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Abstract

Public encounters (interactions between publicgesibnals and citizens) are a central topic
in the study of public administration. While pubéocounters have traditionally been studied
in the context of service delivery, the currentu®®n community participation raises new
issues for the traditional theme of power ineqyahtdecision making. From the perspective
of deliberative democracy it is argued that comrymarticipation can enhance equal

exercise of power through face-to-face interactighich raises questions about professional
expertise and impartiality from the perspectivebafeaucracy. How this theoretical tension
works out in practice needs to be studied througlugtive, open-ended evaluation of the
practices of community participation. This papeesants an analytical framework to

examine how public professionals and citizens wtdad and act upon community

participation. By maintaining a close connectiobw®en theory and practice, it is possible to
arrive at more fundamental theoretical and prakiisaghts about modern public encounters.
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INTRODUCTION

What happens when public professionals and citinesst? The nature of public encounters,
i.e. the interactions between public professionals citizens, is a central topic in the study of
public administration (Goodsell, 1981; King & Stige 1998). The traditional focus on
service delivery (Katz, Gutek, Kahn, & Barton, 197bipsky, 1980) has produced
evaluations of how public encounters affect equadatment of citizens and the
implementation of resource allocation in the dondinvelfare policy. However, the current
popularity of community participation as an admir@ve innovation raises important new
theoretical and methodological issues for studyipgblic encounters. Community
participation entails that local public professilsnaeed to engage in more long term and
intensive face-to-face interaction with citizenarnhbefore. Public encounters are thus likely
to occur in new and unexpected situations in wipighlic professionals and citizens need to
give substance to their roles, relationships, amtual goals. This paper intends to develop
an analytical approach to study the practical ahdoretical dilemmas that arise in
community participation.

At the heart of modern public encounters is thesittn between Max Weber's
(1922/1978) ideal type of bureaucracy and theowésdeliberative democracy (e.g.
Habermas, 1996; Forester, 1999; Fung, 2004). Bethpectives hold contrasting positions
towards the expertise and power inequality betwaddlic professionals and citizens. Weber
constructed the ideal type of bureaucracy to sidhal increasing need for bureaucratic
experts in our (increasingly) complex modern sgc(®eber, 1922/1978, p. 975). From the
deliberative perspective, it is argued that thequaé power that follows from this trend
should be counterbalanced by empowerment of cgiferg. Wagenaar, 2007; Kelly, 2004).
For many reasons, it is believed that citizens @uidlic professionals have to collaborate on
an equal power basis in public decision makingnttbe bureaucratic perspective, it can be
rebutted that any trend away from the bureaucradren of impartiality is to the detriment of
social equality, individual freedom, and public & making.

The community participation literature has insuéfitly explored the importance and
saliency of modern public encounters for commupgyticipation (see also Bartels, 2009).
While from the deliberative perspective it is argubat community participation constitutes
a venue where face-to-face interaction leads teenequal and high quality decisions, from
the bureaucratic perspective it can be argued fheé-to-face interactions make it

exceedingly difficult for public professionals te bmpartial (Lipsky, 1980), i.e. “eliminating



from official business love, hatred, and all pungérsonal, irrational, and emotional elements
which escape calculation” (Weber, 1922/1978, p.)9Mbw this theoretical tension plays out

in practice is highly indistinct, because the dym@amand outcomes of community

participation projects depend on the ways in winghlic professionals and citizens deal with
the great amount of discretion during implementatiBmpirical research has identified a
wide variety of factors to influence the exercigedizcretion in these public encounters, yet
has failed to reach more than partial or mixed kesions.

To solve this problem, this paper presents anyfoal framework to identify the
underlying mechanisms that generate different anésin community participation projects.
The main claim of this analytical framework is tipaiblic encounters need to be understood
aspractices the ways in which practitioners understand tdaity work situation at hand and
act upon this understanding (Wagenaar & Cook, 20B&ctitioners develop practices in
order to cope with the complex, ambiguous, and gimgnnature of administrative practice.
Practices serve to organize experiences and ditesition towards certain lines of action. It
is through their explication that we can comprehod/ public professionals and citizens
understand the developments of a community paaticp project and their respective roles
in it, and why their actions lead projects towacdstain outcomes. Practices are reflected in
the narratives (i.e. practical stories) practitisrtell, and can be explicated through inductive,
open-ended, interpretative research. Grounded yhawoalysis (cf. Charmaz, 2006) offers
systematic and rigorous methods and techniques arefully generate a theoretical
understanding of practical situations.

