subject matters are more 

suitable for engagement processes than others. Of the 18 studies reviewed, 

eleven studies (61 percent) referred to one or more area of focus where 

 
8 See: Binder et.al. 2008, Szebeko and Tan 2010, Buur and Larsen 2010, Holmes 2011, Greenbaum and Loi 2012, Evans and 
Terrey 2016, and Huybrechts et.al. 2017. 
9 See: Parker and Heapy 2006, Alford 2009, Holmes 2011 and Evans and Terrey 2016. 
10 See: Buchanan 1992, Binder et.al. 2008, Szebeko and Tan 2010, Holmes 2011, Harder et.al. 2013, Stoker and Evans 2016, 
Trischler et.al. 2018 and Saad-Sulonen et.al. 2018. 
11 See: Binder et.al. 2008, Buur and Larsen 2010, Szebeko and Tan 2010, Holmes 2011, Greenbaum and Loi 2012, Harder 
et.al. 2013 and Trischler et.al. 2018. 
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codesign can be effective. Of those studies, nine studies (82 percent) referred 

to the design of services or products.12 While this was by far the most common 

focus identified, public policy design was also noted in two studies (18 

percent) (Harder et.al, 2013 and Huybrechts et.al. 2017), and the design of 

digital technologies was identified in another two studies (18 percent) 

(Greenbaum and Loi 2012 and Saad-Sulonen et.al. 2018).  

 

4) Methods refer to the specific practices or approaches used to engage 

participants in design processes, with the underlying assumption being that 

some methods are more suitable for engagement processes than others. 

Twelve studies (67 percent) cited examples of codesign approaches. While 

user participation is essential to codesign (Evans and Terrey 2016 and 

Trischler et.al. 2018), the quality of the participation itself is also important 

(Holmes 2011 and Trischler et.al 2018). This requires a shift in thinking from 

designers as experts to designers as facilitators of designing participants 

(Szebeko and Tan 2010 and Harder et.al. 2013). Facilitation should carefully 

balance the need for respectful collaboration with the ability to provoke 

different opinions in order to enable innovation (Buur and Larsen 2010). In 

addition, genuine codesign seeks to involve users from the early planning 

stages right through to implementation of designed solutions (Szebeko and 

Tan 2010 and Harder et.al. 2013). Collectively, these sub-variables suggest 

that the design and facilitation of participation plays a critical role in the 

success of codesign processes, cited in seven separate studies (58 percent).  

 

In total, six sub-variables were cited in the majority of studies citing the above variables. 

Collectively, these results are outlined in Box 4.1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
12 See: Leadbeater 2004, Parker and Heapy 2006, Binder 2008, Bason 2010, Szebeko and Tan 2010, Greenbaum and Loi 
2012, Harder et.al. 2013, Huybrechts et.al. 2017, Trischler et.al. 2018. 
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Box 4.1: Variables and sub-variables identified most frequently in codesign studies 

 

Variables  Sub-variables  

Political/Social Context 

(56%) 

• Citizen participation as democratic value (70%)  

(Binder, Brandt et al. 2008, Burr and Larsen 2010, Szebeko and Tan 

2010, Holmes 2011, Greenbaum and Loi 2012, Evans and Terrey 2016, 

Huybrechts, Benesch et al. 2017) 

Diverse Viewpoints (78%) • Interdisciplinary users and professionals as equal 

partners in design (57%) 

(Buchanan 1992, Binder, Brandt et al. 2008, Szebeko and Tan 2010, 

Holmes 2011, Harder, Burford et al. 2013, Stoker and Evans 2016, 

Saad-Sulonen, Eriksson et al. 2018, Trischler, Pervan et al. 2018) 

• Equalising power imbalances (50%) 

(Binder, Brandt et al. 2008, Burr and Larsen 2010, Szebeko and Tan 

2010, Holmes 2011, Greenbaum and Loi 2012, Harder, Burford et al. 

2013, Trischler, Pervan et al. 2018) 

Focus (61%) • Services and products (82%) 

(Leadbeater 2004, Parker and Heapy 2006, Binder, Brandt et al. 2008, 

Bason 2010, Szebeko and Tan 2010, Greenbaum and Loi 2012, Harder, 

Burford et al. 2013, Huybrechts, Benesch et al. 2017, Trischler, Pervan 

et al. 2018) 

Codesign Methods (67%) • Design and facilitation of codesign processes (58%) 

(Burr and Larsen 2010, Szebeko and Tan 2010, Harder, Burford et al. 

2013) 

Note: Variable percentages refer to the proportion of all studies citing each variable. Sub-variable percentages 

refer to the proportion of those studies that also cited the sub-variable. 

 

4.2.2 What Variables Make a Difference in Deliberative Engagements? 
The deliberative engagement studies identified three variables that may positively influence 

outcomes. These variables were demonstrated in the deliberative engagement cases and cited 

in more than 50 percent of the theoretical studies.  

 

1) Methods refer to the specific practices or approaches used to engage participants in a 

deliberative process. Of the 18 studies reviewed, 15 studies (83 percent) discussed 

deliberative democracy methods, making this variable the most highly considered in 

the literature reviewed. Of those studies, six studies (40 percent) discussed combining 
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formal institutions and informal deliberations within the public sphere to enable 

inclusive consideration of viewpoints in decision making.13  

 

2) Diverse Viewpoints refer to the variety of perspectives included in engagement 

processes. Ten of the 18 studies (56 percent) discussed the importance of diverse 

viewpoints in deliberative democracy processes. Of those studies, eight studies (80 

percent) noted the importance of plurality in ensuring deliberations are inclusive of all 

possible alternatives, highlighting diversity in terms of a range of beliefs, ideals, 

convictions and viewpoints.14 A further four studies (40 percent) noted the importance 

of ensuring all citizens are considered equally.15 

 

3) Political/Social Context refers to the extent of political and social support for public 

participation in decision making processes. Nine of the 18 studies (50 percent) 

discussed the implications of political and social contexts on deliberations. Three 

cases (33 percent) noted that lack of perceived options within a political or social 

context can impact on individual capacity for autonomous deliberation, leading to 

participants adapting their preferences to pre-existing conceptions of what is possible 

(Cohen 1997, Smith and Wales 2000 and Florida 2003). Three (33 percent) studies 

directly noted that involvement of all affected people is not feasible in large and 

complex societies (Cohen 1997, Michelman 1997 and Florida 2013).  

 

Only one sub-variable was cited in more than 50 percent of studies referring to those 

variables. Subsequently the highest cited sub-variables were also included for further 

investigation. These results are outlined in Box 4.2. 

 

  

 
13 See: Bohman 1998, Uhr and Uhr 1998, Parkinson 2003, Dryzek and Niemeyer 2008, Hendriks 2015 and Dryzek 2016 
14 See: Cohen 1997, Bohman 1998, Uhr and Uhr 1998, Dryzek and Niemeyer 2008, Dryzek 2016, Elstub et.al, 2016, and 
Baiocchi and Ganuza 2017. 
15 See: Cohen 1997, Bohman 1998, Uhr and Uhr 1998, and Smith and Wales 2000. 
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Box 4.2: Variables and sub-variables identified most frequently in deliberative democracy studies 

 

Variable  Sub-variable 

Methods (83%) • Combining formal and informal deliberative spaces (40%) 

(Bohman 1998, Uhr and Uhr 1998, Parkinson 2003, Dryzek and Niemeyer 

2008, Hendriks 2015, Dryzek 2016) 

Diverse viewpoints 

(56%) 

• Plurality of beliefs, convictions, ideals and viewpoints 

(80%) 

(Cohen 1997, Bohman 1998, Uhr and Uhr 1998, Dryzek and Niemeyer 2008, 

Dryzek 2016, Elstub, Ercan et al. 2016, Baiocchi and Ganuza 2017) 

• Equitable consideration of all people (40%) 

(Cohen 1997, Bohman 1998, Uhr and Uhr 1998, Smith and Wales 2000) 

Political/Social 

context (50%) 

• Representation necessary to counter impossibility of 

involving all affected people in large and complex 

societies (33%) 

(Cohen 1997, Michelman 1997, Florida 2013) 

• Autonomy of participants to counter adaptive preferences 

(33%) 

(Cohen 1997, Smith and Wales 2000, Florida 2013) 

Note: Variable percentages refer to the proportion of all studies citing each variable. Sub-variable percentages 

refer to the proportion of those studies that also cited the sub-variable. 

 

4.2.3 Context, Diversity and Quality Matter 
The systematic review found that there are a range of methods that could be adopted for 

effective codesign or deliberative engagements, ranging from ethnographic and prototyping 

to design workshops and interdisciplinary teams in the case of codesign, and mini-small scale 

citizens panels, large scale town halls and institutional deliberation in the case of deliberative 

engagements. The most suitable methods are however largely dependent on the 

political/social context and on the diversity of viewpoints, both of which were cited by the 

majority of codesign and deliberative engagement studies. By excluding the specific 

approaches which naturally differ across both disciplines, it is possible to conclude that the 

quality of the process design and facilitation, and the transmission of engagement outcomes 

between formal and informal engagement spaces could reasonably combine to form a third 

jointly shared variable for further investigation- quality, as demonstrated in Box 4.3. 
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Box 4.3: Variables and Sub Variables that may positively impact codesign and deliberative engagement 

outcomes 

Summary Findings from Systematic Review 

Variables Sub-Variables 

Context • Citizen participation as a democratic value 

• Inclusive representation of affected people 

• Autonomy of participants 

Diversity • Involvement of public and professionals 

• Equality of participants 

• Plurality of beliefs, viewpoints and ideals 

Quality • Quality process design and facilitation 

• Transmission of engagement outcomes to 

formal decision-making authorities 

 

4.3 Validating What Works 
In order to translate the identified variables into conditions suitable for QCA, a validation 

exercise was undertaken to confirm the relevance and measurability of the sub-variables 

identified through the systematic review. The validation methodology, including the search 

strategy and data analysis procedure is outlined in Chapter 2: Research Methods. In short, 

validation involved review of 20 additional cases (10 codesign and 10 deliberative 

engagements) to determine 1) how often the identified sub-variables were referenced, and 2) 

whether or not it was possible to measure those sub-variables consistently across diverse 

cases. 

 

4.3.1 Relevance 
For the purpose of validation, relevance refers to the relative importance a sub-variable has 

across diverse codesign and deliberative engagement cases. Validation therefore sought to 

determine how many cases referenced each sub-variable- the higher the number of case 

references, the higher the relevance. For codesign cases, Box 4.4 outlines the relevance of 

each sub-variable from highest to lowest: 
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Box 4.4: Sub-variable relevance in codesign cases 

 

Sub-variable  Codesign cases referencing the sub-variable 

Involvement of both 

affected people and 

professionals  

• 10 out of 10 cases 

(Hampson, Baeck et al. 2013, AucklandDesignLab 2015, IDEO 2015, Budds 

2016, DesignCouncil 2016, AucklandDesignLab 2017, ThinkPlace 2017, 

ThinkPlace 2017, ACTGovernment 2018, Woodroffe 2018) 

Quality of process 

design and facilitation  

• 9 out of 10 cases 

(Hampson, Baeck et al. 2013, AucklandDesignLab 2015, IDEO 2015, Budds 

2016, DesignCouncil 2016, AucklandDesignLab 2017, ThinkPlace 2017, 

ThinkPlace 2017, Woodroffe 2018) 

Citizen participation as 

an accepted democratic 

value  

• 8 out of 10 cases 

(Hampson, Baeck et al. 2013, IDEO 2015, Budds 2016, DesignCouncil 2016, 

ThinkPlace 2017, ThinkPlace 2017, ACTGovernment 2018, Woodroffe 

2018) 

Transmission of citizen 

engagement outcomes 

to formal decision-

making authorities  

• 8 out of 10 cases 

(Hampson, Baeck et al. 2013, IDEO 2015, Budds 2016, DesignCouncil 2016, 

ThinkPlace 2017, ThinkPlace 2017, ACTGovernment 2018, Woodroffe 

2018) 

Plurality of beliefs, 

convictions, ideals and 

viewpoints  

• 6 out of 10 cases 

(Hampson, Baeck et al. 2013, AucklandDesignLab 2015, Budds 2016, 

DesignCouncil 2016, ThinkPlace 2017, ACTGovernment 2018, Woodroffe 

2018)  

Inclusive representation  • 5 out of 10 cases 

(Hampson, Baeck et al. 2013, AucklandDesignLab 2015, Budds 2016, 

DesignCouncil 2016, ACTGovernment 2018) 

Equality of all 

participants  

• 5 out of 10 cases 

(Hampson, Baeck et al. 2013, Budds 2016, DesignCouncil 2016, 

AucklandDesignLab 2017, ACTGovernment 2018) 

Autonomy of 

participants  

• No cases 

 

For deliberative engagements, Box 4.5 outlines the relevance of each sub-variable from 

highest to lowest: 
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Box 4.5: Sub-variable relevance in deliberative engagements 

Sub-variable  Deliberative engagements referencing the sub-variable 

Citizen participation as 

an accepted democratic 

value 

• 10 out of 10 cases 

(Fung and Fletcher 2009-2018, Faubion 2012, Shen and Fletcher 2012-2016, 

Um 2013, Parry 2016, Souza-Jaff 2016, Weymouth 2016, Hosmer 2017, Way 

2017, Hargrave 2018)  

Inclusive representation • 10 out of 10 cases 

(Fung and Fletcher 2009-2018, Faubion 2012, Shen and Fletcher 2012-2016, 

Um 2013, Parry 2016, Souza-Jaff 2016, Weymouth 2016, Hosmer 2017, Way 

2017, Hargrave 2018) 

Involvement of affected 

people and 

professionals 

• 10 out of 10 cases 

(Fung and Fletcher 2009-2018, Faubion 2012, Shen and Fletcher 2012-2016, 

Um 2013, Parry 2016, Souza-Jaff 2016, Weymouth 2016, Hosmer 2017, Way 

2017, Hargrave 2018) 

Transmission of citizen 

engagement outcomes 

to formal decision-

making authorities 

• 10 out of 10 cases 

(Fung and Fletcher 2009-2018, Faubion 2012, Shen and Fletcher 2012-2016, 

Um 2013, Parry 2016, Souza-Jaff 2016, Weymouth 2016, Hosmer 2017, Way 

2017, Hargrave 2018) 

Quality of process 

design and facilitation 

• 9 out of 10 cases 

(Fung and Fletcher 2009-2018, Faubion 2012, Shen and Fletcher 2012-2016, 

Um 2013, Parry 2016, Souza-Jaff 2016, Weymouth 2016, Hosmer 2017, Way 

2017, Hargrave 2018) 

Autonomy of 

representatives 

• 7 out of 10 cases 

(Fung and Fletcher 2009-2018, Shen and Fletcher 2012-2016, Um 2013, 

Parry 2016, Souza-Jaff 2016, Way 2017, Hargrave 2018) 

Plurality of beliefs, 

convictions, ideals and 

viewpoints 

• 7 out of 10 cases 

(Um 2013, Faubion 2012, Shen and Fletcher 2012-2016, Fung and Fletcher 

2009-2018, Weymouth 2016, Parry 2016, Hargrave 2018) 

Equality of all 

participants 

• 6 out of 10 cases 

(Fung and Fletcher 2009-2018, Shen and Fletcher 2012-2018, Weymouth 

2016, Parry 2016, Souza-Ai Jaff 2016, Hargrave 2018). 

 

4.3.2 Measurability 
Achievement of sub-variables was assessed in order to determine whether or not simple 

descriptors could be used to consistently measure the variables across multiple cases. The 
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descriptors are included in Chapter 2: Research Methods. Based on the descriptors, each case 

study was assessed as either achieving or not achieving each sub-variable. For codesign 

cases, Box 4.6 outlines the achievement of sub-variables from most to least achieved.  

 

Box 4.6: Sub-variable achievement in codesign cases 

 

Sub-variable  Codesign cases achieving the sub-variable 

Quality of process 

design and facilitation 

• 8 out of 10 cases 

(Hampson, Baeck et al. 2013, IDEO 2015, Auckland Design Lab 2015, 

Design Council 2016, ThinkPlace 2017, Thinkplace 2017, Auckland Design 

Lab 2017, Woodroffe 2018) 

Transmission of citizen 

engagement outcomes 

to formal decision-

making authorities 

• 7 out of 10 cases 

(Hampson, Baeck et al. 2013, IDEO 2015, Budds 2016, Design Council 

2016, ThinkPlace 2017, Thinkplace 2017, Woodroffe 2018) 

Citizen participation as 

accepted democratic 

value 

• 6 out of 10 cases 

(Budds 2016, Design Council 2016, ThinkPlace 2017, Thinkplace 2017, 

Woodroffe 2018, ACTGovernment 2018). 

Involvement of affected 

people and   

professionals 

• 6 out of 10 cases 

(Hampson, Baeck et al. 2013, IDEO 2015, ThinkPlace 2017, Thinkplace 

2017, Auckland Design Lab 2017, Woodroffe 2018) 

Plurality of beliefs, 

convictions, ideals and 

viewpoints 

• 4 out of 10 cases 

(Hampson, Baeck et al. 2013, Design Council 2016, ThinkPlace 2017, 

Woodroffe 2018) 

Equality of participants • 3 out of 10 cases 

(Hampson, Baeck et al. 2013, Design Council 2016, Auckland Design Lab 

2017) 

Inclusive representation • 2 out of 10 cases 

(Hampson, Baeck et al. 2013, Budds 2016) 

Autonomy of 

participants 

• No cases- not measurable 

 

For deliberative engagements, Box 4.7 outlines the achievement of sub-variables from most 

to least achieved. 

 



Nicole Moore, Institute of Governance and Policy Analysis, University of Canberra 

65 
 

 

Box 4.7: Sub-variable achievement in deliberative engagements 

 

Sub-variable  Deliberative engagements achieving the sub-variable 

Inclusive representation • 5 out of 10 cases 

(Faubion 2012, Um 2013, Weymouth 2016, Parry 2016, Hargrave 2018) 

Plurality of beliefs, 

convictions, ideals and 

viewpoints 

• 5 out of 10 cases 

(Shen and Fletcher 2012-2016, Um 2013, Weymouth 2016, Parry 2016, 

Hargrave 2018,) 

Quality of process 

design and facilitation 

• 5 out of 10 cases 

(Um 2013, Weymouth 2016, Parry 2016, Hosmer 2017, Hargrave 2018) 

Transmission of citizen 

engagement outcomes 

to formal decision-

making authorities 

• 5 out of 10 cases 

(Fung and Fletcher 2009-2018, Faubion 2012, Weymouth 2016, Parry 2016, 

Hosmer 2017) 

Citizen participation as 

democratic value 

• 4 out of 10 cases 

(Fung and Fletcher 2009-2018, Faubion 2012, Weymouth 2016, Parry 2016) 

Involvement of affected 

people and 

professionals 

• 3 out of 10 cases 

(Fung and Fletcher 2009-2018, Parry, 2016, Hargrave 2018) 

Equality of participants • 3 out of 10 cases 

(Fung and Fletcher 2009-2018, Weymouth 2016, Hargrave 2018) 

Autonomy of 

representatives 

• 2 out of 10 cases 

(Shen and Fletcher 2012-2016, Um 2013) 

 

4.3.3 Degrees of Achievement and Primary Data Matter 
The validation process showed that with the exception of autonomy, all sub-variables appear 

highly relevant to codesign and deliberative engagement practice, being directly or indirectly 

referenced in 50 percent of cases or more. Autonomy was also referenced in 70 percent of 

deliberative engagements despite not appearing to be considered in codesign cases. This is 

because deliberative democracy is rooted in Habermas’s critical theory which has a specific 

focus on autonomy/emancipation which isn’t a feature when the focus is on service delivery. 

Given the normative attention autonomy has been given in the deliberative democracy 
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literature, it is possible that this area has not been given sufficient attention in codesign theory 

or practice, making this an area worth further exploration. 

 

The validation process also identified that inclusive representation and involvement of 

affected people and professionals were largely interchangeable in terms of relevance across 

both codesign and deliberative engagements, and in practice provide more nuanced 

understanding of the same concepts from the different perspectives of each field. For 

example, inclusive representation in codesign typically refers to the involvement of both 

those affected by the issue and professionals, where deliberative engagements generally focus 

on the inclusion of citizens. 

 

Finally, the validation process showed that while it is possible to measure achievement of 

each sub-variable using simple descriptors, degrees of achievement would allow for more 

accurate assessment. For example, affected people and professionals may be involved 

throughout the participation process, at particular points in the wider policy making process, 

or not at all. Having a measurement scale capable of accounting for degrees of achievement 

would enhance the reliability of methods to assess impacts. It is worth noting that while 

achievement varied significantly between deliberative engagements and codesign cases, it is 

likely that this result was impacted by the secondary sources reviewed since the codesign 

cases were largely self-reported for the purposes of promotion, compared to the deliberative 

engagements which came from Participedia and reported for the purpose of mutual learning. 

It was therefore considered essential that the QCA utilised primary data and independent 

observations as far as possible in order to form a reliable view of achievement. 

 

4.4. Moving from Variables to Condition Sets 
In order to turn the sub-variables identified through the systematic review into robust 

condition sets, it was important to return to the theory as the basis of conceptualising each set.  

Importantly, rather than grouping the sub-variables by their original variable categories, this 

process considered the interactions between sub-variables when assigning into condition sets. 

While autonomy had been identified through the literature as a sub-variable of political/social 

context, in practical application it is inseparable from conceptions of equality since both 

require addressing power imbalances within the engagement process. When combined with 
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the involvement of affected people and professionals, these sub-variables create the condition 

set ‘Equal Power Relations’.  

 

The quality of the process design and facilitation along with enabling a plurality of beliefs, 

convictions, ideals and viewpoints have been combined to create the condition set 

‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality), since they collectively describe aspects 

of a quality engagement process. Similarly, recognising the democratic value of citizen 

participation along with transmission of engagement outcomes to decision makers have been 

combined to create the condition set ‘Connection to Decision Making’ since they both 

support the participation of citizens in the decision-making process itself.        

                                  

Reviewing the theory therefore enabled each of the sub-variables to be mapped to one of 

three condition sets as outlined in the Box 4.8. 

 

Box 4.8: Mapping of sub-variables to condition sets 

 

Sub-variable  Condition Set 

Quality of process design and 

facilitation  

Condition 2: Engagement Breadth and 

Professionalism (Quality) 

Transmission of citizen engagement 

outcomes to formal decision-making 

authorities  

Condition 3: Connection to Decision Making 

Citizen participation as accepted 

democratic value  

Condition 3: Connection to Decision Making 

Inclusive Representation (Involvement 

of affected people and professionals)  

Condition 1: Equal Power Relations 

Plurality of beliefs, convictions, ideals 

and viewpoints  

Condition 2: Engagement Breadth and 

Professionalism (Quality) 

Equality of participants  Condition 1: Equal Power Relations 

Autonomy of participants  Condition 1: Equal Power Relations 

 
Collectively, these three conditions provide the basis of the hypothesis of this thesis, that 

‘Equal Power Relations’ (P), AND ‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism- Quality’ (Q) 
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AND ‘Connection to Decision Making’ (C), lead to ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector 

Decisions’ (A); or  

P * Q * C -> A.  

 

Likewise, the conditions also support the negation hypothesis that ‘Unequal Power Relations’ 

(~P), OR ‘Limited Engagement Breadth and Professionalism- Quality’ (~Q), OR ‘Limited 

Connection to Decision Making (~C), will prevent ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector 

Decisions’ (~A); or ~P + ~Q + ~C -> ~A. 

 

These hypotheses will be tested through the remainder of this thesis. 

 

4.5 In Conclusion: Context, Diversity, Quality and Better 

Outcomes 

The systematic review provided a theoretical basis to inform the condition sets and 

subsequent measures for the QCA. In particular, the systematic review highlighted the 

importance of context, diversity and quality in achieving positive engagement outcomes. 

Against each of these variables, sub-variables were also identified with simple descriptors 

used to validate their relevance and measurability within codesign and deliberative 

engagement cases.  

 

The validation identified a need to measure degrees of achievement and that review of 

primary data sources would strengthen the ability to reliably measure condition achievements 

and interactions. These findings support a set-theoretic approach such as QCA. In order to 

progress the QCA however, the variables required translation into condition sets. This 

required a return to the theoretical literature to ensure the final conditions were sound. The 

final conditions include: 

• Equal Power Relations- the involvement of public and professionals in a way that 

supports autonomy and equality of all participants; 

• Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality) - a broad range of engagement 

methods to support a plurality of perspectives and expert facilitation that supports 

high levels of participant satisfaction; and 
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• Connection to Decision Making- pre-engagement endorsement and commitment 

from decision makers, along with the direct transmission of participant generated 

recommendations to those with authority to take action. 

 

Whether or not these conditions actually impact on authenticity in public sector engagements 

is the subject of this thesis with results demonstrated throughout chapters 6-9.  
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5: 

CASE SELECTION AND TYPOLOGIES 

 

5.1 Introduction 
This chapter introduces the seven cases investigated in this thesis. It presents the selection 

criteria used to identify cases and reflects on the cases in terms of typological groupings. A 

general overview of each case is provided, along with a brief description of engagement 

outcomes. The chapter also provides unique findings on case typologies, with implications 

for public sector engagements and of critical importance to the framing of this thesis. 

Importantly, it demonstrates that the cases investigated are both diverse and comparable and 

can be categorised according to their frame of thinking and the types of experiences that they 

privilege.   

 

This chapter also demonstrates that public sector application of codesign and deliberative 

engagements need not be constrained by normative concepts derived from the theoretical 

underpinnings of each approach. In practice, the public service is capable of adapting each 

approach to accommodate the unique needs of local contexts and subject matters. There is, 

however, room to consider that perhaps the public service is already constrained by a focus 

on objectifiable facts over subjective observations. While not the focus of this thesis, this 

does highlight the potential value of further investigating case typologies through the framing 

of this chapter.  

 

5.2 Case Selection Criteria 
As chapter three highlights, codesign and deliberative engagements share much in common. 

There are however a range of differences that need to be accounted for to ensure sufficient 

comparability for a QCA. Subsequently, the following selection criteria was developed to 

craft a sample of a diverse and comparable cases:  

 

1. The thesis will include a mix of codesign cases and deliberative engagements; 

2. The thesis will include a mix of live cases and complete cases; 

3. The thesis will include cases on a diverse range of subject matters; 
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4. All cases will involve a form of collective reflection or deliberation aimed at 

supporting collaborative decision making; and 

5. all cases will operate in a public sector context with a focus on solutions that meet 

shared public needs.  

Selection criteria one and five are necessary to respond to the thesis question – which 

codesign and deliberative engagement conditions enhance authentic engagement in public 

sector decisions? Selection criterion two was originally conceived to ensure the thesis could 

include both pre-engagement surveying and observations for live cases, and adequate insights 

into the outcomes of cases that may have been completed prior to the commencement of the 

research for complete cases. During the research, all cases were finalised, allowing for 

analysis of outcomes which proved more useful than pre-engagement surveys due to the 

ability to compare across all cases. 

 

Selection criteria three and four draw on the theoretical assumptions identified through the 

historical and systematic reviews. In particular, the historical review demonstrated a diverse 

range of subject matters being considered across both codesign and deliberative engagements, 

such as healthcare, housing and education in the former (Baek, Cagiltay et al. 2008, 

AucklandDesignLab 2015, IDEO 2015), and animal policy, climate change and participatory 

budgeting (Parry 2016, Souza-Jaff 2016, Weymouth 2016), in the latter. The systematic 

review also demonstrated that only three out of twenty cases across both codesign 

(Zimmerman, Tomasic et al. 2011) and deliberative engagements (Curato and Ong 2015, 

Ercan, Hendriks et al. 2018) didn’t involve some form of collective reflection or deliberation 

process. Subsequently, selection criteria three and four are intended to ensure diversity and 

comparability across cases. 

 

5.3 Codesign Cases 
Three codesign cases were included in the research, covering a diversity of subject matters 

including mental health and wellbeing, family safety, and gender equity issues. All three 

codesign cases were run by the Australian Capital Territory (ACT) Government, though each 

case was coordinated by a different Government office with no cross over in terms of staffing 

or executive oversight.  

 



Nicole Moore, Institute of Governance and Policy Analysis, University of Canberra 

73 
 

All three cases occurred during the research timeframes, though case one was not directly 

observed due to being held on the same day as another case. All three cases involved 

collective reflection through either a single day or multiple day workshop. The three codesign 

cases are discussed in detail in the following pages (note case numbers reflect their 

membership across all cases in the QCA and are therefore not represented in numeric order 

below): 

 

5.3.1 Codesigning a Vision and Priorities for Mental Health and Wellbeing 

(Case 1: OMH)  
The ACT Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing held a series of three independently 

facilitated codesign workshops on 12, 13 and 14 February 2019 in collaboration with the 

ACT Mental Health Consumer Network, Carers ACT, Mental Health Community Coalition 

ACT, Alcohol Tobacco and Other Drugs Association, and Mental Illness Education ACT. 

The workshops aimed to engage the community to contribute to developing a shared vision 

for mental health and wellbeing in the ACT and to define future priorities.  

 

Broader community consultation through written submissions and the ACT Government’s 

Your Say website also contributed to the final vision and priorities. Over the three workshop 

days, 120 people engaged face-to-face in the codesign process. A further 213 responses were 

received online through the Your Say website. The codesign process achieved a high standard 

of inclusive representation, including those with lived experiences of mental health, their 

carers/family members, and professionals involved in the delivery of the services and 

supports that impact them. There were a diversity of viewpoints and experiences that 

contributed to the planning and delivery of the codesign process, which added value from the 

perspective of participants, and the majority of participants felt listened to, respected and able 

to contribute equally to discussions.  

 

The majority of participants also felt that their existing viewpoints had been reinforced by the 

codesign process. Hearing the experiences of people who live with mental health issues was 

the most significant factor that impacted on participant viewpoints during the workshops. 

The codesign process was supported by a high level of authorisation and commitment to 

working in partnership with the community to develop a shared vision for mental health and 

wellbeing. This commitment carried through to the acceptance of a vision and priority themes 

informed by the codesign process, into the Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing Work 
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Plan 2019-2021. Figure 5.1 provides a high-level overview of the process undertaken to 

arrive at the final vision and priorities. 

 

5.3.2 Codesigning Housing and Financial Supports for People Experiencing 

Domestic and Family Violence (Case 2: OFS) 
The ACT Office of the Coordinator General for Family Safety held their second Family 

Safety Hub (Hub) codesign challenge on 7 May 2019. The codesign challenge aimed to 

identify potential solutions to prevent housing and financial stress for people affected by 

domestic and family violence.  

 

The codesign challenge was supported by discovery research undertaken prior to the codesign 

workshop. The discovery research identified specific opportunities to be further explored by 

workshop participants. The workshop itself was also part of a broader design cycle that 

would go on to include refinement of selected solutions, prototyping, evaluation and 

engagement with potential implementation partners.  

 

Workshop participants included 19 non-government agency representatives, 11 government 

agency representatives, two utility provider representatives, and five private sector 

representatives. In terms of those most affected by the issue, three women with lived 

experiences of domestic violence were engaged as experience experts to share their stories of 

housing and financial stress arising through domestic and family violence.  

 

The codesign challenge achieved its primary objective of generating multiple ideas to prevent 

housing and financial crisis for people affected by domestic or family violence. Solutions 

were codesigned by a diverse range of stakeholders and presented to an expert panel who 

selected ideas that would be taken forward for further exploration.  The Office for Family 

Safety committed to reviewing all ideas generated through the workshop which may have 

resulted in some selected solutions not progressing, while other ideas may have been afforded 

further consideration. 

 

The codesign challenge also largely met the expectations of participants. In particular, 

building a shared understanding of domestic violence issues in the ACT, developing 

connections with people working on similar issues, and generating new ideas, solutions and 

perspectives, all rated highly among participants. The codesign challenge involved a plurality 
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of viewpoints and high-quality process design and facilitation. The codesign challenge also 

achieved a high level of trust among participants who mostly agreed that the process would 

influence decision-making; and the process met a high standard of authorisation with in-

principle commitment to taking some ideas forward following further exploration and 

refinement. Figure 5.2 provides a high-level overview of the process undertaken to arrive at 

the selected solutions to be taken forward for further design.  

 

5.3.3 Codesigning Priority Actions for Women and Girls (Case 7: OFW) 
On 14 October 2019, the ACT Office for Women (OFW) hosted the ACT Women’s Summit 

(Summit). The Summit was the culmination of a series of codesign and community 

engagement activities aimed at seeking views to inform the Second Action Plan 2020-22 

under the ACT Women’s Plan 2016-2026. The Summit centred on five focus areas: 

• Improving the mental health and wellbeing of women and girls in the ACT;  

• Fostering gender equity in Canberra workplaces, including through improved gender 

equality in leadership and workplace participation; 

• Building a community where women and girls are safe and supported to participate; 

• Improving housing support and sustainability and reducing homelessness for women; 

and,  

• developing appropriate and accessible services, programs and policies for women and 

girls, ensuring consideration of those from diverse backgrounds. 

 

Outcomes from the Summit and broader codesign process were consolidated by the ACT 

OFW in consultation with the Ministerial Advisory Council on Women (MACW) to inform 

the Second Action Plan which was launched in March 2020.  

 

A total of 164 people participated in the Summit, with 60 (37 percent) being representatives 

from government agencies and the rest representing community organisations, ministerial 

advisory councils, or participants of programs targeted at vulnerable women (63 percent). In 

addition, the Summit was organised and co-facilitated by the MACW, itself a representative 

group of diverse women in the ACT.  

 

The ACT Women’s Summit achieved its primary objective to provide advice on actions to be 

delivered by the Second Action Plan over the next three years. There was a high level of 

participant satisfaction in the quality of the process overall. The majority of post engagement 
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respondents also felt listened to, respected and able to contribute equally to discussions; 

trusted that the process would legitimately influence decisions; and accepted the 

recommended ideas, noting that the diversity of experiences meant that not all participants 

would agree on the most important priorities.  

 

The Summit involved a cross section of representatives from government and non-

government organisations, as well as a diverse mix of women and girls who represented a 

range of Ministerial Advisory Councils, as well as participants from programs supporting 

vulnerable women in the ACT. The Summit was also supported by a focused codesign team 

who conducted a context analysis that informed the summit and was supplemented by a 

broader community engagement process through an online survey on the ACT Government’s 

Your Say website. Figure 5.3 provides a high-level overview of the process undertaken to 

develop the Second Action Plan. 

  



Nicole Moore, Institute of Governance and Policy Analysis, University of Canberra 

77 
 

 

Figure 5.1 Codesigning a Vision and Priorities for Mental Health and Wellbeing in the ACT 
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Figure 5.2: Codesigning Housing and Financial Supports for People Experiencing Domestic and Family Violence 
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Figure 5.3: Codesigning Priority Actions for Women and Girls 
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5.4 Deliberative Engagements 
Four deliberative engagements were included in the research, covering a diversity of subject 

matters including public trust, multiculturalism, youth affairs, and town planning. Cases five 

and six were both run by the ACT Government with case four being run by Democracy 2025 

in collaboration with the Australian Public Service, and case seven being run by the Fraser 

Coast Regional Council in Queensland.  

 

Cases four and seven occurred during the research timeframes, with cases five and six 

occurring prior to the research preventing pre-engagement surveying and direct observations. 

All four cases involved collective reflection through either a single day or multiple day 

deliberation. The four cases are discussed in detail on the following pages (note case numbers 

reflect their membership across all cases in the QCA and are therefore not represented in 

numeric order below): 

 

5.4.1 Deliberative Jury on Bridging the Trust Divide (Case 3: APS) 
In February 2019, the Australian Public Service (APS) Secretaries Board, Democracy 2025 at 

the Museum of Australian Democracy, the Australian National University’s Public Policy 

and Societal Impact Hub, and MosiacLab, teamed up to host the first APS Jury on Bridging 

the Trust Divide. This deliberation started when new research identified a significant public 

trust issue, leading to an invitation to senior public servants to participate in a deliberative 

jury process. The process aimed to address the question- what can the APS do to bridge the 

trust divide? 

 

The jury comprised of four senior executives, 13 executive level officers, 1 APS level officer, 

and 3 retired public servants. In terms of age breakdown, approximately 47 percent of jury 

members were aged 45 years or older, with the highest proportion of panel members aged 35-

44 at 41 percent. Jury members aged 25 to 34 years made up the remaining 12 percent (noting 

age breakdowns are approximated due to two jurors not providing their year of birth and 

therefore being excluded from this data). Citizens were not engaged in the deliberation 

process.  

 

The deliberation process achieved its primary objective to develop recommendations on what 

the APS can do to bridge the trust divide between citizens and government/public institutions, 

with nine recommendations presented directly from the jury to the APS Secretaries Board. 
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The pre-engagement survey showed a plurality of pre-engagement perspectives which was 

also supported by the inclusion of diverse jurors from across the APS in terms of 

departmental representation, position level, gender and age. The only limitation in 

representation identified was the lack of community members in the deliberation process, 

either as community experts or as participants themselves.  

 

The common background of participants as current or former public servants may have 

contributed to the shared perception that jurors felt listened to, respected and able to 

contribute equally throughout the deliberation process. There was minimal conflict during the 

deliberations and a general sense of shared identity that may have contributed to participants 

respecting each other’s expertise and experience. 

 

There were also high levels of satisfaction in the quality of the process design and facilitation. 

Jurors largely felt that the mix of small and large group discussions enabled everyone to 

contribute to discussions, that the structure and clear directions supported focused 

deliberations, and that the involvement of expert informants and critical thinking skills 

supported quality discussions. The professionalism and organisation of the facilitators were 

also acknowledged as supporting juror satisfaction in the process. Figure 5.4 provides a high-

level overview of the deliberation process undertaken. 

 

5.4.2 Deliberating on Priorities and Actions for Multiculturalism (Case 5: MS) 
On 23 November 2018, the ACT Office for Multicultural Affairs and the Multicultural 

Advisory Council hosted the ACT Multicultural Summit (Summit). The Summit was the 

culmination of a series of community engagement activities aimed at seeking views on how 

to continue enhancing the inclusivity of Canberra. The Summit focused on three strategic 

objectives:  

• accessible and responsive services;  

• enhanced citizenship, participation and social cohesion; and  

• capitalising on the benefits of our cultural diversity.  

 

Outcomes from the Summit, and the broader community engagement activities, were 

consolidated by the ACT Office for Multicultural Affairs and the Multicultural Advisory 

Council to inform the Second Action plan under the ACT Multicultural Framework 2015-
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2020. A total of 119 people participated in the Summit, including 85 community 

representatives and 34 government representatives.  

 

The Multicultural Summit achieved its primary objective of generating input on the three 

strategic objectives of the ACT Multicultural Framework 2015-2020, to inform the Second 

Action Plan. The Summit involved a cross section of community leaders, service providers 

and government officials and was supported by a broader community engagement process 

that extended participation to allow for diverse perspectives.  

 

The majority of post engagement survey respondents were satisfied with the quality of the 

process design and facilitation to some extent; and the majority also felt listened to, respected 

and able to contribute equally throughout the discussions. In addition, the highly public 

authorisation of the process contributed to a reasonably high proportion of survey 

respondents trusting that the process was genuine and would influence decision making. 

Figure 5.5 provides a high-level overview of the process undertaken to develop the Second 

Action Plan. 

 

5.4.3 Deliberating on Priorities and Actions for Young People (Case 4: YA) 
On 28 September 2018, the ACT Government and ACT Youth Advisory Council (Council) 

partnered to deliver the ACT Youth Assembly (Youth Assembly). The Youth Assembly was 

a deliberative democracy process aimed at giving young people an opportunity to discuss and 

decide on recommendations that should be considered by the ACT Government. 

