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Abstract

The thesis explores the use of deliberative and inclusionary processes (DIPs) in nature
consetvation policy, using England’s statutory nature conservation advisor, English Nature,
as the focus. While there is increasing pressure for publicly-funded organisations such as
EN to incorporate DIPs into their operations, there is little understanding within these
organisations of how to apply these approaches in a way that is compatible with their

responsibilities.

The concept of Fitness for Purpose is presented as a structuring framework to explore
English Nature’s use of DIPs in the context of its statutory responsibilities and
institutionalised approaches, as well as the changing socio-political and conservation
agendas in which the organisation is situated. A case study of the River Avon is used to
explore the influences of the institutional, organisational and local situational contexts on
the design and management of a DIP to develop a fiver consetvation strategy and deliver

the Habitats Directive.

Despite the rhetoric of partnership and community involvement within EN’s activities, the
use of DIPs has been limited. An interview-based analysis of English Nature as an
organisation identifies cultural barriers to the institutionalisation of DIPs. Nevertheless,
research findings indicate that a transition is in progress within English Nature towards a
culture that places greater emphasis on creative and proactive stakeholder engagement.
This is in part a response to opportunities associated with ‘deliberately inclusionary’ policy
agendas such as quality of life to integrate biodiversity objectives into wider policy arenas.
However, the use of DIPs in delivering biodiversity targets and securing the management
of designated sites is constrained by the influence of top-down performance targets and the
‘deliberately exclusionary’ natute of conservation legislation. The research questions the
extent to which the use of DIPs in the delivery of nature conservation policy can ever meet

normative standards of best practice in deliberation and inclusion.
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From the beginning it has been a pathfindery in spite of the load
of statutory duties, it continues to be so. If it should ever lose its
capacity to look forward and to innovate, the nation wonld be the

poorer.”
Poore, M. D. (1987) Considering the role of the Nature Conservancy
Council.

13



Chapter 1

Chapter 1.

Introduction

This thesis explores the use of deliberative and inclusionary processes in nature
conservation policy and practice. Many public organisations are under intense pressure to
incorporate more deliberative and mclusionary methods into their work programmes. But
despite the wealth of literature on participation and the ‘toolkits’ available outlining specific
methods and facilitation techniques, there is little guidance for otganisations about how to
apply the principles of deliberation and inclusion in the context of their particular
responsibilities. In addition, there is little understanding of when and how publics and

stakeholders should be offered the opportunity to participate.

Using England’s statutory nature conservation advisor, English Nature, as the focus, the
research explores the response of an otrganisation to the emerging participation agenda.
Particular emphasis is placed on analysing the influence of English Nature’s organisational
culture and its operational contexts. This introductory chapter will explain the rationale for

the thesis, set out the tesearch aims and outline how the thesis is structured.

1.1. Research Rationale and Context

Public agencies operate in a very different world today than fifty years ago when English
Nature’s predecessor body, the Nature Conservancy, was founded. The justification of
policy decisions made by organisations on behalf of society simply on the accordance of
principles of representative democracy is no longer seen as adequate. Such processes
traditionally operated on the assumption of unquestioned public acceptance of policy
decisions, with public consent afforded to the decisions of these institutions indirectly via
the expression of individual preferences through such processes as voting at elections
(Munton, 2003; Schedler & Glastra, 2001). Elected representatives then developed policy
and managed practice on behalf of the electorate. The decisions of such political and

bureaucratic elites have, however, attracted growing criticism as being insufficiently
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Chapter 1

accountable to the public, leading critics to argue for the democratisation of expert-led
decision-making processes, including cases where the acclaimed objectivity of science had
previously justified the removal of public scrutiny (Fischer, 1993). As a result, society now
demands greater transparency in decision-making and even direct involvement in policy
decisions in which citizens have a stake, believing the full range of concerns and values of
citizens are ill-represented by a system that privileges certain types of knowledge and
interests (Fischer, 1993; Pimbert & Wakeford, 2001). It is suggested that traditional public
and scientific institutions are suffering from a ‘crisis of legitimacy’ (Pimbert & Wakeford,
2001:23).