The main argument of this paper is that the prastapproach is the most appropriate
way to arrive at new insights about the nature dgdamics of public encounters in
community participation. These insights will notlymadd to the community participation
literature, but also to the practice of communigytigipation. The final section explains how
a focus on practical dilemmas is beneficial to pcat learning and improvement in the

practice of community participation.

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

Community participation embodies a broad varietyadministrative innovations, which
renders an exhaustive definition difficult. In alast terms, community participation refers to
all the institutional arrangements and practicesubh which residents and local public and

private stakeholders are somehow involved in |lgoalernance processes. In practical terms,



community participation can take many forms, suemeighborhood councils, citizen juries,
forums, panels, public hearings, service networisk forces, collaborative planning, ICT
modules, etc. (Arnstein, 1969; Innes & Booher, 2(Rdberts, 2004). It can be used as an
instrument within contexts such as Local Agenda igfrastructural planning, economic
regeneration, public health, social capital, anblipisafety, and can take place at a city-wide,
neighborhood, or street level. Since it is impdssilto develop a comprehensive
understanding of such a multifaceted phenomenom,atialytical framework focuses on
urban regeneration, because this entails the mostpehensive form of community
participation. The discussion of community partatipn in this section serves to explicate
the practical, theoretical, and analytical issines &rise within this context.

Community participation has become popular in mBayopean countries (OECD,
2001), especially in relation to urban regeneratiDespite great inter- and intra-national
differences, modern urban policies demonstrateeardendency to promote initiatives that
link partnerships and citizen engagement at thght@rhood level to achieve goals of
economic competitiveness, social cohesion, envierial sustainability, and democratic
governance (e.g. Imrie & Raco, 2003; Buck, Gorddarding, & Turok, 2005; Denters &
Rose, 2005). The widespread presence of the amhdgiengage in community participation
projects creates an atmosphere in which public wmeos are (perceived as) an important
element of urban regeneration. That is, in modebamu policies “citizens are seen as an
integral partof the governance process and their active invoéré is considered essential
in the substantive decisions facing a communitydl{&ts, 2004, p. 320; emphasis added).

Thus, community participation in urban regeneratis explicitly based on the
ambition to create inclusive and innovative decisiwaking processes. It is important to note
that community participation can involve stakeholdarticipation, citizen participation, or a
combination of both. Stakeholder participation refeo all the institutions and actions that
take place between all public and private actordsuied with some kind of public authority,
while citizen participation denotes all the indiibas and actions “by which members of a
society (those not holding office or administratp@sitions in government) share power with
public officials in making substantive decisionsdaim taking action related to the
community” (Roberts, 2004, p. 320). In general,ntheommunity participation involves

projects in which public professionals with pay dodnal decision making authoritgngage

! The term ‘public professionals’ refers to admirgsive officials of local government and professitsnof local
guangos that are involved in urban governance amd bpecific formal public authorities. Local pigins also
participate in these processes but from a cleaiartie. Community participation projects are prifgari



in some form of deliberation and collaboration wiitizens who do not have governmental
pay or power. This ambition implies that inclusaed innovative values and practices are
emphasized on a larger scale and level of compsdharess than was the case with
preceding forms of community participation (Pie&®eters, 2000).

To be sure, community participation originates froamcient Greece and has
manifested itself throughout political history irrgeral (Held, 1996) and since WW 1l in
urban governance in specific (e.g. Hoorn, 1975; tBefa Regonini, 1980; Hain, 1980;
Susskind & Elliot, 1983). Community participatioashbeen used to enhance local collective
problem solving capacity, consumer satisfactiom damocratic renewal. However, modern
community participation differs from prior initiags because of the emphasis on the capacity
to create more engaged, communal, and democratal loitizen and stakeholder
communities. Modern participation not only requir@sliberative coordination but more
fundamentallyintegration of individual goals, interests, structures, andcpces into one
collective whole (Perri 6, 2005).