 

The Youth Assembly was informed by Council members who as young people themselves, 

identified four focus areas to guide the deliberations. The four focus areas were: 

• Youth Mental Health; 

• Homelessness and Young People; 

• Youth Civic Participation; and 

• Equality and Equity for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Young People.  

 

Young people from across the ACT were invited to participate in the Youth Assembly 

through an open registration process. A total of 116 young people participated, self-selecting 

the focus topic that they would deliberate on throughout the day. In terms of ages, there was a 

fair distribution represented. In the case of participants where ages were not provided, the 
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majority were school-based registrations with a large number of students being registered 

together. Recommendations were presented directly to decision makers and tabled in the 

ACT Legislative Assembly.  

 

The Youth Assembly achieved its primary objective of generating ideas and policy 

recommendations directly from young people on the four focus areas identified by the 

Council. Participants who responded to the post-engagement survey were very positive about 

their experiences with the majority agreeing that they felt listened to, respected and able to 

contribute equally during discussions, and that over all the process was good.   

 

The Youth Assembly had a high level of authorisation with recommendations presented 

directly to decision makers and largely accepted. Figure 5.6 provides a high-level overview 

of the process undertaken to deliver the Youth Assembly in the ACT.     
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Figure 5.4: Deliberative Jury on Bridging the Trust Divide 
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Figure 5.5: Deliberating on Priorities and Actions for Multiculturalism 
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Figure 5.6: Deliberating on Priorities and Actions for Young People 
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Figure 5.7: Deliberating on a Future Vision for Hervey Bay Esplanade 
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5.4.4 Deliberating on a Future Vision for the Hervey Bay Esplanade (Case 6: 

HBE) 
In May 2019, the Fraser Coast Regional Council launched a pilot community panel as the 

second stage of their community consultation into the future vision for the Hervey Bay 

Esplanade. The first stage of consultation involved an online survey, targeted group 

discussions, and drop in sites along the Esplanade. A total of 520 people engaged in the first 

stage of community consultations.  

 

Findings from the first stage were used to inform the community panel members in their 

deliberations which took place between May and June 2019. The Fraser Coast Regional 

Council further committed to using the panel’s recommendations to inform the Hervey Bay 

Master Plan. An independent recruitment specialist was engaged to select the community 

panel members using a process of stratified random sampling. This process involved sending 

open invitations to 14,000 households across ten Council regions. Interested residents were 

stratified by age, location and gender, resulting in the selection of 45 community panel 

members who broadly matched the demographic characteristics of the local population. 

 

In addition to the community panel members, a range of professionals provided subject 

matter expertise. While they weren’t involved in the deliberations, they did play an important 

role in informing them. In terms of demographic breakdown, community panel members 

comprised 45 percent males, and 55 percent females. Also, 13 percent of panel members 

identified as having a disability and eight percent came from culturally or linguistically 

diverse backgrounds. In terms of age breakdown, 79 percent of panel members were aged 45 

years or older, with the highest proportion of panel members aged 65 or older at 37 percent. 

Panel members aged 18 to 44 years made up the remaining 21 percent.  

 

The deliberation process achieved its primary remit of developing a vision for the Esplanade 

that balances the differing community, environmental and economic needs of the area. 

Although some panel members did express doubts over the implementation of their 

recommendations over the 20-year time horizon being considered, participants trusted the 

process and acknowledged both the facilitators MosaicLab and the Fraser Coast Regional 

Council for its success.  
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Community panel members largely felt listened to, respected and able to contribute equally to 

discussions; and valued the role of the facilitators in ensuring they were able to form their 

own views without external coercive influences. While there were some concerns from panel 

members over particular ideas or perspectives not being given adequate attention, there was a 

high level of satisfaction in the process itself and in the role of the facilitators in enabling the 

panel to work well together in order to achieve a minimum of 80 percent acceptance on all 

recommendations that were taken forward.  

 

The role of Council was also acknowledged by panel members as contributing to the high 

levels of trust in the process, in particular the helpfulness of Council workers and the 

transparency of advice on next steps and how the panel will continue to be engaged. The 

process was also authorised by Council with in-principle commitment to accepting panel 

recommendations as much as possible in the review of the Hervey Bay Esplanade Master 

Plan. Extensive information was made available on the Council’s website, including the 

public release of the panel’s report. Figure 5.7 provides a high-level overview of the process 

undertaken to arrive at the community panel recommendations. 

 

5.5. Case Typologies 
Based on the initial selection criteria, the cases can be divided into three typological 

groupings, live deliberative engagements, completed deliberative engagements, and live 

codesign cases. While there were no completed codesign cases, all live cases came to 

completion during the course of the research, enabling analysis of outcomes. While the two 

completed cases did not allow for pre-engagement surveying or direct observations, adequate 

evidence could be obtained for those cases from post engagement surveys and documentary 

analysis.  Box 5.1 demonstrates the groups of cases according to the initial selection criteria 

(noting all cases met the remaining criteria). 
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Type of Case Deliberative Engagements Codesign 

Live Cases Case 3: APS- Deliberating on 

Bridging the Trust Divide  

Case 6: HBE- Deliberating on a 

future vision for Hervey Bay 

Esplanade  

Case 1: OMH- Codesign a Vision and 

Priorities for Mental Health and 

Wellbeing  

Case 2: OFS- Codesigning Housing and 

Financial Supports for People Affected 

by Domestic and Family Violence 

Case 7: OFW- Codesigning Priority 

Actions for Women and Girls 

Completed 

Cases 

Case 5: MS- Deliberating on 

Priority Actions for 

Multiculturalism 

Case 4: YA- Deliberating on 

Priority Actions for Young People 

 

Box 5.1 Initial Case Typologies 

 

5.6 Reflecting on Case Typologies 
Following the analysis of all seven cases, it became evident that the initial typologies didn’t 

adequately reflect the codesign and deliberative engagement practices observed. As noted in  

Chapter Three, codesign is typically most useful in cases where particular experiences need 

to be understood (including those with lived experiences and professional expertise), where 

knowledge is often unknown, and where services and system solutions require creativity and 

innovation. In the case of deliberative engagements, the most useful application is typically 

where there is a need to determine shared preferences and priorities between members of the 

public, where knowledge is somewhat known, and solutions require critical examination of 

evidence (Moore 2019). 

 

In the cases investigated however, it became clear that more often than not, some form of 

hybridised engagement method was taking place, and that each case could be distinguished 

on the basis of 1) the conceptual frame of thinking harnessed to drive engagement objectives, 

and 2) the experiences prioritised in the engagement process itself. Both of these frames are 

supported by the codesign and deliberative engagement literature, providing a useful basis for 

devising new case typologies that more accurately reflect application in the cases reviewed.  
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5.6.1 Conceptual Frame of Thinking – Creative versus Critical Thinking? 
Creative thinking involves exploration of often unknown spaces, blue sky thinking, and 

innovation, or thinking outward. Critical thinking involves examination of evidence, 

unpacking assumptions, and making sense of what is known about a subject or issue, or form 

of conceptual thinking. In practice, both creative and critical thinking can (and often do) 

coexist within an engagement process, however in the cases reviewed, one or the other was 

observed as the most dominant thinking frame guiding the engagement process. This is also 

consistent with the other thinking frames dominant in the theoretical literature underpinning 

codesign and deliberative engagements. 

 

Codesign is premised on the notion that service users are experience experts and that by 

collaborating with professionals, new and innovative solutions can be designed. In codesign 

theory, a range of methods are highlighted to support creativity and exploration of complex 

contexts, including ethnographic, inquiry and observational approaches, prototyping and 

action learning approaches, visualisations, narratives, dialogue and journey mapping.16 

 

Deliberative engagements are premised on the notion that members of the public have the 

capacity to reason and be influenced by the reasons of others. Notwithstanding their own 

values and beliefs, the role of public participants in deliberations is to critically consider 

arguments in order to determine preferences that can be justified and commonly accepted by 

all people (Dryzek 2000 and Elstub and McLaverty 2014). Deliberative engagements, such as 

citizens panels, citizen assemblies and participatory budgeting, provide opportunities for 

governments to test whether or not their thinking resonates with critical public opinion by 

informing participants and enabling them to share and reflect in the development of an agreed 

position (Smith and Wales 2000, Burral 2015 and Dryzek 2016). 

 

5.6.2 Whose Experience Matters – Professionals, Public, or Mixed? 
Codesign and deliberative engagements theoretically differ in their conceptions of who 

should be involved in decision making processes. Codesign theory stresses that involving 

service users in the design process supports mutual responsibility for outcomes.17 In 

 
16 See: Binder, Brandt et al. 2008, Szebeko and Tan 2010, Greenbaum and Loi 2012, Harder, Burford et al. 2013, Andersen, 
Danholt et al. 2015, Evans and Terrey 2016, Stoker and Evans 2016, Saad-Sulonen, Eriksson et al. 2018, Trischler, Pervan et 
al. 2018 
17 See: Leadbeater 2004, Szebeko and Tan 2010, Greenbaum and Loi 2012, Harder, Burford et al. 2013, Andersen, Danholt 
et al. 2015 
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codesign, service users are identified as experts due to their experiences (Szebeko and Tan 

2010, Andersen, Danholt et al. 2015, Trischler, Pervan et al. 2018), and recognised as best 

placed to identify the value in potential solutions that could be designed (Greenbaum and Loi 

2012, Trischler, Pervan et al. 2018). 

 

In turn, involving service users in codesign enables innovative solutions that have the 

potential to meet real world needs (Szebeko and Tan 2010, Trischler, Pervan et al. 2018) 

while building capacity within participants to lead change in their own contexts (Szebeko and 

Tan 2010, Harder, Burford et al. 2013, Evans and Terrey 2016). Importantly, however, 

codesign also stresses that service users and professionals should be equal partners in 

codesign processes,18 therefore privileging mixed experiences in order to maximise 

outcomes. Codesign processes therefore aim to balance lived experiences with professional 

experiences to collectively create solutions that neither group could create on their own. 

Depending on the sensitivity of the issue being explored, people with lived experiences may 

participate in different ways to professionals (such as through discovery interviews or 

prototyping) however the general ideal is that the different voices are valued equally as 

critical parts of the codesign process, with neither group dominating overall.   

 

Conversely, deliberative engagements privilege citizen voice as a means of promoting 

democratic legitimacy (Parkinson 2003). This can be achieved through a variety of methods, 

including stratified random sampling, statistical or descriptive representation of the broader 

community (Smith and Wales 2000, Parkinson 2003, Burral 2015) noting that proportionality 

should be considered against the need to ensure equal representation of different groups or 

viewpoints (Smith and Wales 2000, Parkinson 2003). Discursive representation could also be 

sought through a range of methods including; Q-methodology, opinion polls, focus groups, 

and historical reviews (Smith and Wales 2000, Dryzek and Niemeyer 2008). The key point 

for deliberative engagements is the importance of participants representing the diverse 

experiences of the public, with professionals playing the role of informants rather than equal 

deliberators. This is not to say that members of the public who may have been randomly 

selected won’t also bring in diverse professional expertise, however it is the status of their 

citizenship that affords them a voice rather than their profession.  

 

 
18 See: Binder, Brandt et al. 2008, Szebeko and Tan 2010, Evans and Terrey 2016, Trischler, Pervan et al. 2018 
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5.7 Refined Case Typologies 
By categorising cases as using the above framework, it became evident that very few cases 

achieved the ideals of either codesign or deliberative engagements, with the majority 

employing hybrid approaches based on the particular needs and attributes of each case. Case 

one was closest to an ideal codesign approach, involving a mix of public and professionals in 

a creative design process, while cases four and six were the closest to an ideal deliberative 

engagement, involving demographically representative members of the public in critical 

deliberations on areas of shared concern. Cases two and three significantly privileged 

professional expertise while differing in their conceptual frame of thinking, the former 

applying creative thinking with the later applying critical thinking. Finally, cases five and 

seven involved mixed participation based on lived and professional expertise but with a focus 

on critical examination of evidence to inform preference formation. These reflections are 

demonstrated in the revised case typologies at Figure 5.8. 

 

 

Of particular note, is the dominance of critical thinking in public sector engagements, perhaps 

due to the importance of evidence informed decisions and persistently traditional views of 

what constitutes evidence in the public service. The mandate of public sector agencies as 

stewards of public resources can drive adversity to risk and result in a reluctance to embark 

on more explorative and creative forms of evidence generation. The refined case typologies 

provide a framework for questioning the limited use of creativity in the public sector, and 

perhaps for considering new forms of creativity in the public realm. There is also perhaps a 

tendency to seek quantifiable facts over qualitative observations when collaborating on 

common good solutions, and that perhaps the best solutions might be drawn from a 

combination of both critical and creative frames of thinking. 

 

5.8 In Conclusion: It is the Mix of Cases that Matters! 
The seven cases investigated in this thesis are simultaneously diverse and comparable. They 

are diverse in their subject of focus, yet united in their commitment to developing common 

good solutions in a public sector context. They are diverse in their treatment of different 

experiences, yet cohesive in the types of experiences they encourage overall (public, 

professionals, and mixed experiences). And they are diverse in their frames of thinking, yet 

united in the types of thinking overall (creative and critical thinking). Collectively, all seven 
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cases cover all bar one possible typology, that of Public Design or a Creative Thinking 

Public.  

 

The mix of thinking frames and expertise appears justified across all seven cases, suggesting 

that it is the mix that matters, not the rigid enforcement of ideals when designing effective 

engagements. For the public service, these reflections are in themselves valuable findings that 

support a more nuanced understanding of effective engagements and allows for hybridisation 

based on local justifications and needs. For the purposes of this thesis, these findings are 

critical in confirming that despite diversity, comparability can still be achieved sufficiently to 

inform a QCA which will be the subject of the remaining chapters. 
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Figure 5.8: Refined Case Typologies 
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Mixed Deliberation: Critical Thinking Public and Professionals Mixed Design: Creative Thinking Public and Professionals 

Public Design: Creative Thinking Public 

Professional Deliberation: Critical Thinking Professionals 

Codesign 

Critical Thinking                             Conceptual Frame                             Creative Thinking Deliberative Engagements 

Case 2: OFS- Developing housing and financial supports for 

people experiencing domestic and family violence 

Case 7: OFW- Developing priority actions for women and girls 

Case 5: MS- Developing priority actions for multiculturalism 

Case 3: APS- Developing recommendations to Bridge the Trust 

Divide 

Case Typologies 

Case 4: YA- Developing priority actions for young people 

Case 6: HBE- Develop a future vision for the Hervey Bay 

Esplanade 

Public Deliberation: Critical Thinking Public 

Case 1: OMH- Developing a vision and priorities for mental 

health and wellbeing 

Professional Design: Creative Thinking Professionals 
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6. 

AUTHENTIC ENGAGEMENT IN PUBLIC 

SECTOR DECISION MAKING 

6.1 Introduction 
This chapter assesses each of the seven cases included in this thesis, for their achievement of 

the outcome ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’. The chapter starts with an 

overview of the measures used to assess authenticity – convergence of views, participant 

trust, and consequentiality, before confirming each case’s achievement of those measures. 

Achievement of the outcome and its negation are also assessed to confirm which cases, and to 

which extent, are relevant for subsequent stages of analysis. Finally, the chapter includes a 

gender analysis on the different experiences of trust across all seven cases and a summary of 

findings and their implications for public sector engagements. The gender analysis was 

included to test if authenticity is experienced equally across diverse groups. While other 

measures of diversity are also of interest, such as culture and age, gender was selected as the 

most consistent diversity measure captured across all seven cases.  

 

6.1.1 Measuring Authentic Engagement 
QCA involves assessment of condition patterns against a desired outcome, in this case 

‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’. As discussed in Chapter 2: Research 

Methods, Werth, Comfort et.al. (2020) propose that authenticity involves moral alignment 

which produces trust and legitimacy. Legitimacy can subsequently be demonstrated through 

coherence of engagement outcomes through to implementation (Werth, Comfort et al. 2020). 

This framing forms the basis of the outcome calibration utilised for this thesis with some 

subtle yet substantial nuancing to ensure measurability across cases, as well as to combine the 

significant contributions of John Dryzek on the concepts of authenticity, inclusion and 

consequentiality in deliberative systems (Dryzek 2009).   

 

In particular, this thesis describes ‘moral alignment’ in terms of convergence of views to 

form an agreed position (noting partial agreements are acceptable), on the recommended 

outcomes to be considered by decision makers, which is a more tangible concept and akin to 

Dryzek’s agreed ‘general principles’ as a measure of authenticity. Like Werth, Comfort et.al., 

this thesis also includes measurement of participant trust as a key feature of authenticity. In 
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addition, this thesis draws on Werth, Comfort et.al.’s description of legitimacy as 

demonstrated through coherence of engagement outcomes through to implementation and 

Dryzek’s conceptualisation of consequentiality as engagement outcomes leading to some 

form of change, through the final measure, also termed ‘consequentiality’. However, this 

thesis takes a narrower view of consequentiality by limiting the measure to the extent to 

which public sector decision making genuinely considers participant recommendations. This 

narrower definition of consequentiality is intended to capture the impact that the engagement 

process had on decision making specifically, rather than the impact of engagement outcomes 

on implementation. 

 

For the purposes of this thesis then, authentic engagement is assessed by the extent that cases 

demonstrate achievement against the following measures:  

1) enabling convergence of views on the recommended outcomes to be considered by 

decision makers;  

2) enhancing perceptions of trust in decision-making processes; and  

3) leading to consequential outcomes through the genuine consideration of participant 

generated recommendations by decision making authorities. 

 

All three measures are considered critical to the achievement of ‘Authentic Engagement in 

Public Sector Decisions’. This outcome therefore has a logical AND19 calibration. In other 

words, the absence of any one measure would indicate the absence of the entire outcome. 

Measurement calibrations for authentic engagement are outlined in Box 6.1: 

 

 

 

 

  

 
19 ‘AND’ is a QCA term used when measures or conditions are not interchangeable. In other words, all measures must be 
present to achieve the condition or all conditions must be present to achieve the outcome. 
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Box 6.1: Measurement Calibrations for Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions 

 

Outcome: Authentic Engagement (A)- Logical AND 

Measure 1: Convergence of Views   

Convergence of views (noting that partial 

agreement is acceptable) on the 

recommended engagement outcomes 

0 No opportunity to consider 

recommendations 

0.33 Significant disagreement on 

recommendations 

0.67 Majority of participants agree on 

some recommendations 

1 Convergence on final 

recommendations to be taken forward 

• Convergence of views is measured through a combination of survey responses and 

observations. 

 

Measure 2: Participant Trust   

Participant trust in the legitimacy of the 

process to influence decision making  

0 Collective trust of 0.25 or less 

0.33 Collective trust of 0.26 – 0.50 

0.67 Collective trust of 0.51 – 0.75 

1 Collective trust of 0.76 – 1 

• Participant trust is measured through participant identification (1=fully trust, 0.5=unsure, 

0=don’t trust) which are aggregated and averaged to provide the collective trust score. 

Measure 3: Consequentiality   

Formal decision makers genuinely considering 

and responding to recommendations  

0 Recommendations not considered at all 

0.33 Engagement input informed decision-

making processes indirectly 

0.67 Some/all recommendations accepted  

1 Some/all recommendations accepted with 

identified implementation actions and 

justification provided for those that 

weren’t accepted 

• Consequentiality is measured through follow up observations and case documentation 
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6.2 Convergence of Views 
Increased understanding arising through collaborative engagement processes should enable 

shared and mutually agreeable solutions. In complex societies however, partial agreements 

are often reached rather than full consensus to enable mutual respect for differing views. 

Subsequently, convergence of views does not necessarily imply consensus, but rather 

compromise towards an acceptable outcome. Convergence of views is measured through a 

combination of survey responses and observations to determine the extent to which 

participants were able to work together to develop the final recommendations to be taken 

forward.  

 

Of the seven cases, three cases achieved full set membership (1) in the measurement set 

convergence of views, with participants working together to agree the final recommendations 

that would be taken forward. Three cases achieved partial set membership (0.67) with the 

majority of participants agreeing to some of the recommendations without significant 

disagreement. The remaining case did not achieve set membership at all because participants 

were not given opportunity to consider recommendations due to the nature of the engagement 

process. These results are demonstrated in Chart 6.1 and briefly discussed by each case 

below: 

 

Chart 6.1 Convergence of views case results 

 

 

 

6.2.1 Case 1: Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing (OMH=0) 
The codesign workshops gathered input from diverse perspectives but did not involve 

participants in considering which ideas to take forward. This was because the workshops 
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were designed to build on each rather than to develop specific recommendations. 

Subsequently it was not possible for participants to consider if they agreed to the 

recommendations or not. 

 

6.2.2 Case 2: Office for Family Safety Design Hub (OFS=0.67) 
The majority of respondents (75 percent) agreed with some of the recommendations 

developed through the codesign process, with 25 percent fully agreeing with the 

recommendations. No respondents disagreed with all recommendations. When asked what 

influenced their level of agreement with the recommendations, respondents gave a range of 

perspectives, including: the ideas were supported by the design approach and by having those 

with the ability to implement ideas involved in their development; and the ideas weren’t all 

fleshed out sufficiently to ensure barriers and possible duplications would be addressed. 

 

6.2.3 Case 3: Australian Public Service Jury (APS=1) 
The final recommendations were determined by a super majority requiring 80% or more of 

jurors to agree that a recommendation should be taken forward. When asked what influenced 

their level of agreement with the recommendations, respondents gave a range of perspectives, 

including: they trusted in the expertise of their fellow jurors and felt the recommendations 

were highly relevant to addressing the trust divide; and more time would have enabled 

participants to further refine the recommendations to ensure they were all realistic and 

relevant. 

 

6.2.4 Case 4: ACT Youth Assembly (YA=1) 
Among survey respondents, there was 100 percent agreement with the recommendations 

developed through the Youth Assembly. When asked what influenced their level of 

agreement with the recommendations, respondents gave a range of perspectives, including: 

the process itself and the relevance of the topics that were discussed; and the 

recommendations being developed by young people who spoke honestly about their views 

and experiences.  

 

6.2.5 Case 5: ACT Multicultural Summit (MS=0.67) 
The majority of respondents (76 percent) agreed with some of the recommendations 

developed through the Multicultural Summit, with 24 percent fully agreeing with the 

recommendations. No respondents disagreed with all recommendations. When asked what 
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influenced their level of agreement with the recommendations, respondents gave a range of 

perspectives, including: being part of the process and believing that the recommendations are 

realistic and capable of strengthening multiculturalism in the ACT; not having enough time 

or the right knowledge involved to consider topics in sufficient detail; concerns that good 

intentions won’t translate into actions and the challenge of meeting the needs of diverse 

communities; and some ideas and opinions didn’t end up in the final recommendations. 

 

6.2.6 Case 6: Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning (HBE=1) 
The final recommendations were determined by a super majority requiring 80% or more of 

jurors to agree that a recommendation should be taken forward. When asked what influenced 

their level of agreement with the recommendations, respondents gave a range of perspectives, 

including: requiring 80% of panel members to pass a recommendation meant there was a high 

level of consensus on those ideas that went forward, although some panel members would 

still have liked other ideas to have been taken forward or considered in more detail; 

influencing and being influenced by other panel members supported convergence towards 

agreeable recommendations; and lack of experience in deliberation processes meant that 

some panel members weren’t as assertive in the early days than they could have been which 

impacted on how fully their views informed the final recommendations. 

 

6.2.7 Case 7: Office for Women Summit (OFW=0.67) 
The majority of respondents (55 percent) agreed with some of the recommendations 

developed through the ACT Women’s Summit, with 43 percent fully agreeing with the 

recommendations. Only one respondent disagreed with all recommendations. When asked 

what influenced their level of agreement with the recommendations, respondents gave a 

range of perspectives, including: the recommended ideas broadly reflected the common views 

expressed by participants who themselves held a diversity of expertise; there was an 

acceptance that diverse experiences will prevent full agreement on priorities but that the 

process provided a transparent way to express different needs; the individual ideas were well 

constructed, sensible and achievable, however achieving all ideas could be difficult; voting 

led to the loss of some ideas that respondents felt were important; some respondents weren’t 

sure what the recommendations were or didn’t understand them; and there was a sense that 

the recommendations may not all be at the right level (e.g. a whole of government priority) 

and that they weren’t all addressing issues that specifically affect women. 
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6.3 Participant Trust 
Public participation can contribute to the legitimacy of decisions taken but only when those 

affected by public policy have the power to influence the decision-making process. 

Participant trust in the legitimacy of engagement processes to influence decisions is measured 

through participant identification (1=fully trust, 0.5=unsure, 0=don’t trust) which are 

aggregated and averaged to provide the collective trust score.  

 

Of the seven cases, three cases achieved full membership (1) in the participant trust 

measurement set with a collective trust score of 0.76 or higher. Three cases achieved partial 

set membership (0.67) with a collective trust score of 0.51-0.75. The remaining case achieved 

a lower set membership with a collective set membership of 0.26- 0.50. These results are 

demonstrated in Chart 6.2 and briefly discussed below. 

 

Chart 6.2 Participant trust case results 
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“I loved the recommendations! I was pleasantly surprised at how they were slightly 

different to what I expected to hear from everyone”- Participant, Case 4: ACT Youth 

Assembly 

 

“At 80% agreement, most people should be content that the majority were agreeable to 

the recommendations”- Participant, Case 6: Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning 

 

“I know that my experience of being a woman is different to other people's so I won't 

agree with the majority on everything”- Participant, Case 7: Office for Women Summit 

I 
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6.3.1 Case 1: Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing (OMH=0.33) 
The majority of participants (65 percent) were unsure of the impact the codesign process 

would have on decision making, with equal numbers of participants (18 percent) either fully 

trusting in the legitimacy of the process to influence decisions or not trusting in the 

legitimacy of the process to influence decisions at all. The collective trust score for this case 

was 0.50 indicating relatively low levels of trust in the engagement process. When asked 

what influenced their trust in the process, participants gave a variety of responses. The most 

commonly cited factors influencing negatively on participant trust related to past experience, 

followed by concerns that even if suggested changes were accepted by decision makers, 

achieving real impacts for people living with mental illness would be difficult to achieve. 

Some participants also felt that the process wasn’t genuine codesign and that there was 

uncertainty around how their contributions would be taken forward. Others doubted that 

government processes would be flexible enough to respond to codesigned solutions. The 

most significant factor influencing positively on participant trust was the belief that the 

organisers were genuinely interested in their views. 

 

6.3.2 Case 2: Office for Family Safety Design Hub (OFS=0.67) 
Half of the respondents trusted that the process would influence decisions, with 43 percent of 

respondents unsure. Only one respondent didn’t trust that the process would influence 

decisions. The collective trust score for this case was 0.71 indicating some level of trust in the 

engagement process. When asked what influenced their level of trust in the process, 

respondents gave a range of perspectives, including: the codesign process is a legitimate 

approach however distrust in government institutions influenced levels of trust; having the 

right people in the room, including decision makers, can help to build understanding of the 

issues and possibilities; and further information around next steps, timeframes and resourcing 

would help to build trust in the potential for recommendations to be taken forward. 

 

6.3.3 Case 3: Australian Public Service Jury (APS=0.67) 
Only 31 percent of jurors trusted in the legitimacy of the process to influence outcomes with 

69 percent unsure if the process would influence outcomes or not. The collective trust score 

for this case was 0.65 indicating some level of trust in the engagement process. When asked 

what influenced their level of trust in the legitimacy of the process to influence decisions, 

respondents gave a range of perspectives, including: the process itself was legitimate with 

good intentions however jurors questioned the level of commitment that would be made to 
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progressing their recommendations; and the complexities of decision making and the political 

environment are factors that may impact on the level of influence this process would have. 

 

6.3.4 Case 4: ACT Youth Assembly (YA= 1) 
The majority of respondents (65 percent) trusted that government would listen to the Youth 

Assembly’s ideas. A further 35 percent were unsure of if the government would listen to their 

ideas. No respondents said that they didn’t trust the government would listen to their ideas at 

all. The collective trust score for this case was 0.82 indicating a high level of trust in the 

engagement process. When asked what influenced their level of trust that the government 

would listen to their ideas, respondents gave a range of perspectives, including: having high 

expectations of Government and trusting that the Youth Advisory Council will hold them to 

account; feeling like the organisers genuinly listened to their ideas; believing that the 

Government should listen to young people but doubting how much influence they can have; 

and being dissappointed that not all MLA’s showed up to hear their recommendations.  

 

6.3.5 Case 5: ACT Multicultural Summit (MS=0.67) 
Around half of the respondents (52 percent) trusted that the process would influence 

decisions, with 43 percent of respondents unsure. Only one respondent didn’t trust that the 

process would influence decisions at all. The collective trust score for this case was 0.74 

indicating some level of trust in the engagement process. When asked what influenced their 

level of trust in the process, respondents gave a range of perspectives, including: the open 

discussions, the efforts of organisers and genuine interest of the ACT Government in 

enhancing multiculturalism; the inclusion of competing voices and the complexity of the 

environment can make it challenging to influence decision making; and the consolidation of 

group contributions was undertaken within government and could have been more 

transparent to community leaders. 

 

6.3.6 Case 6: Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning (HBE=1) 
The majority of respondents (65 percent) trusted that the process would influence decisions, 

with 35 percent of respondents unsure. No respondents didn’t trust the process to influence 

decisions at all. The collective trust score for this case was 0.83 indicating a high level of 

trust in the engagement process. When asked what influenced their level of trust in the 

process, respondents gave a range of perspectives, including: the Council’s investment in the 

process and their approach to engaging community members in decision making was 
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welcomed; Council’s transparency on next steps and how they will continue to be informed 

helped to build confidence and trust in the process; and, the panel’s ability to form their own 

consensus without external influences, increased the panel’s sense of ownership over the 

process. However, there was also some cynisism that the panel’s recommendations would be 

diluted during the decision making and resource allocation processes, and that political cycles 

will impact on the ability to implement recommendations over a 20-year horizon.  

 

6.3.7 Case 7: Office for Women Summit (OFW=1) 
The majority of respondents (61 percent) trusted that the process would influence decision 

making. A further 30 percent were unsure and 9 percent didn’t trust that the process would 

influence decision making at all. The collective trust score for this case was 0.76 indicating a 

high level of trust in the engagement process. When asked what influenced their level of trust 

in the process, respondents gave a range of perspectives, including: everyone was given 

opportunity to contribute to discussions; there was a cross sector of government, community 

and expert speakers, and a high level of support from Government; the achievements of the 

first Action Plan sugggest that there is genuine commitment to delivering change; and, the 

SMART proposals enable tangible actions and the transparency around constraints was 

valued by some. However for others there was frustration that ideas had to be constrained to 

those that required no new funding; and past experiences of consultation processes led one 

respondent to doubt that emerging ideas would influence decision making. 

“I believe that codesign is a legitimate approach.  However, I am not sure that current 

Government processes and funding will truly allow the space, time and capacity to truly 

achieve honest codesign and coproduction”- Participant, Case 1: Office for Mental 

Health and Wellbeing 

 

“I hope the outcomes influence decisions but there's a lot more to the decision-making on 

these issues than this process!”- Participant, Case 3: Australian Public Service Jury 

 

“There was a good sense of transparency that visions needed to be broken down into 

steps/phases/stages with patience and with a long-term view to funding that required us 

to consider a scaffolded, realistic approach to actual change”- Participant, Case 7: Office 

for Women Summit 
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6.4 Consequentiality 
Consequentiality speaks to the outcomes of engagements having made some form of 

difference, either formally or informally, to the systems they seek to affect. Consequentiality 

(for the purpose of this thesis) is defined as the genuine consideration of participant 

recommendations by decision making authorities. Consequentiality is measured through 

follow up observations and case documentation.  

 

Of the seven cases, two cases achieved full membership (1) in the consequentiality 

measurement set with implementation plans established to deliver on accepted 

recommendations. One case achieved partial set membership (0.67) with some 

recommendations accepted. The remaining four cases achieved lower set membership (0.33) 

with engagement outcomes informing decision making processes indirectly. These results are 

demonstrated in Chart 6.3 and briefly discussed by each case below: 

 

Chart 6.3 Consequentiality case results 

 

             

 

6.4.1 Case 1: Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing (OMH=0.33) 
The codesign workshops were part of a broader engagement strategy which resulted in a 

range of inputs informing the final vision and priorities identified for the Office for Mental 

Health and Wellbeing Work Plan 2019-2021. While the specific outcomes from the various 

engagement processes did have an influence on decision making, this influence was indirect 

and it is not possible to determine the relationship between specific engagement outcomes 

and the final work plan. 
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6.4.2 Case 2: Office for Family Safety Design Hub (OFS=0.33) 
The codesign model implemented by the Family Safety Hub means that further work was 

required following the design workshop to finalise recommended ideas to take forward. 

During the workshop, three of the ideas were selected for further exploration, with a fourth 

idea identified as an opportunity that the Community Services Directorate could progress 

internally. The codesign process therefore had an indirect influence on decision making. 

 

6.4.3 Case 3: Australian Public Service Jury (APS=0.33) 
The Juror’s report was presented directly to the Australian Public Service (APS) Secretaries 

Board and formed an input into the APS review occurring at the same time. There was 

however no formal acceptance of the recommendations and subsequent jury processes have 

not progressed as originally intended as an outcome from this process. 

 

6.4.4 Case 4: ACT Youth Assembly (YA=1) 
A total of 29 recommendations were made by Youth Assembly participants with 

detailed responses to each of the recommendations outlined and published in the ACT 

Government Response, which can be accessed online. The ACT Government Response not 

only accepts either in full or in principle all 29 of the recommendations, it also details how 

the recommendations will be implemented. 

 

6.4.5 Case 5: ACT Multicultural Summit (MS=0.33) 
The multicultural summit was part of a broader engagement strategy, which resulted in a 

range of inputs informing the final recommendations which were ultimately shaped by the 

Multicultural Advisory Council and ACT Office for Multicultural Affairs. It is not clear, 

however, how much of the Summit input or broader engagement outcomes were specifically 

incorporated into the final Second Action Plan.  

 

6.4.6 Case 6: Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning (HBE=1) 
The Community Panel recommended 10 priority actions for the Hervey Bay Esplanade, each 

with recommendations for implementation. The Fraser Coast Regional Council published a 

response to the panel’s report, outlining specifically which recommendations would be 

supported and how they would be implemented, along with justifications for those that were 

not supported by Council.  
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6.4.7 Case 7: Office for Women Summit (OFW=0.67) 
While the Women’s Summit was part of a broader engagement strategy, there was a clear line 

of sight between ideas generated through the Summit and the final recommendations agreed 

to by Government. This was represented in case documentation that mapped each of the ideas 

to a specific recommendation where possible, or to a justification where implementation of 

the idea would not be achievable. 

 

6.5 Achieving Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decision 

Making 
Convergence of views, trust and consequentiality are all considered critical to the 

achievement of ‘Authenticity Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’. As such, membership 

in this outcome set is determined based on the lowest of all three measures within each case. 

For example, a case achieving 0.33 in convergence of views, 1 in trust and 0.67 in 

consequentiality, will achieve a set membership of 0.33 overall.  

 

Once all three measures have been accounted for, only two cases achieved full set 

membership (1) in the outcome ‘Authentic Engagement’–  Cases 4 and 6. Case 7 achieved 

partial set membership (0.67) due to the partial achievement of convergence of views and 

consequentiality. Cases 2, 3 and 5 achieved lower set membership (0.33) due to limited 

consequentiality across those cases, and case 1 did not achieve membership in this set at all 

due to not achieving any form of convergence of views. These results are illustrated in Chart 

6.4. 

“I would have liked to understand better the relationship between the activities we 

completed and their relevance to the strategy”- Participant, Case 1: Office for Mental 

Health and Wellbeing 

 

“Many of the issues, ideas, opinions, etc. that I heard discussed at the Summit day and 

before this were not represented in those recommendations” – Participant, Case 5: ACT 

Multicultural Summit 
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         Chart 6.4: Authenticity Case Results 

 

QCA requires the independent assessment of the achievement of the desired outcome and the 

negation of that outcome. Unlike the achievement of ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector 

Decisions’, the negation of this outcome has a logical Or20 calibration. This is because the 

absence of any one of the identified measures would indicate the negation of the outcome. 

Measurement calibrations for the outcome negation are outlined in Box 6.2: 

 

  

 
20 ‘Or’ is a QCA term used when measures or conditions are interchangeable. In other words, the presence of any one of 
the measures will achieve/negate the condition or the presence of any one of the conditions will achieve/negate the 
outcome.  
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Box 6.2: Measurement Calibrations for Not Authentic Engagement- negation 

Outcome: Inauthentic Engagement (~A)- Logical OR 

Measure 1: Lack of Convergence   

Low convergence on the recommended 

engagement outcomes 

0 Convergence of views on final 

recommendations to be taken forward 

0.33 Majority of participants agree on some 

recommendations 

0.67 Significant disagreement on 

recommendations 

1 No opportunity to consider 

recommendations 

• Convergence of views is measured through a combination of survey responses and 
observations. 

Measure 2: Lack of Participant Trust   

Low participant trust in the process to 

influence decision making (PT) 

0 Collective trust of 0.76-1 

0.33 Collective trust of 0.51-0.75 

0.67 Collective trust of 0.26-0.5 

1 Collective trust of 0-0.25 

• Participant trust is measured through participant identification (1=fully trust, 0.5=unsure, 

0=don’t trust) which are aggregated and averaged to provide the collective trust score. 

Measure 3: Limited consequentiality   

Formal decision makers not genuinely 

considering and responding to 

recommendations  

0 Some/all recommendations accepted with 

identified implementation actions and 

justification provided for those that 

weren’t accepted 

0.33 Some/all recommendations accepted  

0.67 Engagement input informed decision-

making processes indirectly 

1 Recommendations not considered at all 

• Consequentiality is measured through follow up observations and case documentation 
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Achievement of any one of the three measures will negate ‘Authentic Engagement in Public 

Sector Decisions’. For example, if a case achieves 0.33 in ‘lack of participant trust’, 1 in ‘low 

agreement’ and 0.67 in ‘limited consequentiality’, the outcome negation measure would be 1.  

Once all three measures have been accounted for, only case 1 completely negated the 

outcome (1) due to the lack of opportunity for participants to consider recommendations. 

Cases 2, 3, and 5 achieved partial negation (0.67) due to engagement outcomes having an 

indirect influence on decision making. Case 7 achieved limited negation (0.33) due to the 

majority of participants agreeing to some of the recommendations and decision makers 

considering recommendations to some extent. Cases 4 and 6 did not negate the outcome at 

all, having achieved high levels of convergence of views, trust and consequentiality. These 

results are illustrated in Chart 6.4. 

 

Chart 6.5: Outcome Negation Case Results 

 

          

 

While outcomes and negations may be explained differently, the measurement of each should 

logically mirror each other. Conducting a separate analysis ensures due consideration to the 

particularities of the topic being investigated through QCA.  

 

6.5.1 Gender Analysis 
Across all seven cases a gender analysis was also undertaken to determine if there were any 

significant differences in the way different genders experienced being authentically engaged. 

The participant trust measure was taken as a proxy for this analysis due to the ability to 

combine survey data consistently across multiple cases. 172 participants responded to the 

question “How much do you trust that the codesign/deliberation process will legitimately 
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influence decision making on this issue” across all cases. This included 32 participants 

identifying as males, 137 participants identifying as females and 3 participants identifying as 

‘other’. Table 6.1 shows the breakdown of responses by gender: 

 

Table 6.1: Participant trust by gender- across all seven cases 

Response Males Females Other 

I trust that this process will influence decisions 53% 49% 0% 

I am not sure that this process will influence 

decisions 

47% 41% 100% 

I don't trust that this process will influence 

decisions 

0% 10% 0% 

• Percentages refer to the proportion of each gender selecting each response. 

This data suggests that there was very little difference in participant trust for males and 

females in the engagement processes. The number of respondents identifying as ‘other’ was 

too small to provide a reliable comparison.   