Among the demands for reform is the democratisation of policy approaches, influenced by
the writings of Habermas, who argues that instead of privileging scientific and rationalist
arguments, policy should be based on reasoned debate designed to reach shared
understanding and co-ordinated action (Habermas, 1984). The feasibility of Habermasian
ideals for the redistribution of power remain contested (e.g. Tewdwr-Jones &
Allmendinger, 1998; Flyvbjerg, 1998), but his theory of communicative action has been
highly influential in efforts to cteate a new form of democracy based on the expression of
the public good through deliberation rather than the aggregation of personal preferences
(Bohman & Rehg, 1997; Dryzek, 1990). Efforts to incorporate the principles of
communicative action into policy are appearing in the form of communicative planning
(Healey, 1993), interactive policy-making (Aarts & Van Woetkum, 2000; Schedler &
Glastra, 2001) and deliberative and inclusionary approaches (Bloomfield es 4/, 2001;
Munton, 2003). All approaches ate based on the assumption that parties with different
interests and objectives can work together to reach a shared definition of the problem and

a set of policy measures achieved through consensus (Schedler & Glastra, 2001).

The term deliberative and inclusionaty processes (referred to as DIPs from now on), is
used to describe participation processes which emphasise dialogue, reflective analysis and
the active involvement of the full range of interested parties (Bloomfield ez 4/, 2001).
Although there is no blueprint definition of DIPs, deliberation is characterised by extended
social interaction, encouraging an unhurried exchange of ideas and allowing participants the
opportunity to reflect on their own position and that of others. Through reasoned debate
participants can improve their understanding of the needs of others, and together work
towards an accepted and supported decision. The meaning of inclusion extends beyond the

opportunity for individuals to have access to a decision-making process, and includes the
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Chapter 1

influence of participants over the agenda, the structure of the process, and the debate itself,
in terms of initiating discussion, challenging and defending claims, and agreeing a final
decision (Webler, 1995). Proponents claim that decision-making processes that allow for
deliberation between interests not only result in more efficient, effective and equitable
decision outcomes, but also that these processes are mntrinsically valuable in their own right,
contributing to individual, social and institutional learning (e.g. Barnes, 1999; Innes &
Booher, 1999; Pellizzoni, 2001; Petts, 2001; Warburton, 1997).

The development and delivery of environmental policy is an area of policy where the need
for DIPs has been widely endorsed (Betkhout ez 4/, 2003; Fischer, 1993; Owens, 2000).
Environmental problems tend to be complex and frequently active across a range of spatial
scales and institutional and administrative boundaries. Such problems fall into Rittel and
Webber’s (1973) definition of ‘wicked problems’ - ill-defined, tightly coupled with other
sectors and resolvable only through imperfect or transitory political agreement. In other
words, there may be no simple scientific or technological solutions in a situation of widely
differing values and world views (Fischer, 1993, Coenen e¢f al., 1998). Progress is only likely
via flexible decisions created through a transparent process where uncertainties and risks
are cleatly outlined and discussed with those who may have to bear the costs of the
outcome. The tise of sustainable development as the dominant narrative for environmental
policy has provided further justification for the use of DIPs given the need to examine
environmental concerns alongside social and economic issues through an integrated

approach to policy (Owens & Cowell, 2002).

Political pressures for the use of DIPs are also linked to initiatives to restore public trust
and confidence in the way public affairs are conducted through performance targets and
mechanisms to increase the transparency and accountability of decisions to the public
(HMSO, 2000c). It follows that organisations in the public sector are increasingly under
pressute from Government and funding bodies to provide evidence that citizens are being
consulted and involved in decision-making. The effect, as noted by Munton 1s that ‘Outside
the corporate domain it is, today, quite difficult to find examples of environmental
decision-making where there has been no public consultation or other form of public

involvement in the process.” (Munton, 2003:109).

