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Public Consultation
Citizen/Public Engagement

® Public consultation
® One-way, top-down, one-way information flow
® Past experiences have produced cynicism and distrust
e Citizen/public engagement (the ‘new’ public participation)
® Two-way obligations, information sharing, trusting relationships
* Linked to deliberation and reason-based decisions

* Effort to correct past failures, re-establish trust between citizens and
government officials




Deconstructing Deliberation

Deliberation Defined:

Individuals with ditferent backgrounds, interests,
and values listen, learn, potentially persuade and
ultimately come to more reasoned, informed,
and public-spirited judgments.

(Arendt, 1958; Habermas, 1984; Manin, 1987; Fishkin, 1991; Gutmann and
Thompson, 1996; Fearon, 1998; Dryzek, 2000; Chambers, 2003)
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The Goals of Public Deliberation

* Improve accountability and legitimacy of political
systems

o Emphasis on “reason giving” and rationales

® Encourages governors to explain their actions in ways that
citizens would be more likely to accept as legitimate

* Increase public understanding of policy issues,
competency and Capacity to contribute to public and
private decisions

* Improve the quality of policymaking




Five Conditions of Deliberation
(from Jacobs et al. 2009)

e Universalism — inclusion of everyone affected by a decision

and equal opportunities to participate in deliberation

* Inclusivity — include a range and diversity of citizen voices;

who actually participates not just who shows up

* Rationality — important role for evidence; claims are
grounded in logic and facts; listening and responding to

counterarguments




Five Conditions (2)

® Agreement — work through conflicts to reach common

shared perspective and practical solutions

* Political efficacy — citizen confidence, learning and
interest in politics and government affairs contributes to

increased political participation and impacts on policy




The Critiques of Deliberation

e Elitist - “gated democracy”

® Exclusionary — disadvantaged groups will continue to be
disadvantaged through the deliberative process

o Manipulative — requirements for reason-based arguments
fosters dependence on on experts for information

* Divisive — deliberation will intensity disagreements,
sharpen contlict, and polarize citizens

° Oppressive — encourages suppression of conflict to
produce agreement

* Politically insignificant — impact on decisions is only
slight if present at all




Public Deliberation in Practice
e What does it look like?

® How is it practiced?
e With what effects on:
® participants

* public officials

® politics

o :_ooﬁ_icy




Deliberation: What does it look like?

* Discourse among citizens — public exchange of ideas and
arguments about public issues (reflects on and contributes to
political process)

* Multiple settings
® Informal, unplanned exchanges
® Formally convened exchanges
By citizens
By public officials
* Multiple formats
® Face-to-face exchanges
® Phone conversations

® Electronic communication (e-mail; internet)




Formal approaches

® citizens jury (Crosby, US; Dienel, Germany)

® citizens panel (roots in public opinion research)
* consensus conference (European roots)

® deliberative polling (Fishkin)

® citizens dialogue (Yankelovich)
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How Is it practiced
(and hOW Often)? (Source: Jacobs et al. 2009)

Table 2.1 Reported levels of discursive participation in the
United States

TYPE OF DISCURSIVE PARTICIPATION PERCENTAGE (%) N
Public deliberation
“Face-to-face deliberation” about a public issue 25 379
“Internet deliberation” (communication via Internet 4 61
chat rooms, message boards, or other online discussion
groups about a public issue)
Informal public talk
“Traditional talking” (phone or in-person conversation 68 1018
about a public issue)
“Internet talking” (e-mail or instant messaging about 24 360
issues of public concern)
Political persuasion
Persuade someone about your view on a public issue 47 698
Persuade someone about whom to vote for 31 458

Source: Discursive Participation Survey, Total sample: N = 1,501 (weighted general population

sample).




The appetite for public deliberation

® 25% reporting attendance at a meeting (informal or formal)

in last year is considerable given the effort required

® 84% of those who did not attend reported that they had not

been invited to do so (indicator of unmet demand?)

® Public deliberation participants give consistently high ratings
to their deliberation experiences (across issues, jurisdictions,

types of deliberation)

¢ Is interest 1n public deliberation enough
to promote 1t?