 

6.6 In Conclusion: Trust, Convergence, Consequentiality and 

Authentic Engagement 
Measuring authentic engagement across all seven cases identifies that three cases (cases 4, 6 

and 7) are relevant for determining which conditions lead to ‘Authentic Engagement in 

Public Sector Decisions’. This is because cases 4 and 6 achieved full set membership in the 

outcome set ‘Authentic Engagement’ with case 7 achieving partial set membership. In 

addition, this chapter identifies that the remaining cases (case 1, 2, 3, and 5) can be used to 

assess the relationship between the conditions and the negation of authentic engagement. 

Analysis of condition results will form the basis of the following chapters.  

 

This chapter also provides useful insights into the nature of authenticity in engagement 

processes, through the lenses of convergence of views, participant trust, and consequentiality. 

For example, convergence of views balances diverse perspectives by allowing adequate time 

for participants to reflect and refine recommendations that resonate with a high number of 

participants even when full consensus cannot be met. Trust is also built overtime and 

influenced by both current and past engagement outcomes. Participant trust is strengthened 



Nicole Moore, Institute of Governance and Policy Analysis, University of Canberra 

114 
 

when there is transparency in both the process and outcomes, and where participants are 

given ownership to work through competing interests to determine shared values. Finally, 

consequentiality in decision making is achieved where there is transparency between the 

engagement outcomes, the recommendations put forward and a formal response by decision 

makers.  
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7. 

EQUAL POWER RELATIONS 
 

7.1 Introduction 
This chapter assesses each of the seven cases included in this thesis, for their achievement of 

the condition ‘Equal Power Relations’. This condition asserts that the way people are 

supported to interact within an engagement process, directly impacts on the authenticity of 

the engagement itself. ‘Equal Power Relations’ combines the freedom to form one’s own 

viewpoints, with the ability to contribute equally to discussions. Importantly, ‘Equal Power 

Relations’ is also concerned with how much those affected by public sector decisions are 

genuinely involved at various stages throughout an engagement process, including during the 

planning, delivery and decision-making stages. 

 

The chapter starts with an analysis of each case considered against the three conditionalities – 

autonomy, equality and involvement, before confirming each case’s set membership within 

the broader condition to determine the level of sufficiency and necessity of the condition to 

the achievement of authenticity. Finally, the chapter includes a gender analysis on the 

different experiences of equality across all seven cases and a summary of findings and their 

implications for public sector engagements. This chapter concludes that ‘Equal Power 

Relations’ is a necessary but insufficient condition for authentic public sector engagements, 

and that males are more likely to feel listened to, respected and able to contribute equally to 

discussions than other participants. In combination, these findings provide tangible and 

practical strategies for enhancing equal power relations in public sector engagement 

processes. 

 

7.1.1 Measuring Equal Power Relations 
This condition recognises that the equal participation of affected people in decision making 

enhances legitimacy (Parkinson 2003), while also enabling better considered and more 

effective solutions. There are, however, a range of views on what constitutes equal 

participation depending on the specific engagement process, which can range from 

demographic sampling to broadly representing the population or selecting participants who 

reflect diverse viewpoints relevant to the particular topic (Dryzek and Niemeyer 2008), 
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through to selecting participants on the basis of their personal experiences (Evans and Terrey 

2016).  

 

What is consistently recognised is that it is impossible to engage all people all of the time, 

that some form of representation is therefore required (Cohen 1997, Michelman 1997, Florida 

2013), and that not involving all affected groups can lead to valid perspectives not being 

considered (Andersen, Danholt et al. 2015) with the potential for solutions to not meet the 

needs of all affected people. It is also recognised that some people may prefer to be 

represented by others (Parkinson 2003) and some people face barriers to participation, such 

as social exclusion and negative past experiences (Holmes 2011). The responsibility to ensure 

equal participation rests on public service organisations which must ensure otherwise 

excluded groups have equal access to be heard (Evans and Terrey 2016, Huybrechts, Benesch 

et al. 2017). 

 

This condition is therefore focused on the way participants interact with each other as 

equals21
  and with the freedom to form their own preferences when considering potential 

options (Cohen 1997, Smith and Wales 2000, Florida 2013). Addressing power imbalances is 

important to ensure diverse participants can contribute equally regardless of their professional 

or personal expertise.22 Involving affected groups in planning how they will be engaged can 

assist in addressing power imbalances by ensuring that the framing of questions, selection of 

participants, and the process design account for the unique needs of those groups (Smith and 

Wales 2000, Baiocchi and Ganuza 2017). To be effective, however, high power interest 

groups, political leaders and organisations must be willing to share power and responsibility 

with the public to allow for uncoerced preference formation and transformation.23 In addition, 

involving professionals from diverse backgrounds can enhance the outcomes of engagement 

processes by ensuring evidence informed decisions that can be implemented in real world 

contexts.24  Measuring achievement of ‘Equal Power Relations’ therefore involves 

triangulation of data on the autonomy, equality, and involvement of affected public and 

professionals within the engagement process. All three measures are considered critical to the 

 
21 See: Cohen 1997, Bohman 1998, Uhr and Uhr 1998, Smith and Wales 2000 
22 See: Binder, Brandt et al. 2008, Burr and Larsen 2010, Szebeko and Tan 2010, Holmes 2011, Greenbaum and Loi 2012, 
Harder, Burford et al. 2013, Trischler, Pervan et al. 2018 
23 See: Parker and Heapy 2006, Alford 2009, Holmes 2011, Evans and Terrey 2016 
24 See: Buchanan 1992, Binder, Brandt et al. 2008, Szebeko and Tan 2010, Holmes 2011, Harder, Burford et al. 2013, Stoker 
and Evans 2016, Saad-Sulonen, Eriksson et al. 2018, Trischler, Pervan et al. 2018 
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achievement of ‘Equal Power Relations’, therefore this condition has a logical AND 

calibration. In other words, the absence of any one measure would indicate the absence of the 

entire condition. Measurement calibrations for this condition are outlined in Box 7.1: 

 

Box 7.1: Measurement Calibrations for Equal Power Relations 

 

Condition 1: Equal Power Relations (P)- Logical AND 

Measure 1: Autonomy Anchor Points 

Freedom to form viewpoints without coercion 

from higher power interests, including 

dominating participants and those with fixed 

perspectives 

0 Power imbalances prevent the autonomy 

of most participants 

0.33 Power imbalances affect the autonomy of 

some participants 

0.67 Power imbalances are managed to enable 

participant autonomy 

1 Explicit strategies are implemented to 

remove power imbalances 

• Freedom to form viewpoints is measured through observations, survey responses, and case 

documentation. 

Measure 2: Equality Anchor Points 

Participants feel listened to, respected and able 

to contribute equally to discussions 

0 Collective equality of 0.25 or less 

0.33 Collective equality of 0.26 – 0.50 

0.67 Collective equality of 0.51 – 0.75 

1 Collective equality of 0.76 -1 

• Equality is measured through participant perceptions of being listened to, respected and 

able to contribute (1=always, 0.5=sometimes, 0=not at all) which are aggregated and 

averaged to provide the collective equality score. 

Measure 3: Involvement  Anchor Points 

Involvement of both public and professionals 

affected by the issue under consideration 

0 Not involved at all 

0.33 Public or professionals involved 

0.67 Public and professionals involved at 

different stages 

1 Public and professionals involved 

throughout 

• Involvement measured through observations and case documentation. 
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7.2 Autonomy 
The first measure under this condition, is autonomy – the freedom to form viewpoints 

without coercion from higher power interests, including dominating participants and those 

with fixed perspectives. Without autonomy, participants cannot genuinely consider the 

viewpoints of others to be open to new possibilities. The transformation of views on a 

particular issue is an indication that participants are engaging with autonomy and not 

constrained by fixed ideas or coerced by higher power interests. Lack of transformation, 

however, does not necessarily indicate a lack of autonomy which can only be understood 

through, the triangulation of qualitative data from multiple perspectives. Autonomy is 

therefore measured through a combination of observations, survey responses, and case 

documentation.  

 

 

Of the seven cases, three cases achieved full membership (1) in the autonomy measurement 

set with explicit strategies implemented to remove power imbalances. Two cases achieved 

partial membership (0.67) with power imbalances largely managed, while the remaining two 

cases achieved lower membership (0.33) with some participants experiencing power 

imbalances during the engagement process (see Chart 7.1). 

 

Chart 7.1 Autonomy case results 
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7.2.1 Case 1: Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing (OMH=0.67) 
The majority of respondents (61 percent) said their views had not changed as a result of 

participating in the codesign workshops, with a further 36 percent saying their views changed 

in some ways. Only three percent said their views had changed significantly as a result of 

participating in the codesign workshops. While the majority of participants said that their 

views did not change during the codesign process, the main reason cited for this response was 

that hearing other experiences actually reinforced their own experiences and perspectives. 

Where views were significantly changed during the engagement process, participants 

reported that hearing diverse perspectives and hearing from people with lived experiences of 

mental illness were the most influential factors. While explicit strategies to manage power 

imbalances weren’t identified, there was no evidence of coercion or dominating perspectives 

shared through the qualitative survey responses. This suggests that while there was very 

minimal transformation of views, there was likely no coercion impacting on the ability of 

participants to form their own views. 

 

7.2.2 Case 2: Office for Family Safety Design Hub (OFS=0.33) 
The majority of respondents (71 percent) said their views had changed in some ways as a 

result of participating in the codesign process, with equal numbers of respondents saying their 

views changed significantly or not at all (14 percent). When asked what influenced their 

views during the codesign process, respondents gave a range of perspectives, including; the 

committed participation of corporate stakeholders, advocates, and those with experiences of 

violence provided opportunity to share different perspectives and ideas; there was value in 

sharing knowledge in order to promote collaboration; and hearing the stories of those who 

had experienced violence influenced their thinking. Qualitative survey responses and 

observations however did identify some power imbalances due to more dominant participants 

who directed some conversations to their own viewpoints rather than allowing other 

perspectives to be shared. This suggests that the autonomy of at least some participants was 

affected by power imbalances. 

 

7.2.3 Case 3: Australian Public Service Jury (APS=1) 
92 percent of jurors reported that their viewpoints had changed somewhat as a result of their 

participation, with a further 8 percent reporting that their viewpoints had changed 

significantly. A range of factors influenced the views of jurors, including: the diverse range 

of expertise and information shared during the deliberations helped to inform new 
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perceptions; the ability to talk through issues with experts and fellow jurors brought about 

new ways of thinking; and the shared experiences of being public servants helped to reinforce 

existing views on common issues. There was no evidence of coercion or dominating 

participants identified through either the qualitative survey responses or through case 

observations. These results suggest that jurors had a reasonable level of freedom to form and 

transform their own viewpoints throughout the deliberations. These results were further 

supported by observations of the case where the facilitators used explicit strategies to manage 

power imbalances by ensuring participants developed their own ground rules for respectful 

engagement at the commencement of the process. 

 

7.2.4 Case 4: ACT Youth Assembly (YA=1) 
The majority of respondents (59 percent) said their views had changed in some ways as a 

result of participating in the Youth Assembly, with a further 35 percent saying that their 

views changed significantly. Only one respondent said their views didn’t change at all (6 

percent). Respondents shared a range of perspectives on what influenced their views, 

including: the views and experiences of other young people and the fact that the day itself 

was run by young people; the involvement of the Minister and other special guests; and the 

combined forum structure and the information shared on the issues being discussed. The peer 

led format was also used as an explicit strategy to ensure power imbalances did not impact on 

the autonomy of young people to form and transform their own views.  

 

7.2.5 Case 5: ACT Multicultural Summit (MS=0.33) 
The majority of respondents (52 percent) said their views had changed in some ways as a 

result of participating in the Multicultural Summit, with a further 38 percent saying that their 

views did not change at all. Only 10 percent of respondents said their views changed 

significantly as a result of participating in the Multicultural Summit. When asked what 

influenced their views during the Multicultural Summit, respondents said the small group 

discussions enabled participants to share and listen to other perspectives and individual 

experiences. The diverse views of different communities and their aspirations for 

multiculturalism in the ACT also influenced the views of participants. The qualitative survey 

responses also however indicated that dominant viewpoints directed some discussions, 

impacting on the autonomy of some participants. 
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7.2.6 Case 6: Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning (HBE=1) 
The majority of respondents (60 percent) said their views had changed in some ways as a 

result of participating in the deliberation process, with equal numbers of respondents saying 

their views changed significantly or not at all (20 percent). While there was not a significant 

shift in viewpoints for the majority of panel members, respondents said that differing views 

reinforced their own perspectives. In addition, the freedom to form their own views without 

influence was identified as contributing to trust in the process, suggesting that panel members 

did have autonomy to form and transform their own views. Respondents shared that the 

differing views of other panel members helped to reinforce and refine their own views, noting 

that they had more in common than expected. Respondents also said that gaining an 

understanding of Council processes and the complex considerations that guide decision 

making influenced their views, along with presentations from people in specialist fields and 

the ability to work together to identify and unpack various ideas in order to develop a 

common understanding on their merits and possibilities. Explicit strategies were also 

implemented to address power imbalances, such as closed deliberation sessions where panel 

members could discuss views without the interference of Council members or expert 

witnesses. 

 

7.2.7 Case 7: Office for Women Summit (OFW=0.67) 
The majority of respondents said their views had changed in some ways (50 percent) or not at 

all (48 percent) as a result of participating in the ACT Women’s Summit, with only two 

percent saying that their views changed significantly. Qualitative survey responses showed 

that the diversity and collaborative nature of other participants helped create a sense that 

participants were all working towards making a difference and the evidence presented along 

with the depth of discussions helped to reinforce the view that there is more work to do to 

improve gender equality. While explicit strategies to manage power imbalances were not 

observed, there was no indication of power imbalances preventing free formation of 

viewpoints. It is more likely that diverse experiences mutually reinforced existing viewpoints 

overall.  
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7.3 Equality 
The second measure under this condition is equality. Autonomy and equality go hand in hand 

since power imbalances must be addressed and participants must feel listened to and 

respected in order to contribute equally to engagement processes. Equality was measured 

through participant perceptions of being listened to, respected and able to contribute (1= 

always, 0.5= sometimes, 0= not at all) which are aggregated and averaged to provide the 

collective equality score. Of the seven cases, five cases achieved full membership (1) in the 

equality measurement set with a collective equality score of 0.76 or higher. The remaining 

two cases achieved partial membership (0.67) with a collective equality score of 0.51-0.75. 

These results are demonstrated in Chart 7.2 and briefly discussed by each case below: 

  

“I appreciate the focus at the start on collaborative decision-making, as well as the 

guide to critical thinking and addressing biases”- Participant, Case 3: Australian Public 

Service Jury 

 

“It seemed that some people had their own agendas and were determined to get these out 

without considering what the instructions for that activity were and without looking at 

what we were meant to be building on. Those with the biggest agendas tended to be 

loudest and most assertive”- Participant, Case 5: ACT Multicultural Summit 

 

“It was nice to hear other people’s views and see just how close the majority of views 

were. With this in mind it has allowed me to consider the merits of other’s thoughts of 

what was important and change my more-narrower view of other ideas”- Participant, 

Case 6: Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning 
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Chart 7.2 Equality case results 

 

 

            

 

 

7.3.1 Case 1: Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing (OMH=0.67) 
When asked if they felt listened to, respected and able to contribute equally to discussions, 61 

percent said they did throughout the entire process, with a further 27 percent saying they did 

sometimes. The collective equality score for this case was 0.74, or partial set membership. 

When asked what influenced how well they felt listened to, respected and able to contribute 

equally to discussions, the most significant factor shared was the behaviours and attitudes of 

other participants. The skills of the facilitator and the range of small group discussions also 

enabled participants to contribute positively to discussions.  

 

7.3.2 Case 2: Office for Family Safety Design Hub (OFS=0.67) 
The majority of respondents (57 percent) said they sometimes felt listened to, respected and 

able to contribute equally to discussions with a further 36 percent saying they always felt 

listened to, respected and able to contribute equally. Only one respondent said they didn’t feel 

listened to, respected or able contribute to discussions at all. The collective equality score for 

this case was 0.64 or partial set membership. Respondents shared a range of perspectives on 

what influenced their sense of equality. Other participants and the structure of the discussions 

impacted most and some participants were more respectful than others. In addition, creating 

opportunities to work individually as well as in groups helped create opportunities to be heard 

while conflict between sectors and perceived lack of value in particular roles had a negative 

impacted on some participants,  
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7.3.3 Case 3: Australian Public Service Jury (APS=1) 
92 percent of jurors reported feeling listened to, respected and able to contribute equally at all 

times, while a further 8 percent reported feeling listened to, respected and able to contribute 

sometimes during the deliberations. No jurors reported not feeling listened to, respected or 

able to contribute equally. The collective equality score for this case was 0.96 indicating that 

a high level of equality was achieved during the deliberations. The process design influenced 

these results with respondents sharing that the mix of small and large group discussions 

enabled people to contribute. In addition, respondents said that participants respected each 

other’s expertise and experience and the facilitators also ensured everyone had the time and 

opportunity to be heard. 

 

7.3.4 Case 4: ACT Youth Assembly (YA=1) 
The majority of respondents (94 percent) said they felt listened to and able to share their 

ideas, with a further 6 percent saying they were listened to a bit and got to share some of their 

ideas. No respondents said they weren’t listened to or able to share their ideas at all. The 

collective equality score for this case was 0.97 indicating that a high level of equality was 

achieved during the deliberations. Respondents shared that the facilitators and team leaders 

made sure everyone was engaged and able to be heard and the other young people were 

friendly, engaged and open to discussions which influenced their sense of equality. Having 

young people facilitate the discussions contributed to participants feeling listened to, 

respected and able to contribute equally. 

 

7.3.5 Case 5: ACT Multicultural Summit (MS=1) 
The majority of respondents (57 percent) said they always felt listened to, respected and able 

to contribute equally to discussions with a further 43 percent saying they sometimes felt 

listened to, respected and able to contribute equally. No respondents said they didn’t feel 

listened to, respected or able to contribute to discussions at all. The collective equality score 

for this case was 0.79 indicating that a reasonably high level of equality was achieved. A 

range of factors influenced these results, including; the process allowed for open and 

democratic participation, providing opportunities for people to speak about the issues they 

cared about and to ask questions of each other; and the focus groups were well facilitated. 

However, respondents also shared that some louder community members with fixed agendas 
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had greater opportunity to be heard. While dominant views impacted on some participants, 

the majority felt able to contribute to the discussions. 

 

7.3.6 Case 6: Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning (HBE=1)  
The majority of respondents (80 percent) said they always felt listened to, respected and able 

to contribute equally to discussions with a further 20 percent saying they sometimes felt 

listened to, respected and able to contribute equally. No respondents said they didn’t feel 

listened to, respected or able contribute to discussions at all. The collective equality score for 

this case was 0.90 indicating that a high level of equality was achieved during the 

deliberations. Qualitative survey responses showed that the structure of moving from small to 

large groups gave everyone an opportunity to contribute however also led to some ideas 

shifting between whole group discussions; some respondents felt that the other panel 

members were respectful and open to hearing other people’s ideas, however some also felt 

that a few panel members could have worked on their communication skills in order to work 

better within the group. A common theme was the positive influence of the facilitators who 

helped to keep the discussions on track and to ensure everyone had time to speak within the 

timeframes allocated to each task. 

 

7.3.7 Case 7: Office for Women Summit (OFW=1) 
The majority of respondents (80 percent) said they always felt listened to, respected and able 

to contribute equally to discussions with a further 19 percent saying they sometimes felt 

listened to, respected and able to contribute equally. Only one respondent (2 percent) said 

they didn’t feel listened to, respected or able to contribute to discussions at all. The collective 

equality score for this case was 0.89 indicating that a high level of equality was achieved 

during the deliberations. Survey respondents said that the clear process and allocation of time 

enabled participants to share their views and explore the views of others, and the other 

participants created a space that was respectful, open and safe for sharing diverse 

experiences. The mix of individual reflections, small and large group discussions enabled 

different ways to participate and be heard, though at times, some participants felt talked over 
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and not respected by more dominant participants. Overall, however there was a high degree 

of equality in the way participants contributed to the discussions. 

 

7.4 Involvement 
The third measure under this condition is involvement of both public and professionals 

affected by the issue under consideration. It is not possible to involve all people in every 

decision-making process. What is important is to ensure that people most affected by the 

issue, along with those who will ultimately be responsible for implementing solutions, are 

represented in the process. Affected people and professionals offer unique insights that 

collectively ensure solutions respond to the real-world contexts in which issues arise. 

Involvement is measured through observations and case documentation.  

 

Of the seven cases, five cases achieved full membership (1) in the involvement measurement 

set with both public and professionals involved throughout the engagement process. One case 

achieved partial membership (0.67) having involved public and professionals at different 

stages throughout the engagement process, and the final case achieved a lower set 

membership having involved only professionals in the engagement process. These results are 

demonstrated in Chart 7.3 and briefly discussed by each case below: 

 

  

“In each group people were very inclusive and ensured everyone had an opportunity to 

contribute. It was a 'safe' and respectful place to share ideas and experiences”- 

Participant, Case 1: Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing 

 

“Some members of my team were more respectful when it came to listening and 

understanding other ideas.”- Participant, Case 2: Office for Family Safety Design Hub 

 

“People were pretty respectful and encouraging others to speak. The format also allowed 

me to speak with most people throughout the day and you weren't stuck working with the 

same people”- Participant, Case 3: Australian Public Service Jury 
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Chart 7.3 Involvement case results 

 

        

 

 

7.4.1 Case 1: Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing (OMH=1) 
Four mental health peak bodies, including professionals and mental health consumers, were 

involved in planning for the codesign workshops. People with lived experience and 

professionals were invited to participate in the codesign workshops, along with a range of 

other engagement activities that were undertaken to inform the shared vision for mental 

health and wellbeing in the ACT. The final vision was also shared back with the mental 

health peak bodies prior to finalising as part of the Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing 

workplan. Over the three workshop days, 120 people engaged face-to-face in the codesign 

process. A further 213 responses were received through an online engagement conducted 

through the ACT Government’s Your Say Website. At all stages both public and 

professionals were involved in the engagement process. 

 

7.4.2 Case 2: Office for Family Safety Design Hub (OFS=0.67)  
Stakeholder mapping was undertaken to identify professional representatives from a broad 

range of related fields, including: banks, financial services and financial counselling; legal 

supports; charities and non-government organisations; education, health and wellbeing 

services; utility providers; and real estates; social, community and affordable housing; social 

enterprise; and ACT and other government programs. Discovery interviews were conducted 

with 11 organisations identified through the mapping exercise based on their expertise in 

domestic and family violence. Discovery interviews were used to shape the codesign 
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workshop and to identify any additional service providers that had not yet been considered. 

As a result of the efforts made to identify representatives from a range of relevant fields, the 

workshop participants included 19 non-government agency representatives, 11 government 

agency representatives, two utility provider representatives, and five private sector 

representatives. In terms of those most affected by the issue, three women with lived 

experience of family violence were engaged as experience experts to share their stories of 

housing and financial stress arising through domestic and family violence. These women 

were briefed on the design challenge and supported the workshop by offering their personal 

experiences to workshop participants. They were not however, involved in planning for the 

workshops or in deciding which recommendations to take forward. 

 

7.4.3 Case 3: Australian Public Service Jury (APS=0.33) 
In this case, targeted invitations were sent out via the Australian Public Service (APS) 

Secretaries Board and through known contacts across the APS. The aim of this approach was 

to invite individuals with diverse but relevant experiences, including current and retired 

senior public servants. In total, 21 jurors participated in the process, representing every APS 

department. The jury comprised of four senior executives, 13 executive level officers, 1 

administration level officer, and 3 retired public servants. In terms of age breakdown, 

approximately 47 percent of jury members were aged 45 years or older, with the highest 

proportion of panel members aged 35-44 at 41 percent. Jury members aged 25 to 34 years 

made up the remaining 12 percent (noting age breakdowns are approximated due to two 

jurors not providing their year of birth and therefore being excluded from this data). While 

the participants broadly represented the public service, members of the public were not 

engaged in the deliberation process. 

 

7.4.4 Case 4: ACT Youth Assembly (YA=1) 
The ACT Youth Assembly (Youth Assembly) was a partnership between the ACT 

Government and the ACT Youth Advisory Council (Council). Council members include 

young people between the ages of 12 and 25 who are selected based on their diverse 

representation of young people in the ACT. This includes a diversity of genders, young 

people with disabilities, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander young people, and young 

people from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds. Council members co-

facilitated the deliberation sessions along with relevant youth advocates or subject matter 

experts, enabling peer led and inclusive involvement of young people in the design and 
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delivery of the Youth Assembly. Professionals were also involved in the planning and co-

facilitation of the Youth Assembly, providing valuable support and advice to peer facilitators. 

Young people from across the ACT were invited to participate in the Youth Assembly 

through an open registration process. A total of 116 young people participated, self-selecting 

the focus topic that they would deliberate on throughout the day.  

 

7.4.5 Case 5: ACT Multicultural Summit (MS=1) 
148 people were invited to participate in the forum, including community leaders, service 

providers and government officials. Of those invited, 119 accepted, including 85 community 

representatives and 34 government representatives. The Summit was hosted by the ACT 

Office for Multicultural Affairs and the Multicultural Advisory Council who also worked 

together to consolidate outcomes in order to inform the Second Action plan under the ACT 

Multicultural Framework 2015-2020. The inclusive representation of both affected people 

and professionals is therefore evident through the engagement process.   

 

7.4.6 Case 6: Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning (HBE=1) 
An independent recruitment specialist was engaged to select the community panel members 

using a process of stratified random sampling. This process involved sending open invitations 

to 14,000 households across ten Council regions. Interested residents were stratified by age, 

location and gender, resulting in the selection of 45 community panel members who broadly 

matched the demographic characteristics of the local population. In addition to the 

community panel members, a range of Council workers and other professionals provided 

subject matter expertise throughout the engagement process. In terms of demographic 

breakdown, community panel members comprised 45 percent males, and 55 percent females. 

Also, 13 percent of panel members identified as having a disability and eight percent came 

from culturally or linguistically diverse backgrounds. In terms of age breakdown, 79 percent 

of panel members were aged 45 years or older, with the highest proportion of panel members 

aged 65 or older at 37 percent. Panel members aged 18 to 44 years made up the remaining 21 

percent. 

 

7.4.7 Case 7: Office for Women Summit (OFW=1) 
164 people participated in the Summit, with 60 (37 percent) being representatives from 

government agencies and the rest representing community organisations, ministerial advisory 

councils, or participants of programs targeted at vulnerable women (63 percent). In addition, 
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the Summit was organised and co-facilitated by the Ministerial Advisory Council on Women, 

itself a representative group of diverse women in the ACT. Council members were also 

involved in the final consolidation and development of the proposed Second Action Plan. The 

inclusive representation of both affected people and professionals is therefore evident 

throughout the engagement process. 

 

7.5 Condition Set Membership 
All three measures are considered critical to the achievement of ‘Equal Power Relations’ in 

public sector engagement processes. As such, membership in the condition set ‘Equal Power 

Relations’ is determined based on the lowest of all three measures within each case. For 

example, a case achieving 0.33 in autonomy, 1 in equality, and 0.67 in involvement, will 

achieve a set membership of 0.33 in this condition.  

 

Once all three measures have been accounted for, only two cases achieved full set 

membership (1) in the condition ‘Equal Power Relations’- Cases 4 and 6. Cases 1 and 7 

achieved partial set membership (0.67) due to the partial achievement of autonomy in both 

cases and also equality in Case 1. The remaining three cases achieved a lower set 

membership (0.33) due to lower achievement of autonomy in Cases 2 and 5, and lower 

achievement of involvement in Case 3. These results are illustrated in Chart 7.4. 

 

  

“The opportunity to hear first-hand helped me appreciate the emotion faced by those 

impacted by bureaucracy and red-tape”- Participant, Case 2: Office for Family Safety 

Design Hub 

 

“Although a lot of the issues we faced were the same, the combined experiences brought 

new ways of thinking about the issues, why they mattered, and how we could resolve 

them”- Participant, Case 3: Australian Public Service Jury 

 

“It was great to hear from various people in specialist fields and council staff on topics 

important to making decisions”- Participant, Case 6: Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning 
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Chart 7.4: Equal Power Relations Case Results 

 

 

 

7.6 Relationship to Authenticity 
As discussed in chapter 6, Cases 4, 6 and 7 achieved the desired outcome – ‘Authentic 

Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’. Having now determined each case’s membership in 

the condition set ‘Equal Power Relations’, it is possible to determine the sufficiency and 

necessity of this condition.  To be Sufficient, whenever the condition is present, the outcome 

must also be present. In fsQCA, sufficiency is present when all cases that are members in the 

condition set fall on or above the line in an X,Y Plot. Cases 1, 4, 6 and 7 achieved this 

condition. Chart 7.5, however, shows that Case 1 falls below the line because while this case 

achieved 0.67 set membership in Equal Power Relations, it achieved 0set membership in 

‘Authentic Engagement’. This condition is therefore not sufficient to produce the desired 

outcome.    

 

To be Necessary, whenever the outcome is present, the condition must also be present. In 

fsQCA necessity is present when all cases that are members in the condition set fall on or 

below the line in an X,Y Plot. Chart 7.5 shows that all cases that achieved ‘Authentic 

Engagement’ (cases 4, 6 and 7), also achieved ‘Equal Power Relations’, making this 

condition necessary for achieving the desired outcome.  These results show that while ‘Equal 

Power Relations’ is a required (necessary) condition, it is not sufficient on its own and must 

be combined with another condition to consistently achieve the ‘Authentic Engagement in 

Public Sector Decisions’.  
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Chart 7.5 Equal Power Relations and Authentic Engagement Graph 

 

 

 

7.6.1 Gender Analysis 
Across all seven cases a gender analysis was also undertaken to determine if there were any 

significant differences in the way different genders experienced ‘Equal Power Relations’. The 

equality measure was taken as a proxy for this analysis due to the ability to combine survey 

data consistently across multiple cases. 172 participants responded to the question “How well 

did you feel listened to, respected and able to contribute equally to discussions” across all 

cases. This included 32 participants identifying as males, 137 participants identifying as 

females and 3 participants identifying as ‘other’. Table 7.1 shows the breakdown of responses 

by gender: 
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Table 7.1: Participant equality by gender- across all seven cases 

Response Males Females Other 

I always felt listened to, respected and able to 

contribute equally to discussions 

84% 69% 67% 

I sometimes felt listened to, respected and able to 

contribute equally to discussions 

16% 26% 33% 

I wasn't listened to, respected and able to 

contribute equally to discussions 

0% 4% 0% 

• Percentages refer to the proportion of each gender selecting each response. 

 

The data suggests that in general males felt listened to, respected and able to contribute 

equally to discussions more so than other participants, despite the number of females 

exceeding males in all bar one case- the APS jury.  

 

7.7 In Conclusion: Equal Power Relations – a Condition of 

Authentic Engagement 
This chapter demonstrates that ‘Equal Power Relations’ is a necessary but insufficient 

condition for achieving ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’. The condition 

measures of autonomy, equality and involvement provide a reliable and replicable approach 

to measuring ‘Equal Power Relations’ as demonstrated by the application of these measures 

to seven codesign and deliberative engagements. Importantly, all three measures are critical 

to the achievement of the condition, providing tangible and practical strategies for public 

sector agencies striving to achieve ‘Equal Power Relations’ within their engagement 

processes. For example, ‘Equal Power Relations’ can be achieved through explicit strategies 

to manage power imbalances such as the cocreation of shared ground rules; ensuring all 

participants can contribute equally through a mix of small and larger group discussions; and 

involving both public and professionals in the planning, delivery and decision-making stages 

of an engagement process. The gender analysis also suggests that despite higher levels of 

participation by females in the seven cases reviewed, males still tended to experience greater 

levels of equality than other participants, supporting the need for continued efforts to ensure 

all genders feel listened to and respected in public sector engagements. 
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8: 

ENGAGEMENT BREADTH AND 

PROFESSIONALISM  
 

8.1 Introduction 
This chapter assesses each of the seven cases included in this thesis, for their achievement of 

the condition ‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality)’. This condition recognises 

that quality engagements provide a broad range of opportunities for diverse participants to 

engage and that expert facilitation plays an important role in both the design and delivery of 

engagement processes. High quality engagements also recognise that participants are experts 

in their own experiences with valuable insights to share. This requires a shift in thinking from 

being the experts on a particular topic to being facilitators with expertise shared between 

participants (Szebeko and Tan 2010, Harder, Burford et al. 2013). Public engagements must 

carefully balance the need for respectful collaboration between diverse ‘experts’ with the 

ability to provoke different opinions in order to arrive at the best possible solutions (Szebeko 

and Tan 2010, Harder, Burford et al. 2013). This chapter starts with an analysis of each case 

against the three condition measures- broad engagement methods, participant satisfaction, 

and expert facilitation, before confirming each case’s set membership within the broader 

condition in order to determine the sufficiency and necessity of the condition to the 

achievement of authentic engagement.  

 

Finally, the chapter includes a gender analysis on the different experiences of quality across 

all seven cases and a summary of findings and their implications for public sector 

engagements. This chapter concludes that ‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism 

(Quality)’ are neither necessary nor sufficient for authentic public sector engagements, at 

least not as conceptualised in existing theoretical literature. In particular, the role of expert 

facilitators is called into question through this analysis, supporting peer led engagements in 

some contexts. There was also very little difference in the way males and females 

experienced the quality of each engagement process. Overall, the findings suggest that the 

current understanding of what constitutes quality engagement processes could be reimagined 

with enhanced possibilities for co-production and consumer driven engagements in public 

sector decisions. 
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8.1.1 Measuring Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality)  
This condition recognises the diversity of large and complex societies and the value that a 

range of viewpoints contribute to matters of public good.25 Such plurality however requires a 

diversity of communication and engagement processes to enable inclusive participation of 

diverse community members.26  Importantly, plurality requires respect for multiple 

perspectives27 and a willingness to learn from each other,28 through collective reasoning and 

principled argumentation.29 In addition, plurality often necessitates compromise between 

parties rather than full consensus, which needs to be considered when designing public 

engagement processes (Uhr and Uhr 1998, Dryzek 2016).  

 

This condition suggests that quality process design and facilitation (Holmes 2011, Trischler, 

Pervan et al. 2018) are important in enhancing ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector 

Decisions’. Quality processes often involve members of the public from the early planning 

stages right through to the implementation of solutions (Szebeko and Tan 2010, Harder, 

Burford et al. 2013), however it is noted that this level of engagement is resource intensive 

for both public sector organisations and the public, and is not always achievable. Importantly, 

facilitation should carefully balance the need for respectful collaboration with the ability to 

provoke different opinions which can be enhanced through a broad range of engagement 

methods with sufficient time allowed to adequately engage diverse voices. 

 

Measuring achievement of ‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality)’ involves 

triangulation of data on the breadth of engagement methods, participant satisfaction with the 

process design and facilitation, and the expertise of facilitators within the engagement 

process. All three measures are considered critical to the achievement of ‘Engagement 

Breadth and Professionalism (Quality)’ therefore this condition has a logical AND 

calibration. In other words, the absence of any one measure would indicate the absence of the 

entire condition. Measurement calibrations for this condition are outlined in Box 8.1: 

 
25 See: Cohen 1997, Bohman 1998, Uhr and Uhr 1998, Dryzek and Niemeyer 2008, Dryzek 2016, Elstub, Ercan et al. 2016, 
Baiocchi and Ganuza 2017 
26 See: Bohman 1998, Uhr and Uhr 1998, Holmes 2011, Greenbaum and Loi 2012, Harder, Burford et al. 2013, Dryzek 2016, 
Curato, Dryzek et al. 2017, Trischler, Pervan et al. 2018 
27 See: Buchanan 1992, Binder, Brandt et al. 2008, Szebeko and Tan 2010, Dorst 2011, Greenbaum and Loi 2012, Harder, 
Burford et al. 2013, Evans and Terrey 2016 
28 See: Binder, Brandt et al. 2008, Greenbaum and Loi 2012, Harder, Burford et al. 2013, Evans and Terrey 2016 
29 See: Binder, Brandt et al. 2008, Burr and Larsen 2010, Dorst 2011, Evans and Terrey 2016 
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Box 8.1: Measurement Calibrations for Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality) 

Condition 2: Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality) (Q)- Logical AND 

Measure 1: Broad Engagement Methods Anchor Points 

Resourcing allows for a range of methods to 

support broad engagement over a sufficient 

timeframe 

0 Engagement limited to those directly 

involved in a one-off codesign/ 

deliberative engagement event over a 

single week or less 

0.33 Engagement limited to those directly 

involved in a series of codesign/ 

deliberative engagement events over 

several weeks or more 

0.67 Engagement part of a broader strategy 

that enables other forms of participation 

to inform the codesign/deliberative 

engagement 

1 Engagement part of a broader strategy 

that enables other forms of participation 

to inform the codesign/deliberative 

engagement, as well as opportunities to 

comment on codesign/deliberative 

engagement outcomes 

• Broad engagement methods measured through observations and case documentation 

Measure 2: Participant Satisfaction Anchor Points 

Participant satisfaction with the quality of the 

process design and facilitation 

0 Collective satisfaction of 0.25 or less 

0.33 Collective satisfaction of 0.26 – 0.50 

0.67 Collective satisfaction of 0.51 – 0.75 

1 Collective satisfaction of 0.76 – 1 

• Participant satisfaction is measured through participant identification (1=very satisfied, 

0.5=satisfied with some parts, 0=not satisfied at all) which are aggregated and averaged 

to provide the collective satisfaction score. 

Measure 3: Expert Facilitation Anchor Points 

Facilitators are highly experienced in leading 

design or deliberation processes  

0 No facilitation  

0.33 Peer led facilitation 

0.67 Expert facilitator/s deliver engagement 

1 Expert facilitator/s plan and deliver 

engagement 

• Expert facilitation is measured through observations and participant responses 
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8.2 Broad Engagement Methods 
It is important to ensure a range of viewpoints are considered when making decisions on 

matters of public good.  Modern societies, however, are diverse and not everyone will engage 

in the same way. A broad range of engagement methods increases the chances that a range of 

perspectives can be considered in the decision-making process. Broad engagement methods 

are measured through observations and case documentation. 

Of the seven cases, no cases achieved full membership (1) in the ‘Broad Engagement 

Methods’ measurement set. Five cases achieved partial membership (0.67) with a broad 

engagement strategy involving a range of participation options. The remaining two cases did 

not achieve broad engagement processes with engagement limited to a single participatory 

event. These results are demonstrated in Chart 8.1 and briefly discussed by each case below: 

Chart 8.1 Broad engagement methods case results 

 

             

 

8.2.1 Case 1: Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing (OMH=0.67) 
The ACT Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing held a series of three independently 

facilitated codesign workshops on 12, 13 and 14 February 2019 in collaboration with the 

ACT Mental Health Consumer Network, Carers ACT, Mental Health Community Coalition 

ACT, Alcohol Tobacco and Other Drugs Association, and Mental Illness Education ACT. 

The workshops aimed to engage the community to contribute to developing a shared vision 

for mental health and wellbeing in the ACT and to define future priorities. Broader 

community consultation through written submissions and the Your Say website also 
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contributed to the final vision and priorities. Final recommendations were not however 

presented back to the broader community for consideration prior to submitting to decision 

makers. 

 

8.2.2 Case 2: Office for Family Safety Design Hub (OFS=0.67) 
The Office of the Coordinator General for Family Safety held their second Family Safety 

Hub (Hub) codesign challenge on 7 May 2019. The codesign challenge aimed to identify 

potential solutions to prevent housing and financial stress for people affected by domestic and 

family violence. The codesign challenge was supported by discovery research undertaken 

prior to the codesign workshop. The discovery research identified specific opportunities to be 

further explored by workshop participants. The workshop itself is also part of a broader 

design cycle that will include refinement of selected solutions, prototyping, evaluation and 

engagement with potential implementation partners. Final recommendations were not 

however presented back to the broader community for consideration prior to submitting to 

decision makers. 