Despite the ubiquity of consultative structures and processes (e.g. consensus conferences,
facilitated workshops, focus groups), the uptake of the participation agenda in the UK is

widely criticised as being piecemeal, inconsistent and over-reliant on traditional
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Chapter 1

consultation processes which do not embrace the more transformative principles of
deliberation or inclusion as previously defined (Lowndes ez 4/, 1998, Selman, 2001; Wilson,
1999). This has led others to suggest that participation has done nothing to reinvigorate
local democracy, and has tended to be used as a means of legitimating predetermined
agendas (Cooke & Kothari, 2001; Rowe & Shepherd, 2002; Wilson, 1999). The lack of
progress on mainstreaming DIPs is thought to be caused by a combination of factors
including confusion and a lack of differentiation within organisations between consultation,
partnership, and participation, a lack of guidance on how to effectively and legitimately
incorporate such processes into existing procedures, and an inhetrent netrvousness within
organisations about devolving control (Ingram & Juni, 1998; Rowe & Shepherd, 2002).
There is also a lack of empirical evidence about the effect of context on process and
outcomes, how an organisation’s values and procedures affect attitudes &5, to participation;
or how project management issues, such as staff skills, time and resources all influence the
framing, process and outcomes of a participation process (Barr ez al, 1996; Coenen ez 4/,

1998; IIED/IDS, 2000).

1.2. Introducing English Nature

The organisation at the centre of this study is English Nature (EN), England’s statutory
advisor on nature conservation. EN describes itself as ‘the Government agency that
champions the conservation of wildlife and geology throughout England’ (EN, 2001:85). It
is active in ensuring the protection of designated sites, as well as adopting an increasingly
high profile role in the wider countryside where it acts to enable and promote the
achievement of biodiversity targets. At a political level, the organisation seeks to ensure the
interests of nature conservation are represented in policy debates and in the setting of

Government policies for sustainable development.

The organisation provides an interesting case for the analysis of the use of deliberative and
inclusionary processes for the following reasons. First, as a public sector organisation, EN
must show itself to be responsive to the changing needs of society, whilst answering to

Government, who provides the majority of its funding.

Secondly, EN plays a crucial role in the delivery of international and national conservation

policy and legislation, providing the opportunity for the analysis of how principles of
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Chapter 1

deliberation and inclusion overlap and interact with the organisational requirement to
deliver certain outcomes, particularly when these fall within statutory responsibilities. Of
particular interest is the extent to which decision-making processes structured around

statute can ever be truly deliberative and inclusionary.

Thirdly, an exploration of EN’s use of DIPs touches on debates about the use of DIPs in
policy situations where decisions are heavily influenced by scientific knowledge and the
roles of professionals and experts. Nature conservation was institutionalised in the 1940s as
a rationalised practice even though the conservation movement is driven by a plurality of
cultural and emotional values (Adams, 1997). This has had a significant effect on the
development and delivery of policy, particularly in terms of how decisions are made and
what knowledges are seen as valid. The resulting situation is one where the protection of
nature is framed primarily in terms of scientific importance rather than its economic, social
and cultural values. The potential for DIPs to facilitate the broadening of the value base of

nature conservation policy decisions inevitably challenges this rationalised project.