This communitarian emphasis manifests itself thhopactical experiments with and
scientific evaluations of collaborative initiativdbat resolve around the ‘transformative
power of dialogue’ in modulating individual intetesinto collective goals and actions
(Healey, 2003; Innes, 2004; Innes & Booher, 20@Yth urban policies and normative
theories support this trend. Urban policies focospirticular on the regeneration of
neighborhoods, based on the assumption that prebém local and exceptional, and that
temporary targeted policies can create non-prolienaeas that are well-embedded in
mainstream society and economy. Neighborhoodsransaged as spatially bordered social
communities where problems with social cohesionnemic deprivation, and physical decay
can be solved (Blokland, 2003; Uitermark, 2003; wMead, 2004; Amin, 2005). The
equation of ‘neighborhoods’ with ‘community’ is qupted by normative theories that
advocate the importance of public values, civicagmgment, networked governance, and
collaborative public management (Moore, 1995; StoR802; Agranoff & McGuire, 2003;
Denhardt & Denhardt, 2003; Torfing, 2005).

Despite the great ambitions of this novel appro&m@hcommunity participation,
usually “it is a story of struggles with mixed rést (Spiegel & Perlman, 1983, p. 125).
Projects often do not live up to the ambitions godls set. The reasons for the emergence of
unanticipated or even undesired consequences dtiuahel and highly complex. Scientific

organized and managed by practitioners and thécomes depend primarily on the interactions betwaeic
professionals and citizens.



evaluation of projects is highly complicated, sattit is extremely difficult to reach more
than “partial and mixed answers” (Burton et al.,020p. 43). Empirical research on
community participation has emphasized the impagansf a great number of factors for the
dynamics and outcomes of projects (see table 1ke&teh on modern community
participation is thus more likely to become a ‘trakthe box exercise’ rather than a valuable
addition to our understanding of this phenomenbtha research is carried out as deductive
hypothesis testing or as inductive unguided etheqoiyy. Therefore, a systematic in-depth
inductive approach is needed that intends to exj@ithe causal mechanisms that underlie

community participation projects.

Constitutional/legal rights and Physical setting Embedded routines & expectations

responsibilities

Distribution of financial resources  Available time Representativeness of citizens

Institutional design of project Degree of operagibaiscretion Nature & intricacy of problems

Urban policy context Attitudes to government ‘Om gpot’ improvised solutions

Administrative traditions Willingness to particigat Sudden events

Number & nature of local quangos  Social, economicudural (Perceived) degree of problem
composition of community solving

Central government control Identities, perceptions, and needs Supervisiorcanttol

mechanisms

General policy criteria Existing or newly createmhficts  Organizational culture

Funding process and power Administrative constounctif Individual values and preferences
groups

Professional expertise Social exclusion Interpeakomeractions

Professional networks Local elites Communicativillssk

Formal rules, structures & SOPs ofSocio-economic barriers to Pre-existing agendas

local authority participation

Table 1. Some factors to take into account. (my overview — KB)

Such research needs to focus on the public erecurhat take place within
community participation projects. Modern communiparticipation fosters interaction
between public professionals and citizens on adongrm and with greater intensity than
before. The focus on mutual collaboration, undexitay, and trust (Innes & Booher, 2004)
implies that long term relationships have to beellgyed rather than single shot encounters.
This type of public encounters will take shape witlthe complex context of urban
regeneration in which political, legal, adminisivat economic, and societal factors (see table
1) mediate the degree to which the goals of comiypyparticipation will be attained. Public
professionals and citizens are likely to encourdach other in new, unexpected, and
ambiguous situations. Thus, the outcomes of comiyparticipation projects depend greatly
on the ways in which public professionals and eitz deal with the situations in which their
public encounters take place.

To conclude, the discussion of the nature of modemmunity participation in this

section has demonstrated the need for inductiveireralpresearch on the types of public



encounters that emerge in community participationjgets. Community participation
projects intend to develop innovative and inclusivéiatives, while taking place within a
complex environment filled with complicating factorThe next section will further delve
into the fundamental dilemma that emerges for puldncounters within community
participation. The subsequent sections will develapanalytical framework to study public

encounters in community participation with a sysaémin-depth inductive approach.

PUBLIC ENCOUNTERS

Public encounters, interactions between public ggsibnals and citizens (cf. Goodsell,
1981), are a traditional topic of attention for trealysis of state-society relations in the study
of public administration. One of the first explicgcognitions of its importance comes from
Finer (1931), who stated: “this is the problem lé twentieth century: the relationship of
officials and the public” (p. 23). This statemeateives renewed impetus within the setting
of community participation, because *“it most ofteests on the shoulders of public
administrators for successful execution” (Robe2@4, p. 317). That is, public professionals
possess a great amountdi$cretionin the implementation of participatory processesich
they share with citizens. During implementatiors iikely that goals and criteria are vague or
ambiguous, resources scarce, and the process patkeuaitricacies (cf. Lipsky, 1980; Irvin
& Stansbury, 2004; Ray, Hudson, Campbell-Barr, &t8h, 2008). In other words, discretion
makes the nature and outcomes of public encoubjedefinition indistinct, and it is the goal
of the public encounters literature to uncoverrttechanisms that govern them.