 

8.2.3 Case 3: Australian Public Service Jury (APS=0) 
The APS Jury on Bridging the Trust Divide was a singular engagement event held over three 

days in February 2019. The intent of the jury was to start a conversation that would be further 

developed through future deliberation processes which did not proceed.  

 

8.2.4 Case 4: ACT Youth Assembly (YA=0) 
The Youth Assembly was a singular engagement event held in September 2018, designed to 

bring diverse young people together to discuss and agree on priorities to be considered by the 

ACT Government. There were no other opportunities to contribute to this process outside of 

formal participation in the Youth Assembly itself. 

 

8.2.5 Case 5: ACT Multicultural Summit (MS=0.67) 
On 23 November 2018, the ACT Office for Multicultural Affairs and the Multicultural 

Advisory Council hosted the ACT Multicultural Summit (Summit). The Summit was the 

culmination of a series of community engagement activities aimed at seeking views on how 

to continue enhancing the inclusivity of Canberra. The Summit focused on three strategic 

objectives; accessible and responsive services, enhanced citizenship, participation and social 

cohesion, and capitalising on the benefits of our cultural diversity. Outcomes from the 
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Summit, and the broader community engagement activities, were consolidated by the ACT 

Office for Multicultural Affairs and the Multicultural Advisory Council in order to inform the 

Second Action plan under the ACT Multicultural Framework 2015-2020. Despite the below 

commitment further community consultation did not occur. 

 

8.2.6 Case 6: Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning (HBE=0.67) 
In May 2019, the Fraser Coast Regional Council launched a pilot community panel as the 

second stage of their community consultation into the future vision for the Hervey Bay 

Esplanade. The first stage of consultation involved an online survey, targeted group 

discussions, and drop in sites along the Esplanade. A total of 520 people engaged in the first 

stage of community consultations. Findings from the first stage were used to inform the 

community panel members in their deliberations which took place between May and June 

2019. Final recommendations were not however presented back to the broader community for 

consideration prior to submitting to decision makers. 

 

8.2.7 Case 7: Office for Women Summit (OFW=0.67) 
On 14 October 2019, the ACT Office for Women hosted the ACT Women’s Summit 

(Summit). The Summit was the culmination of a series of codesign and community 

engagement activities, including an online survey, aimed at seeking views to inform the 

Second Action Plan 2020-22 under the ACT Women’s Plan 2016-2026. Outcomes from the 

Summit and broader codesign process were consolidated by the ACT Office for Women in 

consultation with the Ministerial Advisory Council on Women (MACW) in order to inform 

the Second Action Plan which was launched in early 2020. Final recommendations were not 

however presented back to the broader community for consideration prior to submitting to 

decision makers. 

“There is only so much we can achieve in a day. There is work that came before this and 

lots of work to come after this”- Facilitator, Opening Instructions, Case 2: Office for 

Family Safety Design Hub  

 

“As the newest member of the Hervey Bay Community I feel a lot more connected to the 

Hervey Bay community. I wanted a fair voice for all and that happened. I was impressed 

by how much people spoke up for those that don’t have a voice”- Participant, Case 6: 

Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning 
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8.3 Participant Satisfaction 

Participant satisfaction in the quality of the process design and facilitation provides a 

subjective view of how the engagement process was experienced from their perspectives. 

Participant satisfaction is measured through participant identification (1=very satisfied, 

0.5=satisfied with some parts, 0=not satisfied at all) which are aggregated and averaged to 

provide the collective satisfaction score.  

 

Of the seven cases, four cases achieved full membership (1) in the participant satisfaction 

measurement set with a collective satisfaction score of 0.76 or higher. The remaining three 

cases achieved partial membership (0.67) with a collective equality score of 0.51-0.75. These 

results are demonstrated in Chart 8.2 and briefly discussed by each case below: 

 

Chart 8.2 Satisfaction case results 

 

           

 

8.3.1 Case 1: Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing (OMH=0.67) 
There was a reasonable level of satisfaction with the quality of the process design and 

facilitation overall, with 55 percent of participants satisfied with some aspects of the process, 

and 33 percent of participants fully satisfied with the process. The collective satisfaction 

score for this case was 0.61 indicating that most participants were reasonably satisfied with 

the quality of the engagement process. Participants were asked what influenced how satisfied 

they were in the quality of the process design and facilitation. Respondents indicated that 

diverse perspectives, respectful discussions, and the organisation of activities had the most 
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significant positive impacts on participant satisfaction. Not having enough time, lack of 

clarity in intent and unclear instructions, feeling too bureaucratic, and having too high a focus 

on vision rather than people’s actual issues, had the most significant negative impacts on 

participant satisfaction.  

 

8.3.2 Case 2: Office for Family Safety Design Hub (OFS=0.67) 
The majority of respondents were satisfied (50 percent) or very satisfied (43 percent) with the 

quality of the process design and facilitation. Only one respondent was not satisfied with the 

quality of the process design and facilitation. The collective satisfaction score for this case 

was 0.68 indicating that most participants were reasonably satisfied with the quality of the 

engagement process. When asked what influenced their satisfaction in the quality of the 

process design and facilitation, respondents gave a range of perspectives, including: the 

structure was well planned and facilitated with ground rules to support a quality outcome; 

additional time would have allowed for deeper understanding of the issue and existing 

supports; although the process was well structured given the tight timeframe, there wasn’t 

enough information provided on existing supports to enable an informed design process. 

 

8.3.3 Case 3: Australian Public Service Jury (APS=1) 
Overall, 85 percent of jurors were very satisfied with the quality of the process and 

facilitation with a further 15 percent of jurors satisfied with some aspects of the deliberation 

process and facilitation. No jurors were not satisfied at all. The collective satisfaction score 

for this case was 0.92 indicating a high level of participant satisfaction with the quality of the 

engagement process. Qualitative survey responses indicated that participant satisfaction was 

influenced by the process itself, which was well structured and provided access to supporting 

information, clear directions and timeframes throughout each day. Respondents also shared 

that the facilitators were professional, well organised and kept people focused on the tasks 

they needed to undertake. Upfront framing of collective decision making and critical thinking 

was a useful component of the process and context setting by experts along with the diverse 

experiences of participants contributed to quality discussions. 

 

8.3.4 Case 4: ACT Youth Assembly (YA=1) 
The majority of respondents (94 percent) thought the Youth Assembly was good, with a 

further 6 percent thinking it was ok (43 percent). No respondents thought the Youth 

Assembly was bad, suggesting a high level of satisfaction overall. The collective satisfaction 
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score for this case was 0.97 indicating a high level of participant satisfaction in the quality of 

the engagement process. A range of factors influenced participant satisfaction, including: the 

opportunity to share ideas and concerns in a safe space; the engaging topics, organisation and 

implied sense of importance; and meeting other young people with shared interests in a fun 

and inclusive environment. Respondents also shared that more involvement of people in 

different positions and follow up on outcomes would have been appreciated.  

 

8.3.5 Case 5: ACT Multicultural Summit (MS=0.67) 
The majority of respondents were very satisfied (48 percent) or satisfied (48 percent) with the 

quality of the process design and facilitation. Only one respondent was not satisfied with the 

quality of the process design and facilitation. The collective satisfaction score for this case 

was 0.71 indicating that most participants were reasonably satisfied with the quality of the 

engagement process. Respondent satisfaction was influenced by the participation of a good 

cross section of the community with broad views, however some participants had very fixed 

ideas and perspectives. The venue was identified as a positive influence on satisfaction 

however some felt there was too much movement within the venue and others would have 

preferred a more central location for those with mobility issues. While the small group 

discussions were valued by some, others felt that they were at times overtaken by louder 

voices and led to some ideas being lost.  

 

8.3.6 Case 6: Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning (HBE=1) 
The majority of respondents were very satisfied (75 percent) with the quality of the process 

design and facilitation. A further 25 percent were satisfied with some aspects of the process 

design and facilitation. No respondents were not satisfied with the quality of the process 

design and facilitation. The collective satisfaction score for this case was 0.88 indicating a 

high level of participant satisfaction with the quality of the engagement process. Qualitative 

survey responses showed that the facilitators ensured all panel members were able to 

contribute without being influenced in their decisions and the process led to a high level of 

agreement, with a minimum of 80 percent of participants agreeing on each recommendation 

that went forward. Participants felts that the panel members worked well together, by valuing 

each other’s perspectives, and developing a cohesive plan. Some respondents shared that the 

process could have been supported by greater involvement of professionals during the 

discussions and time to consider minority views in further detail could have helped to address 

issues that weren’t fully considered. 
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8.3.7 Case 7: Office for Women Summit (OFW=1) 
The majority of respondents were very satisfied (57 percent) or satisfied (37 percent) with the 

quality of the process design and facilitation. Three respondents (6 percent) were not satisfied 

with the quality of the process design and facilitation. The collective satisfaction score for 

this case was 0.76 indicating a high level of participant satisfaction with the quality of the 

engagement process. Satisfaction in the quality of the process design and facilitation, was 

influenced by a range of perspectives, including: the process running to time and being well 

organised, facilitated and attended. In addition, there was a good combination of diverse 

speakers, collaboration sessions and networking. However, some respondents felt that some 

perspectives and ideas were lost or not considered adequately throughout the day, such as 

gender diversity, equality for girls, and ideas focused on Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

women and girls, and women in prison; and some participants expressed frustration that there 

was no funding available for new ideas, that the process constrained ideas, and that the same 

issues have been discussed in the past. Overall, there was however a high level of satisfaction 

across the board. 

 

 

8.4 Expert Facilitation 
The complexity of public sector problems requires engagement processes to carefully balance 

diverse perspectives, manage competing interests, and draw out the best solutions from 

participants who may have varied levels of experience in contributing to public sector 

solutions. This capability is not always available within public service agencies and expert 

“Format was really interesting and enabled people from diverse perspectives to develop 

quality recommendations that they own”- Participant, Case 3: Australian Public Service 

Jury 

 

“I enjoyed meeting other people my age, who share my interests. The conversation was 

good, and I also enjoyed the chance to put my views forward”- Participant, Case 4: ACT 

Youth Assembly 

 

“One of my hopes was that we would have a positive future for the esplanade. We started 

with individualised views and we have not only found common ground but also built a 

community”- Participant, Case 6: Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning 
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facilitators can provide both advice and independence in order to support effective 

engagements. Expert facilitation is measured through observations and participant responses. 

 

Of the seven cases, six cases achieved full membership (1) in the expert facilitation 

measurement set having involved expert facilitators in planning and delivering the 

engagement process. The remaining case achieved low membership (0.33) having involved 

peer facilitation instead of expert facilitation. These results are demonstrated in Chart 8.3 and 

briefly discussed by each case below: 

 

            Chart 8.3 Expert facilitation case results 

 

 

8.4.1 Case 1: Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing (OMH=1) 
The codesign process was designed and facilitated by Mentally Friendly, an expert design 

and innovation studio who specialise in delivering human centred design processes. Their 

extensive experience was demonstrated through a strong suite of design methodologies and 

effective process facilitation. 

 

8.4.2 Case 2: Office for Family Safety Design Hub (OFS=1) 
The Family Safety Hub Design Challenge was also designed and facilitated by Mentally 

Friendly. Their extensive experience was demonstrated through a strong link between 

discovery, design and implementation methodologies and their effective facilitation of the 

design challenge. 

 

8.4.3 Case 3: Australian Public Service Jury (APS=1) 
The APS jury was designed and facilitated by MosiacLab, an expert engagement firm who 

specialise in deliberative engagements. Their extensive experience was demonstrated through 
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a well-developed deliberative process that enabled all participants to contribute to a collective 

set of recommendations. 

 

8.4.4 Case 4: ACT Youth Assembly (YA=0.33) 
The Youth Assembly was not designed and facilitated by an expert design firm, but rather 

leveraged the expertise of young people themselves and community sector professionals to 

design and facilitate an engagement process specifically targeted at young people. A Youth 

Advisory Council member facilitated each group discussion, with support from a sector 

professional who has expertise in the particular subject matter being discussed. While this 

case therefore did not achieve expert facilitation, it is important to note that this form of 

facilitation contributed to the high levels of participant satisfaction and trust in the 

engagement process.  

 

8.4.5 Case 5: ACT Multicultural Summit (MS=1) 
The Multicultural Summit was designed and facilitated by Democracy Co, a consulting firm 

that specialises in deliberative democracy as a means to support government decision 

making. Their expertise was demonstrated through the design of the Summit, and through 

their facilitation of discussions among diverse participants. 

 

8.4.6 Case 6: Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning (HBE=1) 
The Community Panel was also designed and facilitated by MosiacLab. Their extensive 

experience was once again demonstrated through a well-developed deliberative process that 

enabled all participants to contribute to a collective set of recommendations. 

 

8.4.7 Case 7: Office for Women Summit (OFW=1) 
The ACT Women’s Summit was designed and facilitated by Communications Link, a 

communications and stakeholder engagement consultancy specialising in facilitation and 

workshop design. The facilitators also involved the Ministerial Advisory Council for Women 

as peer facilitators for small group discussions, enabling both expert and peer led facilitation.  
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8.5 Condition Set Membership 
For the purposes of this thesis, all three measures were considered critical to the achievement 

of ‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality)’ . As such, membership in the 

condition set ‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality)’ is determined based on 

the lowest of all three measures within each case. For example, a case achieving 0.33 in 

participant satisfaction, 1 in expert facilitation, and 0.67 in broad engagement methods, will 

achieve a set membership of 0.33 in this condition.  

 

Once all three measures have been accounted for, no cases achieved full set membership (1) 

in the condition ‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality)’ . Cases 1, 2, 5, 6, and 7 

achieved partial set membership (0.67) due to the partial achievement of broad engagement 

methods in all five cases, and participant satisfaction in cases 1, 2, and 5. The remaining two 

cases did not achieve engagement breadth and professionalism (quality) at all, due to the 

limited engagement methods with both cases being singular engagement events. Case 4 also 

achieved low set membership (0.33) in expert facilitation due to the peer led facilitation 

model adopted, and yet still achieved high levels of participant satisfaction. These results are 

illustrated in Chart 8.4. 

 

  

“The facilitators seemed genuine in their desire to hear from all workshop participants”- 

Participant, Case 1: Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing 

 

“It was amazing how the presenters were able to get such a diverse group of people to 

work together mostly harmoniously and actually achieve a cohesive outcome”- 

Participant, Case 6: Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning 

 

“A great facilitation design that ensured that everyone was heard and that no one 

particular point of view dominated”- Participant, Case 7: Office for Women Summit 
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Chart 8.4 Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality) case results 

 

 

 

8.6 Relationship to Authenticity 
As discussed in chapter 6, Cases 4, 6 and 7 achieved the desired outcome- ‘Authentic 

Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’. Having now determined each case’s membership in 

the condition set ‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality)’ , it is possible to 

determine the sufficiency and necessity of this condition.  

 

To be Sufficient, whenever the condition is present, the outcome must also be present. In 

fsQCA, sufficiency is present when all cases that are members in the condition set fall on or 

above the line in an X,Y Plot. Cases 1, 2, 5, 6 and 7 partially achieved this condition. Chart 

8.5 however shows that cases 1, 2 and 5 all fall below the line. This is because those cases 

achieved 0.67 in the condition set ‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality)’ but 

only 0 or 0.33 in the outcome set ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’. This 

condition is therefore not sufficient to produce authentic engagements.              

 

To be Necessary, whenever the outcome is present, the condition must also be present. In 

fsQCA necessity is present when all cases that are members in the condition set fall on or 

below the line in an X,Y Plot. Chart 8.5 shows that cases 4 and 6 are above the line. This is 

because those cases achieved full membership in the outcome set ‘Authentic Engagement in 

Public Sector Decisions’, but 0 and 0.67 respectively in the condition set ‘Engagement 

Breadth and Professionalism (Quality)’. This condition is therefore not necessary to produce 

authentic engagements.  
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Chart 8.5 Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality) and Authentic 

Engagement Graph 

 

 

                     

 

These results show that ‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality)’ are not 

sufficient or necessary for ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’. While 

participant satisfaction was high across all seven cases, cases 3 and 4 did not provide a range 

of engagement options, and case 4 did not involve expert facilitators. These findings show 

that those aspects of engagement breadth and professionalism (quality) do not drive 

participant satisfaction, nor are they important for supporting ‘Authentic Engagement in 

Public Sector Decisions’.  

     

8.6.1 Gender Analysis 
Across all seven cases a gender analysis was also undertaken to determine if there were any 

significant differences in the way different genders experienced engagement processes. The 

participant satisfaction measure was taken as a proxy for this analysis due to the ability to 

combine survey data consistently across multiple cases. 172 participants responded to the 

question “How satisfied were you with the quality of the engagement process and 

facilitation” across all cases. This included 32 participants identifying as males, 137 

1 •4 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 

Q 

0.6 0.7 0.8 0 .9 



Nicole Moore, Institute of Governance and Policy Analysis, University of Canberra 

150 
 

participants identifying as females and 3 participants identifying as ‘other’. Table 8.1 shows 

the breakdown of responses by gender: 

 

Table 8.1 Participant satisfaction by gender- across all seven cases 

Response Males Females Other 

I was very satisfied with the process quality 69% 56% 0% 

I was satisfied with some aspects of the process 

quality 

31% 37% 67% 

I was not satisfied with the process quality 0% 7% 33% 

• Percentages refer to the proportion of each gender selecting each response. 

This data suggests that there was very little difference in the experience of satisfaction for 

males and females in the engagement processes. The number of respondents identifying as 

‘other’ was too small to provide a reliable comparison.   

 

8.7 In Conclusion: Engagement Breadth and Professionalism – 

Unnecessary Conditions for Authentic Engagement 
 

This chapter demonstrates that ‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality)’ are not 

sufficient or necessary for achieving ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’. The 

condition measures of broad engagement methods, participant satisfaction and expert 

facilitation provide a replicable approach to measuring ‘Engagement Breath and 

Professionalism (Quality)’ as demonstrated by the application of these measures to seven 

codesign and deliberative engagements. The analysis of outcomes, however, suggests that 

participant satisfaction can be achieved independent of broad engagement methods or expert 

facilitation, without consistently impacting on the achievement of authenticity. In addition, 

case 4 achieved authenticity, including high levels of participant trust and satisfaction which 

were attributed in part to the peer led facilitation model. This suggests that expert facilitation 

is not a requirement of authenticity. Likewise, cases 3 and 4 did not achieve broad 

engagement processes, with differential achievement of authenticity. Hence none of the 

condition measures alone or in combination contribute to the achievement of authenticity in 

public sector engagements.  
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Notwithstanding the limited influence of this condition on authenticity, the findings do 

provide tangible and practical strategies for public sector agencies striving to enhance the 

quality of engagement processes. For example, ensuring a diverse mix of participants and 

activities, allowing adequate time to consider issues in depth, and providing clear instructions 

and advice on anticipated outcomes, all contribute to higher levels of satisfaction in the 

quality of the engagement process from the perspectives of participants.  
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9: 

CONNECTING ENGAGEMENT TO 

DECISION MAKING 
 

9.1 Introduction 
This chapter assesses each of the seven cases included in this thesis, for their achievement of 

the condition ‘Connection to Decision Making’. This condition recognises that political 

support for public engagement processes has the power to increase authenticity and the 

consequentiality of outcomes. By acknowledging that public participation is a democratic 

value30 governments that provide increasing control to members of the public can increase 

the legitimacy of decisions (Szebeko and Tan 2010, Holmes 2011, Evans and Terrey 2016). 

Giving the public control can be hampered however, by short term political cycles which 

present a barrier to long term and iterative engagements (Evans and Terrey 2016). Even when 

the public is involved in decision making, trust can be damaged quickly if governments fail to 

follow through on commitments made at the beginning of engagement processes.  

 

This chapter starts with an analysis of each case against the three condition measures- 

authorisation, commitment and transmission, before confirming each case’s set membership 

within the broader condition. Secondly this chapter then determines the sufficiency and 

necessity of engagement processes connecting with decision making to achieve authenticity. 

The chapter concludes that ‘Connection to Decision Making’ is a necessary but insufficient 

condition for achieving authenticity in public sector decision making. This chapter further 

provides tangible and practical insights for enhancing connection to decision making in 

public sector engagement processes. 

 

9.1.1 Measuring Connection to Decision Making 
There are different perspectives on how best to combine formal decision making spaces and 

informal spaces of public engagement, which can range from fostering informal deliberations 

in public spheres to inform formal decision-making bodies but without officially connecting 

 
30 See: Binder, Brandt et al. 2008, Burr and Larsen 2010, Szebeko and Tan 2010, Holmes 2011, Greenbaum and Loi 2012, 
Evans and Terrey 2016, Huybrechts, Benesch et al. 2017 
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those deliberations with formal institutions (Bohman 1998, Dryzek and Niemeyer 2008), 

through to formalising public sphere deliberations into advisory bodies for existing 

institutions.31 While combining formal institutions and informal engagements can enhance 

the inclusion of relevant voices in public debate,32 there is also a risk that relying on informal 

public deliberations alone can foster greater inequality by enabling majority or higher power 

voices to overcome minority voices in the public realm (Parkinson 2003, Burral 2015, 

Dryzek 2016). Since government’s are held to account through elections and other legislative 

structures, they continue to play an important role in assessing the relative merits of public 

engagement outcomes to ensure collective public value. Similarly, governments must 

demonstrate that they are responsive to the needs and concerns arising through engagement 

processes to maintain legitimacy. 

 

Measuring achievement of ‘Connection to Decision Making’ involves triangulation of data 

on the authorisation of engagement processes, pre-engagement commitment to genuinely 

consider engagement outcomes, and how directly participant generated recommendations are 

transmitted to those with decision making authority. All three measures are considered 

critical to the achievement of ‘Connection to Decision Making’, therefore this condition has a 

logical AND calibration. In other words, the absence of any one measure would indicate the 

absence of the entire condition. Measurement calibrations for this condition are outlined in 

Box 9.1. 

 

Box 9.1: Measurement Calibrations for Connection to Decision Making 

 

Condition 3: Connection to Decision Making (C)- Logical AND 

Measure 1: Authorisation Anchor Points 

Pre-engagement endorsement by formal 

decision makers 

0 No political or public sector awareness or 

endorsement 

0.33 No political awareness but with public 

sector endorsement 

0.67 Political awareness and public sector 

endorsement 

 
31 See: Cohen 1997, Bohman 1998, Dryzek and Niemeyer 2008, Florida 2013 
32 See: Bohman 1998, Uhr and Uhr 1998, Parkinson 2003, Dryzek and Niemeyer 2008, Hendriks 2015, Dryzek 2016 



Nicole Moore, Institute of Governance and Policy Analysis, University of Canberra 

155 
 

1 Political and public sector awareness and 

endorsement 

• Endorsement measured through observations and case documentation. 

 

 

Measure 2: Commitment Anchor Points 

Pre-engagement commitment to genuinely 

consider recommendations 

0 No commitment to consider 

recommendations 

0.33 Commitment to consider 

recommendations informed by 

engagement outcomes 

0.67 Commitment to consider some 

recommendations  

1 Commitment to consider all 

recommendations  

• Commitment measured through observations, public promotions and case documentation. 

Measure 3: Transmission Anchor Points 

Transmission of participant generated 

recommendations to formal decision makers 

0 Participant input not transmitted to 

decision makers at all 

0.33 Participant input considered in 

formulating recommendations 

0.67 Recommendations transmitted with some 

consolidation and refinement 

1 Recommendations transmitted in their 

original form  

• Transmission measured through observations and case documentation 

 

9.2 Authorisation 
Engagement processes that lack authorisation from decision making bodies are less likely to 

be taken seriously or considered genuinely by those with the authority to affect change. 

Authorisation is measured through observations and case documentation. Of the seven cases, 

six cases achieved full membership (1) in the authorisation measurement set with both 

political and public sector awareness and support for the engagement process. The remaining 

case achieved a lower membership (0.33) with no political awareness but with public sector 

endorsement. These results are demonstrated in Chart 9.1 and briefly discussed by each case 

below. 
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Chart 9.1 Authorisation case results 

 

 

 

9.2.1 Case 1: Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing (OMH=1) 
The ACT Minister for Mental Health agreed to the engagement process as a commitment 

arising from the ACT Government Response to the Report on the Establishment of the Office 

for Mental Health (Report). The process was subsequently authorised by the ACT 

Coordinator General for Mental Health and Wellbeing and organised by the ACT Office for 

Mental Health and Wellbeing within the ACT Health Directorate. This indicates that the 

engagement process had both political and public sector support.  

 

9.2.2 Case 2: Office for Family Safety Design Hub (OFS=1) 
The Family Safety Hub (Hub) was codesigned as part of the ACT Government’s commitment 

to addressing domestic and family violence in the Territory. The Hub is authorised by the 

ACT Minister for the Prevention of Family and Domestic Violence to conduct codesign 

challenges aimed at finding innovative solutions to complex problems affecting family safety. 

The ACT Coordinator General subsequently authorised the particular challenge which was 

organised by the ACT Office for Family Safety within the ACT Community Services 

Directorate. This indicates that the engagement process had both political and public sector 

support. 

 

9.2.3 Case 3: Australian Public Service Jury (APS=0.33) 
The jury process was authorised by the Australian Public Sector Secretaries Board however 

there was no political authorisation for this engagement. There was also limited publicity of 

the jury which restricted the level of accountability the Secretaries Board had to respond to 
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the jury’s recommendations. This indicates limited authorisation for the process outside of 

the public service. 

 

9.2.4 Case 4: ACT Youth Assembly (YA=1) 
The ACT Youth Assembly was authorised by the ACT Minister for Children, Youth and 

Families who publicly announced the Assembly through a media release on 28 August 2018. 

The Youth Assembly was led by the Minister’s Youth Advisory Council with support from 

the ACT Office for Youth Engagement within the Community Services Directorate. This 

indicates that the engagement process had both political and public sector support. 

 

9.2.5 Case 5: ACT Multicultural Summit (MS=1) 
The ACT Multicultural Summit was authorised by the ACT Government as a key 

commitment in the 9th Assembly Parliamentary Agreement (PA) between the ACT Labor and 

Greens parties. Specifically, the PA commits to: “establish an ongoing Multicultural 

Advisory Board to assist with the implementation of the ACT Multicultural Framework; and 

convene a multicultural summit”. The ACT Office for Multicultural Affairs organised the 

Summit in collaboration with the Multicultural Advisory Council. This indicates that the 

engagement process had both political and public sector support. 

 

9.2.6 Case 6: Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning (HBE=1) 
The Community Panel was authorised by the Fraser Coast Regional Community Council and 

organised by Council workers. The Community Panel was part of a broader engagement 

strategy that also sought input from across the community to inform the panel’s deliberations, 

including through presentations from a variety of subject matter experts from within the 

public service. The authorisation by Council and the involvement of the public service in 

organising and contributing subject matter expertise indicates that the engagement process 

had both political and public sector support. 
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9.2.7 Case 7: Office for Women Summit (OFW=1) 
The ACT Women’s Summit was authorised by the ACT Minister for Women as part of a 

phased engagement strategy to develop the ACT Women’s Plan: Second Action Plan. The 

phased engagement strategy included roundtable discussions, a sector led context analysis 

and an online survey to ensure as diverse a range of inputs as possible. The process was 

organised by the ACT Office for Women within the Community Services Directorate. This 

indicates that the engagement process had both political and public sector support. 

 

9.3 Commitment 
The level of commitment made to considering, at least in-principle, the solutions offered by 

those participating in the process is also important in supporting the connection with decision 

making. Commitment recognises the time people give up to participate in engagement 

processes, while also valuing the contribution that their participation adds to identifying 

workable solutions. Commitment is measured through observations and case documentation.  

 

Of the seven cases, five cases achieved full membership (1) in the commitment measurement 

set with commitment made upfront to considering all recommendations arising through those 

engagement processes. One case achieved partial membership (0.67) with commitment made 

to consider select recommendations subject to further refinement. The remaining case did not 

achieve commitment at all (0) with no commitment made to consider or respond to the 

engagement outcomes. These results are demonstrated in Chart 9.2 and briefly discussed by 

each case below. 

 

  

“Canberra’s young people will set their priorities and influence the future of our city at 

the ACT Youth Assembly in September”- Media Release, ACT Minister for Children, 

Youth and Families, Case 4: ACT Youth Assembly (ACTGovernment 2018) 

 

“The ACT Government will host an ACT Women's Summit that will bring together 170 key 

community and government stakeholders to inform the Second Action Plan”- Media 

Release, ACT Minister for Women, Case 7: Office for Women Summit (ACTGovernment 

2019)  
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Chart 9.2 Commitment case results 

 

             

 

 

9.3.1 Case 1: Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing (OMH=1) 
Prior to the engagement process, the ACT Government publicly committed to developing a 

vision for mental health and wellbeing in collaboration with the community and other 

stakeholders. This included a commitment to build the outcomes of that engagement into the 

Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing Workplan. This indicates a high level of pre-

engagement commitment to taking seriously the input received from members of the public 

and the other professionals involved in the process. 

 

9.3.2 Case 2: Office for Family Safety Design Hub (OFS=0.67) 
This process was designed to synthesise the many ideas developed through the engagement 

process into a select number of ideas that would be considered by decision makers. This 

included the involvement of an expert panel who selected the best ideas on the day with 

further synthesis to be conducted by the ACT Office for Family Safety prior to finalising 

recommendations. Therefore, while all ideas were recorded and considered by the ACT 

Office for Family Safety, only some of the ideas developed would ever be considered by 

Government. The level of commitment was subsequently restricted in part by the nature of 

the engagement process.  

 

9.3.3 Case 3: Australian Public Service Jury (APS=0) 
While this case was authorised by the APS Secretaries Board, there was no commitment 

upfront to accepting or even formally considering the jury’s recommendations. It should also 
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be noted that the timing of the jury may also have presented a challenge for this process, as 

the 2019 Federal Election caretaker period would likely have limited the APS Secretaries 

Board’s ability to commit to actions going forward. This case therefore did not achieve pre-

engagement commitment. 

 

9.3.4 Case 4: ACT Youth Assembly (YA=1) 
The Youth Assembly was held at the ACT Legislative Assembly which provided a high level 

of access and visibility to decision makers. Members of the Legislative Assembly were also 

invited to participate in the Youth Assembly and a commitment was made to responding to 

the Assembly’s recommendations. Combined with the Minister for Children, Youth and 

Families providing public support for the Youth Assembly, this indicates a high degree of 

commitment to taking seriously the views and ideas of participants. 

 

9.3.5 Case 5: ACT Multicultural Summit (MS=1) 
The ACT Your Say website publicly linked the Multicultural Summit to the development of 

the ACT Multicultural Framework 2015-2020: Second Action Plan 2019-2020, to be led by 

the Multicultural Advisory Council. In addition, a media release authorised by the ACT 

Minister for Multicultural Affairs on the day of the Summit, includes a statement from the 

Chair of the Multicultural Advisory Council, publicly committing to considering the Summit 

outcomes. 

 

9.3.6 Case 6: Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning (HBE=1) 
At the commencement of the Community Panel, the Fraser Coast Regional Council provided 

in-principle commitment to accepting panel recommendations as much as possible in the 

review of the Hervey Bay Esplanade Master Plan. The process was also publicly promoted 

via comprehensive website updates, providing the Fraser Coast Regional Council with an 

additional level of accountability for publicly responding to the community panel outcomes. 

This indicates a high level of commitment to genuinely considering the panel’s 

recommendations. 

 

9.3.7 Case 7: Office for Women Summit (OFW=1) 
The ACT Your Say website publicly linked the ACT Women’s Summit and broader 

engagement process to the development of the ACT Women’s Plan: Second Action Plan. This 
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public commitment to the engagement process informing future actions, suggests that the 

process organisers were committed to genuinely considering engagement outcomes. 

 

9.4 Transmission 
Public engagement is not likely to be authentic if solutions and recommendations developed 

through informal spaces of public engagement, are not transferred in some way to formal 

decision-making spaces (Huybrechts, Benesch et al. 2017). Measuring transmission considers 

whether or not citizen generated recommendations are transferred, either indirectly via other 

stakeholder groups, or directly, to those with the power to make decisions. Transmission is 

measured through observations and case documentation.  

 

Of the seven cases, three cases achieved full membership (1) in the ‘Transmission’ 

measurement set with recommendations transmitted directly to decision makers as presented 

by participants. Two cases achieved partial membership (0.67) with recommendations 

consolidated and refined prior to transmitting to decision makers. The remaining two cases 

achieved lower membership (0.33) with input from participants used to inform 

recommendations developed outside of the engagement process. These results are 

demonstrated in Chart 9.3 and briefly discussed by each case below. 

 

  

“We will take the ideas from today’s Summit and work with the Government to prepare a 

draft plan for further community consideration early in 2019”- Media Release, Chair of the 

Multicultural Advisory Council, Case 5: ACT Multicultural Summit (ACTGovernment 

2018) 

 

“This panel, in conjunction with a wider community engagement process, will help to 

provide Council with a clear direction on the community’s values, priorities and vision for 

the Esplanade over the next 20 years”- Fraser Coast Regional Council Website, Case 6: 

Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning   

(FraserCoastRegionalCouncil 2019) 
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Chart 9.3 Transmission case results 

 

 

         

 

9.4.1 Case 1: Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing (OMH=0.33) 
This particular codesign process was broader than the three codesign workshops, 

incorporating input from a range of sources and through a range of engagement methods. 

Consequently, input was consolidated by the ACT Office for Mental Health and Wellbeing to 

ensure all perspectives were considered. Criteria were developed by the Office for Mental 

Health and Wellbeing to ensure input was considered respectfully and accurately prior to 

selecting the recommended vision. A high-level summary of engagement feedback across all 

stages of the process was published however detailed input from participants was not shared 

outside of those involved in developing the final recommendations. Participant input was 

therefore used to inform the development of recommendations rather than transmitted 

directly to formal decision makers, in this case the ACT Coordinator General for Mental 

Health and Wellbeing, the ACT Minister for Mental Health and ultimately through to 

Cabinet. 

 

9.4.2 Case 2: Office for Family Safety Design Hub (OFS=0.67) 
The codesign process involved direct presentation of ideas from workshop participants to an 

informal panel of decision makers who selected four ideas to progress for further exploration. 

A further exploration phase was undertaken by the ACT Office for Family Safety in 

collaboration with identified partners prior to progressing recommendations for formal 

endorsement. All ideas were however publicly reported to support transparency and line of 

sight between participant generated ideas and those selected for implementation. The 
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challenge therefore involved refinement of specific ideas prior to formalising recommended 

options for implementation. 

9.4.3 Case 3: Australian Public Service Jury (APS=1) 
The APS jury drafted nine recommendations during the two-day deliberation process. These 

recommendations were presented directly to the Director of the Museum of Australian 

Democracy for incorporation into the jury report which was drafted by Democracy 2025. 

Although the full report was drafted after the deliberation process, the recommendations were 

not altered in any way, and jurors were given opportunity to review the full report prior to it 

being formally presented directly to the Australian Public Service Secretaries Board. This 

indicates that transmission of participant generated recommendations was achieved in full. 

  

9.4.4 Case 4: ACT Youth Assembly (YA=1) 
At the conclusion of the Youth Assembly, participants presented their recommendations 

directly to the ACT Minister for Children, Youth and Families, along with the ACT Children 

and Young Peoples Commissioner. In addition, a report was prepared that documented the 

deliberation process and recommendations. This report was tabled in the ACT Legislative 

Assembly and included all 29 recommendations as developed by the assembly participants. 

This indicates that transmission of participant generated recommendations was achieved in 

full. 

 

9.4.5 Case 5: ACT Multicultural Summit (MS=0.33) 
The deliberation process involved consolidation of community feedback from multiple 

engagement sources in order to develop recommended priority actions for consideration by 

government. The Multicultural Advisory Council played a critical role in shaping the 

feedback into the final Second Action Plan that would ultimately be transferred to 

Government for endorsement. There was no report published to provide transparency 

regarding what participants suggested during the Summit, nor was there a high-level 

summary of engagement outcomes. Participant input was therefore used to inform the 

development of recommendations rather than transmitted directly to formal decision makers. 

 

9.4.6 Case 6: Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning (HBE=1) 
On the final day of deliberations, community panel members presented their 

recommendations directly to the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of the Fraser Coast Regional 

Council. The CEO thanked the panel for their work and outlined in detail how the report 
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would be progressed through Council and into the Master Planning process for the Esplanade. 

The report itself was developed directly by the community panel and printed onsite to ensure 

no changes were made prior to presenting to the CEO. Care was also taken to ensure two 

panel members provided oversight as the facilitators corrected any formatting or editing 

issues in the report. The report was also uploaded onto the Council website as presented, 

providing transparency and community visibility of the recommendations that were agreed by 

the panel. The report was also tabled at a Council meeting for formal consideration. This 

process therefore involved the direct transmission of participant generated recommendations 

to formal decision makers. 

 

9.4.7 Case 7: Office for Women Summit (OFW=0.67) 
The process to develop the ACT Women’s Plan: Second Action Plan involved multiple 

engagement processes that built upon one another to inform Summit participants in 

formulating proposed priority actions. A subsequent survey was also used to update the 

Summit recommendations prior to finalising into the Second Action Plan for government 

endorsement. The Summit therefore involved some refinement of proposed priorities prior to 

formalising into recommendations for agreement. A report documenting the Summit 

outcomes was however publicly released for transparency, and mapping of priority actions 

developed during the Summit and the final Second Action Plan was also undertaken to 

provide a clear line of sight between the engagement outcomes and the final 

recommendations that were presented to government. 

 

“Through positive contributions, four ideas were selected to take forward by partnering 

with committed organisations. The 75 ideas generated on the day will be separately 

assessed by the Family Safety Hub”- ACT Office for Family Safety Website, Case 2: Office 

for Family Safety Design Hub  (ACTGovernment 2019) 

 

“This report provides a summary of the discussion outcomes of the Summit as well as a full 

record of all content generated by participants on the day”- Communications Link Report, 

Case 7: Office for Women Summit (CommunicationsLink 2019) 
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9.5 Condition Set Membership 
All three measures are considered critical to the achievement of ‘Connection to Decision 

Making’. As such, membership in the condition set ‘Connection to Decision Making’ is 

determined based on the lowest of all three measures within each case. For example, a case 

achieving 0.33 in commitment, 1 in transmission and 0.67 in authorisation, will achieve a set 

membership of 0.33 in this condition.  

 

Once all three measures have been accounted for, two cases achieved full set membership (1) 

in the condition ‘Connection to Decision Making’, cases 4 and 6. Cases 2 and 7 achieved 

partial set membership (0.67) due to the partial achievement of transmission in both cases, 

and commitment in case 2. Cases 1 and 5 achieved lower set membership (0.33) due to 

participant input indirectly informing the development of recommendations. Case 3 did not 

achieve this condition at all, due to the lack of commitment to consider recommendations 

arising from the engagement process. These results are illustrated in Chart 9.4. 

 

Chart 9.4 Connection to decision making case results 

 
             

 

9.6 Relationship to Authenticity 
As discussed in chapter 6, Cases 4, 6 and 7 achieved the desired outcome- ‘Authentic 

Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’. Having now determined each case’s membership in 

the condition set ‘Connection to Decision Making’, it is possible to determine the sufficiency 

and necessity of this condition.  
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To be Sufficient, whenever the condition is present, the outcome must also be present. In 

fsQCA, sufficiency is present when all cases that are members in the condition set fall on or 

above the line in an X,Y Plot. Cases 2, 4, 6 and 7 achieved this condition either in full or in 

part. Chart 9.5 however shows that case 2 falls below the line. This is because case 2 

achieved 0.67 set membership in ‘Connection to Decision Making’ but only 0.33 set 

membership in ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’. This condition is 

therefore not sufficient to produce authentic engagements. It is useful to note that as a deviant 

case, case 1 is irrelevant for the purposes of assessing sufficiency, and that inconsistency in 

set relations can be accepted.   