This leads onto the fourth point. The role of nature conservation in the public policy arena
has undergone significant changes over the last ten years, most notably because of the
positioning of biodivetsity as a key test of sustainable development and the increasing
awareness and emphasis on the contribution of nature to the social, physical and mental
well being of society (see Harrison, 1993). The conservation of nature is increasingly
constructed as a social and economic issue as well as an environmental one, and the
political acknowledgement of the plurality of values undetlying our appreciation and
understanding of our relationship with nature has created an increasingly complex policy
context in which English Nature has to operate. For example, efforts to adopt a more
sustainable approach to land use planning has led to the opening up onwhole range of
policy spaces within which English Nature can act, including urban and rural regeneration,
agri-environmental policies and tourism. At the same time, nature conservation has also
become an increasingly complex issue in terms of scale with the importance of biodiversity
at local, national and global scales emphasised through the delivery of Agenda 21 and the
Convention on Biological Diversity. From English Nature’s perspective, alongside this
emerging nature conservation agenda comes the opportunity to engage with new audiences,

requiring new approaches to communicating and developing shared agendas.

As a result of the changing policy and institutional context in which English Nature is

situated, a study of how EN is responding to the participation agenda is timely, and of
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relevance to the organisation itself. The research has been undertaken through a CASE
Studentship (Collaborative Award in Science and Engineering). The purpose of these
Studentships is for research to be carried out through collaboration between an
organisation and academic institution, on a mutually agreed topic of relevance and
importance to both organisational and academic debates. While a CASE Award bestows
particular benefits in terms of access to resoutrces and individuals within the organisation,
the research is required to fulfil certain requirements set down by the organisation. This
research was designed to contribute to the practice of DIPs within EN, both directly
through advice on process design within a case study, and indirectly through the
contribution of research findings to policy. More specifically, the research questions are a
response to an identified need within the organisation for ‘policy guidance on areas of EN’s
activities where these processes are considered to be appropriate and those where they are
strongly recommended; and guidance on the approprateness of different techniques to
different situations’ (EN, 1998e¢). As a result of a meeting of English Nature’s Socio-
Economic Advisory Group (SEAG), on which members of UCL’s Environment and
Society Research Unit (ESRU) sit, a collaboration was formed between UCL and EN to
co-supetvise a studentship'. The following outcomes were agreed between EN and UCL

prior to my involvement:

o A review of the form and use of DIPs in other environmental contexts and their

appropriateness to questions of biodiversity (see Studd, 2002)

® A case study indicating how DIPs can be used by EN in real decision-making

situations

® A critical examination of the strengths and limitations of DIPs for English Nature,
and an appraisal of the circumstances in which they offer greatest and least

potential benefits

! This collaboration would build on UCL’s research expertise in social aspects of nature conservation and
deliberative and inclusionary processes, plus previous experience of working with public agencies including
EN and the Environment Agency on issues relating to sustainable development and participation (e.g. ESRU,
1998; Clark ez al,, 2001; Harrison & Burgess, 1994).
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1.3. Research Themes and Questions

The research explores the response of English Nature to the participation agenda, and
analyses the desirability and feasibility of DIPs to the delivery of nature conservation
policy. In line with the nature of the CASE Studentship, the research adopts an
organisational focus, linking academic debates about DIPs to the demands of

organisational practice.

The term ‘Fitness for Purpose’ is proposed as a framework to analyse the effect of
decisions made by the organising agency (both explicitly and implicitly) on the design of a
participation process, thus affecting the suitability of that process to achieve its aims.
‘Fitness for Purpose’ is widely used in manufacturing and product design, but has also been
applied to studies of participation. In this context it is concerned with ‘being clear about
goals and selecting the most appropriate participation technique given the circumstances
and context’ (OPDM, 1998:Ch. 4). In this research not only is there analysis of how Fitness
for Purpose is interpreted in the design of individual processes, but how Fitness for
Purpose relates to the strategic aims and direction of EN. An analysis of Fitness for

Purpose can be subdivided into questions of why, who, when and how:

Why is the use of deliberative and inclusionary processes seen as desirable? (i.e. what is the

purpose of the engagement?)
What factors nfluence who is seen as a potential participant?

What factors influence the degtee of inclusion over setting the agenda and determining the

final decision? (.e. when in the decision-making process are participants included?)
What factors influence how participants are involved? (1.e. what DIPs are used?)