Experience with Public Deliberation in
Canadian Health Policy




/
Levels of participation

e Pan-Canadian

e Public representation/ consultation on a range of advisory committees
* Public contributions to Royal Commissions;

¢ Federal and provincial
e Public representation on regulatory and advisory bodies
e Public consultations on a range of topics

* Regional and local
® community health boards, regional health authorities, individual facilities
Board, committee membership (‘public’ reps)
Public consultations
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Recent History (1990-2005)

e Ad-hoc experimentation

* Following the UK (who followed the US)

Citizens juries, deliberative polling for regional health planning and resource

allocation (mid-1990s)

® Researcher-initiated
Deliberative polling, citizens juries (regional health authorities)

Citizens Forum on genomics in society, pandemic planning

® Policy maker initiated
Citizens dialogues for Romanow Commission;

Public consultation on xenotransplantation, influenza pandemic planning




New Experiments

® Creation of new deliberative consultation bodies modeled

on NICE Citizens Council (UK) in Ontario (2006, 2008)
and Quebec (2005)

® Policy arenas:

® health system performance monitoring (Quebec)

o provincial drug policy program decisions and priorities

(Ontario, 2006)

® Health technology assessment and health technology
coverage policy (Ontario, 2008)
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Example 1: Loi sur le Commissaire a la
santé et au bien-étre

“... the Commissioner is responsible for assessing the results
achieved by the health and social services system ..., and for
providing the public with the necessary
background for a general understanding of the
actions undertaken by the Government to address the major

issues in the health and social services arena.”

_ le Commissaire doit constituer un Forum de consultation
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Forum de consultation

“The mandate of the forum is to provide the
Commissioner with 1ts point of view on the matters or

issues the Commissioner submits to it as part of a

consultation.” (2005, c. 18, s. 28)

- 27-member citizen-expert panel (18 citizens, 9 experts)
- meets 3-4 times per year for 1.5 days

- deliberates on topics provided by the Commissioner’s

office




Sample Deliberation Topics

* Prenatal testing for Down’s Syndrome
As a society, what do we want to preserve? What do we
want to avoid? What do we want to promote? By what
means?

o Rights and responsibilities for health care
What are the positive and negative impacts of transferring
responsibilities for health care from the State to citizens?

e Chronic diseases

What does equity mean in the context of chronic diseases
and the health system?
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Example 2: Public Deliberation to inform
Pharmaceutical Policy and the Evidence-based
Analysis of Health Technologies

® Policy problem: How do we (meaningfully)

incorporate public values and social
judgements into expert-driven, highly
technical processes? With what effects?
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Two Ontario Experiments

. Implementation of 2 new “citizen representative” models to
inform pharmaceutical and health technology assessment

pI’OCGSSGS

® Citizens’ Council (legislatively mandated)

* Citizens Reference Panel on Health Technologies (MOH-

funded research project)




Citizens’ Council Role and Mandate

1.5 The Minister shall establish a Citizens’ Council whose
duty shall be to ensure the involvement of patients in the
development of pharmaceutical and health policy.

(Bill 102, Chapter 14 Statutes of Ontario, 2006:13)

“The Citizens’ Council will discuss and provide opinions about questions or
topics posed to its members, and make a report to the Executive Officer (EO) of the
Ontario Public Drug Programs and the Minister of Health and Long-Term Care.”

- 25-member panel (selection criteria unknown); meets twice per year
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Citizens’ Reference Panel on Health

Technologies

® 2-year collaborative research study:

To design, implement and evaluate a citizens’ reference
panel to interface with arms-length provincial health
technology advisory committee (OHTAC)

®  Dual objectives:
- opportunity to inform OHTAC deliberations

- opportunity to experiment with public deliberation in a
new policy arena

Abelson |, Giacomini M and Lehoux P. Bringing ‘The Public’ into Health Technology Assessment and Coverage Policy

Decisions:

From Principles to Practice. Health Policy 2007; §2:37-50.




Deliberation Topics

® Population—based cancer screening and informed choice
® Colorectal cancer screening

® Breast cancer SCI'€€IliIlg

® Personalized medicine (pharmacosenomics
P g




Questions for Consideration

e What have we learned from the Canadian experience to date

with public deliberation?

® Do the examples provided meet the conditions of public
deliberation (e.g., universalism, inclusivity, rationality,

agreement, political efficacy)?
e What are the experiences of citizen participants

® Why are decision makers choosing to engage directly with

citizens through these mechanisms?

® What impacts have these experiments had on learning, trust,

competency and policy?