To be Necessary, whenever the outcome is present, the condition must also be present. In 

fsQCA necessity is present when all cases that are members in the condition set fall on or 

below the line in an X,Y Plot. Chart 9.5 shows that all cases that achieved ‘Authentic 

Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’ (cases 4, 6 and 7), also achieved ‘Connection to 

Decision Making’, demonstrating that this condition is necessary for achieving the desired 

outcome.  

These results show that while ‘Connection to Decision Making’ is a required (necessary) 

condition, it is not sufficient on its own and must be combined with another condition to 

consistently achieve the desired outcome.  

 

9.7 In Conclusion: Connection to Decision Making – a Necessary 

Condition for Authentic Engagement 
This chapter demonstrates that ‘Connection to Decision Making’ is a necessary condition for 

achieving ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’. It is not, however, sufficient 

on its own. The condition measures of authorisation, commitment and transmission provide a 

reliable and replicable approach to measuring ‘Connection to Decision Making’ as 

demonstrated by the application of these measures to seven codesign and deliberative 

engagements. Importantly, all three measures are critical to the achievement of the condition, 

providing tangible and practical insights for public sector agencies striving to achieve 

connection to decision making within their engagement processes. 
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Chart 9.5 Connection to Decision Making and Authentic Engagement Graph 

 

 

 

 

For example, ‘Connection to Decision Making’ can be enhanced when political and public 

sector decision makers agree that the engagement is a legitimate part of the decision making 

process, where pre-engagement commitment is given to genuinely considering the 

recommendations that arise from the engagement process, and where those recommendations 

are transferred to decision makers in the form and language presented by participants to the 

greatest extent possible. Providing transparency between engagement outcomes and agreed 

responses can help to bridge the gap between processes that by nature of their design do not 

result in direct transmission of participant generated recommendations. This requires decision 

makers to not only genuinely consider engagement outcomes, but to publicly justify decisions 

taken in response to collaborative design or deliberation processes.  
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10. WHAT CONSTITUTES AUTHENTIC 

ENGAGEMENT IN PUBLIC SECTOR 

DECISION MAKING? 
 

10.1 Introduction   
This chapter synthesises the QCA results to confirm which combination of conditions is 

required to produce authenticity in public sector engagements. This chapter commences with 

an analysis of condition combinations before proceeding with an analysis of three possible 

conjunctions: ‘Equal Power Relations’ combined with ‘Engagement Breadth and 

Professionalism (Quality); ‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality) combined 

with ‘Connection to Decision Making’; and finally, ‘Equal Power Relations’ combined with 

‘Connection to Decision Making’. The standard analysis procedure is undertaken, including 

development of truth tables, robustness testing, and finally development of solution formulas. 

 

ThE chapter concludes that ‘Equal Power Relations’ (P) in combination with ‘Connection to 

Decision Making’ (C) is a sufficient and necessary conjuncture to achieving ‘Authentic 

Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’ (A). Robustness testing confirms the reliability of 

these results, subsequently proving the solution formula that P*C -> A. Similarly, this chapter 

also confirms that ‘Unequal Power Relations’ (~P) and ‘Limited Connection to Decision 

Making’ (~C) will negate the outcome, leading to inauthentic engagement outcomes. This 

chapter concludes with practical strategies to support the achievement of these conditions and 

subsequently the achievement of authenticity.  

 

10.2 Completing the Standard Analysis Procedure 
Truth tables are used in QCA to identify all possible condition combinations, and to match 

each case to one of those combinations. It is not possible for any case to belong to more than 

one combination however it is possible that more than one case may belong to a combination, 

or that no cases may belong to a possible combination. Where no cases belong to a possible 

combination, it is considered a logical remainder, in that it is logically possible that a case 

could exist that belongs to that combination, just none of the cases under review.  
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Once cases are assigned to a possible combination, the outcome of each case is added to the 

truth table to identify which combination of conditions resulted in the outcome under 

investigation. Where two or more cases belong to the same combination, the outcomes of 

each case are assessed to determine if they are the same or if any contradictory outcomes are 

present. Table 10.1 provides the truth table for all possible condition combinations for this 

analysis.  

Table 10.1 Truth Table for Conditions P, Q and C 

 
Conditions Outcome Robustness Tests 

Row P Q C A Cases No Inc PRI 

1 0 0 0 0 3.APS 1 0.663 0.000 

2 0 0 1 0 Logical Remainder 

3 0 1 0 0 5.MS 1 0.596 0.000 

4 0 1 1 0 2.OFS 1 0.596 0.000 

5 1 0 0 0 Logical Remainder 

6 1 0 1 1 4.YA 1 0.875 0.801 

7 1 1 0 0 1.OMH 1 0.596 0.000 

8 1 1 1 1 6.HBE 7.OFW 2 0.858 0.754 

 

The truth table shows that there are eight possible combinations of the conditions ‘Equal 

Power Relations’ (P), ‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality) (Q), and 

‘Connection to Decision Making’ (C). The seven cases reviewed cover six of the possible 

combinations with two logical remainders: row 2- ~P* ~Q* C and row 5- P* ~Q* ~C. 

Reasonable assumptions can be made about the logical remainders based on the outcomes 

achieved across the remaining six possible combinations. In particular, all three of the cases 

that achieved ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’ (cases 4, 6 and 7) also 

achieved both ‘Equal Power Relations’ and ‘Connection to Decision Making’. Since both 

logical remainders do not achieve one or the other of these conditions, it is reasonable to 

assume that any potential cases that match those combinations would also not achieve 

‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’. 

 

Importantly, the truth table highlights two potential combinations that did lead to ‘Authentic 

Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’: row 4- P* ~Q* C, and row 8- P* Q* C*. In 

addition, combination P* Q* C includes more than one case, both of which achieved the 
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same outcome. This means there are no contradictory results which supports the findings of 

the QCA so far. However, it is also important to assess the robustness of these results through 

the sufficiency inclusion score (Inc) and the proportional reduction in inconsistency (PRI), 

both of which were calculated using QCA with R software (Dusa 2019). The table shows a 

relatively high sufficiency inclusion score for both possible solutions, at 0.875 and 0.858 

respectively, with a proportional reduction in inconsistency score of 0.801 and 0.754, 

supporting the robustness of these findings. 

 

10.2.1 The Solution Formula 
Having identified the combinations that support the outcome, it is now possible to develop 

the solution formula, identifying which combinations will lead to ‘Authentic Engagement in 

Public Sector Decisions’. QCA recognises that more than one combination may be capable of 

achieving a desired outcome. The solution formula starts out with all possible combinations, 

excluding logical remainders, prior to minimising to arrive at the most parsimonious solution.  

 

Table 10.1 shows that rows 6 and 8 explain the outcome and therefore can be minimised to 

provide the solution formula now that necessity and sufficiency have been assessed. Based on 

the QCA findings the following solutions may lead to authentic engagement:: ~P*~Q*C + 

P*~Q*~C + P*~Q*C + P*Q*C ->A. In other words, lack of ‘Equal Power Relations’, lack of 

‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality)’ and achievement of ‘Connection to 

Decision Making’; OR achievement of ‘Equal Power Relations’ with lack of ‘Engagement 

Breadth and Professionalism (Quality)’ and lack of ‘Connection to Decision Making’; OR 

achievement of ‘Equal Power Relations with lack of ‘Engagement Breadth and 

Professionalism (Quality)’ and achievement of ‘Connection to Decision Making’; OR 

achievement of all three conditions could potentially lead to ‘Authentic Engagement in Public 

Sector Decisions’. 

 

Reasonable assumptions can be made about the logical remainders, allowing for those 

possible combinations to be removed, as per the solution formula: P*~Q*C + P*Q*C ->A. In 

other words, either achievement of ‘Equal Power Relations’ with lack of ‘Engagement 

Breadth and Professionalism (Quality)’ but with achievement of ‘Connection to Decision 

Making’; OR achievement of all three conditions will lead to ‘Authentic Engagement in 

Public Sector Decisions’. Since a lack of engagement breadth and professionalism (quality) 

and the achievement of engagement breadth and professionalism (quality) cancel each other 
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out, a more parsimonious solution is possible: P*C -> A. In other words, the achievement of 

‘Equal Power Relations’ and ‘Connection to Decision Making’ will lead to ‘Authentic 

Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’.  

 

The same process of minimisation can also be applied to the conjunction combinations. In 

this instance, the conservative solution would be: ~PC*PQ*QC + PC*~PQ*~QC + 

PC*~PQ*QC + PC*PQ*~QC + PC*PQ*QC -> A. By removing the logical remainders, the 

intermediate solution would be PC*~PQ*~QC + PC*PQ*QC. Since ~PQ and PQ cancel each 

other out they can be removed from the solution formula. Likewise, ~QC an QC cancel each 

other out and can be removed from the solution formula. The most parsimonious solution is 

therefore PC ->A as already confirmed through the condition solution formula. Since the ‘PC 

Conjunction’ has a sufficiency inclusion score of 0.910, a proportional reduction in 

inconsistency of 0.876, and a Relevance of Necessity of 0.910, the sufficiency and necessity 

of this conjunction is strongly supported.  

 

10.3.2 Negating the Outcome 
As previously discussed, QCA requires analysis of both the outcome and negation of the 

outcome to be complete. The negation hypothesis is that ‘Unequal Power Relations’, 

‘Limited Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality)’, or ‘Limited Connection to 

Decision Making, will lead to ‘Inauthentic Engagement’. Unsurprisingly, the QCA findings 

for negation mirror the results of the outcomes analysis, demonstrating that unequal power 

relations or limited connection to decision making will result in inauthentic engagement 

outcomes.  

 

10.4 What does this Mean in Practice? 
The results of the QCA demonstrate that for public sector decision making to achieve 

authentic engagements, they need to equalise power relations so that all participants can 

contribute equally and without coercion throughout the engagement process. They also need 

to ensure engagement processes are authorised with pre-engagement commitment by decision 

makers to genuinely consider recommendations, and with processes in place to ensure 

transparency between engagement outcomes and the recommendations presented for 

consideration. The research has identified a range of strategies that public sector agencies can 

consider to support achievement of these conditions, which are summarised in the Box 10.1.  
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Box 10.1 Strategies for Achieving Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions 

Condition Measures of Success Suggested Strategies 

Equal Power 

Relations 

Autonomy: Freedom to form 

viewpoints without coercion from 

higher power interests, including 

dominating participants and those 

with fixed perspectives 

 

Addressing power imbalances 

through a mix of small and larger 

group discussions and by mixing 

groups to avoid dominating 

perspectives.  

Equality: Participants feel 

listened to, respected and able to 

contribute equally to discussions 

Co-creating rules of engagement 

with participants to ensure all 

participants can contribute their 

views respectfully. 

 

Involvement: Involvement of 

both public and professionals 

affected by the issue under 

consideration 

Involving both public and 

professionals in the planning, 

delivery and decision-making 

stages of an engagement process. 

 

Connection to 

Decision Making 

Authorisation: Pre-engagement 

endorsement by formal decision 

makers 

 

Ensure both public sector and 

political decision makers endorse 

the process prior to proceeding. 

Commitment: Pre-engagement 

commitment to genuinely 

consider recommendations 

Publicly commit to considering 

engagement outcomes through 

transparent reporting of how the 

information will be used. 

 

Transmission- Transmission of 

participant generated 

recommendations to formal 

decision makers 

Transparently report engagement 

outcomes and their relationship to 

actions taken forward. 

 

These strategies have been identified through empirical observations and participant 

reflections from the cases reviewed. They are not intended to be exhaustive but rather to 
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provide a quick guide for public servants in designing and preparing for public sector 

engagements. Cases 4, 6 and 7 provide useful illustrations of this conjunction in practice as 

discussed below. 

 

10.4.1 Case 4: ACT Youth Assembly (YA=1) 
The Youth Assembly was planned and delivered by young people for young people. The 

leadership of the Youth Advisory Council in the lead up to the event and as group facilitators 

enabled participants to engage openly and without coercion, expressing their views and 

taking on board the views of other young people. The involvement of subject matter experts 

as co-facilitators provided opportunity for professionals to contribute to discussions without 

dominating the deliberations of participants. In addition, the ACT Office for Youth 

Engagement provided support to the Youth Advisory Council in the planning and delivery of 

the engagement process. The Youth Assembly was authorised by the Minister for Children, 

Youth and Families with a high level of visibility and public commitment to taking seriously 

the recommendations made on the day. This commitment was supported by a public response 

to the specific recommendations which were tabled in the ACT Legislative Assembly directly 

as developed by participants. This case subsequently achieved both ‘Equal Power Relations’ 

and ‘Connection to Decision Making’.  

 

In terms of ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’, these conditions supported 

the high level of agreement that participants had towards the final recommendations and the 

high level of trust that the process would influence decision making. Ultimately, the ACT 

Government did respond to all recommendations made by the Youth Assembly, with details 

on how the recommendations would be implemented overtime. This case therefore achieved 

‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’ as demonstrated through convergence of 

views, trust and consequentiality of engagement outcomes. 

 

10.4.2 Case 6: Hervey Bay Esplanade Planning (HBE=1) 
The Community Panel involved explicit strategies to address power imbalances, such as co-

creation of rules of engagement and closed deliberation sessions where panel members could 

collectively discuss issues without outside influence. Moving from small to large groups also 

enabled all participants to contribute to discussions in a format that best suited their needs. 

This enabled participants to reflect on the viewpoints of others in order to form their own 

perspectives. While professionals weren’t part of the panel itself, they did provide subject 
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matter expertise throughout the planning and delivery of the engagement process, supporting 

evidence informed deliberations.  

 

The Community Panel was authorised by the Fraser Coast Regional Council with a high level 

of public accountability for genuinely considering the engagement outcomes. This was 

evidenced through a dedicated website that provided real time updates on the process and 

transparency upfront on how the panel would be informed by broader community 

engagement and subsequently how the outcomes would be used to inform the Hervey Bay 

Esplanade Master Plan. This commitment was supported by a public response to the panel’s 

recommendations which were tabled at a Council meeting directly as developed by 

participants. This case subsequently achieved both ‘Equal Power Relations’ and ‘Connection 

to Decision Making’. 

 

In terms of ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’, these conditions supported a 

super majority where 80% of participants agreed to each of the final recommendations 

included in the report. There were high levels of trust that the process would influence 

decisions which was supported by the Council’s response to the recommendations and 

included justifications for recommendations that weren’t supported and implementation 

details for those that were. This case therefore achieved authentic engagement as 

demonstrated through convergence of views, trust and consequentiality of engagement 

outcomes. 

 

10.4.3 Case 7: Office for Women Summit (OFW=0.67)  
The ACT Women’s Summit involved diverse participants with a range of perspectives and 

interests. While explicit strategies to manage power imbalances weren’t observed, the process 

did enable power imbalances to be managed for the majority of participants. The mix of 

individual reflections, small and large group discussions enabled participants to contribute in 

a way that best suited their needs. In addition, the involvement of the Ministerial Advisory 

Council for Women in the design and delivery of the Summit enabled both professional and 

peer led facilitation that supported participation from a diverse range of participants. This was 

evidenced through the active involvement of professionals, service users, and advocates at the 

Summit itself.  
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The Women’s Summit was authorised by the ACT Minister for Women with public 

commitment made to considering the engagement outcomes in the development of the ACT 

Women’s Plan: Second Action Plan. This commitment was reported in the media as well as 

on the ACT Government’s Your Say Website. While the process itself was designed to 

consolidate Summit outcomes with other consultation activities, significant effort was made 

to map the priority actions identified by Summit participants to the refined set of actions that 

were submitted to government for endorsement. In addition, a report on the Summit 

outcomes was also published to provide transparency between engagement outcomes and the 

final Second Action Plan.  

 

This case therefore partially achieved ‘Equal Power Relations’ and ‘Connection to Decision 

Making’ on account of having no explicit strategies to manage power imbalances and 

refining engagement outcomes prior to submitting to government. These results are matched 

to this case’s partial achievement of ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’ on 

account of not fully achieving convergence of views on recommendations and only achieving 

partial consequentiality.  

 

10.5 In Conclusion: Equal Power Relations and Connection to 

Decision Making – the Essence of Authentic Decision Making 
This chapter concludes the QCA analysis, providing empirical evidence to justify the 

conclusion that ‘Equal Power Relations’ and ‘Connection to Decision Making’ are essential 

to the achievement of ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’. While neither 

condition is sufficient to produce authenticity on its own, when combined they are both 

sufficient and necessary. As a condition conjunction, these conditions achieve a sufficiency 

inclusion score of 0.910, a proportional reduction in inconsistency of 0.876, and a Relevance 

of Necessity of 0.910. Combined with a coverage of 0.910, this conjunction meets all 

thresholds required to consider these results robust and subsequently reliable. In sum, this 

chapter outlines specific strategies that public service agencies could consider to enhance the 

achievement of these conditions as they strive to increase the authenticity of engagements. 

Linking theory to practice, this chapter demonstrates the real value of the QCA approach for 

informing public service practice which will be discussed further in the concluding chapter of 

this thesis.   



Nicole Moore, Institute of Governance and Policy Analysis, University of Canberra 

177 
 

11: 

IN CONCLUSION – TOWARDS 

AUTHENTIC PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT 
 

11.1 Introduction 
The starting positions of this thesis were that authentic engagement in public decision making 

is critical on the basis that understanding public concerns is integral to the legitimate 

development and distribution of public goods, and secondly, that codesign and deliberative 

engagements could offer unique insights into the conditions that enhance authentic 

engagement on the basis of their commitment to collaborative decision making. 

Subsequently, this thesis sought to answer the research question – which conditions of 

codesign and deliberative democracy enhance authentic engagement in public sector 

decision-making? This concluding chapter provides an overview of the key theoretical and 

methodological insights arising through the thesis, together with a summary of the empirical 

findings and consideration of their implications for practice.  

 

By examining the authenticity of engagement outcomes within public sector decision making, 

this thesis provides new knowledge on the conditions necessary to enable convergence of 

diverse perspectives, build trust and ensure consequential outcomes from engagement 

processes. Authenticity in this context is about co-creating shared values, goals, and general 

principles and enhancing legitimacy of decision making by ensuring participants can trust 

that their views will be represented transparently and genuinely considered.33 Authenticity is 

critical at a time when democracies around the world are facing declining public trust, calling 

into question the legitimacy of decisions taken. In the public sector context, authentic 

engagements enable diverse perspectives to contribute to policy and service development to 

ensure that solutions meet the real world needs of the public they are designed to serve.  

 

The chapter concludes that the thesis not only answers the research question, it also provides 

a number of unique contributions to knowledge that can be used to build public sector 

capability in authentically engaging those most affected by decisions and their 

 
33 See: Cooke 1997, Dryzek 2009, Johnston and Lane 2019, Werth, Comfort et.al. 2020. 
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implementation. This chapter outlines the key comparisons and commonalities between 

codesign and deliberative engagement theory, the impact of broken trust on perceptions of 

legitimacy, and the importance of recognizing degrees of achievement when measuring 

complex concepts such as authenticity. This chapter also provides a new way of 

conceptualising public sector engagements through the development of a framework for 

assessing public sector engagements that is robust, replicable, and reliable and based on 

empirical observation. Finally, the chapter outlines the limitations of the thesis and areas for 

future research to foster public sector capability in engagement practices. 

 

11.2 Theoretical Insights 
 

11.2.1 Codesign and deliberative engagements empower participants to decide 

which solutions or preferences should be considered by decision makers 
Through examination of the key historical contributions and conceptual milestones of the 

literature on codesign and deliberative democracy, this thesis demonstrates that despite their 

diverse origins, both approaches share a commitment to collaborative decision making by 

supporting convergence of ideas in the case of codesign, and consensus in the case of 

deliberative democracy. This commitment sets these approaches apart from mere consultation 

as participants (at least theoretically) are empowered to determine shared values and 

preferences to address issues of common good. While participants need not be the ultimate 

decision makers, there should be a commitment to empowering participants to decide which 

recommendations to forward to decision makers to inform public policy outcomes.  

 

This insight acknowledges that in representative democracies politicians hold a level of 

accountability to the broader community who elect them and that participants in public 

engagement do not. Likewise, public servants are also accountable to the institutions of 

government with checks and balances in place to ensure decisions are justifiable and 

transparently reported. This observation might not be consistently observed in practice but, 

accountability mechanisms do exist to hold political and public sector decision makers to 

account. The role of public engagement participants then is to ensure decision makers are 

adequately informed in making those decisions. Codesign and deliberative engagements 

provide an instrument for informing decision makers through collective reflection that 

appreciates the diversity of views on a particular issue, and ultimately seeks to achieve 

convergence of views on which solutions or preferences should be considered. This insight 
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also addresses the concerns of Lafont (2015) outlined in the introduction to this thesis. In 

particular, that small-scale engagements don’t legitimately represent the views of the broader 

community and that while participants may be more informed than the broader community as 

a result of their engagement, they are likely to remain less informed than subject matter 

experts, potentially leading to inferior outcomes.  

 

As a response to more traditional forms of public sector management, codesign and 

deliberative democracy meet the objectives of public value management outlined by Stoker 

(2006) to provide opportunities for the public to contribute to collective decision making 

through reflection, deliberation and shared value formation. By identifying those most 

affected by an issue, public sector agencies can target their engagements to bring together 

networks of actors (be they members of the public, service users, stakeholder groups, or 

subject matter experts) to ensure a diversity of perspectives are considered when identifying 

potential solutions. Of course, codesign and deliberative engagements do differ in their 

conceptualisation of who should participate and how, but at the core of both approaches is a 

commitment to enhancing legitimacy by ensuring those affected have the opportunity to be 

heard. 

 

11.2.2 Broken trust may do more damage than not engaging at all 
At the heart of authenticity is the ability to trust that engagement processes will legitimately 

influence decisions. With the exception of the youth assembly, at least some participants in 

every other case cited that past experiences impacted on their level of trust in the legitimacy 

of the engagement process to influence decisions, despite many of those same participants 

valuing the process itself. This observation was consistent in two of the three cases that 

achieved authentic engagement, suggesting that once trust is broken, it will continue to have a 

negative impact on perceptions regardless of the degree of authenticity brought to future 

engagements.  

 

This insight suggests that more engagement may not necessarily be the answer to low levels 

of public trust. What may be needed is more authentic engagement where participants can see 

the direct influence their engagement has on decision making. The literature and empirical 

findings both support an appreciation that not all participants will agree on every 

recommendation due to the diverse nature of communities and subsequently the diversity of 

perspectives held. Similarly, it is often not possible (or advisable) for all recommendations to 
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be accepted by decision makers. What is important is that members of the public see their 

concerns and interests represented in public sector decisions (Roberts 2004). This can be 

achieved through transparent reporting of engagement outcomes and the decisions taken as a 

result. This insight also supports the assertion of Werth et al (2020), that trust is an outcome 

of authentic engagement, along with legitimacy which is demonstrated through uniformity 

between engagement outcomes and implementation. The failure of the public sector to 

respond to engagement outcomes can therefore damage trust not only in that specific process, 

but in future processes as well. 

 

11.3 Methodological Insights 

11.3.1 Systematic reviews and QCA partner nicely when investigating complex 

concepts 
While much is written on the value of QCA in identifying condition combinations that lead to 

specific outcomes, little is written about how best to identify conditions for consideration 

apart from the general principle of ensuring a theoretically sound basis for such decisions 

(Basurto and Speer 2012). When investigating complex concepts such as authenticity, it can 

be difficult to determine the conditions (independent variables) that may lead to the outcome 

(dependent variable) as distinct from those qualities that make up the outcome itself. For 

example, this thesis posits that ‘Convergence of Views’, ‘Participant Trust’ and 

‘Consequentiality’ are qualities of the outcome ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector 

Decisions’, whereas ‘Equal Power Relations’, ‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism 

(Quality)’ and ‘Connection to Decision Making’ are conditions that could be investigated as 

potentially contributing to the achievement of ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector 

Decisions’.  

 

Arriving at this distinction involved a systematic review of existing knowledge on codesign 

and deliberative engagements to identify common themes (Gough and Tripey 2016) that 

ultimately informed the final condition selection. The systematic review provided insights 

into potential variables which could easily be validated for relevance and measurability using 

secondary data sources. The validation process itself also identified that measuring degrees of 

achievement would enable more reliable assessments, supporting the use of fuzzy set 

calibrations – a key feature of QCA. This thesis therefore, demonstrates the value of 

combining systematic review and QCA to provide a robust and defendable method of 

selecting and investigating conditions of interest. 
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11.3.2 Triangulation of data sources supports a more holistic assessment of 

condition achievement 
This thesis followed the condition calibration process suggested by Basurto and Speer (2012) 

which involves identifying specific measures and anchor points for assessing each condition 

and examining them using both quantitative (for example, the number of meetings held) and 

qualitative data (for example, the provision of information about allocation of funds). Basurto 

and Speer (2012) only used interview data to assess the measures. While this approach may 

have been perfectly suitable in the study they conducted, this thesis posits that triangulation 

of multiple data sources provides a useful way of countering biases that may prevent an 

accurate picture of condition achievement.  

 

Subsequently, four data collection sources were utilised for the QCA outlined in this thesis – 

participant survey data, information from process organisers, process observations (live cases 

only) and review of documentation, including websites, reports and media releases. In 

addition, where survey data was used to inform condition achievement, both quantitative and 

qualitative responses were assessed to identify any contradictory results. For example, in the 

case of autonomy, some cases achieved minimal view transformation but without evidence of 

coercion. In these cases, participants generally noted that the engagement process reinforced 

their experiences rather than shifting their perspectives. Another example is convergence of 

views. A simple linear measure of agreement fails to account for the acceptance of partial 

agreements recognised in the deliberative engagement literature. Some cases achieved lower 

convergence of views, however participant views suggested that while they didn’t agree with 

all recommendations, they were comfortable with the process and therefore supported their 

inclusion. This insight therefore enabled a more holistic assessment of condition achievement 

by combining multiple measures with multiple data sources in a transparent and replicable 

way.  

  

11.4 Empirical Findings  

11.4.1 Finding 1: Hybridisation of engagement processes are a reasonable 

response to complexity in public sector engagements 
While it is theoretically possible to distinguish codesign and deliberative engagements based 

on the nature of problems to be solved, it is empirically more difficult to define pure codesign 

or deliberative engagements. This is because a range of considerations need to be made to 
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determine the right mix of engagement processes. This thesis identified six potential 

engagement typologies based on the empirical observation that cases tended to differ 

according to the types of participants engaged (public, professionals or mixed) and the type 

of thinking frame (creative or critical) used to guide the process. These typologies include: 

1. Mixed Deliberations – this type of engagement typically brings together a mix of 

public and professional stakeholders to review existing evidence and identify shared 

preferences. 

2. Professional Deliberation – this type of engagement typically brings together 

professional stakeholders to review existing evidence and identify shared preferences. 

3. Public Deliberation – this type of engagement typically brings together members of 

the public to review existing evidence and identify shared preferences (the most 

similar type to deliberative engagement theory).  

4. Mixed Design – this type of engagement typically brings together a mix of public and 

professional stakeholders to explore unknown contexts and develop new ideas and 

solutions (the most similar type to codesign theory). 

5. Professional Design – this type of engagement typically brings together professional 

stakeholders to explore unknown contexts and develop new ideas and solutions. 

6. Public Design – this type of engagement typically brings together members of the 

public to explore unknown contexts and develop new ideas and solutions. 

All six of these typologies can be justified based on a range of factors, such as how much 

evidence already exists to inform participants on the issue, the purpose of the engagement, 

and who is most affected by the issue being considered. This finding suggests that 

hybridisation is both reasonable and desirable to ensure public sector engagements are 

designed to achieve the best outcomes for the specific issue and context in which they 

operate. The six typologies are visually represented in Figure 11.1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Codesign 

Deliberative Engagements 
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Figure 11.1: Engagement Typologies 
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11.4.2 Finding 2: Males are more likely to feel listened to, respected and able to 

contribute to engagement processes 
Despite being underrepresented in all bar one of the cases reviewed, males overall were more 

likely to feel listened to, respected and able to contribute to decision making. Yet when it 

came to trust and satisfaction in the quality of the engagement process there was very little 

difference across genders. This suggests that the engagement processes themselves are not 

the issue, but rather the interactions between participants which can be more difficult to 

manage. Qualitative responses were used to identify specific strategies to increase equality 

between participants, including co-creating rules of engagement to ensure all participants can 

contribute their views respectfully, addressing power imbalances through a mix of small and 

larger group discussions, and mixing groups to avoid dominating perspectives. While these 

strategies are not gender specific, they do provide some clues as to the kinds of strategies that 

can be implemented to enhance experiences of equality overall.  

 

11.4.3 Finding 3: Equal power relations and connection to decision making 

leads to authentic engagement in public sector decisions 
The most significant finding provides the answer to the research question – which codesign 

and deliberative engagement conditions enhance authentic engagement in public sector 

decisions? The QCA revealed that both ‘Equal Power Relations’ (P) and ‘Connection to 

Decision Making’ (C) are necessary conditions for achieving ‘Authentic Engagement in 

Public Sector Decisions’ (A). However, neither condition is sufficient on its own. By 

combining these two conditions into the ‘PC conjunction’, necessity and sufficiency can be 

met. Furthermore, robustness testing of this conjunction revealed that the solution formula 

PC->A is reliable with a sufficiency inclusion score of 0.910, a proportional reduction in 

inconsistency of 0.876, and a Relevance of Necessity of 0.910. 

 

To achieve ‘Equal Power Relations’, engagement processes must ensure participants can 

form their own views without coercion from higher power interests or those with fixed 

perspectives, participants must feel listened to, respected and able to contribute equally to 

discussions, and affected people should be involved throughout the engagement process, 

including during planning, delivery and consideration of which recommendations to take 

forward. It is worth noting that the equality score itself was highly invariant across cases with 

all bar two cases achieving this measure in full. The remaining two cases also achieved a high 
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level of equality at a score of 0.67. This is consistent with the measurement of satisfaction 

(see 11.4.4), indicating that participant surveys may be less reliable than other methods of 

assessment in QCA. 

 

To achieve ‘Connection to Decision Making’, engagement processes should be authorised by 

political and public sector decision makers with pre-engagement commitment to consider the 

engagement outcomes genuinely. In addition, engagement outcomes should be provided to 

decision makers in as close to original form as possible to preserve the intent of participants 

involved in the engagement.  

 

This last measure of ‘Connection to Decision Making’ is perhaps the most important practice 

change needed within public sector contexts. It is broadly accepted that participant input from 

public sector engagements will be refined and presented to Government in a form that might 

be most likely to be approved. However, the research demonstrates that the level of direct 

transmission of participant views to decision makers affects the consequentiality of 

engagements and their ability to impact decision making. This in turn can negatively impact 

participant trust not only in the process undertaken, but in future engagement opportunities. 

Direct transmission of engagement outcomes however provides an opportunity for decision 

makers to understand the nuances of participant views in formulating their own. This also 

enables decision makers to provide considered responses to those views, helping to build a 

two-way understanding and trust in the legitimacy of decisions taken even when (or perhaps 

especially when) decisions taken do not fully accept the recommendations of participants. 

 

When both ’Equal Power Relations’ and ‘Connection to Decision Making’ were met, the 

cases reviewed achieved ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector Decisions’ which was 

demonstrated through convergent views of participants on the recommendations taken 

forward, high levels of participant trust in the legitimacy of the process to influence 

decisions, and consequential outcomes whereby decision makers genuinely considered and 

responded to engagement outcomes. Without achievement of both ‘Equal Power Relations’ 

and ‘Connection to Decision Making’, authenticity was not achieved. 
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11.4.4 Finding 4: Engagement breadth and professionalism (quality) are not 

required for authenticity 
The final condition investigated was ‘Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality)’ 

which involved broad engagement methods to support a diversity of viewpoints, high levels 

of participant satisfaction in the quality of the process design and expert facilitation to ensure 

all perspectives could be heard and convergent views could be reached on which 

recommendations to take forward. This condition did not prove to be either necessary or 

sufficient for authenticity of public sector engagement processes. All cases reviewed 

achieved a reasonably high level of participant satisfaction and yet this measure alone had no 

impact on the achievement of authenticity.  

 

While two of the three cases that did achieve authenticity involved broad engagement 

methods that supported diverse perspectives, the third case (the ACT Youth Assembly) was a 

singular event that would not have appealed to some young people who may otherwise have 

had important viewpoints to add. While this case involved an open invitation to all young 

people in the ACT, the diversity of young people (like the rest of the community) would be 

likely to exclude some young people who either weren’t available on that day, or who would 

not feel comfortable participating in such a formal engagement process. This case did not 

involve expert facilitation, but instead used a peer led model to encourage open and honest 

discussion. 

 

This case demonstrates that neither broad engagement methods nor expert facilitation are 

required to achieve authenticity. While there may be other benefits derived from focusing on 

these aspects of engagement processes, they simply aren’t drivers for authenticity. This is a 

significant finding that demonstrates the value of comparative methodologies in 

systematically investigating existing theories to identify potential flaws. This finding supports 

further investigation into what quality engagement processes actually look like and the value 

of peer led or co-production type models of engagement, especially for harder to engage 

groups. This is not to dismiss the important role of expert facilitators in designing and 

delivering public engagements, but rather suggests that expert facilitation should (and often 

does) consider the role of peer leaders in creating a context where participants feel safe and 

open to sharing their views. Just as design itself has shifted from designing for to designing 

with those affected, perhaps too it is time for facilitation to shift from facilitating for to 

facilitating with those seeking to be engaged. 
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11.5 Lessons for Public Services Design 
What are the implications of these insights and findings for public sector management? They 

mean that building capacity for authentic engagement is more than a good idea, it is an 

essential part of serving the public good. Armed with the insights and findings outlined in this 

chapter, and throughout this thesis, public sector managers have no excuse not to take 

reasonable steps to improve engagement practice within their agencies to empower 

participants to genuinely contribute to collective decisions, build and maintain public trust, 

and ensure engagements are scrutinised appropriately to ensure continuous improvement.  

 

By understanding the different types of engagements that can contribute to collective decision 

making, public sector managers can adapt their engagements to meet the needs of specific 

issues and contexts.  This includes intentionally designing processes that engage the right 

people at the right time through the right mix of methods to support intended outcomes. By 

not being constrained by theoretical frameworks that prescribe particular rules of 

engagement, public sector managers can ensure engagements are fit for purpose and 

effective.   

 

Finally, this thesis presents an opportunity for public sector managers to model the kind of 

transparency and rigour of engagement processes that help build trust. By setting clear 

expectations up front in regard to the purpose of the engagement and publicly reporting 

engagement outcomes, public sector managers can drive accountability for authentic 

engagement.  More than this, public sector managers can actively assess the authenticity of 

their engagements using the frameworks and measures outlined in this thesis. Making public 

the authenticity of each engagement process would go a long way to rebuilding trust that has 

been broken, as long as assessments are performed transparently and with rigour. To support 

this objective, Box 11.1 provides a Public Sector Engagement Scorecard, designed to provide 

a practical tool for public sector managers to assess the authenticity of their engagements 

with a view to publicly reporting these outcomes to participants. The score card combines the 

theoretical, methodological and empirical findings of this thesis in a format that can be easily 

applied within the public sector context. 

 

11.5.1 Conditions and Strategies 
The Public Sector Engagement Scorecard provides a description of success for each of the 

measures needed to achieve the conditions ‘Equal Power Relations’ and ‘Connection to 
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Decision Making’, as well as the outcome ‘Authentic Engagement in Public Sector 

Decisions’. This description provides a common understanding of what achievement of the 

condition or outcomes should look like in the public sector context.  

 

Along with the measure descriptions, suggested strategies for achieving each measure are 

also identified based on the research. This allows the Public Sector Scorecard to be used both 

in planning for authentic public sector engagements, as well as in evaluating them.    

 

11.5.2 Assessment Methods 
Three methods for assessing the various measures are outlined in the engagement score card:  

1. Survey participants – autonomy, equality and trust are suitably measured through 

participant surveys. For these measures, a simple yes or no response to the statement 

outlined in the engagement assessment column can be used to determine their level of 

achievement for these measures. 

2. Observe interactions – involvement and convergent views are best measured through 

observations. This is because both of these measures can be achieved in degrees that 

are not well measured through simple survey questions. By observing interactions, it 

is possible to identify the level of achievement for these measures.  

3. Review documentation – authorisation, commitment, transmission, and 

consequentiality require documented evidence to determine achievement. These 

measures are usually achieved outside of the engagement process itself and therefore 

cannot usually be observed. Briefs, media releases, websites, and reports are common 

sources of documentation that can be used to identify the level of achievement for 

these measures. 

 

11.5.3 Confirming Results 
Once the level of achievement for each measure is determined, the overall results can be 

confirmed. Based on the rigor of the QCA method used to develop these measures, this 

process simply requires the lowest measurement score (between 0-1) for each condition to be 

identified and entered into the results row. Score interpretations are also included in the tool 

for ease of use and outlined as follows: 0= not achieved | 0.33= minimal achievement | 0.67= 

partial achievement | 1= full achievement. Publicly reporting achievement results would 

support transparency and drive an improvement culture within the public service.
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Box 11.1 Public Sector Engagement Scorecard 

          

Assessment 

Methods 

 

Survey Participants 

 

Observe Interactions 

 

 

Review Documentation 

Condition Measure Suggested Strategies Levels of Achievement  # 

Equal Power 

Relations 

Autonomy:  

Freedom to form viewpoints 

without coercion from 

higher power interests or 

those with fixed 

perspectives  

 

Addressing power 

imbalances through a 

mix of small and 

larger group 

discussions and by 

mixing groups to 

avoid dominating 

perspectives  

A few participants reported that they felt free to form their own 

views (0-25%) 

0 

Some participants reported that they felt free to form their own 

views (26-50%) 

0.33 

More than half of the participants said they felt free to form their 

own views (51-75%) 

0.67 

Most participants said they felt free to form their own views (76-

100%) 

1 

Equality:  

Participants feel listened to, 

respected and able to 

contribute equally 

Co-creating rules of 

engagement with 

participants to ensure 

all participants can 

contribute their views 

respectfully 

A few participants reported feeling listened to, respected or able 

to contribute equally (0-25%) 

0 

Some participants reported feeling listened to, respected or able to 

contribute equally (26-50%) 

0.33 

More than half of the participants reported feeling listened to, 

respected and able to contribute equally (51-75%) 

0.67 

I c::::J 
c::::J 
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Most participants reported feeling listened to, respected and able 

to contribute equally (76-100%) 

1 

Involvement:  

Involvement of both public 

and professionals affected 

by the issue under 

consideration 

 

Involving both public 

and professionals in 

the planning, delivery 

and decision-making 

stages of an 

engagement process 

There was no engagement with the public or professionals  0 

Public or professionals were involved but not both  0.33 

Both public and professionals were involved at different stages of 

planning, delivery and deciding on recommendations to take 

forward to decision makers  

0.67 

Both public and professionals were involved throughout all stages 

of planning, delivery and deciding on recommendations to take 

forward to decision makers  

1 

Connection 

to Decision 

Making 

 

 

Authorisation: Pre-

engagement endorsement by 

decision makers 

Ensure both public 

sector and political 

decision makers 

endorse the process 

prior to proceeding 

There was no political or public sector awareness or endorsement  0 

There was no political awareness but there was public sector 

endorsement  

0.33 

There was political awareness and public sector endorsement 0.67 

There was political and public sector awareness and endorsement  1 

Commitment:                         

Pre-engagement 

Publicly commit to 

considering 

engagement outcomes 

There was no up-front commitment to consider recommendations  0 

There was upfront commitment to consider public sector 

recommendations informed by engagement outcomes  

0.33 

q 

J;;J 
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commitment to genuinely 

consider recommendations 

through transparent 

reporting of how the 

information will be 

used 

There was commitment upfront to consider some participant 

recommendations once they had been internally refined  

0.67 

There was upfront commitment to consider all participant 

recommendations arising from the engagement 

1 

Transmission: 

Transmission of participant 

generated recommendations 

to formal decision makers 

Transparently report 

engagement outcomes 

and their relationship 

to actions taken 

forward 

Engagement outcomes weren’t provided to decision makers at all 0 

Engagement outcomes were considered in formulating 

recommendations that were then provided to decision makers 

0.33 

Engagement outcomes were provided to decision makers as 

recommendations with some consolidation and refinement 

0.67 

Engagement outcomes were provided to decision makers as 

recommendations by participants in their original form  

1 

Authentic 

Engagement 

in Public 

Sector 

Decisions 

Convergent Views: 

Participants establish an 

agreed position on the 

recommended engagement 

outcomes, even if not all 

participants agree on all 

recommendations 

Provide participants 

with adequate time to 

consider and refine 

recommendations so 

that consensus can be 

achieved 

Participants weren’t given opportunity to consider the 

recommendations 

0 

Participants significantly disagreed with the recommendations 0.33 

The majority of participants agreed on at least some of the 

recommendations but there was no agreed position on what was 

taken forward 

0.67 

There was an agreed position on the final recommendations to be 

taken forward, even if some participants didn’t agree with all of 

the recommendations 

1 

J;;) 

J;;) 

~ 
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Participant Trust: 

Participant trust in the 

legitimacy of the process to 

influence decision making 

Provide clear advice 

on how the 

engagement outcomes 

will be used and what 

level of influence 

participants can 

expect to have 

A few participants reported that they trusted that the engagement 

process would influence decisions (0-25%) 

0 

Some participants reported that they trusted that the engagement 

process would influence decisions (26-50%) 

0.33 

More than half of the participants reported that that trusted that 

the engagement process would influence decisions (51-75%) 

0.67 

Few people reported that that they didn’t trust that the 

engagement process would influence decisions (76-100%) 

1 

Consequentiality: 

Decision makers genuinely 

consider and respond to 

recommendations 

Formally respond to 

participants outlining 

how agreed 

recommendations will 

be implemented and 

provide justifications 

for those 

recommendations that 

aren’t supported 

The recommendations were not considered by decision makers 0 

The engagement input was used to informed decision-making 

processes indirectly but weren’t considered as specific 

recommendations on their own 

0.33 

Some/all recommendations were considered and responded to by 

decision makers 

0.67 

Some/all recommendations were accepted with identified 

implementation actions and justification provided for those 

recommendations that weren’t accepted 

1 

Equal Power Relations=  Connection to Decision Making=  Authentic Engagement=  

Enter the above scores based on the lowest individual measure achieved under each condition. This is because all measures are critical to the 

achievement of each condition. Eg if you scored 0.33 in autonomy, 0.67 in equality, and 1 in involvement, the equal power relations score will 

be 0.33. Score interpretations: 0= not achieved | 0.33= minimal achievement | 0.67= partial achievement | 1= full achievement. 