However, the idea of Fitness for Purpose is not unproblematic. As noted by Crow ez 4.
(2000), Fitness for Purpose is a subjective issue — who decides how fitness is defined? And
fitness according to whose purpose? This research explores the role of DIPs as a feasible
and desirable means to achieve nature conservation goals, but in doing so considers and
questions the targets and procedures linked to those goals and who is involved in setting

the agenda for stakeholder involvement.
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Within this overarching theme, three main research questions can be identified relating to
English Nature’s response to the participation agenda and the influence of organisational
culture, project management and the local situational context on the design and
implementation of DIPs. The following section explores these three questions in greater

depth, and identifies more specific subquestions:

1. What factors have influenced English Nature’s approaches to delivering nature
conservation policy and its use of deliberative and inclusionary processes to
date?

As both a public body and a nature conservation agency, English Nature is under pressure
to adopt more deliberative and inclusionary approaches, working with others to secure the
conservation of nature in England. As a public agency with statutory responsibilities, EN
must fulfil its duties and deliver certain requirements set out by Government. However, as
priorities for, and interpretations of nature conservation have changed, so English Nature’s
remit has broadened. The situation at the start of the research in 1999, was that EN had
identified the need for the greater use of DIPs, but had limited experience of their use
despite several strategic initiatives and expetiments to engage more fully with stakeholders

and local communities.

It is argued that an organisation’s culture is the most fundamental level at which a
transition to participatory working practices needs to take place (IIED/ IDS, 2001), and
therefore a primary objective of the research was to gain an understanding of the
relationship between organisational culture and the uptake of deliberative and inclusionary
processes’. To understand more clearly the situation in which EN finds itself in relation to
the participation agenda, and how the normative arguments for DIPs have a relevance to
the objectives and approaches used by the organisation, an mitial analysis of English
Nature is required in terms of its remit and responsibilities, its culture and how it has and
continues to be shaped by its institutional context. This is captured by the following

research questions:

What are the roles and approaches used by English Nature to
deliver nature conservation policy, and how are they evolving in
light of a changing nature conservation and political agenda?

2 For the purpose of this study, organisational culture is defined as the concepts, attitudes and values present
within an organisation, both formally in terms of structures and procedutes, and informally in terms of the
ideas and behaviour of staff (Wright, 1994).
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What opportunities does this changing agenda create for the use

of deliberative and inclusionary processes within the

organisation?
Of particular interest is how the drivers acting on the organisation steeting it towards
greater use of DIPs are translated into strategic motivations and objectives for the use of
such processes. In addition, how do these objectives vaty across the otganisation, between
areas of the work programme, and in response to the different responsibilities and
pressures on staff at the centre of the organisation (where strategy is developed), and in the
local teams (where policy is delivered)? These matters are summarised in the following

questions:

What are the motivations and objectives for the use of more
deliberative and inclusionary processes within English Nature?

To what extent do objectives for the use of DIPs vary across the

organisation?
The second research question overlaps with, and enhances the analysis of organisational
culture structured under the first question, by focusing on how the context in which a
participatory process is situated affects decisions made about what sort of process is fit for
purpose. Context is interpreted as the culture of the lead agency (ie. English Nature),
project management issues (the generic objectives for the project and relevant resources
and time available), and the local situation in which the project is to be cartied out. This

theme is captured in the following research question:

2. In what ways do the institutional, organisational and local situational contexts
affect the application of principles of deliberation and inclusion?