Evaluation: Theory, Methods and
Evidence




Researching Public Deliberation

* Research on public deliberation has been limited to a series
of isolated studies
® Group meetings
® Informal neighbourhood and city conversations

® Deliberative polling (public opinion surveys before and after
deliberation)

® On-line communication
o Experimental studies

® Media roles in “mediated deliberation”
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The State of the Research Evidence

“... there is a striking imbalance between the amount of time, money and
enerqgy that governments in OECD countries invest in engaging citizens
and civil society in pub]ic decision makin(q and the amount cf attention

they pay to evaluating the effectiveness and impact of such efforts.”
(OECD, 2005)

- similar results from recent scoping review of public
participation in health care priority setting

(Mitton et al. 2009)
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Promising Areas

. Gr(iwing inventory of frameworks and typologies (mixed

quality)

e Continuous improvement and refinement through
application and some rigorous evaluation

® Resonance between decision makers and citizens about
what constitutes “successful public participation”

e Health policy makers and health system managli:rs are
beginmng to ask for evidence about what works

(Abelson and Gauvin, 2006; Abelson et al. 2007)




Public Engagement Synthesis Project

e Commissioned by the Canadian Health Services
Research Foundation and the New Brunswick Health
Research Foundation (2009)

Research question:
What is known about the effectiveness of interactive

strategies for engaging the public in the
development

of healthcare policies and programs?

- focus on public engagement of rural populations,
In both official languages and about the
determinants of health




Approach

® Critical interpretive synthesis of theoretical work, empirical
studies and grey literature:
® health field only

¢ focus on evaluation studies, methods and frameworks

® 2000-2009 (updating prior work)

® Searches of 11 databases yielded 34 core documents
® systematic, scoping and narrative reviews (N=5)
® empirical studies (N=12),
® non-empirical papers (N=38)

* Canadian grey literature (N=9)




Key Messages

® Heightened interest in scoping and systematic reviews of

public engagement in the health field

* Some improvements in the rigor of empirical evaluation

studies

e Need for greater conceptual clarity about the meaning of
effective public involvement, common evaluative criteria and

outcomes of interest




Messages related to effects

* High levels of satistaction with aspects of deliberative
processes (e.g., communication of objectives, provision of
adequate information material to inform discussions, and

logistics and management of the deliberation)

® Increased levels of:
° topic—specific learning
® interest in and knowledge of public issues

e trust of fellow citizens and social bond formation

© Improved capacity for future involvement




Messages related to implementation

PD can be implemented with modest success in a
variety of organizational, decision-making and socio-political

contexts

Degree to which these processes are likely to be successfully
implemented is shaped by a range of contextual
variables

Organizational commitment and i1ssue
characteristics appear to play more important roles than

other contextual variables

Partnerships play a central role in promoting the

effectiveness of community-based public engagement




Messages related to quality of evidence

¢ Conventional systematic review methodology is being
applied prematurely to the public engagement field
* Not appropriate given the highly contextual nature of public

engagement processes and the sophistication of the

methodology being applied to the field

® Quality appraisal criteria should include documentation of
the explicit features of the public engagement process (i.e.,
rogram theory) in addition to outcome measures and a
PTog y

priori assessment criteria




Next Steps




Building a Platform for Public
Deliberation (Health) Research

* Key elements:

® strong theoretical foundation
® rigorous methods
® ijnnovative research—practice partnerships

® research capacity (e.g., trainees, investigators)




Final Reflections




Is Public Deliberation a Means
for Informing Health Policy?

® YES — and we have evidence that this is starting to happen

but the realities of “politics-constrained”’ public engagement
must still be acknowledged
® PP (and therefore PD) still a politically contested concept

o policy makers are risk averse and reluctant to share power but

are also pragmatists

® dominance of and deference to experts in health care will

continue




Is Public Deliberation a Means for
Improving Health Policy?

* DON’T KNOW - an empirically testable question that

hasn’t been addressed

* POSSIBLY - provided the following can be addressed:

® Publics see this as important and useful

® Contributions of deliberative bodies are seen as credible by
other groups

e Informational requirements are carefully managed

* BUT - Improving policy is one goal among several —

need to assess against all goals




Is it @ means for strengthening
democratic governance?

°* A QUALIFIED YES — to the extent that participation in

public deliberation processes changes the way people

perceive decision-making and to the extent that informal
deliberation continues to grow and put pressure on the
governments to open themselves up to contributions from
citizens who are keen to contribute to public-spirited

decision making

® This will be an incremental process




Those who practice public deliberation design,

facilitate processes to have citizens talking to each
other, working through difficult issues and making
tough choices. They are trying to move people from
having an individual opinion to having more of a
public judgment. When citizens do this, we become
problem solvers, rather than mere consumers or
political spectators. And, part of the work of
deliberative democracy is moving away from these
Images of citizens as mere "consumers" or
"spectators" as these models on their own offer less

productivity to our community.
(Centre for Public Deliberation, University of Houston)