I I 
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11.6 Limitations and Opportunities for Future Research 

11.6.1 Survey response rates 
The QCA was informed by multiple data sources, including participant surveys. The response 

rate to the surveys varied significantly from 18% for the Multicultural Summit to 82% for the 

APS Jury. It is worth noting that the Multicultural Summit and Youth Assembly were both 

completed cases with surveys distributed several months after the actual events which may 

also have contributed to low response rates. In addition, while 33% of young people who 

received a survey following the Youth Assembly responded, only 51 of the participants had 

provided individual email addresses so not all young people received the survey link. Those 

who did respond represented 15% of all participants.  

 

This limitation was mitigated to an extent by the multiple data sources used to determine 

achievement against each condition. In addition, since QCA can involve a small number of 

interviews as the primary data collection 

tool (Basurto and Speer 2012), the response 

rate for these surveys was considered 

sufficient to form conclusions when 

combined with the other data sources. 

Future research of this kind, however, 

would benefit from asking participants to 

complete the survey prior to leaving the 

engagement, rather than sending a survey 

link post event. The response rates for each 

case are included at Table 11.1.  

 

11.6.2 Jurisdictional Diversity 
While an attempt was made to access cases from outside of the Australian Capital Territory 

(ACT), only one case was identified from a different jurisdiction. Of those cases that 

occurred within the ACT, one case involved the Australian Public Service, with the 

remaining five cases involving the ACT Public Service. The limited diversity in terms of 

jurisdiction was mitigated in part by the diversity of subject matters with no two cases 

delivered by the same part of the ACT Public Service. Future research of this kind would 

benefit from a more diverse range of jurisdictions to confirm relevance in other contexts.  

Table 11.1 Survey Response Rates 

Case Survey Response Rate 

Case 1: OMH 28% 

Case 2: OFS 38% 

Case 3: APS 82% 

Case 4: YA 15-33% 

Case 5: MS 18% 

Case 6: HBE 53% 

Case 7: OFW 37% 
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In addition, future research could focus on authentic engagement outcomes at the national, 

state and local levels. While the research did cover all three levels, it is noted that the ACT is 

more aligned with local councils in terms of its size and connection to community, and that 

generalisations in relation to the research findings should take into account that subsidiary 

may be more relevant at local levels than it is for the Commonwealth or State public services.  

Moreover, this framework also lends itself to international comparisons which may reveal 

culturally specific determinants of authentic engagement in different types of democracy. 

 

11.7 Parting Shot: Authentic Engagement and the ‘New Normal’ 
Authentic engagements recognise the rights of those impacted by public sector decisions to 

have a say about what those decisions are. Authentic engagements can be trusted to deliver 

what they say they will, with actions taken to respond to the ideas and recommendations 

developed by participants. There is great intent within the public service to achieve this 

outcome, however public servants often don’t know what authenticity is never mind 

achieving it in practice. This thesis contributes significant knowledge to inform public service 

practice by not only identifying which conditions are needed to achieve authenticity, but also 

providing a framework for assessing those conditions, and strategies for supporting their 

achievement. This thesis therefore addresses its’ core research question by demonstrating that 

equal power relations and connection to decision making lead to authentic engagement in 

public sector decisions.  

 

In addition to investigating the core research question satisfactorily, this thesis also provides a 

new way of understanding engagement typologies and a framework for assessing the 

authenticity of public sector engagements with practical implications for public sector 

managers. This thesis also provides further theoretical and methodological insights related to 

collaborative decision making, public trust, combining research methods, and the 

triangulation of data sources. This thesis demonstrates the value of systematic reviews and 

QCA for answering public sector challenges and provides a valuable data set from which 

future investigations into codesign and deliberative engagement conditions can draw. Both 

codesign and deliberative engagements provide useful methods for collaborating with 

members of the public when there is a genuine interest and ability for participants to shape 

public policy and service system decisions. It is important to appreciate that there are times 

when informing or consulting the public on their views is appropriate and that collaborative 



Nicole Moore, Institute of Governance and Policy Analysis, University of Canberra 

194 
 

approaches such as codesign and deliberative engagements should be reserved for cases 

where there is political and practical support for partnering with the public to determine 

outcomes. Engaging in collaborative approaches under lesser conditions is unlikely to lead to 

authentic engagement which can decrease public trust in the legitimacy of engagement 

processes far into the future. Conversely, by intentionally building capability for authentic 

engagements, the public service can restore broken trust, build new trust, and maintain trust 

for the generations to come. 

 

It would be remiss not to reflect on these findings in the context of our current age, where the 

COVID-19 pandemic has transformed social, economic, and political life around the world. It 

is a time when ‘unprecedented’ has become the new normal, and when political and public 

sector leaders are simultaneously drawing on expert knowledge, while also charting new 

territory in the way services are delivered to meet public needs. In Australia, we have seen 

the formation of a National Cabinet, transcending party agendas, and focusing efforts on the 

very real challenges of a public health emergency at the same time as planning for an 

economic recovery pathway that will undoubtedly extend beyond political cycles. States and 

Territories have grappled with remote delivery of all kinds of public services, from education 

and healthcare, through to innovating the delivery of public events. In this context, what is 

considered of ‘public value’ has needed to be revisited through strengthened partnerships 

between public sector agencies, businesses, and the community.  

 

COVID-19 decision making has involved both decisive leadership focused on public safety 

and check point decision making by professional experts, akin to the professional deliberators 

typology outlined in this thesis, and networked governance focused on public value and 

iterative decision making by public and professional collaborators, akin to the mixed design 

typology outlined in this thesis. This has demonstrated the ability to combine the best aspects 

of decisive leadership and networked governance by creating transparent boundaries for 

decision making with clear lines of responsibility and influence, and where public and 

professional expertise are valued equally albeit with different roles to play. 

 

Indeed, while the role of experts has been elevated during COVID-19, the sheer complexity 

of challenges chartered through this time has increased the importance of authentic 

engagements with those affected by public sector decisions. The critical role of community in 

complying with health directives means that public sector trust is more important than ever in 
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combating issues of shared responsibility. Community members must see their shared needs 

and interests reflected in policy solutions in order to transcend individual preferences and 

collectively work towards the common good. It is also a time where rapid design and 

prototyping have replaced linear decision-making processes, simply because context matters 

and context is changing almost daily. Partnering with community ensures real time feedback 

and adjustments can be made in an effort to continue evolving service delivery to keep pace 

with changing needs.  

 

In this context, authentic engagements mean far more than just a point in time collaboration. 

They establish the platforms of trust and transparency needed to partner with community in a 

genuine and ongoing way. By intentionally addressing power imbalances and consciously 

connecting community views with decision making, this thesis provides a framework for 

future proofing Australian democracy through increasing public trust, enhancing 

collaboration in policy development and effectively solving complex problems that could not 

be solved by public sector agencies alone.   
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Appendix A: Systematic Review Cases 

Codesign Cases 

Housing Options (Lee 2007) 

Yanki Lee is a designer who shares reflections from design practice through three case 

studies. Only one case study however related to codesign and was therefore considered for 

this review (case study two).  This case study involved designers, social workers and 

residents of a housing estate in Hong Kong. The project was focused on designers 

facilitating collaboration between professionals and end users to codesign new housing 

solutions. The project used 'Empowerment Games' to enable participants to identify 

preferences and risks, and to plan for and process design options. This involved a series of 

three workshops aimed at building resident understanding and ability to engage in the 

design of housing options, using tools to support interactive engagement.  

High Speed Rail (Enserink and Monnikof 2003) 

Bert Enserink and René A.H. Monnikof review a project initiated to involve citizens in 

designing and deliberating on alternative forms of transportation in the Netherlands. The 

project involved pre-selection of potentially affected groups and groups who could provide 

relevant expertise and viewpoints into the process. Pre-selected individuals were 

personally invited to participate. Participation was also promoted widely through 

newspapers to garner broad interest from across affected communities. The project used a 

'Quick Scan Approach' involving participants in a series of workshops, informed by 

experts. The outcomes of each workshop were captured in an interactive and iterative 

living document that evolved through each workshop into a final report. Experts provided 

technical expertise, mapping and costing of participant generated ideas. 

Transport Improvements (Zimmerman, Tomasic et al. 2011) 

John Zimmerman, Anthony Tomasic, Charles Garrod, Daisy Yoo, Chaya 

Hiruncharoenvate, Rafae Aziz, Nikhil Ravi Thiruvengadam, Yun Huang, and Aaron 

Steinfeld review the use of crowd sourcing technologies to codesign improved transport 

experiences in the United States of America. Participation was advertised via electronic 

message systems and flyers at bus stations located within a specific commute corridor to 

identify suitable service users. The project involved uploading an app prototype to 

participants mobile phones and asking them to record their transport experiences over a 
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two-week period. Participants were individually interviewed at the beginning and end of 

the process to evaluate their experiences and to inform future technology designs. 

Social Connections for Seniors (Brandt, Binder et al. 2010) 

Eva Brandt, Thomas Binder, Lone Malmborg, Tomas Sokole outline a codesign project 

aimed at identifying opportunities to improve social connections and interactions for 

seniors. The project involved researchers, industry experts and senior citizens identified 

through field visits to nursing homes where the project was explained and seniors invited 

to participate. The project involved a series of workshops, initially aimed at supporting 

participants to share their own stories, followed by activities to help participants group 

their experiences into common themes. Only two workshops were discussed in the paper, 

noting future workshops had been planned. 

Educational Assessment Tools (Penuel, Roschelle et al. 2007) 

William R. Penual, Jeremy Roschelle and Nicole Shectman analyse a project involving 

researchers, designers and teachers in designing educational assessment tools in the United 

States of America. Applications were invited from teachers within a geographic boundary 

who were split into three design groups, each group supported by a paid liaison worker. 

Developers provided technical support to all three teams to turn their ideas into working 

prototypes. The project involved an initial week-long design conference to kick off the 

project, followed by small group design sessions and prototyping of generated ideas. The 

project moved through three phases over a 12-month period; creating a shared vision for 

the use of software in assessing educational outcomes, developing scenarios and 

requirements based on student and teacher experiences, and developing usable software 

solutions. 

Outpatient Services for Older People (Bowen, McSeveny et al.) 

Simon Bowen, Kerry McSeveny, Eleanor Lockley, Daniel Wolstenholme, 

Mark Cobb and Andy Dearden evaluate a 12-month long codesign project aimed at 

improving outpatient services for older people in the United Kingdom. The project 

involved a core project group comprised of 21 participants including; patients, carers and 

advocates (13) and health care staff (8), as well as a steering group comprised of hospital 

managers, patient advocates, researchers and design experts. The project used the 

‘Experience Based Design’ approach to capture patient stories, understand by creating 

emotion maps of stories against service interactions, codesign potential solutions, and 

measure the impact of their implementation. 
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Deliberative Democracy Cases 

Establishing a Biobank (McWhirter, Critchley et al. 2014) 

Rebekah E. McWhirter, Christine R. Critchley, Dianne Nicol, Don Chalmers, Tess 

Whitton, Margaret Otlowski, Michael M. Burgess and Joanne L. Dickinson investigate a 

deliberative democracy project aimed at seeking citizen views on the establishment of a 

biobank in Australia. The project involved stratified random sampling to identify a cross 

section of community members without vested interests in the issue. The project involved 

two weeks of deliberations to gather information, identify issues, and develop resolutions. 

Participants were provided with information and access to a variety of resources for 

independent research. Five expert speakers presented different views on the issue and an 

end user (eg researchers) Q&A session was held to support participant understanding. 

Citizen Initiated Referenda (Ercan, Hendriks et al. 2018) 

Selen A. Ercan, Carolyn M. Hendriks, and John S. Dryzek review the role of reflection 

through a case study on citizen-initiated referenda in the United States of America. The 

case involved establishing a citizen’s panel to review referendum questions over four-five 

days. Participants were selected through stratified random sampling to descriptively 

represent the broader population. Through a process of informing and reflection, the 

citizens panel developed a citizen’s statement to support other citizens in making informed 

votes. 

Kitchen Table Conversations (Ercan, Hendriks et al. 2018) 

Selen A. Ercan, Carolyn M. Hendriks, and John S. Dryzek review the role of reflection and 

listening in improving relations between elected representatives and their constituents. This 

case involved inviting citizens to self-form into small discussion groups, collectively 

informing a local politician on the needs and concerns of the community. This case is an 

example of informal deliberations by self-selecting individuals. As such it is perhaps more 

akin to participatory democracy than truly deliberative democracy which would require 

further consideration on the representativeness of participants. However, the focus on 

reflection and listening does lend itself to a deliberative form of engagement. 

Reproductive Health (Curato and Ong 2015) 

Nicole Curato and Jonathan Corpus Ong review the role of media as a potentially 

deliberative institution capable of enabling diverse views to be represented in public 

deliberations. The case study includes analysis of inclusive representation in media 

deliberations on reproductive health- including documentaries, talk shows and public 
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debates. Unlike the other cases in this review, this case study is not focused on a particular 

deliberative democracy process, but rather a review into the nature of deliberation in public 

institutions through the example of deliberations into reproductive health in the media. 

Urban Planning (Niemeyer, Ercan et al. 2013) 

Simon Niemeyer, Selen Ayirtman and Janette Hartz-Karp outline the role of deliberative 

democracy in informing citizen preferences on the future of an ageing bridge in Australia. 

The project involved a single day deliberative forum involving around 200 local residents. 

The deliberative forum used the 21st century town hall meeting format where small group 

discussions (round tables of 8-10 with a table facilitator) are connected via technology to 

whole group deliberations. This approach also involves expert presentations, Q&A panels, 

and opportunities for participants to reflect on other viewpoints. Tables submitted views 

via a computer with a team of workers theming common views coming from all tables. 

Citizens Parliament (Felicetti, Gastil et al. 2012, Felicetti, Niemeyer et al. 2015) 

This case was reported in two separate papers, the first by Andrea Felicetti, John Gastil, 

and Janette Hartz-Karp and the second by Andrea Felicetti, Simon Niemeyer and Nicole 

Curato. The case involved 150 Australians (one from each electorate), randomly selected 

to form a citizen’s parliament to deliberate on how Australia’s political system could be 

improved. The citizen’s parliament involved a mix of expert speeches, small group 

discussions and plenary sessions to reflect on the key question and sub-questions before 

voting to narrow recommendations into 11 proposals. An open online parliament was also 

conducted at the same time but with a smaller response than expected. 

Municipal Merger (Felicetti, Niemeyer et al. 2015) 

Andrea Felicetti, Simon Niemeyer and Nicole Curato review a case in Italy where local 

councils commissioned a three-day deliberative event to engage citizens on the issue of 

merging municipalities. Participants were selected through random stratification to 

descriptively represent the populations across all five council areas. This case involved two 

days of presentations, small group discussions and plenary sessions, followed by a third 

day where participants collectively wrote a report on their recommendations. 

Box A1. Systematic Review Case Descriptions 
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Appendix B: Systematic Review Coding 
 

Deliberative Democracy Case Studies 
 

Table B1: Variables identified in deliberative democracy case studies 

Variables C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 Total 

Representation 

Descriptive 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 4 

Surrogate 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Geographic 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 

Location 

Australia 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 4 

Italy 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Philippines 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

United States of 

America 
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Policy Focus 

Human Services 

(Health) 
1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 

Politics 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 4 

Planning (Bridge) 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Selection 

Targeted 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Open Invitation 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 

Random Stratification 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 4 

Approach 

Mini publics 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 3 

21st Century Town 

Meetings/Citizen 

Assembly 

0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 

Deliberative Systems  0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 

Number of Participants 

Less than 30 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 3 

100-200 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 

More than 200 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Not specified 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Length of Participation 

1 day 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

3-5 days 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 3 
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Two weeks 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

More than 12 months 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 

Positive Themes 

Participants were 

respected and listened 

to 

1 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 

Acceptance and trust 

in the legitimacy of 

outcomes 

1 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 

Acceptance and trust 

in the legitimacy of 

process 

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Enhanced civic 

engagement 
0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 

Increased knowledge, 

understanding and 

empathy 

1 0 0 1 1 1 1 5 

Enabled convergence 

and compromise 
1 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 

Enabled diverse 

representation and 

views 

1 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 

Consequential 

outcomes 
1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 

Collective identity and 

voice 
0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 

Total 7 1 5 6 2 1 2 24 

Negative Themes 

Limited 

consequentiality 
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Resource intensive 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Underrepresentation of 

vulnerable groups 
0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Segregation of 'others' 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Scope of enquiry too 

broad 
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Positive framing 

prevented problem 

identification 

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Scope of enquiry too 

narrow 
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
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Poor communication 

prevented scaling of 

outcomes 

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Limited deliberative 

agency for 

underrepresented 

groups 

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Total 1 0 0 4 2 2 0 9 

 

Codesign Case Studies 
 

Table B2: Variables identified in codesign case studies 

Variables C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 Totals 

Representation 

Experiential 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 

Location 

Australia 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Hong Kong 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Netherlands 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

United Kingdom 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

United States of America 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 

Policy Focus 

Human Services 1 0 0 1 1 1 4 

Transport 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 

Selection 

Targeted 1 0 0 1 1 1 4 

Open Invitation 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Targeted and Open 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Approach 

Design Workshops 1 1 0 1 0 1 4 

Prototyping 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Both 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Number of Participants 

Less than 20 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

20-30 0 1 1 1 0 1 4 

Not specified 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Length of Participation 

Several Workshops 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 

Less than 1 month 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

12 months 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

More than 12 months 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
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Positive Themes 

Increased understanding 

of issues and solutions 
0 1 1 0 0 1 3 

Convergence of diverse 

experiences and expertise 
1 1 0 1 1 1 5 

Improved targeting of 

user groups 
1 0 0 1 0 0 2 

Increased ownership of 

problem and solutions 
0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Increased trust and 

empathy between 

participants 

1 0 0 0 1 1 3 

Experts support 

participant understanding 
0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Benefits for professional 

practice result from 

reflection and diverse 

inputs 

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Participants felt listened 

to as part of the process 
0 1 0 0 0 1 2 

Total benefits 3 4 1 2 4 4 18 

Negative Themes 

Took time to realise 

benefits 
0 1 0 0 1 1 3 

Perceived to be 

contributors rather than 

designers 

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Too many experts 

involved 
0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Crowd sourcing requires 

critical mass and higher 

quality prototypes 

0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Limited evidence of 

creativity 
0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Total  0 2 1 0 1 3 7 
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Deliberative Democracy Literature 
 

Table B3: Variables referred to in Deliberation literature # of references %  

Focus- 5 studies referenced this theme (28 percent) 

Common Good/Fundamental Laws 2 40% 

Specific Policy Issues 3 60% 

Political/Social Context- 9 studies referenced this theme (50 percent) 

The construct of political/social contexts can foster or hinder 

diverse voices in deliberative systems 2 

22% 

Adaptive preferences result from lack of perceived choices 3 33% 

Direct democracy of all affect people is not feasible 3 33% 

Political parties best placed to deliberate (have broader span of 

interest than local, sectoral or issue specific organisations, public 

funding enables equal participation) 1 

11% 

Electing representatives addresses feasibility issues of direct 

democracy 2 

22% 

High power interest groups can impact the deliberative capacity 

of elected representatives 2 

22% 

Plurality is inherent in societies and should be balanced through 

compromise rather than consensus 1 

11% 

Multiple forms of communication are required to enable 

inclusive participation 1 

11% 

Willing participation is essential to deliberation 2 22% 

Lived Experiences- 1 study referenced this theme (<0 percent) 

Subjectivity conflicts with objective reasoning 1 100% 

Diverse Viewpoints- 10 studies referenced this theme (56 percent) 

Participants should be discursively representative to ensure all 

viewpoints are considered 1 

10% 

Discursive representation overcomes group think while 

recognising multifaceted nature of individuals 1 

10% 

Equitable consideration of all citizens 4 40% 

Commitment to common good 3 30% 

Diverse beliefs, ideals and convictions (plurality) 8 80% 

Willingness to change views through deliberation 3 30% 

Inclusive engagement processes  3 30% 

Community discourses should inform political representatives of 

public voice 1 

10% 

Discursive experts subordinate to those affected 1 10% 

Legitimacy comes from democratic representation of the people 

affected 1 

10% 
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Conflict between ideal of self-representation and those who 

prefer to be represented 1 

10% 

Deliberation requires 'non-coercive' listening and reflection 2 20% 

Can be combined with voting or working agreements rather than 

seeking consensus 2 

20% 

Deliberative innovations counter political apathy 1 10% 

Selection- 7 studies referenced this theme (39 percent) 

Citizens with discursive viewpoints, eg Q-methodology, focus 

groups 2 

29% 

Election of political representatives with deliberation and citizen 

engagement skills 1 

14% 

Equal opportunity to participate- deliberative agency 1 14% 

Affected population with ability to communicate and willingness 

to change their perspectives based on deliberation 1 

14% 

Election of representatives by affected people is democratically 

legitimate 1 

14% 

Selection by organisers based on selection criteria, eg stratified 

random sampling 3 

43% 

Proportionality (statistical representation) versus equal 

representation of viewpoints 2 

29% 

Random sampling from affected population without vested 

interests 2 

29% 

Interested stakeholders 1 14% 

Combination of interested stakeholders and randomly selected 

citizens 1 

14% 

Duration- 2 studies referenced this theme (<0 percent) 

Small scale over a few days builds trust  1 50% 

Larger deliberations tend to be less deliberative 1 50% 

Deliberations spread out over several weeks enable participants 

to confer with family and friends 1 

50% 

Approaches/Method- 15 studies referenced this theme (83 percent) 

Formal deliberative structures advising existing institutions 4 27% 

Fostering informal deliberation within public spaces 2 14% 

Combining formal and informal deliberative spaces 6 40% 

Political institutions that promote equal participation and 

deliberation 3 

20% 

Deliberation on common good and fundamental laws by 'free and 

equal citizens 4 

27% 

Combine majority voting when consensus can't be reached 1 7% 

Evaluation must consider quality of deliberation and quality of 

outcome 1 

7% 
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Minority voices can be minimised in public discourses without 

intervention, eg deliberative systems 3 

20% 

Representatives acting on behalf of others need to engage those 

they represent along the way to test transforming viewpoints or 

risk not gaining broader acceptance of outcomes 2 

14$ 

Mini publics enable participants to be informed, reflect and 

prepare agreed recommendations 3 

20% 

Involving stakeholders or citizens in planning the deliberations to 

enhance legitimacy 2 

14% 

Large scale town halls involve technology to connect small 

group and large discussions, often involving some form of voting 1 

7% 

Deliberations should be timed to occur after justifications and 

immediately prior to decision making 1 

7% 

Citizens should be well informed, enabled to share their views 

and reflect on different options 1 

7% 

Can be time consuming and costly but most legitimate form of 

engagement 1 

7% 

Should be both deliberative and democratic 1 7% 

Online forums can be designed to enable deliberation 1 7% 

Citizen Initiated Referenda can limit accountability of 

governments by deferring power to majority rule 1 

7% 

Note: Percentages are calculated as the number of times a sub-variable is cited divided by the number of 

studies citing the relevant variable. 

 

Codesign Literature 
 

Table B4: Variables referred to in codesign literature # of references %  

Focus- 11 studies referenced this theme (61 percent) 

Public services or products 9 82% 

Technology/Digital Design 2 18% 

Public policy 2 18% 

Political/Social Context- - 10 studies referenced this theme (56 percent) 

Context determines ideal participation 1 10% 

Citizens control and legitimacy 3 30% 

Political cycles can be a barrier 1 10% 

Political leaders must be willing to share power and 

responsibility 4 

40% 

Citizen participation as a democratic value 7 70% 

Engagement with public institutions supports social change 1 
10% 
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Privatisation and plurality of democratic states increases range of 

actors required to codesign effective solutions 2 

20% 

Lived Experiences- 8 studies references this theme (44 percent) 

Service users and professionals are equal partners in design 4 
50% 

Builds local capacity to catalyse change 3 38% 

Practitioners and users learn from each other 1 13% 

Enables effective and innovative solutions 2 25% 

Users best placed to identify value and outcomes 2 25% 

Mutual responsibility for outcomes 5 63% 

Service users are experience experts 3 38% 

Diverse Viewpoints - 14 studies referenced this theme (78 percent) 

Requires equal respect and reflection on multiple perspectives 5 
36% 

Commitment to continuously learning from each other  4 

29% 

Negotiation, principles argumentation and collective reasoning 4 
29% 

Interdisciplinary collaboration- users/citizens plus professionals 8 
57% 

Equalising power imbalances  7 50% 

Diverse approaches to communication and generating knowledge 4 
29% 

User conflict can result from unwillingness to reconsider own 

expectations 1 

7% 

Should be inclusive of excluded groups 2 14% 

Can build or break trust among affected groups 2 14% 

Not involving all groups in deliberations can filter diverse 

perspectives 1 

7% 

Individuals and marginalised groups can face barriers to 

participation 1 

7% 

Views change over time, requiring continuous design 1 
7% 

Selection- 5 studies referenced this theme (28 percent) 

Open invitation- self selection 1 20% 

Lead users selected due to complex needs 1 20% 

Ordinary users selected due to generic needs 1 20% 

Professionals selected based on criteria. eg length of experience 

or expertise 1 

20% 

Targeting of affected groups, stakeholders or intentions  3 
60% 

Special interest groups may have vested interests 1 20% 

Citizens may be too busy to participate 1 20% 
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Citizens and policy makers require the right skills to participate 

effectively 2 

40% 

Duration- 5 studies referenced this theme (28 percent) 

Short term project based 2 40% 

Longer term infrastructure for ongoing design 2 40% 

Users need time to develop confidence and trust to engage with 

professionals  2 

40% 

Overtime design teams become more collaborative and 

innovative 1 

20% 

Approaches/Methods- 12 studies referenced this theme (67 percent) 

Ethnography, inquiry and observations 5 42% 

Communities of practice 1 8% 

Simulations eg Design Labs or Theatre 2 17% 

Prototyping and action learning 5 42% 

Combining multiple sites of design 2 17% 

Narratives and dialogue 3 25% 

Shift from design experts to participants as designers 2 17% 

Involvement in planning through to implementation 3 25% 

Creative thinking and visualisations 4 33% 

In depth interviews and journey mapping 3 25% 

Design workshops 3 25% 

Multidisciplinary user/profession design teams 2 17% 

User participation essential 2 17% 

Quality of participation is important 2 17% 

Deliberation and reasoning 2 17% 

Provoking conflict to support deliberation 1 8% 

Quality process design and facilitation 7 58% 

Note: Percentages are calculated as the number of times a sub-variable is cited divided by the number of 

studies citing the relevant variable. 
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Appendix C: Validation Cases 
Codesign Cases 

Non-Government Health Services (Hampson, Baeck et al. 2013) 

Earl’s Court Health and Wellbeing Centre is a non-government organisation that delivers 

community-driven primary health care in the United Kingdom. The organisation 

commissions service users to research local need, identify gaps, engage with other service 

users and report findings to inform service design.  

Homelessness (DesignCouncil 2016, DesignCouncil 2016) 

Adur and Worthing Councils in the United Kingdom joined forces to address the issue of 

homelessness in order to build more positive perceptions of their communities. The case 

involved local stakeholders (though not directly homeless people) in designing prototype 

solutions that were implemented by Council in partnership with local businesses.  

Early Years Parenting (AucklandDesignLab 2017) 

Auckland Design Lab and The Southern Initiative collectively undertook an initiative to 

understand how parents of young children in southern New Zealand could be better 

supported. This case combined culturally sensitive ethnography to develop insights, 

collaborative design workshops, and the use of big data to ensure a robust evidence base 

for potential solutions.  

Housing Tenure (AucklandDesignLab 2015) 

Auckland Design Lab facilitated a project to explore options for improving the security of 

housing tenure for people living in New Zealand. The case involved ‘empathy interviews’ 

with tenants, landlords and partner agencies to develop insights, a core design team to 

workshop insights and ideas, and service user/stakeholder walk throughs to seek input 

throughout the process. 

Family Safety (ACTGovernment 2018) 

ThinkPlace were commissioned by the ACT Government to undertake a codesign process 

aimed at addressing the issue of family and domestic violence in the Australian Capital 

Territory. The project involved interviews with people who had lived experience of family 

and domestic violence, along with a core design team of government and non-government 

stakeholders to develop insights and ideas based on the interviews and their own 

professional expertise. 

Disability Services (ThinkPlace 2017, ThinkPlace 2017) 

ThinkPlace were commissioned by the Australian Government to undertake a codesign 

process aimed at understanding the experiences and challenges faced by people accessing 

the National Disability Insurance Scheme. The project involved people with disabilities, 
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their carers and service providers in interviews and workshops to generate insights and 

ideas for improving the scheme.  

Children’s Literacy (ThinkPlace 2017, ThinkPlace 2017) 

ThinkPlace worked with the School Systems Implementation Team in Del Norte County, 

North Carolina to address the high percentage of children who are unprepared when 

starting school. The case involved a design team model to engage parents, teachers and 

community leaders, and open community workshops aimed at increasing understanding of 

the research and designing local solutions.  

Non-government Education (IDEO 2015, IDEO 2015) 

IDEO were engaged by Innova, a company that operates a diverse range of businesses and 

were looking to scale up their model of education from five local schools to a network of 

schools across Peru. The project combined localised codesign with students, parents and 

teachers, with observations and research on high performing education systems from 

around the world. 

Vulnerable Young People (Woodroffe 2018) 

Brent Council in the United Kingdom initiated a project to improve outcomes for young 

people in out of home care. The project involved in-depth interviews, journey mapping and 

workshops with care leavers to understand issues and generate ideas that could be 

prototyped to improve experiences and outcomes. 

Town Planning (Budds 2016, Budds 2016) 

The Florida Council in the United States of America initiated a city renewal project 

focussed on improving the way citizens access council services. The project involved 

setting up a local shop front for people to find out about the project and provide input into 

the design process. Insights from listening to citizens informed prototyped services that 

citizens could test in their contexts, enabling rapid learning and iterative improvements.  

Deliberative Engagements 

Electoral Reform (Fung and Fletcher 2009 

2018, Fung and Fletcher 2009, 2018) 

Citizens in British Columbia were involved in a citizen’s assembly to design electoral 

system reforms on the basis that their recommendations would be less self-interested than 

recommendations put forward by political actors. The citizen’s assembly was formally 

authorised by the legislature to develop recommendations that were subsequently voted on 

through a public referendum.   

International Policy (Um 2013, Um 2013) 
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Canada’s World Dialogue Series aimed to advance the democratic participation of citizens 

in articulating Canada’s role internationally. This case was driven by a university and 

involved multiple points of deliberation, including online and face to face channels. The 

case also specifically targeted input from young people, ethnocultural, Aboriginal, and 

multi-faith groups to ensure diversity of viewpoints informed final recommendations.   

Brexit (Hargrave 2018, Hargrave 2018) 

This case was also driven by a university, aiming to involve citizens in deliberating on the 

form Brexit should take following the public vote which led to its authorisation. This case 

involved stratified random sampling of citizens based both on demographics and attitudes 

to ensure diversity of views. Selected citizens participated in a citizen’s assembly to 

develop recommendations for implementing Brexit. An advisory panel was also used to 

design the deliberation process.  

Local Council Services (Faubion 2012, Faubion 2012) 

The City of Canada Bay Council initiated a citizen’s panel to involve citizens in making 

decisions regarding local council services. Citizens were selected using stratified random 

sampling to broadly represent the demographics and experiences of the broader population, 

including age, ethnicity, gender, education and living situation. An open town hall and 

public submissions also enabled broader participation by others interested in contributing 

to the deliberations of the citizen’s panel. 

Participatory Budgeting (Weymouth 2016, Weymouth 2016) 

The City of Greater Geraldton in Australia initiated two citizen’s panels to deliberate on 

local investment priorities. An independent review panel provided oversight of the process 

to ensure transparent and quality deliberations. Public reporting of emerging 

recommendations was also used to seek broader input throughout the process. 

Economic Policy (Hosmer 2017, Hosmer 2017) 

Faced with limited resources and declining economic prospects, the two Cormorant Island 

Councils (Canada) combined to undertake a deliberative process to engage citizens in 

designing and implementing an economic development plan. This case involved a 

combination of approaches, including surveys, interviews and open community workshops. 

A steering committee was also formed to oversee the deliberation process, supported by 

expert facilitators.  

Informal Deliberations (Way 2017) 

This case was based in Uganda where trust in the Government’s support for civic 

participation is very low. Citizens do not feel safe expressing dissenting views publicly, 

rather engaging in informal deliberations based on individual circumstances and situations. 

This case identifies a role for informal deliberation in building capability and confidence in 
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formal participation processes in contexts where there is limited trust in institutionalised 

deliberations.  

Climate Change (Souza-Jaff 2016, Souza-Jaff 2016) 

The Mornington Peninsula Shire Council in Australia initiated a citizen engagement 

process to develop recommendations to address local climate change related issues. The 

case involved open invitation to all citizens to engage in structured community meetings 

where experts provided information on climate change issues. Citizens were then invited to 

ask questions to help inform the recommendations that were determined by the Council 

based on listening to the questions and concerns of citizens.  

Direct Democracy (Shen and Fletcher 2012 2016) 

October 15 was a global movement aimed at encouraging direct democracy through 

technology enabled deliberations. Participation was open to anyone, anywhere, providing a 

platform for citizens to engage in online deliberations on topics that they select without any 

formal facilitation or connections to decision making bodies.   

Domestic Animal Policy (Parry 2016, Parry 2016) 

The Inverloch Beach Council in Australia initiated a process to address conflicting views 

regarding if and when dogs should be allowed on Inverloch Beach. This case involved 

targeted stakeholder groups and open invitation of citizens to participate in a two-stage 

deliberation process. The first stage aimed to identify the diverse viewpoints regarding 

dogs on Inverloch Beach across the community. The second stage aimed to bring those 

views together to deliberate on agreeable solutions, noting the divisive nature of the issue 

was unlikely to result in consensus.  

Box C1. Validation Case Descriptions  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Nicole Moore, Institute of Governance and Policy Analysis, University of Canberra 

215 
 

Appendix D: Validation Results 
V1- Democratic Value 

V2- Inclusive Representation 

V3- Autonomy of Participants 

V4- Quality Facilitation/Design 

V5- Transmission 

V6- Affected People and Professionals 

V7- Equality of Participants 

V8- Plurality of Perspectives

 

Relevance: 1 = referred to | 0 = not discussed 

Table D1: Variable Relevance to Deliberative Engagements 

Case V1 V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 V7 V8 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

2 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 

3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

4 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 

5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 

6 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 

7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

8 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 

9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 

10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Total 10 10 7 9 10 10 6 7 

Table D2: Variable Relevance to Codesign Cases 

Case V1 V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 V7 V8 

1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 

2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 

3 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 

4 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 

5 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 

6 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 

7 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 

8 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 

9 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 

10 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 

Total 8 5 0 9 8 10 5 6 
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Measurability: 1 = apparent achieved | 0 = no apparent achieved 

Table D3: Variable Apparent Achievement in Deliberative Engagements 

Case V1 V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 V7 V8 

1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 

2 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 

3 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 

4 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 

5 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 

6 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 

7 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 

8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Total 4 5 2 5 5 3 3 5 

 

Table D4: Variable Apparent Achievement in Codesign Cases 

Case V1 V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 V7 V8 

1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 

2 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 

3 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 

4 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 

5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

7 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 

8 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 

9 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 

10 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Total 6 2 0 8 7 6 3 4 
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Appendix E: Post-engagement survey 
Thank you for your participation in the recent codesign/deliberation process to [purpose]. We 

are seeking feedback from participants to help us evaluate the codesign/deliberation process 

used and to inform future developments. The results will also be shared externally with the 

University of Canberra to contribute to broader research on citizenship engagement 

processes. Completing the survey is voluntary. By completing the survey, you agree to the 

information you provide being used for these purposes. 

This survey is anonymous and no identifiable information will be recorded. 

DEMOGRAPHICS 
Q.1. Which gender do you identify with…?   

 Male 

 Female 

 Other 

Q.2. Which of the following categories best describes you? 

 Government representative 

 Non-government representative 

 Other 

Q3. In which year were you born? (free text) 

FEEDBACK QUESTIONS 
Q1a. How much have your own views changed as a result of participating in the 

codesign/deliberation process? 

 My views have changed significantly as a result of the codesign/deliberation process 

 My views have changed in some ways as a result of the codesign/deliberation process 

 My views have not changed at all as a result of the codesign/deliberation process 

Q1b. What influenced your views during the codesign/deliberation process? (free text) 
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Q2a. How satisfied were you with the quality of the codesign/deliberation process and 

facilitation? 

 I was very satisfied with the quality  

 I was satisfied with some aspects  

 I was not satisfied with the quality  

Q2b. What influenced your level of satisfaction with the quality of the codesign/deliberation 

process and facilitation? (free text) 

Q3a. How well did you feel listened to, respected and able to contribute equally to the 

discussions? 