A case study was used to explore this issue. LIFE-Nature funds were secured by English
Nature for the development of river conservation strategies for seven rivers in the UK
designated as candidate Special Areas of Conservation (c¢SACs) under the EU Habitats
Directive. Genetic objectives relating to the involvement of stakeholders and local
communities were set and a period of 18 months was provided for the development of a
strategy to help secure the appropriate management of the sites. The analysis of one of the
rivers (the Hampshire Avon) provided an opportunity to carry out an analysis of the local
context in which the strategy was to be developed prior to its initiation, to gain an
understanding of the existing management and governance of the site from the perspective

of key stakeholders, and to explore stakeholders’ attitudes towards English Nature and the
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Chapter 1

1.4. Thesis Outline

The thesis is structured in the following way. Chapters 2 and 3 set the research in its
theoretical and methodological context. Chapters 4 and 5 then introduce and present an
analysis of English Nature in terms of dtivers for the use of more deliberative and
inclusionary approaches and the organisational response to this agenda to date. The
arguments presented in these chapters are centred around the first Research Question.
Chapters 6, 7, 8 and 9 introduce and report on the case study, addressing Research
Question 2. Chapter 10 builds on the arguments developed in the previous chapter,
focusing particularly on the questions posed in Research Question 3 and offers some policy

recommendations for EN.

Chapter 2 outlines the theoretical and socio-political arguments for the use of DIPs in
decision-making processes. Particular emphasis is placed on the need for multi-stakeholder
processes to resolve complex governance problems and normative arguments for the
democratisation of policy processes. Deliberative and inclusionary processes are introduced
as one solution to these problems. The chapter discusses the disparities between the
normative principles underlying DIPs and their application in UK policy to date. This
draws on arguments about the extent to which the undistorted application of DIPs will
ever be feasible and discusses the complexities of institutionalising DIPs into organisational
practice. The chapter concludes by suggesting that there is a need for greater understanding
of the relationship between DIPs and existing policy processes, the attitudes of
organisations towards DIPs and their willingness to embrace these processes, and the

factors which influence how organisations are responding to and using DIPs.

Chapter 3 introduces the research from a methodological perspective. Section 3.1.
examines the concept of ‘Fitness for Purpose’ in more detail, explaining how it is used in
the research as a structuring tool to examine the relationship between DIPs and the context
in which they are to be used. Particular attention is paid to explaining how the concept of
Fitness for Purpose relates to the three dimensions of institutional, organisational and local
context in which English Nature operates. The chapter introduces the approaches and
specific m used to examine the three research questions and discusses issues raised
by the research methodology used.

Chapter 4 begins with an introduction to English Nature, setting out its remit and

responsibilities, organisational structure and its main approaches to delivering nature
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conservation policy. It describes how the evolving socio-political and conservation agendas
are transforming the context in which EN operates, challenging EN’s traditional
approaches and demanding a mote creative, people-centric and integrated approach to
nature conservation. It is argued that for EN to increase its profile within Government, to
raise levels of public support for nature conservation and to increase its effectiveness in the
wider countryside, it is in its interests to utilise and advocate decision-making processes
that engage stakeholders at an early stage and incorporate a broad range of values and

interests.

Chapter 5 provides an analysis of how English Nature has responded over the last twelve
years to the emerging participation agenda. Strategic initiattves since 1991 that have
encouraged community involvement and partnership-working are discussed in Section 5.1.
It is clear that beyond a few isolated cases, DIPs have not been used in the delivery of these
programmes. However, changes observed within the organisation during the research
period appear to offer significant potential for the mainstreaming of DIPs. The rest of the
chapter focuses on examining why the use of these processes within EN has been so
limited to date through an analysis of staff attitudes and how EN’s culture may be
obstructing the use of DIPs. While it is shown that staff acknowledge the potential benefits
that DIPs could bring to EN, five particular aspects relating to EN’s culture are suggested
as reasons for the limited use of DIPs in the period up to 2002.

Chapter 6 introduces the case study of the River Avon cSAC conservation strategy. The
first section focuses on introducing the Habitats Directive under which the River Avon has
been designated as a candidate Special Area of Conservation (cSAC), explaining the
objectives of the Directive and associated procedures. The chapter goes on to introduce
the LIFE in UK Rivers’ project, which managed the project’s funding, timescales and
broadly set the objectives for the Avon strategy, and the study site itself — the River Avon -
in terms of its special conservation features and governance. It also introduces the main
stakeholders. Section 6.2. focuses on the methods used for the situational and stakeholder
analysis, and details my involvement in the design of the strategy process and how I

observed its progress.