 I always felt listened to, respected and able to contribute equally to the discussions 

 I sometimes felt listened to, respected and able to contribute equally to the discussions  

 I wasn’t listened to, respected or able to contribute equally to the discussions  

Q3b. What influenced how well you felt listened to, respected and able to contribute equally 

to the discussions? (free text) 

Q4a. How much do you trust that the codesign/deliberation process will legitimately 

influence decision making on this issue? 

 I trust that this process will influence decisions 

 I am not sure that this process will influence decisions 

 I don’t trust that this process will influence decisions  

Q4b. What influenced your level of trust in the legitimacy of the codesign/deliberation 

process to influence decisions? (free text) 

Q5a. How much do you agree with the recommendations developed through the 

codesign/deliberation process? 

r 

r 

r 
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 I fully agree with the recommendations developed through the codesign/deliberation 

process 

 I agree with some of the recommendations developed through the codesign/deliberation 

process 

 I don’t agree with the recommendations developed through the codesign/deliberation 

process 

Q5b. What influenced your level of agreement with the recommendations developed through 

the codesign/deliberation process? (free text) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

r 

r 
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Appendix F: Information from Process 

Organisers (noting evidence required) 
Q1. How were participants identified and recruited to take part in the codesign/ deliberation 

process? 

Q2. At what stages were people affected [issue] or their representatives involved in the 

codesign/ deliberation process?  

* a representative is someone who people affected by [issue] would accept as acting on their 

behalf. This could include carers, family and friends, or consumer advocates. 

 They were not directly involved in the codesign/deliberation process 

 They were involved in planning for the codesign/deliberation process 

 They were involved in the codesign/deliberation session/s 

 They were involved in deciding on which recommendations would be accepted 

Q3a. Who authorised the codesign/ deliberation process? 

Q3b. What level of support was given by the authorising body to accepting the participant 

recommendations prior to the process commencing? 

Q4a. Were the participant recommendations provided to formal decision makers for 

agreement? 

Q4b. If so, were the participant recommendations accepted? 

 They were accepted in full (Explain) 

 They were accepted in part (Explain) 

 They weren’t accepted at all (Explain) 

Q5. From your perspective, what were the objectives of the codesign/ deliberation process 

and were those objectives achieved?  

r 

r 
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Appendix G: Fuzzy Set Calibrations 
Box G1: Fuzzy Set Calibrations- Full Set 

Outcome: Authentic Engagement (A)- Logical AND 

Measure 1: Convergent Views   

Convergent views on the recommended 

engagement outcomes 

0 No opportunity to consider 

recommendations 

0.33 Significant disagreement on 

recommendations 

0.67 Majority of participants agree on 

some recommendations 

1 Convergent views on final 

recommendations to be taken forward 

• Convergent views are measured through a combination of survey responses and 

observations. 

Measure 2: Participant Trust   

Participant trust in the legitimacy of the 

process to influence decision making  

0 Collective trust of 0.25 or less 

0.33 Collective trust of 0.26 – 0.50 

0.67 Collective trust of 0.51 – 0.75 

1 Collective trust of 0.76 – 1 

• Participant trust is measured through participant identification (1=fully trust, 0.5=unsure, 

0=don’t trust) which are aggregated and averaged to provide the collective trust score. 

Measure 3: Consequentiality   

Formal decision makers genuinely considering 

and responding to recommendations  

0 Recommendations not considered at all 

0.33 Engagement input informed decision-

making processes indirectly 

0.67 Some/all recommendations accepted  

1 Some/all recommendations accepted with 

identified implementation actions and 

justification provided for those that 

weren’t accepted 

• Consequentiality is measured through follow up observations and case documentation 
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Outcome Negation: Not Authentic Engagement (A)- Logical OR 

Measure 1: Lack of Convergent Views   

Low agreement on the recommended 

engagement outcomes 

0 Convergence on final recommendations 

to be taken forward 

0.33 Majority of participants agree on some 

recommendations 

0.67 Significant disagreement on 

recommendations 

1 No opportunity to consider 

recommendations 

• Convergent views are measured through a combination of survey responses and 
observations. 

Measure 2: Lack of Participant Trust   

Low participant trust in the process to 

influence decision making (PT) 

0 Collective trust of 0.76-1 

0.33 Collective trust of 0.51-0.75 

0.67 Collective trust of 0.26-0.5 

1 Collective trust of 0-0.25 

• Participant trust is measured through participant identification (1=fully trust, 0.5=unsure, 

0=don’t trust) which are aggregated and averaged to provide the collective trust score. 

Measure 3: Limited consequentiality   

Formal decision makers not genuinely 

considering and responding to 

recommendations  

0 Some/all recommendations accepted with 

identified implementation actions and 

justification provided for those that 

weren’t accepted 

0.33 Some/all recommendations accepted  

0.67 Engagement input informed decision-

making processes indirectly 

1 Recommendations not considered at all 

• Consequentiality is measured through follow up observations and case documentation 
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Condition 1: Equal Power Relations (P)- Logical AND 

Measure 1: Autonomy Anchor Points 

Freedom to form viewpoints without coercion 

from higher power interests, including 

dominating participants and those with fixed 

perspectives 

0 Power imbalances prevent the autonomy 

of most participants 

0.33 Power imbalances affect the autonomy of 

some participants 

0.67 Power imbalances are managed to enable 

participant autonomy 

1 Explicit strategies are implemented to 

remove power imbalances 

• Freedom to form viewpoints is measured through observations, qualitative survey 

responses, and case documentation. 

Measure 2: Equality Anchor Points 

Participants feel listened to, respected and able 

to contribute equally to discussions 

0 Collective equality of 0.25 or less 

0.33 Collective equality of 0.26 – 0.50 

0.67 Collective equality of 0.51 – 0.75 

1 Collective equality of 0.76 -1 

• Equality is measured through participant perceptions of being listened to, respected and 

able to contribute (1=always, 0.5=sometimes, 0=not at all) which are aggregated and 

averaged to provide the collective equality score. 

Measure 3: Involvement  Anchor Points 

Involvement of both public and professionals 

affected by the issue under consideration 

0 Not involved at all 

0.33 Public or professionals involved 

0.67 Public and professionals involved at 

different stages 

1 Public and professionals involved 

throughout 

• Involvement measured through observations and case documentation. 

Condition 2: Engagement Breadth and Professionalism (Quality) (Q)- Logical AND 

Measure 1: Broad Engagement Methods Anchor Points 

Resourcing allows for a range of methods to 

support broad engagement over a sufficient 

timeframe 

0 Engagement limited to those directly 

involved in a one-off codesign/ 

deliberative engagement event over a 

single week or less 
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0.33 Engagement limited to those directly 

involved in a series of 

codesign/deliberative engagement 

events over several weeks or more 

0.67 Engagement part of a broader strategy 

that enables other forms of participation 

to inform the codesign/deliberative 

engagement 

1 Engagement part of a broader strategy 

that enables other forms of participation 

to inform the codesign/deliberative 

engagement, as well as opportunities to 

comment on codesign/deliberative 

engagement outcomes 

• Broad engagement methods measured through observations and case documentation 

Measure 2: Participant Satisfaction Anchor Points 

Participant satisfaction with the quality of the 

process design and facilitation 

0 Collective satisfaction of 0.25 or less 

0.33 Collective satisfaction of 0.26 – 0.50 

0.67 Collective satisfaction of 0.51 – 0.75 

1 Collective satisfaction of 0.76 – 1 

• Participant satisfaction is measured through participant identification (1=very satisfied, 

0.5=satisfied with some parts, 0=not satisfied at all) which are aggregated and averaged 

to provide the collective satisfaction score. 

Measure 3: Expert Facilitation Anchor Points 

Facilitators are highly experienced in leading 

design or deliberation processes  

0 No facilitation  

0.33 Peer led facilitation 

0.67 Expert facilitator/s deliver engagement 

1 Expert facilitator/s plan and deliver 

engagement 

• Expert facilitation is measured through observations and participant responses 

Condition 3: Connection to Decision Making (C)- Logical AND 

Measure 1: Authorisation Anchor Points 

Pre-engagement endorsement by formal 

decision makers 

0 No political or public sector awareness or 

endorsement 
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0.33 No political awareness but with public 

sector endorsement 

0.67 Political awareness and public sector 

endorsement 

1 Political and public sector awareness and 

endorsement 

• Endorsement measured through observations and case documentation. 

 

 

Measure 2: Commitment Anchor Points 

Pre-engagement commitment to genuinely 

consider recommendations 

0 No commitment to consider 

recommendations 

0.33 Commitment to consider 

recommendations informed by 

engagement outcomes 

0.67 Commitment to consider some 

recommendations  

1 Commitment to consider all 

recommendations  

• Commitment measured through observations, public promotions and case documentation. 

Measure 3: Transmission Anchor Points 

Transmission of participant generated 

recommendations to formal decision makers 

0 Participant input not transmitted to 

decision makers at all 

0.33 Participant input considered in 

formulating recommendations 

0.67 Recommendations transmitted with some 

consolidation and refinement 

1 Recommendations transmitted in their 

original form  

• Transmission measured through observations and case documentation 
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Appendix H: Quantitative Survey Responses 
Participant Trust 
I don’t trust that this process will influence decisions= 0 

I am not sure that this process will influence decisions= 0.5 

I trust that this process will influence decisions= 1 

Table H1: Collective Trust Scores 

Cases No. of 0 

responses 

No. of 0.5 

responses 

No. of 1 

responses 

Collective 

Equality Score  

Set 

Membership 

Case 1: OMH 6 22 6 0.50 0.33 

Case 2: OFS 1 6 7 0.71 0.67 

Case 3: APS 0 9 4 0.65 0.67 

Case 4: YA 0 6 11 0.82 1 

Case 5: MS 1 9 11 0.74 0.67 

Case 6: HBE 0 7 13 0.83 1 

Case 7: OFW 5 16 33 0.76 1 

Note: The Collective Trust Score is calculated by adding up the individual scores and 

averaging by the number of survey respondents. Eg (4x0) + (9x0.5) + (20 x1) = 24.5/ 33 

respondents provides a collective equality score of 0.74 or partial set membership (0.76). 

 

Participant Satisfaction 
I was not satisfied with the quality= 0 

I was satisfied with some aspects= 0.5 

I was very satisfied with the quality= 1 

Table H2: Collective Satisfaction Scores 

Cases No. of 0 

responses 

No. of 0.5 

responses 

No. of 1 

responses 

Collective 

Equality Score  

Set 

Membership 

Case 1: OMH 4 18 11 0.61 0.67 

Case 2: OFS 1 7 6 0.68 0.67 

Case 3: APS 0 2 11 0.92 1 

Case 4: YA 0 1 16 0.97 1 

Case 5: MS 1 10 10 0.71 0.67 

Case 6: HBE 0 5 15 0.88 1 

Case 7: OFW 3 20 31 0.76 1 

Note: The Collective Satisfaction Score is calculated by adding up the individual scores and 

averaging by the number of survey respondents. Eg (4x0) + (9x0.5) + (20 x1) = 24.5/ 33 

respondents provides a collective equality score of 0.74 or partial set membership (0.76). 
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Equality 
I wasn’t listened to, respected or able to contribute equally to the discussions= 0 

I sometimes felt listened to, respected and able to contribute equally to the discussions= 0.5 

I always felt listened to, respected and able to contribute equally to the discussions= 1 

Table H3: Collective Equality Scores 

Cases No. of 0 

responses 

No. of 0.5 

responses 

No. of 1 

responses 

Collective 

Equality Score  

Set 

Membership 

Case 1: OMH 4 9 20 0.74 0.67 

Case 2: OFS 1 8 5 0.64 0.67 

Case 3: APS 0 1 12 0.96 1 

Case 4: YA 0 1 16 0.97 1 

Case 5: MS 0 9 12 0.79 1 

Case 6: HBE 0 4 16 0.90 1 

Case 7: OFW 1 10 43 0.89 1 

Note: The Collective Equality Score is calculated by adding up the individual scores and 

averaging by the number of survey respondents. Eg (4x0) + (9x0.5) + (20 x1) = 24.5/ 33 

respondents provides a collective equality score of 0.74 or partial set membership (0.76). 

 

View transformation 
This measure was combined with qualitative responses and observations to inform the 

autonomy measure since lack of transformation didn’t consistently indicate lack of autonomy 

as originally expected. 

My views have not changed at all as a result of the codesign process= 0 

My views have changed in some ways as a result of the codesign process= 0.5 

My views have changed significantly as a result of the codesign process= 1 

Table H4: View Transformation Survey Responses 

Cases No. of 0 

responses 

% of 

responses 

No. of 0.5 

responses 

% of 

responses 

No. of 1 

responses 

% of 

responses 

Case 1: OMH 20 61% 12 36% 1 3% 

Case 2: OFS 2 14% 10 71% 2 14% 

Case 3: APS 0 0% 12 92% 1 8% 

Case 4: YA 1 6% 10 59% 6 35% 

Case 5: MS 8 38% 11 52% 2 10% 

Case 6: HBE 4 20% 12 60% 4 20% 

Case 7: OFW 26 48% 27 50% 1 3% 
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Agreement 
This measure was combined with qualitative responses and observations to inform the 

agreement measure since partial agreement is also acceptable in achieving this measure. 

I don't agree with the recommendations= 0 

I agree with some of the recommendations= 0.5 

I fully agree with the recommendations= 1 

Table H5: Agreement Survey Responses 

Cases No. of 0 

responses 

% of 

responses 

No. of 0.5 

responses 

% of 

responses 

No. of 1 

responses 

% of 

responses 

Case 1: OMH NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Case 2: OFS 0 0% 9 75% 3 25% 

Case 3: APS 0 0% 11 85% 2 15% 

Case 4: YA 0 0% 0 0% 17 100% 

Case 5: MS 0 0% 16 76% 5 24% 

Case 6: HBE 0 0% 17 85% 3 15% 

Case 7: OFW 1 2% 28 55% 2 43% 

  



Nicole Moore, Institute of Governance and Policy Analysis, University of Canberra 

232 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Nicole Moore, Institute of Governance and Policy Analysis, University of Canberra 

233 
 

Appendix J: Qualitative Survey Responses 
Box J1: Qualitative responses related to view formation 

What influenced your views during the engagement process? 

Case 1: OMH 

• Stories of other carers (I am both a person with living experience and a carer). 

• Listening to the views and lived experience of others kept the workshop "grounded" 

in reality. 

• The variety of different perspectives voiced during discussions. 

• My views (heavily influenced by being a carer/family member of a person with a 

mental health condition) were reinforced by the workshop. 

• Therapeutic perspectives and changes needed in the mental health system. 

• Hearing the varied experiences and opinions of others. 

• Many years of experience in the community mental health sector and personal and 

lived experience. 

• Perspective of frontline support workers and people with lived experience. 

• I felt the workshop cemented further my view that top down approaches do not 

constitute co-production. 

• The lived experience being shared by people who had a lived experience. Powerful 

stuff. 

• Difficulty in accessing mental health services and also the complexity of navigating 

the services and supports that are out there. 

• My experiences of consultation having little long-term impact on services. The 

hope for this to achieve impact for those I represent. 

• I left after 3/4 hour. It was late starting. There were too many people present. Over 

almost sixty years, I have heard very many stories. I did not need to hear another. 

Besides she did not use the microphone. My time is precious. I did not need to hear 

yet again about the Primary Health care network. My views changed from being 

reasonably optimistic about the new office to being totally pessimistic. I left feeling 

very frustrated and that yet more money is being spent on paper and meetings 

instead of on services. 

• Hearing a variety of perspectives. 

• The voices of those with lived experience. 
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• My personal experience, my observations and previous research and thinking about 

peer led models. 

• Unsure how to answer this. 

• NA. 

• Mixed group of mental health practitioners/health staff, NGOS, carers and people 

living with a mental health condition. It's a good idea to have varying perspectives 

and experiences in the one room all sharing so generously. 

• NA. 

• I am passionate about mental health, and the way poor mental health impacts 

individuals and the community as a whole. 

• The 'talk', the lack of interest in 'listening' to the voice of a person who has walked 

the journey; therefore disillusioned! 

• It was more a co-production than codesign workshop and the sharing of ideas from 

a mix of experiences was useful. 

• The disconnect between what the group was aspiring to, and the reality of trying to 

deal with issues in the here and now. 

• My work experience. 

• Hearing about the range of support agencies there are in Canberra. I felt energised 

by the resources.... frustrated I didn't know they existed. 

• I have a greater appreciation for the challenges associated with the process, 

particularly with regard to competing priorities. 

• Equal power between carer, carer and providers. 

Case 2: OFS 

• Having an opportunity to discuss with other participants what they are doing in this 

space in their agencies, especially corporate sector. 

• Every discussions and interactions in professional life brings about new ideas and 

views of other. I will not say my own views have changed about the 

• issue of violence against women and the challenges and barriers that exist in 

changing the situation. However, I am more informed about the initiatives in ACT 

through this codesign process. 

• Unique solution to ideas and it was interesting to learn about everyone's roles. 

• The views of others 
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• I was unable to stay for the whole codesign process as I had other commitments on 

the day. I felt it was a great opportunity putting key stakeholders such as realtors, 

service providers, business representatives in one room together. Well done! 

• The victim experiences 

• Hearing from the advocates informed my perspective somewhat and getting advice 

from people in different sectors also informed by views also. However, I am also 

mindful of the advocates experiences informing my views too much as each story is 

different and there are so many more experiences than those 3 stories. I suppose I'm 

just worried that the policies developed were very closely informed by the advocate 

stories when there are so many different experiences. It's a difficult balance. 

• The personal experiences and willingness to share and advise of the guests. The 

knowledge and experience in the room of all the participants and the willingness of 

those participants to explain concepts that I had not encountered before. 

• More knowledge about other services and what they are able to do for women (as 

victims of family violence). 

• The opportunity to hear first-hand helped me appreciate the emotion faced by those 

impacted by bureaucracy and red tape. 

• Both the participation of advocates with lived experience and the positive 

collaboration that occurred in the groups. 

• Hearing stories from those with lived experiences 

Case 3: APS 

• Access to more information via readings, discussions with experts and discussions 

with fellow jurors. 

• Although a lot of the issues we faced were the same, the combined experiences 

brought new ways of thinking about the issues, why they mattered, and how we 

could resolve them. 

• Understanding how broadly in the turner service my old boy’s concerns were felt. 

• Was useful to hear perspectives from those outside the public service - the experts 

and the former public servants. 

• Very interesting to hear from Michelle Grattan and Bob McMullan, as a public 

servant it's relatively hard to get frank and fearless feedback from people working 

in the press or in government. 

• It was good to learn about the process and share perspectives. 
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• Hearing other people's perspectives. 

• Discussing the views of other jurors and guest speakers. 

• Getting a wider view from the perspective of other people who participated was 

really valuable. 

• Discussion with experts and peers. 

• New information from experts and alternative viewpoints / backgrounds from 

jurors. 

• Discussions with others and listening to the expert presenters. 

• Helpful to talk through transparency conversations in small and large groups. 

Case 4: YA 

• The minister’s response seemed very genuine and reflective of what we’d 

presented. 

• The views of the other young people in the Assembly. 

• The amount of detail put forward about the issue was very enlightening. 

• Being a facilitator of the Equity and Equality for Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander Young People forum, my views were predominantly influenced by my 

engagement with research, my experiences, and being able to have open 

conversations with the students who attended. 

• Seeing the minister’s giving feedback, also that young people were running the day. 

• Well we planned it so I guess I knew what to expect. 

• Presentation to government and ministers and special guests being present. 

• The opinions of other young people. 

• The opinions and views shared by the other attendees. 

• The combined forum and Group discussions. 

• They are our future. 

• I was surprised at how much the young people had to say, and how little they knew 

about avenues to put these opinions. 

Case 5: MS 

• The differing voices of the community and their aspirations for multiculturalism in 

the ACT. 

• To be more aware of the opportunities given by the Government to improve 

multiculturalism in the ACT. 
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• Always taking the opportunity to listen to and learn from others. 

• Learning from other communities of their views on various issues. 

• That we are focused on leaving the good legacy as Coaches, Mentors, Teachers, 

Parents and Grandparents to Youth Group. 

• Group discussions. 

• My experience working in the education sector with adult migrants and refugees - 

listening to stories of their experiences, barriers, hopes, dreams, success, etc. 

• Openness of members. 

• Small group discussions/workshops. 

• Views of other participants. 

• Listening to the perspective of others in the small group discussions. 

• A consistent view by most people about the areas of focus that has not really 

changed over the years. 

• Nothing, but it was a very positive summit. 

• The lack of acknowledgement from the multicultural community for the traditional 

custodians throughout the consultation process. 

• Having the chance to get involved and work together as a team. 

Case 6: HBE 

• It was great to hear from various people in specialist fields and council staff on 

topics important to making decisions. 

• Council information. Guest speakers Panel member input. 

• The research information and the other members of the panel. 

• Hearing other people’s views on things I hadn't thought about before. 

• Better understanding of current issues. 

• It was nice to hear other people’s views and see just how close the majority of 

views were. With this in mind it has allowed me to consider the merits of other’s 

thoughts and what was important to others and change my more-narrower view of 

other ideas. 

• Just opened up my mind to other views and opinions. 

• Understanding the council processes. The involvement of external departments and 

their control of the outcome. 
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• I found that despite so many of us being different, we all had surprisingly common 

ground in our views for the future, which was encouraging. 

• I was not influenced. 

• Logistics of addressing the traffic problems along the esplanade. No easy solutions 

here. Tourism attractions, many differing views, hope any developments are 

tasteful and Urangan doesn't turn into a Disneyland. 

• The issues that Council is required to consider when making decisions. Also 

listening to the views of other panel members and members of the community that I 

had discussions with during the process. 

• The number of participants that had similar views to myself on various aspects of 

the process, and topics discussed help me cement my ideas as being sound and in 

consensus with the majority. 

• The diversity of ideas put forward, most of which were easily applicable to the 

subject on hand. The way the group interpreted the ideas and as a group, and the 

open, relevant and non-aggressive manner it was discussed and formalised. 

• Probably a better understanding on how the Council works and knowing that the 

process we were involved in would give the Council a better understanding on the 

way the community thinks. Better than the Council putting forward a proposal 

without any consultation with the wider community and then wondering why the 

community gets disgruntled with the Council. 

• Respectful interactions and idea fleshing from all involved. 

• Hearing other people’s concerns and ideas. 

• Hearing from experts, getting other viewpoints that I had not yet considered. 

• Interaction with other panel member’s views. 

Case 7: OFW 

• Having such a fabulous collection of people working together. 

• Interesting and relevant data. Discussions with other attendees. 

• My views on the needs of women in the ACT were reinforced by contributions by 

participants. 

• The high level of faith and good will that was evident among attendees and 

speakers. 

• It was a fantastic opportunity to hear views from such a diverse audience. 
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• Hearing and discussing different perspectives. 

• Diversity in issues and ideas (across agencies). 

• Presentation by Pia at beginning of Summit. 

• Views of my peers who work with vulnerable women in the ACT. Remain largely 

unchanged. The stats discussed were very interesting. 

• Interesting presentations and Panel Forum. 

• Reinforced views of the big job still ahead of us. 

• The positive and collaborative nature of the diverse members wishing to find 

common ground through which to truly make a difference. 

• I have long been an advocate for women’s equality. 

• Being around passionate, informed and supportive people. 

• Reinforced to me the impact of gender inequity and that there is still a lot of work 

to be done. 

• Work and education history plus personal experience. 

• Hearing a diverse range of people talk. 

• Keynote with stats, breadth of experiences shared during discussions, panel 

discussion. 

• The evidence in the Summary of the Context Analysis. 

• The Summit wasn't set up to influence our views - I would have appreciated if the 

format was more intentional about that. 

• The key note address provided me with information about what the current state is - 

it is easy to assume that things are getting better, and that the younger generations 

are the ones which have the more positive views - looking at the data presented, it 

is clear that ongoing action is required. 

• The engagement of all attendees and their want for change. 

• The panel members on entrepreneurship and Aboriginality. 

• I can’t help feeling that the continued siloing of 'women's issues' is becoming 

harder and harder to justify. Why can’t we just have an equity lens - in that we 

identify where significant groups of people (regardless of gender) are 

disadvantaged/discriminated against/excluded and work on those areas. 

• Nearly all of the areas (with the exception of domestic violence) are issues for all 

genders. Women as a group are not the most disadvantaged minority in the ACT - 
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people with disability, people living in poverty, people of colour, people who are 

homeless - are all more significantly disadvantaged than the generic group 'women'. 

And people with multiple disadvantages even more so. Furthermore, now that we 

see things with a gender diversity lens, it doesn’t make sense to stick to the 

male/female dichotomy. If I identified as LGBTIQ+ I would be offended by a 

strategy calling for 50/50. I would be asking where do I fit into that?? also if, as the 

data presented suggests, two thirds of men now agree that women should have 

equity in all spheres of life, why aren't we including those men in our discussion of 

solutions instead of micro-analysing the one third who don’t? why does policy 

development continue to focus on what is not working instead of focusing on how 

to increase what is working? 

• Reinforced what I already saw as necessary changes and priorities. 

• Meeting new people, networking and hearing their stories, knowledge and expertise 

on all aspects of life. 

• The cross-sector engagement. 

• Hearing the commonalities of issues other Directorates are facing. 

• Excellent collection of attendees and facilitators. 

• I view this as the chance to participate in Women issues. 

• Experience. Data and today’s discussions. 

• I was completely shocked to hear the perception of male millennial's as presented 

by the keynote speaker. 

• Interesting to hear statistics. 

• Years of experience working with disadvantaged women. 

• Amazing things going on in both Govt and non govt. How do we tap into this and 

coordinate better? 

• Strong Panel discussions and open conversations. 

• My experience as an academic and director of an NGO. 

• The warm, collegiate and collaborative atmosphere and the subject knowledge of 

speakers and participants and charismatic team from the Office for Women :) 

 

Box J2: Qualitative responses related to satisfaction 

What influenced your level of satisfaction with the quality of the engagement process and 

facilitation? 
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Case 1: OMH 

• An individual could not work with the identified priorities - not within organisers' 

control but derailed the whole table's attempts to provide feedback. 

• Timing and circumstances of the workshop. Also, the participation of people from 

across both the organisations providing services and carers/ people with lived 

experience provided greater depth. 

• Good combination of group work and opportunity for individual feedback. 

Effective model whereby groups were encouraged to mix for the second half of the 

workshop. 

• Interactive workshop with the ability to speak freely. 

• The variety of people attending the workshop and the level of commitment and 

participation in it. 

• Well lead, well-structured and facilitated. 

• The first session did not seem well thought through. The instructions were unclear 

and organisers didn't seem to know what was supposed to be happening. The result 

was a little chaotic. 

• Poor instruction/explanation/provision of context. I thought the resulting statements 

were admirable but meaningless. The problems cannot be identified, let alone fixed 

by group consensus in a couple of hours. Much better to have people be given 

questions to answer and topics for consideration and debate, and some idea of what 

to expect prior to the workshop, rather than coming in cold and trying to bring 

thoughts together. If the invitations are any indication, I suggest that the ongoing 

process will be much more about listening to experts and bureaucrats than to people 

with lived experience. 

• The ability for everyone to contribute and express their views. 

• The first half of the workshop was particularly paternalistic. 

• The calibre of the people asked to share. Excellent. 

• I thought the atmosphere of the session was very positive - however I thought the 

content and discussion skewed slightly too 'big sky' and with such a great mixture 

of people and expertise in the room it would have been excellent to see some more 

practicable. 

• I would have liked to understand better the relationship between the activities we 

completed and their relevance to the strategy. 
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• The need to prioritise the priorities and assign a number to them was not explained, 

questions about prioritising were dismissed, the second roundtable was very loosely 

managed. 

• It seemed to me the format was comfortable and familiar for people who had 

worked in the community sector or public service. It was very quick process with 

not much time to go deep or specific. Not much work done to address epistemically 

injustice (I say that with an understanding that addressing that meaningfully is 

ALOT of work and no one ever has funding or time to really think about it!) 

• Unsure. 

• Insufficient time. 

• Knowing what’s out there. 

• It was a good forum for people to come together and exchange views, values and 

information. 

• Please leave it to the bureaucrats to write 'The Vision'; all the correct terminology 

was used- respect, empathy, dignity, equality etc... People who have the 

experiences need a voice. They have many invaluable and real contributions to 

offer. 

• The ranking process was very poorly organised. There was no easy way to compare 

items with each other, which is essential in a ranking exercise. The directions as to 

coloured sticky notes weren't clear and neither was there a sheet of directions. 

• Level of knowledge of facilitators and mix of activities to develop desired 

outcomes. 

• If the aim is to have consumer and carers participate genuinely, then more effort 

must be made to set things up so they have more time to consider options. It would 

also help if guidance was given on terminology, requirements and expectations 

before each workshop activity to the whole meeting otherwise people unused to this 

type of prioritisation get lost in the detail or caught on the unpalatable bureaucratic 

terminology used. 

• While it is important to set goals for 2024, it would have been nice to leave the 

session with some concrete actions that people could begin trying straight away. 

• I valued the lived experience story telling being shared and that there was a mix of 

experiences present in the variety of people. It was helpful to have cross sector 

discussion. 
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• The discussion was rigorous, future focused, positive and realistic. 

• It was well organised and respectful of the views of all workshop participants. 

• Time, it's so short. Group movement, good. 

Case 2: OFS 

 

• There were no roadblocks and it was direct with very little delay or interference. 

• There was expertise in the room that wasn't effectively taped into. Quite a bit of 

time at tables was spent explaining what already exists to support people 

impacted by DV who experience financial and /or housing stress. 

• I felt it was rushed, with no real facts/data to back-up the merit of each idea.  I 

appreciate there is a time limit, but I'm not sure what is next. 

• I would have appreciated having some facilitation during the 'opportunity' 

codesign process, given dynamics in the group I was in. Unfortunately, members 

of the group also had to leave at midday. 

• The structure, speed and support. the enthusiasm. 

• I didn't like it because I felt like it was a high school retreat, but the process was 

very well organised and I appreciate that it ran to a tight schedule. I appreciate 

that ACT Gov is trying new things for this challenging issue. 

• The time spent to define the solution- The session could have benefited from 

reinforcing participants should focus on a solution, rather than system-level 

reform. It was very big picture at times, which made it challenging to come up 

with a clearly defined solution. The moderators adapted to this in the second half 

of the day which was helpful.  

• I was extremely concerned that apart from highlighting the work that DVCS do, 

participants weren't given any information on what supports there are for women 

and children escaping DV and/or wanting to maintain their existing tenancies.  I 

felt that it did participants no favours when asked to codesign improvements to 

the system.  Participants were also told that after the domestic violence crisis 

response, there is no support for women in the ACT.  This is not an accurate 

portrayal of the domestic violence service system. 

• The outcomes 

• We were able to establish some fundamental rules in order to have a decent 

"product". 
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• A well planned, well facilitated codesign process. 
 

Case 3: APS 

• I really enjoyed the process. Facilitators and access to information (readings, 

people) was excellent. Would've been great if we had more time to 

discuss/consider. 

• The facilitators did an excellent job of keeping the group focused for the entire day. 

The clear task directions and timeframes meant that the day was streamlined and 

everyone operated effectively. 

• I found the artificial mixing and pushy facilitators quite annoying - but probably 

necessary. 

• The forum was very well facilitated. I appreciate the focus at the start on 

collaborative decision-making, as well as the guide to critical thinking and 

addressing biases. 

• High quality facilitation, expert speakers, great format and agenda, quality of other 

participants very high. 

• Great facilitators, and participants were really engaged. 

• Process was well run and gave an opportunity for everyone, despite the time limit. 

• The spirit in which participant's views were valued and incorporated. 

• The process was smooth, flexible and facilitators were very experienced and 

professional. Also loved the context setting with eminent persons. 

• Being actively engaged but comfortable in the process. 

• Process was good, participants were involved. 

• I found the deliberation process quite different to other seminars/learning 

opportunities that I had participated in before. It was a good way to find a 

consensus in the room and I valued the quality of the facilitators and their methods. 

• Difficult to manage such a broad range of experiences in the room. Probably took a 

bit too long over the basics. 

Case 4: YA 

• I enjoyed meeting other people my age, who share my interests. The conversation 

was good, and I also enjoyed the chance to put my views forward. 

• It was a very good environment where we were able to speak our minds. 

• Engaging. 
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• Engaging with the views of other young people, being able to understand and 

discuss those views in a safe space. 

• Been able to communicate my concerns. 

• It was fun. 

• Great organisation and topics. 

• There were engaging discussions. 

• The inclusive atmosphere and the implied importance of why we were there. 

• Information sharing. 

• Any chance to get them involved is good. 

• I thought it was a great chance for everyone to voice their opinions. I thought the 

structure worked fairly well. I do think more follow up would be great 

- i.e. the Youth Advisory Council releasing info on if any of the 

recommendations that went to the Legislative Assembly occurred. 

• I would have loved some positions to actually show up and let the youth know they 

care. 

Case 5: MS 

• Expert facilitation, great venue, reasonable attendance of a cross section of 

community. 

• We were broken into groups with different issues and I felt that we all contributed 

positively to those topics. 

• The broad representation and views. 

• Open discussion panels. 

• The Location. The Brand name. 

• The interaction with the CALD community. 

• It was very time consuming when working full time. 

• I thought the initial discussions with the consultant who was working on the project 

was very useful. As was the focus group afternoon that I attended. It was 

disappointing that on the final day, the Summit day, that all of that previous work 

was seemingly disregarded by the facilitators at that event. This meant that 

participants were not building on the work done before, but instead airing the same 

ideas, grievances, etc. again and we were starting from scratch in each session. 

Also, on that day, the idea of building on each of the 3 sessions didn't seem popular, 
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so each group I found myself in, was ignoring what came before even on that day, 

so I suspect the final outcome doesn't really reflect what was shared and discussed 

earlier that day, let alone all the work done in focus groups before that. That said, 

I'm not sure the winnowing down of ideas into a few from all that were shared 

earlier would result in anything useful either - too many excellent and worthy ideas 

get lost in the process. 

• I enjoyed hearing from the keynote speakers. However, I did not derive much from 

the individual workshops. 

• Well balanced. 

• Reporting back and the executive summary. 

• Good written material, clear directions on the day, active engagement of the 

Multicultural Advisory Council. 

• The small group discussion summary/consolidation process led to too much rich 

content being lost. 

• The 'speed dating' approach meant that many good ideas were left out of discussion 

or were ruled out by louder people with a single view they wanted included - this 

was not managed well in the facilitation. In fact, the facilitators did not facilitate. 

• It was well run and facilitated. 

• Willingness of participates, venue. 

• Too much moving about the venue. 

• There was a lot of talk--platitudes, mostly--but there didn't seem to be overly much 

commitment to action beyond lip service. 

• I would prefer a more central location likes Civic so people of less mobility means 

can attend. 

Case 6: HBE 

 

• The group came together as a team with acknowledgment of other people’s 

different views. 

• Excellent structure!  

• The facilitation was excellent in the path that it trod. However, we were led to not 

provide detail (considered as 'How'), but rather to restrict ourselves to a broader 

'what'. Feedback from the council to the provisional report was that in many 

places the detail was so lacking that it didn't give them anything to work with. 
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For example, 'Provide more waste bins, BBQ areas, toilets and seats", "Tell us 

where you want them and why" (Not literal quotes - but in essence that was the 

sentiment. You can check the feedback from the council if you need to interpret 

this yourself. 

• For such a massive impact on the Fraser Coast Region it needed more 

professional attendances on some aspects of discussions. There was not enough 

time to put in more than one additive idea (if you wished to) in the form of 

Minority Reports. There were no reasons allowed to accompany group decisions 

made on why that decision was a negative or a positive. Other options that 

produced itself that could have helped to solve some of the issues in discussion 

(erosion for example) could not be detailed fleshed out or alternative suggestions 

to be put in for Council to investigate. Some people lacked the ability to be 

internet users and this could have been a more positive interaction in between 

meetings, especially when it was two weeks apart. 

• The way it was professionally presented and run.  

• A strong and high level of competence displayed by the facilitators in collating 

the ideas to arrive at the final result. 

• The time taken to discuss all ideas & the method used to determine the result ie 

when final decisions were made 80 % of participants were in agreement to reach 

a final outcome. 

• The processes that were used ensured every panel member had the opportunity to 

input.  They did not at any time try to influence the decisions that were made and 

engaged on a level that panel members with no previous experience were taken 

on the journey in a simple and seamless way. 

• How the many different ideas and opinions were pulled together into a cohesive 

plan.  

• It was amazing how the presenters were able to get such a diverse group of 

people to work together mostly harmoniously and actually achieve a cohesive 

outcome. 

• 90% of the panel were there for the right reasons, to create a better Hervey Bay. 

The facilitators were exceptional.  

• They were very welcoming and explained every part of the process well.  



Nicole Moore, Institute of Governance and Policy Analysis, University of Canberra 

248 
 

• As I have worked in government and been involved in policy in Corrections and 

security improvements within the position that I held before retirement. 

• The manner it was run. 

• The facilitation in itself was first class, but the approach to producing the report 

didn't match council's expectations on the content with respect to the level of 

detail and supporting aspects. 

• There was little consideration given to the 'next 20 years' aspect, mostly people 

were focused on the' now'. 

• I felt that some individual views were perhaps not discussed enough in the group 

situation.  

• MosaicLab! Their team did an awesome job guiding and training us. 

• The way the facilitating team pulled it all together in good time after much 

consultation. 

• Very impressed with the standard of the process by the facilitators.  

• Excellent facilitators. 
 

Case 7: OFW 

• Well organised event. 

• Lack of specific inclusion of youth voices, including the voices of girls (always 

referencing women). My background is in the youth space and I have to admit that I 

nearly left part way though because I didn't feel like I was adding any value - no 

separation between the volunteer sector and industry itself - No consideration of 

gender diversity (although not sure that was the plan) - diversity and accessibility 

should be designed into everything, 

• Every step of the process and every outcome, no exceptions - no discussion of 

advocacy. 

• Well run, inclusive and considered all views - achieved actions at the end. 

• Meeting ran to time, opportunity to participate. 

• I was the event organiser and everything ran so smoothly that I was able to operate 

sound for all the speakers and shoot 360 photos without being called away to put 

out any fires - this is pretty unheard of in the land of event management. 

• The brilliant combination of speakers (very diverse) and hands-on opportunities to 

discuss and input collaboratively. 
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• Diverse group of women and combination of activities and listening to panel and 

presentations. 

• Fairly well organised, good diversity in the room. Could have been better 

signposted for activities, sometimes conflicting direction was given. Would have 

been good to choose multiple goals to participate in for last activity, this would 

have ensured more diversity in each room. 

• The advice that there is no additional money to enact any of the actions arising 

from the Summit was discouraging and made it feel like it was unlikely that much 

change would be achieved as a result of the second action plan. 

• It was very well organised and facilitated. It was a good mixture of listening, 

speaking in small groups in both general and more detailed terms. 

• Well facilitated, however the event felt somewhat rushed and we perhaps needed 

more time for targeted discussion on priority areas. Also, as a person from a 

migrant background I was concerned that the MC mispronounced the names of one 

of the MACW members incorrectly twice (and did not attempt to correct). It might 

seem like a small thing but it is incredibly frustrating that women from CALD 

backgrounds have to deal with this all the time. MCs should be briefed on 

pronunciation of names. 

• I liked post-it-note facilitation session of 5 priority areas. 

• Late receipt of the discussion paper was a problem but otherwise well managed, 

good speakers and good process. 

• Organisation of the summit and facilitation of the material was relaxed, open, 

unrushed. This gave time in a truly feminine kind of manner to engage and to 

respond and to mingle and not feel as if one was simply ticking boxes. 

• I thought the Summit was well planned and achieved some fantastic results. 

• It was very well facilitated. 

• The participation. But having no budget to work with in the SMART goals planning 

was hard. 

• Overall, it was extremely well organised and the process allowed for diverse views 

to quickly be heard and collated in order to inform actions for the plan. However, a 

post-it-note that I wrote went into the wrong room/was collated into the wrong 

category. This in itself is not troubling, however it means that this issue may not 

have been addressed. 
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• Good facilitator, well attended by govt people, great food, well organised. 

• Process was good but the facilities were below expectation. 

• Great chance to meet others, big turnout, bus between Ainslie Football Club and the 

Rex was very convenient. 

• Interesting keynote, interactive nature of the summit, networking and conversations 

with community sector and government colleagues, diverse representation at the 

summit, well-structured agenda and workshop sessions. 

• The process - I noted that it allowed some very important issues and options for 

vulnerable women (particularly ATSI women and women in the AMC) to disappear 

from sight with the voting process. 

• This was the most horribly disempowering event I've been to for some time. We 

were supposed to make constructive, innovative suggestions – then we found out 

we weren't allowed to suggest anything that would cost the government money. I 

mean - seriously - how bloody serious are you about gender equality???? Of 

COURSE it costs money! So does access to housing - you can't ask for suggestions 

without considering FUNDING! 

• I was expecting a woman's summit to be a feminist process. Instead the facilitator 

constrained our ideas and discussion by using tired out processes that have evolved 

out of masculine neo-liberal approaches that require women's collective ideas and 

action to be constrained within boxes. I also found it patronising - how many 

women would not know what SMART objectives are by now they have been 

around for such a long time. Not only that, the process was based on coming up 

with an excessive amount of ideas that it turns out there are no new resources to put 

towards the ideas - so what was the point of so many high-level women spending a 

day to give ideas that can't be implemented? I would have liked more content like 

the 50/50 foundation presentation to update my knowledge on the latest research 

and time for DEEP networking and discussion with people with similar topic 

interests. There is a lot of value in enabling women the time and space to get 

together - but I think the purpose of the day was misguided. If the office for women 

really needs ideas for how to implement the action plan, formats such as citizen 

juries would be better to ensure evidence informed action rather than constrained 

tick the box ideas that don't lead to substantive change. If the purpose is to get a 

large group of women together to network then allow time for information updates 
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and networking, if the purpose is consultation about action plans then do this in a 

way that limits the number of ideas to ones that can actually be resourced and used 

- a large group facilitation method is not appropriate for that. 

• The process was really clear, and I think provided outputs which will be useful for 

creating clear actions, which are thorough and provide a call to arms, against clear 

actions rather than having a wish list of things we could fix. 

• A feeling that the same things are being said year after year (e.g. that Directorates 

should use a gendered lens to view all changes, plans and decisions) and not being 

acted on made me dissatisfied and frustrated. I also was frustrated by the SMART 

action that said it should require no new funding. Why on Earth not? 

• I thought the facilitation was OK but a little patronising. I'm sure most people in 

that room had been involved in some form of a 'world cafe' process before - we 

know how to use sticky notes and we know what SMART goals mean. this is 

hardly new. 

• Well organised and structured, not too long in any one forum or listening to one 

speaker so able to stay engaged and interested all day. 

• The great group of people who came together and shared their concerns and 

knowledge and worked collaboratively with others in a fair and just manner, with 

respect. Respect for each other was a very important factor of the summit. 

• The MC was good, the setting and organisation was satisfactory, the feed-in was 

executed through written words and only heard a few actual voices. 

• I appreciated the variety of activities and the opportunity to hear from others at my 

table. 

• The teams from each area ran it like clockwork, it enabled a fluidity of discussion 

whilst encouraging outcomes to be achieved within tight timeframes. 

• The prog was well designed and tried to capture inputs from most of the 

participants present. 

• Very well organised and run, great speakers, great food, diversity of people. 

• It was well planned and prepared. 

• The flow of the program. The expert panel and Yvette’s active participation. 

• The highly organised manner in which the summit was conducted and significant 

expertise of attendees. 
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• It was well run and organised. Knew what was expected on the day. The agenda 

was too late. 

• Well organised with an authentic and informed process. 

• Well organised and focussed outcomes. 

• My level of satisfaction was negatively impacted by feeling ignored in table 

discussions in Task 2. 

• Good range of activities, presentations and breaks. 

• A great facilitation design that ensured that everyone was heard and that no one 

particular point of view dominated discussions. 

 

 

Box J3: Qualitative responses related to equality 

What influenced how well you felt listened to, respected and able to contribute to 

discussions? 

Case 1: OMH 

• Hostility from another lived experience participant. 

• I was treated as though I had something to offer the workshop. 

• Plenty of time for group discussion. 

• The size of the group was perhaps too large for creating a discussion where 

everyone could be heard. 

• Group dynamics - there are always people who are more dominant in groups. 

Assumptions in terms of language and knowledge. 

• The group I was in for the second session was excellent we had a lot of fun 

exploring different ideas. This happened because we listened to each other and 

respected different points of view. 

• It is impossible in the situation we were in to be able to contribute equally. There 

was not enough time, the layout was not conducive to being heard and to clarify 

points, to see what was being written/be able to expand/not duplicate. 

• The table groups were willing to listen to the perspective of others - not dominated 

by any one person. 

• The second part of the workshop, the mapping exercise was good and collected 

useful data. 
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• Whilst I didn't actually engage in the panel conversation (I had to leave a little bit 

early) I would have been able to ask questions to be involved in the discussion. 

• I would say there was a solution focused take on the day, so it was easier to discuss 

the way we wanted the system to look then to discuss the problems people had with 

it. That was highly useful in keeping discussion on track. Everyone participating 

was very considerate as well. 

• The respectful attitudes of the people at the table. 

• Members of each of the tables I sat at welcomed contributions from all. 

• The people at the tables, and the opportunity to contribute to ranking priorities, and 

a vision statement at the table. 

• I was not very well at the time and had a lot of anxiety. I felt overwhelmed by the 

noise, and how cramped the room was feeling like I had to participate in a group 

discussion when I might have been more able to contribute useful things if I had 

time to think alone. I did feel respected and listened to but not able to articulate 

myself. 

• Facilitators were good value. 

• Some very vocal individuals at the table who were disruptive. 

• See above comment. 

• To hear people’s opinions. 

• Being with like-minded people 

• My concerns were passed over in order to simply get back to writing on paper, 'The 

Vision'!! A 'Word-fest'; plausible, generalisations that sound good. 

• On paper that all bureaucracies write. We need to listen to those who have 'walked 

the walk' and to heed THEIR concerns !! 

• Active listening skills of facilitators and participants. 

• Coordinators were good but some individuals present were harder to work with- 

this is inevitable of course. The points above may assist in future. 

• The other people who made up my table/s were all very engaged and positive and 

solutions focused. 

• Group activities. 

• In each group people were very inclusive and ensured everyone had the opportunity 

to contribute. It was a 'safe' and respectful place to share ideas and experiences. 
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• The facilitators seemed genuine in their desire to hear from all workshop 

participants. 

• Manner of authority people. Our information was collected. 

Case 2: OFS 

• Some members of my team were more respectful when it came to listening and 

understanding other ideas. however not all members of the group would allow for 

an opinion or suggestion different to theirs. 

• The structure of the discussion 

• As above, I did not feel the work that the domestic violence service sector 

(including my agency) was recognised or respected. I have since written to Jo 

Woods and feel confident that they are taking my concerns seriously. 

• I think the "do something by yourself then bring it to the group" format was 

excellent for ensuring everyone's views were heard. 

• I believe my perceived age and work expertise (particularly noting I have an 

operational role, not a finance role) meant that some of my input was not 

necessarily taken on board. 

• The only difficulties were as above, related to the dynamics within the codesign 

group, particularly with regards to the eventual outcome. 

• I was disappointed with the attitude of the representative in my group from the 

domestic violence sector. She had a singular view and was not willing to appreciate 

reality from a commercial business perspective. She cut people off if their opinion 

differed from hers and she was aggressive with her opinion. This attitude meant that 

a number of participants in the group remained silent and rolled their eyes 

whenever she spoke. I would have preferred if she had respect for all perspectives 

and we were able to work through potential regulatory roads blocks - because we 

all participated in good faith and want to contribute to making these processes 

easier. 

• Table group was very respectful. Lots of opportunities were provided to contribute. 

• The positive workflow and participants in the groups. 

Case 3: APS 

• The way the deliberation was run, including it not being a large group to begin 

with, but also then breaking out into smaller groups. 
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• I know I was among the younger and least experienced participants in the group 

however everyone was very respectful and I felt confident enough to actively 

contribute to the discussion throughout the whole day. This was great because I was 

quite well-read in the topic and felt I had a lot of insights to offer combined with 

my practical experience. 

• Some people dominated - as always. 

• I think being able to have small group, and individual feedback exercises (e.g. 

getting a chance to individually comment on proposals) helped ensure no one could 

get crowded out by solely having group discussions. 

• The fellow jurors appeared to be intelligent, high performing public servants who 

knew how to work together in groups. 

• The process allowed sufficient time for everyone to provide their views. 

• The facilitators did an excellent job with ensuring everyone had an opportunity to 

contribute. 

• ? views respected. 

• Attitude of participants, supported by sessions outlining how to work. 

• People were pretty respectful and encouraging others to speak. The format also 

allowed me to speak with most people throughout the day and you weren't stuck 

working with the same people. 

Case 4: YA 

• We didn’t have much time to offer ideas within the process, and it turned out that 

the core members had already devised their ideas. So this took away from my 

feeling of contribution a bit. 

• The fact that I was listened to and got to share my ideas. 

• Everyone wanted to listen and was already engaged. 

• The young people were really engaged and were open to discussion so I tried to 

incorporate all ideas as much as possible in the forum and report. 

• The facilitators really engaged with us and when it came to feedback time our 

views were heard. 

• I helped facilitate it. 

• Supportive team leader. 

• There was always time to say my opinions. 
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• Everyone was polite and it was a friendly & amicable atmosphere. 

• I was running the Mental Health subgroup - so I was mostly trying to make sure 

others felt heard. 

Case 5: MS 

• My ability to convey views is quite high, so I was not challenged on this. The 

process also allowed fairly open and democratic discussions and participation. 

• I had a great chance to speak, write and present in all those sessions. 

• Own confidence on speaking out on important issues and the platform was good. 

• There were times when the facilitators took too much time and did not facilitate 

discussion. 

• Mostly the Forum is Planned and Organised for Trained Personalities. 

• The outcome of the plan I didn't feel reflected many of those discussions. 

• See my response to the question above, plus... It seemed that some people had their 

own agendas and were determined to get these out without considering what the 

instructions for that activity were and without looking at what we were meant to be 

building on. Those with the biggest agendas tended to be loudest and most 

assertive. This only related to the final Summit day - the focus groups were much 

better facilitated, the one I attended was and I heard from others that they felt the 

same. 

• People were quite receptive and friendly. 

• My contributions were written down and presented together with the contributions 

from the other group members. 

• Clear directions, active process that sought engagement from all. 

• Who was in the group discussions I was in + plus the design of the process which 

eliminated ideas really quickly and made people compete on the ideas for inclusion. 

• The facilitation was excellent. 

• People "genuinely" asking questions. 

• Always happy to hear a range of views. 

• The forum was truly open, welcoming, and inclusive. 

• The well-trained facilitators would be prepared to let participants have their fair 

share of contribution in terms of times, space and place, eg, not allowing 1 or 2 

persons dragging boringly on and on but getting nowhere. 
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Case 6: HBE 

• I think there was a fair amount of information that didn't download through the 

portal, a number of people including me spent quite a bit of time answering and 

adding to the online portal, however it wasn't included. It also felt that the last 

weekend was a bit too rushed. 

• I had a lot to ask/present but so did others. There seemed a tendency towards some 

favouritism in the group dynamics some of the time. 

• The other panel members and the breaking up into small groups to converse. 

• Everyone was 'well behaved' in this respect. 

• We worked as a team and gave each other that respect. 

• Not everyone was as open minded as they could have been. I put this down to the 

age differences in the group. 

• Thankfully the group was open to listen to everyone’s ideas which in turn made you 

want to interact more within the group. 

• 90% of the panel were on the same page, a few very knowledgeable articulate 

persons who were able to dissect and reassemble ideas quickly allowing the rest to 

understand issues/obstacles to ideas put forward. 

• We briefly went over some group and communication skills but these could have 

been practised a little more as some people were not used to working with others. 

• Exactly that. I was listened to and treated with respect. 

• MosaicLab ensured the process kept on track, they managed to contain people with 

a lot of views and by using small groups discussions throughout every part of the 

process they ensured all people felt empowered to contribute. 

• The method by which the facilitators gave everyone time to speak, but still 

controlled the discussions within time limits given for each step of the process. 

• Outgoing personalities and involvement of the facilitators made the group feel very 

much at ease. 

• No one talked down to you and gave respect to your views. 

• The interaction of small group to large group helped the participants to interact and 

learn a bit about each other however group work in small groups did not allow for 

an overall result as issues were changed without discussion and many details and 

ideas were lost or not respected. 
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• People's behaviour, and the responses made and the extent to which my ideas were 

incorporated (sometimes). 

• Facilitators gave all a chance to speak and reflected those comments back to show 

they were understood. 

• The guidelines of our facilitators made this possible. 

Case 7: OFW 

• Being talked over a LOT in the final session where we were writing down ideas on 

the bits of paper - table set up made it difficult to chat to fellow table members - not 

having people's orgs/ titles on their name tags was a good way to make everyone 

more equal, but made it harder to network. 

• Adequate time allocated for discussions. Respectful participants. 

• Structure of working groups and size. 

• I wasn't directly involved in discussion but I observed people in every breakout 

room. They seemed relaxed and energised and they welcomed me taking photos 

which means that they felt unselfconscious. 

• A feeling that perspectives and ideas were heard. 

• Everyone was open and respectful and really happy to be engaging with so many 

committed women. 

• The consultation process was clear and there was enough time to have my say. 

• Group members were all friendly and polite/open to ideas. 

• Large number of participants meant that participation was limited but worthwhile. 

• World cafe style consultation was good and setting the 'ground rules' before 

discussions. 

• There was a sense of community that enabled all participants to contribute at the 

level most suited to them. Discussion, forum, brainstorming and formalizing; group 

consensus, as well as the capacity to put forward an idea on an individual basis. 

• There was plenty of time to work on the key areas. 

• General vibe. 

• The self-facilitated discussions at tables. 

• Process and people engaged. 

• Relationships with sector and people at the table. 
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• Despite not having a table to sit at, I still was able to contribute in the bigger group 

discussions. 

• Other attendees. 

• Group facilitation, conversation patterns at the table. 

• Smaller group discussions were an excellent way for everyone to have their views 

heard and to facilitate robust discussion. 

• At the detailed sessions the presence of several male Directorate staff who took 

over the writing and decision making for the results of one group - and dismissed 

the concerns and input of the only 2 non-Government women at that table. 

• There were FAR too many ACT Government reps there - and hardly any 

community members or not-for-profit representatives. Once I identified myself as a 

person representing a not-for-profit - literally nobody spoke to me. 

• Women still need to learn about active listening, women can still be dominators in 

conversations. The timing also pushed people towards an outcome. If the purpose 

of the day had been about deep discussion and deliberation then I'm sure women 

would have found the time to listen to each other. 

• The small table sizes were the right size and the ability to pick a focus area of 

interest also helped. 

• Oh there was never any doubt that a room full of women from community services 

would be appropriately respectful. If anything, it was overdone. 

• Falling over ourselves to include everyone (except men of course). 

• Great group of fellow participants and interested to hear what others had to say too. 

• The care and concern of those I met in reply to my life and community experience 

regarding mental health, risks of homelessness, welfare, newstart, disabilities and 

most importantly me as a carer (personal and professionally). 

• The vibe in the room was warm and safe. 

• All participants were respectful of each other and consciously inclusive. 

• I was able to talk and discuss at my table and thankfully the prog design provided 

space for it. 

• Not much. My suggestion was not valued and recorded. 

• Points expressed taken on board. 

• Being spoken over and ignored. 



Nicole Moore, Institute of Governance and Policy Analysis, University of Canberra 

260 
 

• Individuals. 

• The supportive process of drawing out the views of softer-spoken participants. 

 

Box J4: Qualitative responses related to trust 

What influenced your level of trust in the legitimacy of the codesign process to influence 

decision making? 

Case 1: OMH 

• This is my first experience of such a process and I'm not sure what to expect. I don't 

know what happens in the event of contradictory feedback. There was a complete 

breakdown in the process on my table, so getting consensus across such a diverse 

group will not be easy. 

• All too often I have seen politics and budgets get in the way. 

• There are many consultation processes conducted but, in the end, implementation is 

largely hindered by political appetite and lack of resources from the 

Commonwealth. 

• I believe that codesign is a legitimate approach. However, I am not sure that current 

Government processes and funding will truly allow the space, time and capacity to 

truly achieve honest codesign and co-production. 

• There were a lot of great ideas which require follow through and sometimes time 

does not allow for this to happen. 

• The proof will be in what happens going forward. The workshop was essentially a 

consultation process, codesign is tricky and more complicated. The Office should 

be sure it has a clear definition of what they mean by codesign to guide the process 

with more clarity. 

• Whatever ideals were articulated, priorities were not identified. Current issues were 

not explained and plans established to address them. The fact that public servants 

are overseeing mental 'health' services that are subject to government processes and 

budget constraints is not a good start. You are talking about people’s lives and how 

families are affected, and how life needs to continue, and regardless of supports 

available, the journey is ongoing, personal and lonely. Far too little commitment to 

prevention of mental health issues. Services must also have continuity and follow 

up – not piecemeal, withdrawn arbitrarily, or subject to 'one-size-fits-all' policy. 
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Nursing staff in mental health units need much better training and communication 

skills. 

• The operational and political realities will need to be considered and factored in. 

• The way the process was articulated in the first part, particularly how what was 

appropriate to be spoken about was limiting/ potentially silencing of the lived 

experience voice in the room. Secondly the workshop was set out in such a way that 

lived experience was captured in the centre of the room. Not helpful. 

• I think the process is excellent, I am not sure how everything is going to come 

together. A big challenge. 

• Experience. Also, the discussions we had were beautiful and visionary, however we 

have been working for almost a decade now to simply get a doctor/nurse to tell a 

carer basic information that they have consent to give and yet this consistently does 

not happen. It is in legislation and all policy documentation for staff to include 

carers and they still do not do this. So to me we don't need more facilities yet, we 

don't need more money thrown at it for no reason, we need people who work in the 

sector to do their jobs, work with each other, and treat people with respect. That 

seems to be hard enough already. So it's not so much that I question the ability to 

influence decisions high up, it’s the ability for these decisions to have any on the 

ground. 

• Impact for people. 

• I trust that it will be as poor as usual and unduly influenced by people with an 

illness and who are very high functioning. The needs of very ill people will be 

ignored as has happened in recent years. the inappropriate use of the adjective 

"mental" will continue and the severe illnesses will be trivialised and sanitised. 

Preference will be given to conditions that are little more than mildly distressing 

reactions to normal life events. 

• There is still a lot of uncertainty. I would like to have some ideas on which to 

comment rather than try to design something from scratch. 

• It appears to be a difficult balance between community engagement and the need 

for clear government priorities. 

• Past experience. 

• I don't trust a codesign process that doesn't address the power dynamics that pre-

exist the process. I've never seen it done. But I also don't know a lot about this 
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process in particular so I'm making assumptions based on my experience of other 

processes. 

• This was not a codesign process in its true form. 

• Experience that not all views can be incorporated. 

• I should feel cynical I guess working in the system but I know that basically every 

single person who was at the workshop was there because they wanted to be and 

they cared and wanted to make the system better for consumers/clients/pts, staff 

and carers/families. I certainly trust the people! 

• I am probably cynical, but until the way funding is changed, I don't think a lot of 

other things will. 

• I felt it was a 'token' gesture to involve the community. Even our minister was more 

involved on his phone! 

• The realpolitik of any government process limits codesign. Nevertheless, it is very 

worthwhile seeking a diversity of views and I congratulate the Office of MH&W 

for pursuing it. 

• History of having participated in similar style workshops in other health sectors 

with little outcome and change at the end. 

• It can be hard to translate goals set in a codesign process to the real world. 

• Seeing the timeline and process for how the information gathered at the workshop 

will be used. 

• Past experience with government processes. 

• The work done by the facilitators so far, the inclusion of contributions from a very 

varied group of people, the shared vision we seemed to have for a mentally well 

community. 

• As described above, the facilitators seemed genuine in their desire to incorporate 

feedback from all participants. 

• As answer to question 10. 

Case 2: OFS 

• Having the right people in the room with an understanding of the issues and from a 

range of areas who can provide input. 

• Perhaps the distrust in government institutions and their capacities (both in term of 

commitment and resources available) to take decisions. 
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• Different organisations collaborating 

• The outcomes 

• As above 

• I got the impression that Gov has already decided where they wanted to 

reform/fund things, however I did feel they were open to ideas re further details etc 

and eager to see what came out of the process. 

• As someone who had no prior knowledge of the Hub the explanation of how it was 

formed and why gave me reason to believe that it would be more than just a 

discussion and hope. 

• I think that there is tremendous legitimacy of working within a codesign process as 

long as all members respect each other's ideas and thoughts. 

• There is clarity about whether, or not, any further resources (i.e. $$) can be 

obtained in the furthering of plans 

• These were simply ideas by people who were not necessarily in positions where 

they can make such decisions on behalf of their organisations/departments. 

• I hope that the process will influence but there was very little information provided 

around time frames, next steps or availability of funding to implement the chosen 

opportunities. 

• I have no reason to expect otherwise. 

Case 3: APS 

• I think the process will at least indirectly influence decisions as the report will spark 

discussion about key considerations. 

• I think the fact that the project made a significant resource commitment by bringing 

together a wide group of public servants, plus very senior former public servants 

and academics shows that it was not just another "talkfest" - there have already 

been plenty of those.  

• Trust is a complex issue and addressing it requires the bottom-up solutions that 

come from a deliberative process, so even the commitment to the method shows 

that it is being taken seriously. 

• I have limited faith in the manner of dealing with such processes by secretaries. 

• I don’t question the legitimacy of the process or the best endeavours of those 

involved, but I remain unconvinced that any change will actually result. 
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• It felt like it wasn't rigged in advance, and everyone got a chance to have their say. 

Plus, I felt like when I changed my views or adjusted them, based on what others 

were saying, it didn't feel forced but rather natural and rational, if that makes sense. 

Different dynamic to debating. 

• I think the recommendations were too low level; and didn't take into account any 

negative impact that the APS has played in destroying trust. 

• I am confident the process provided high quality recommendations, but there are 

external factors that we can't control that might impact the final decision-making 

process. 

• I hope the outcomes influence decisions but there's a lot more to the decision-

making on these issues than this process! I trust that the process has led to good 

outcomes and recommendations. 

• Been around too long! Just before an election the focus of decision makers is 

elsewhere. 

• Uncertain if the ideas will cut through. 

• I feel that the deliberation process was legitimate but I am unsure if our report will 

ultimately change outcomes when it reaches the Secretaries Board 

Case 4: YA 

• Everything else aside, I'm friends with a minister. 

• I don’t know if there were enough people involved to make the government care a 

great amount. 

• I feel as though the Government SHOULD listen to the ideas presented from the 

Youth Assembly as they are ideas put forward by the young people of 

• Canberra. 

• I guess it feels like young people don’t have a lot of influence. 

• I have high expectations of the act government. 

• Youth councils can hold them accountable. 

• There is already action by the gov in response to suggestions. 

• Organizers were listening to our needs. 

• I was frustrated that some of the MLAs were not in the chamber to hear the 

recommendations. 

• No one was there to show us this. 
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Case 5: MS 

• Trust may not be the best term to use, nevertheless, as with any consultation 

process with competing voices in a complex environment, influencing decision 

making will always vary. Some views get more traction than others or attempting to 

achieve all desired outcomes is not possible. In turn, participants trust varies also. 

• I felt that the organisers put in a great effort to do this multicultural summit and that 

they would make it worthwhile by submitting those results. 

• Hope. 

• The level of discussion and allowing participants to speak openly and freely. 

• More or less, it was directed toward needs, wants, desires. 

• Seeing the outcome of the work plan. 

• My response to this is influenced by my disappointment with the process and the 

poor facilitation on the day. I didn't trust that the facilitators would create a report 

out of that day that would be meaningful. The report that we started with that day 

was much more useful. 

• The ACT government is well respected for its genuine interest and focus in relation 

to enhancing the region's multicultural participation. I believe strongly that this 

genuine intention is the key reason why the process will be taken into consideration 

in coming to decisions. 

• Compiling the final summary of all group contributions. 

• So much of the consolidation and discernment work was inside government and not 

fully scrutinized or prioritized by community leaders. 

• The lack of genuine consensus on the right themes coming out and the lack of time 

early to consider and compare different themes. 

• The ability of the Government to provide better opportunity for more meaningful 

engagement with traditional custodians to make sure that they can respectfully 

showcase what's great about living on Ngunnawal Country. Through video, audio 

and sincere acknowledgement. 

• There is so much "consultation" in Canberra that I have begun to wonder how much 

of any feedback is picked up by government. The changes to the bus lines are a 

case in point! 

• The conversation consisted mostly of platitudes. 
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• I do believe it was well planned and prepared for the outcome to happen from 

specific groups and people to take control of the process to influence decisions. 

Case 6: HBE 

• It would be a waste of council funds if we didn't trust the process. 

• Possibly not all major target points were adequately addressed causing oversight of 

important areas of recommendation potential. There was a large slab of 

communication and time spent on traffic issues due to panel concern. Ultimately, 

council engineers will be making ultimate decisions on such issues. 

• The fact that budget was used for the process so if it isn't used it was all a waste. 

• Not so much a matter of trust. I think there seemed to be a consensus with the 

direction council was heading. I guess that's a positive. 

• Things require money, and 20 years is a long time in politics. 

• Council’s approach to the engagement. 

• Call me naïve, but I consider that you have to have faith in the opinions of others. 

• Council staff willingness to help and assist when required. 

• The conversations with council members. 

• The council’s response to the draft document was informative and encouraging. 

• I will always be a little sceptical with councils and the way that they operate. I just 

hope that the panel suggestions will be incorporated into the planning process and 

not be diluted to the point that it is not recognisable. 

• Council will still have the final say on all decisions. Council staff and Councillors 

will change and their values may differ. 

• The freedom given to us to reach consensus and not be influenced by opinions of 

outside authorities. We owned the document. 

• Final comments from the decision makers as to their merit was a heart-felt feeling. 

• Either the Council took on board what we were trying to put forward or it was a 

total lack of Council's time and ours, not to mention the financial costs involved. 

• Determination to work towards positive goals that could be obtained over a 20-year 

period. 

• Cynicism. Also, the way council allocates money to things. 

• Experience in other regions. 
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• Explanation was given to us from the Fraser Coast Regional Council that there will 

be a follow up in 6-7 months-time. 

Case 7: OFW 

• Everyone was given an opportunity to contribute their ideas and to discuss the ideas 

that were raised. 

• There were so many ideas that not all of them can be incorporated. 

• Cross representation of community and high-level interest from Government. 

• Was concerned that no new resources allocated to the strategy, hence some key 

issues won't be addressed or included. 

• The high level of attendance and participation and the high value placed by my 

colleagues at the Office for Women on the input of our attendees. 

• The large cross-section of participants. 

• Fact that the summit was really focused on SMART proposals. 

• See comments above re lack of additional resources 

• I was frustrated by the note on the SMART goal setting exercise where under the 

"Achievable" heading on the table we were asked to complete requested that we 

generate ideas that do not require additional ACT Government funding. This makes 

me not trust that the ACT Government is serious about women's action if it is not 

willing to commit additional funding to achieve equality and access to justice for all 

women. It was extremely disappointing to read this note, particularly when many 

workers in a busy, under-resourced sector have given up their day to donate their 

time to offer solutions and ideas (many which I expect are not new ideas). 

• Quality of presenters/participants and MACW. 

• I work for the ACT Government and understand the commitment of MLAs and 

staff to making change. 

• There was a good sense of transparency that visions needed to be broken down into 

steps/phases/stages with patience and with a long-term view to funding that 

required us to consider a scaffolded, realistic approach to actual change. 

• The wide range of participants and stakeholder involvement. Also, the previous 

track record of the Minister. 

• I hope so but not sure. 
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• 96 out of the 100 previous actions had been commenced - this is better than my 

strategic plan at work! 

• The outcomes proposed requires significant funding into women's issues and this 

has not historically been taken seriously. 

• Seemed to be action driven. 

• While I believe that the ACT Women's Summit will influence decision making, it is 

important that appropriate funding is allocated to actions. Without funding it will be 

difficult to make significant changes. 

• The audience did not include reps from very vulnerable groups - we were mostly 

women who were well off and with no lived experience. 

• It was a load of rot. The minister didn't hang around, the panellists - I counted - one 

of them said 'um' 47 times during her short and irrelevant presentation which was 

all about HER anyway. 

• The fact that all ideas had to be developed within existing resources. The fact that 

the day was closed with a lament that we had too many ideas – just like last time. A 

few evidenced based ideas done well may bring about substantive change, 

otherwise its tinkering around the edges and as the 50/50 foundation presentation 

showed us, gender equality is going backwards in Australia and we face a backlash. 

Tinkering is not going to bring about the change we need. 

• It seemed to be an engaging forum, which, through the use of the SMART actions 

should create tangible pieces of work which will make a difference. 

• Same old, same old, no change. 

• The right people were in the room, well supported by major decision makers and 

policy makers, able to speak honestly and openly as this was welcomed. 

• Minister Yvette Berry who is a woman that is caring and inspirational. Also, having 

been a participant in the Spark Women's Return to Work Program which has 

changed my life and given me a future. 

• Need to have more change agents from outside the given sector who can be 

champions for change in government priorities. 

• The open-endedness of the activities. 

• The idea that the suggestions put forward had to be delivered within existing 

funding parameters devalued the input from the women in attendance- the wording 
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in the SMART framework was not positive in this space and can be seen to 

reinforce the old adage that a women's time was worth less. 

• I hope so and believe it is eventually so. 

• Previous plans have been very high level. I am hoping the SMART approach will 

assist with this. 

• From past experience, people put enormous effort into informing consultations but 

results published don’t always reflect this. 

• Previous experience. 

• The influential speakers, the respect shown to participants by providing such a great 

venue and excellent food and the presence and level of engagement of the Minister 

for Women. 

 

Box J5: Qualitative responses related to agreement 

What influenced your level of agreement with the recommendations developed through the 

engagement process? 

Case 1: OMH 

This question was not asked due to recommendations not being developed within the 

codesign workshops themselves. 

Case 2: OFS 

• I had to leave early so am not sure what recommendations were developed. 

• Fundamental rules and basis for the design. 

• The structure of the process meant that only some of the recommendations were 

fleshed out/ 

• Apologies but I couldn't stay long enough to learn what the recommendation were. 

• I think legislative and privacy restrictions would cause some barriers in 

recommendations being implemented, but all in all I thought all the 

recommendations were excellent. 

• I think that there were some very legitimate ideas that came up through the process. 

Of course, I would like to think that more resources could further these ideas. 

• I felt that a lot of the recommendations seemed to be 'pet' issues that individuals 

wanted to air. I don't necessarily feel it was the right forum to push personal 

agendas. 
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• The only proviso is that many financial institutions have already developed e-

learning modules around DFV and financial hardship and it’s important not to re-

invent the wheel 

• All the outcomes were derived by people who have command of the issues. 

Case 3: APS 

• I generally agree with the recommendations, but with more time, things could have 

been fleshed out a bit more. 

• I had already been involved in a project looking at what the APS could do in a low-

trust environment prior to the deliberation process, so I felt very across the topic. 

The recommendations arising from our project aligned with those that emerged in 

the deliberation process with some pleasing nuances that could lead to lasting 

change. 

• Our consideration and refining was hurried. 

• Would have been great to have more time and exercises to refine the recs, but I'm 

aware that the day was more about demonstrating the process (which it did) and 

everyone acknowledged more time would be handy. 

• As per previous answer. 

• The reality of whether they will / could be implemented, and whether they hit the 

real problems. 

• I agree with most recommendations but question the validity of some in the context 

of the current political environment. 

• That they were developed by a group of smart passionate public servants who know 

their work and how the APS / government system works. 

• I did not agree with emphasis of a few. 

• Not sure some if the recommendations go to trust and concerned there are issues 

that need managing that don't have recommendations to cover them. 

• I mostly agreed with the recommendations. The one on making unclassified data 

available to the public made me uncomfortable. I was influenced that the group had 

different ideas and perspectives and I didn't need to 100% agree with every 

recommendation as my ideas would differ from others. 

• I was influenced by more senior or "sensible" voices in the room of people of 

people I thought were trustworthy. 

Case 4: YA 
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• They were excellent topics that are relevant today. 

• I agree with the process behind developing the ideas and recommendations 

presented at the Youth Assembly and the way in which young people expressed 

their voices and perspectives to hopefully allow a platform for positive social 

action. 

• Because its young people talking from experience. 

• The people involved were all working towards common goals. 

• Great way to engage and listen to youth. 

• Most participants engaged in the sessions and discussions were open and honest. 

• I loved the recommendations! I was pleasantly surprised at how they were slightly 

different to what I expected to hear from everyone. 

Case 5: MS 

• Due to both my participation and observation of the process, I could see how the 

recommendations were achieved so I agree, for the better part with them. In saying 

this however, the plenary session wasn't quite on point, and there is room for 

improvement in coordinating this aspect of the summit. As this is the key point for 

participants to see and value their input. 

• I think the recommendations will strengthen all aspects of multiculturalism in the 

ACT. 

• It is always challenging to represent the diversity of population with limited 

numbers of representatives. In addition, good intent does not always translate into 

good actions. 

• I felt that some of the discussions were not fully discussed. There was too much 

movement between rooms. 

• I do believe in Participation and Inclusion for all and wider Groups. Diversity is 

valued and respected. 

• I think more could have been included in the final work plan. 

• Many of the issues, ideas, opinions, etc. that I heard discussed at the Summit day 

and before this were not represented in those recommendations. 

• Most recommendations were realistic, doable in a timely manner. 

• Some of the final recommendations were developed in the absence of a depth of 

knowledge of the issue. In the final session the work on the recommendations 
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became very specific and detailed which at times was beyond the knowledge 

needed to form them. 

• I liked adoption of the framework for assessing if Canberra is a welcoming 

community. 

• AS above. 

• Mostly to good intentions or at least to pre-planned and prepared impacts. 

Case 6: HBE 

• At 80% agreement, most people should be content that the majority was agreeable 

to the recommendations. 

• I was satisfied with the recommendations and action preferences relevant to flora 

and fauna management for sustainable futures. More emphasis on ecosystem 

change research and monitoring would have been good. This could have included 

human behavioural response also. I was a little concerned about the level of street 

art that was recommended given that we are trying to avoid a commercial 

predominance over natural beauty. 

• Towards the end there were a few very specific ideas that only one or two people 

may have agreed on that snuck their way into the recommendations. 

• Only one that I didn't agree with, but it got passed by majority, so I can accept that. 

There seemed limited opportunity to discuss negatives to some proposals. It was 

easier to put up a new proposal than to remove a bad one. 

• Some of the recommendations weren't worked through in detail - especially the 

traffic aspect. I am pro-lagoon - which ended up as a minority report. 

• Some overall dissatisfaction with level of detail throughout. 

• Some things got into the report that should not. 

• As stated during the process, I agreed with the 80% pass for our points of view. 

• Being part of a whole group, we were able to come to an agreement on the 

recommendations. 

• In a perfect world the recommendations would be valued but money has to come 

from somewhere. 

• This process was a first time for many people, and by the end of day 6 and 

understanding how actions at the beginning of the panel days influenced final 

decisions, many people wished they’d been more assertive or had more strongly 

disagreed with a decision at the beginning and it was only by latter part of the day 
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when people were confident rewording the submission that we wished we’d been 

tougher on earlier ones that we’d agreed to merely because the intent was there. 

• I agreed with most things. My concerns are still with traffic problems and the type 

of tourist development that will be allowed and of course the issue with eyesore 

signage. 

• I agreed with the majority of decisions. Some of my opinions and beliefs I already 

had, others were influenced by my own research and consultation with members of 

the community, sporting organisations and businesses. Also, Council staff and 

external experts that we asked to address the group had influence on my opinions. 

• The methods employed by the facilitators for the group to reach decisions for the 

final recommendation. Processes of elimination, combination of ideas and 

formulation of wording for the final document. 

• The content of the final submission was basic, but direct to the mission’s intent. 

The costs involved are mostly easily met within the budget with the highly desired 

capital projects amortized across the twenty years of the project’s life. 

• There were some points in a few of the proposals that I had reservations about, but 

at the end of the day it's about how the community can benefit from the proposals 

and not what I would have liked personally. 

• Having no choice at times but to live with it as you agreed to some or majority of 

the report. 

• In many cases I agreed with other people from the outset, and in others they 

presented their case sufficiently well to change my opinion, or they changed theirs 

to mine. Nearly everyone was very reasonable all the time. 

• There are always going to be small changes that don't suit everyone. I had a few but 

was happy with the consensus. 

• A large portion of the draft was done by the community panel. 

Case 7: OFW 

• I'm not sure that I totally understand all of the recommendations made - need more 

information. 

• See above, lack of resources. 

• I actually didn't pay much attention to the recommendations - when you're staring 

down a lens, you're really looking at shapes, light and colours. 
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• However, I know that my experience of being a woman is different to other 

people's so I won't agree with the majority on everything. Diversity was a theme of 

the Summit and I think it worked well to make us feel comfortable about our 

differences. 

• Some recommendations were specifically orientated to a particular issue / problem 

rather than at the Whole of Government level. 

• The process. 

• There haven't been any recommendations developed as a result of the summit. I 

often agreed with the ideas I heard on the day, however noted that significant 

change could be a slow process requiring consultation and change management 

with existing services. 

• Unable to comment without having seen the full set of recommendations - 

facilitators for each session only gave an overview. 

• Most common views were reflected in recs. 

• They are well consulted, sensible and achievable. 

• Honesty, Transparency, Integrity. 

• The process was participatory. I didn’t agree with all recommendations as priority 

but respect the process where they were identified. 

• There were a range of perspectives so can't agree with all of them. 

• Although we are women, that doesn’t mean we all agree on the strategies needed to 

take action. So some of the suggestions of my peers were not my priorities or key 

issues. 

• They were worked through by some very knowledgeable and capable people 

represented at the Summit and I have no-doubt they are reflective of the concerns of 

women in the ACT. 

• Subject experts were well represented from across sectors - community, 

government, research. 

• I think some of the most important recommendations were missed because of the 

process for voting which issues got in - majority ruled. and that allowed white 

privilege to dictate the recommendations. 

• After moving into groups to do 'SMART' action plans - my suggestions were 

scrubbed out because they would have cost the government a small amount of 
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money. I felt like this whole thing was rigged, and the people contributing have NO 

idea what the real world is like - all the ACT public servants had nothing to say. 

• The ideas that women had were great. 

• see above 

• I agree with the recommendations. I just don’t see all of them as purely women's 

issues and confining them to women leaves out a lot of people who are suffering 

disadvantage. 

• Some are out of our hands, changes to legislation is with politicians and mandating 

what should be good business practice when a change in attitudes is really what is 

needed to effect change. 

• The willingness of all to come to agreements with assigned tasks on Focus 4 & 

Focus 2. 

• So many recommendations and not all realistic 

• They were excellent, inclusive, broad and innovative. All were written with a 

positive aim. 

• The process which lead to recommendation was consultative. 

• Overall, we are getting there. 

• I’m not aware of all recommendations. 

• Previous experience. 

• My personal experience of the Summit. 
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