Chapter 7 presents a stakeholder-based analysis of the governance of the River Avon prior
to the strategy process. The complexity of the structures and processes of governance are
described, emphasising the range of stakeholder interests and the complex distribution of

ownership, management responsibilities and knowledge. The analysis focuses on how the
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process of governing the Avon is divided between stakeholders, how decisions are made
and whose values and knowledges are involved in these decisions. The chapter goes on to
discuss the forthcoming strategy in the context of these circumstances, drawing on
stakeholder perceptions and attitudes towards EN and the cSAC designation and
aspirations for the governance of the system. Attention is drawn to particular factors
relating to the local governance situation that the design of a process to develop the

strategy should take into consideration.

Chapter 8 outlines the stages through which the process to engage stakeholders in the
strategy was developed. It discusses the trade-offs that occurred between the process
objectives emerging from the local governance analysis, those imposed through the LIFE
Project, and those resulting from decisions made by the local EN team. Decisions made
about the objectives for the strategy process are considered in relation to what issues were
to be discussed in the process, who was identified as a potential participant, and how they
were to be involved in a participation process. The final section of the chapter outlines the

process as it was designed.

Chapter 9 reflects on the strategy as it evolved under the management of the Project
Officer, from observation of the process and discussions with the Project Officer and her
line manager. First, the key developments in the strategy process are summarised.
Following this is an analysis of the process according to the extent to which it met best
practice against the normative criteria of fairness and competence, considering the effect of
context, framing and management on the process. Although it is suggested that procedural
quality was in part traded off against productivity and short-term effectiveness, there are
indications that benefits have been accrued from the process. The chapter concludes by
reflecting on Fitness for Purpose in the Avon process, and considers lessons learnt in

relation to the other strategies developed under the LIFE Project.

Chapter 10 draws on the findings of previous chapters and sets out conclusions about the
feasibility and desirability of DIPs within EN. It goes on to make policy recommendations

for the mainstreaming of DIPs into EN’s work programme.
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Chapter 2.

Deliberative and Inclusionary Processes:

Theory & Reality

Introduction

This chapter focuses on the arguments underlying the current academic interest in the use
of deliberative and inclusionary processes in public policy and environmental decision-
making, and recent changes in the political and institutional context in the United
Kingdom. These changes include the current emphasis on the meta-narratives of
governance and sustainable development, which has led to citcumstances demanding mote

deliberative and inclusionary processes in the development of public policy.

The chapter is structured in four parts. The first of these discusses changes that have
occurred in environmental policy and public institutions over the last 20 years, each of
which have acted as a driver for more deliberative and inclusionary policy approaches. In
the second section the principles of deliberation and inclusion are introduced in the context
of the range of methods and approaches encompassed in the term participation. The
difference between DIPs and other forms of participation is highlighted. The third section
focuses on how organisations are applying these principles in the policy process. It will
focus on the tensions between on the one hand, the rhetoric of participation in
Government policies and the wealth of methods, and, on the other, the limited use of DIPs
which go beyond controlled processes of consultation. Uncertainties over what constitutes
best practice are discussed, explaining some Ome difficulties in translating principles into
practice. Translation is made more difficult by[multifarious influence of context on DIPs,
the complex relations between process and outcome, and the difficulties of evaluation. The
final section of the chapter focuses on the problems of institutionalising deliberative and
inclusionary processes into the behaviour of organisations. The relationships between
organisations and institutions are particulatly relevant to this discussion and institutional

batriers to the effective use of DIPs are presented.
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2.1. The Deliberative Turn in Policy-making

This section outlines the socio-political changes and theoretical debates that underlie the
demand for more deliberative forms of policy-making. There is discussion on how the
decentralisation of responsibility for public policy and the creation of supra-national
structures to tackle ‘globalised’ problems have placed increasing emphasis on processes of
governance over the role of government. Associated with this change are demands for new
mechanisms to ensure the accountability, legitimacy and responsiveness of these
institutions to public needs. Changes to the surrounding structures and processes of
environmental policy in the context of governance debates, are discussed in light of the
emergence of the meta-narrative of sustainable development — bringing environment
alongside social and economic considerations, and requiring effective mechanisms to
integrate different interests and values across multiple scales. These socio-political changes
are also discussed in light of theoretical debates about the roles of science, experts and

citizens in policy and increasing calls for the democratisation of the policy process.

2.1.1. The Shift from Government to Governance

Studies of governance, defined as ‘the processes through which collective affairs are
managed’ (Healey, 1997:296), place less emphasis on government itself and more on the
formal and informal structures and processes (in which Government is embedded) through
which different actors interact. This shift of emphasis reflects changes in the way public
policy has been developed and delivered over the last 20 years, characterised by a move
from a system where the state held the central role in setting policy and making decisions
on behalf of society, to a system where responsibility is fragmented across a range of
independent, quasi-independent and private bodies (Bloomfield ez 4/, 2001). Rhodes (1997)
describes how the nation state has been hollowed out by the centrifugal forces of
globalisation (taking power upwards and outwards away from the nation state) and the
desire for local autonomy (shifting power inwards and downwards to local service delivery
agencies). In this situation, the role of the state has evolved from that of service provider,
to manager and enabler of the complex networks of public service provision (Osbourne &
MacLaughlin, 2002). As a result, the state increasingly has to work in partnership with a

range of other organisations and policy communities in order to deliver public policy.
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Indeed, differing notions of partnership have become the dominant discourse in the

practice of governance.

In the UK, this ‘rolling back of the state’ was initiated by the neoliberal agenda of the
Conservatives in the 1980s and continued by New Labour’s ‘Modernising Government’
agenda, decentralising power to local and regional tiers of Government, Quangos and
privatised bodies. Decentralisation has occurred as part of a series of changes in public
sector management that have become known as the New Public Management (NPM).
Under the Conservative Government (1979-97) there was a relocation of policy
responsibility to the economic market place, greater emphasis on economic, efficient and
effective provision of services, performance measurement, stress on private sector styles of
management and greater service user involvement (Osbourne & McLaughlin, 2002). Under
the Labour Government NPM has evolved to incorporate the ideas of community
governance, and decentralisation is justified in terms of a response to calls for the provision
of services that are more responsive to the needs and interests of an increasing pluralistic

society (HMSO, 1999b)".

This transfer of functions and responsibilities to appointed and private bodies is identified
as one of the causes of an increasing public mistrust of Government and public policy
making (Warner, 1995). It is argued, for example, that the management of public services
through private sector organisations is eroding the impartiality and accountability of the
civil service (Brereton & Temple, 1999; Pratchett & Wingfield, 1994; Warnet, 1995). In
1994, research by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation and Demos noted a ‘remarkable lack of
clarity about how Quangos should be governed and to whom they are accountable’
(Plummer, 1994). The setting of targets, indicators and the audit-culture that has
accompanied decentralisation, provide upline accéuntabi]ity to the Treasury and the
relevant Government Department, but has done little to improve accountability and

legitimacy of decisions made to the public (Bloomfield ez 4/, 2001).

The situation exists whereby policy decisions and the organisations and institutions
responsible seem much less accountable to the public through representative democratic
channels of voting (Plummer, 1994). Turn-out at elections is declining, and this is asserted
to be as a result of a fall in confidence that voting makes any difference (Stoker, 1997 cited

in Bloomfield ez 4/., 2001). Following high profile cases of professional misconduct, efforts
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