The public encounters literature —which is not aganized discipline but rather
consists of insights from a variety of independstudies with few efforts at cross-
fertilization (Goodsell, 1981)— received great inyse from the publication of Lipsky’s
(1980) seminal study on street level bureaucracithoigh public encounters were
traditionally described in terms of formal respduigies and moral obligations (cf. Weber,
1922/1978; Finer, 1931), the literature has prityadeveloped through analyses of welfare
services, professionals’ effectiveness, and socom@mic inequality (e.g. Kahn, Katz, &
Gutek, 1976; Nelson, 1980; Sandfort, 2000). Howevlee current conceptual focus on
‘governance’ implies that public encounters arelymea in terms of responsiveness,
accountability (i.e. external accountability towsrditizens and other agencies rather than

internal accountability towards political superigrscollaboration, and democratic



participation (Peters & Pierre, 2000; Hill & Hup2007; Kelly, 2004). The differences
between these analytical foci significantly afféoe way in which the exercise of discretion
by public professionals is studied and judged.

Basically, the debate consists of variations on gbsitions of Finer (1941), who
insisted on top-down control and strict regulatafnprofessionals’ behavior, and Friedrich
(1940), who placed trust in the creative exercisdigcretion to solve complex problems. In
the study of public administratidnthe debate develops between, what can be cdiked t
bureaucratic perspectiveadministrative theories that focus on democredietrol structures
to limit administrative discretion and unequal treant of citizens, and, on the other hand
what can be called theeliberative perspectivepublic policy approaches that focus on the
practical skills needed to solve policy problenmee(kynn, 1996).

The bureaucratic perspective traditionally aimsd&velop scientifically grounded
competent administration and democratically cofgtbbrganizations. Analyses emphasize
executive responsibility in the sense of administeadiscretion separated from politics. The
focus is on “the managerial tools, techniques, Kedge, and skills that can be used to turn
ideas and policy into programs of action” (Lynn969p. 39). The traditional concern of the
bureaucratic perspective is how to limit or contdidcretion in order to prevent unequal
treatment and demise of individual freedom of emig by bureaucrats. The goal is not to
eliminate discretion, but rather to ensure thaehucrats’ behavior is directed at the public
interest instead of private gain and power accutimua The ideal type of bureaucracy
embodies the traditional framework for this goaldgcing the administration under a system
of political control, formal rules of decision makgj, and a substantive bureaucratic ethos
(Weber, 1922/1978; Simon, 1945/1997; Albrow, 1980;Gay, 2000).

The deliberative perspective is related to thelipupolicy literature on policy
formulation through multi-actor collaboration amdplementation that yields desirable social
outcomes. Policy analyses do not talk in termseofinical-rational administration, but rather
about political and strategic action. Social int#@n, improvisation, and the concrete
decision making situation are seen as more fundehéarctors for decision making than

2 Somewhat of an exception to this trend is foundViler, Gradeland & Koshechkina (2001) and Miller
(2006), where public encounters are studied nomneoh under the umbrella of deliberative governaice,
rather in terms of bureaucratic responsivenessheutalism.

% In political science, the debate is dominated Iy public choice principal agent theory that fosuse
political control, bureaucratic shirking, and destion limiting incentives (Niskanen, 1971; G. J.I&t & Moe,
1983; Brehm & Gates, 1993). Recently, under theiaas of delegation theory, discretion is less clepi as a
problem and more as an inevitable phenomenon alitecglbstrategy (G. J. Miller, 2005; Pollack, 2005



rules, structures, and routines. The traditionalceon of the deliberative perspective is what
practical skills are used and needed to harnessei@npolicy problems, enhance civic trust,
and manage political intricacies. A bottom-up ajgiois generally favored, because those
with high proximity to a problem are argued to msssthe most adequate knowledge and
skills to solve it (Elmore, 1979; Harmon, 1995; Me01995; Maynard-Moody & Musheno,
2000; Wagenaar, 2004).

An important tension for community participationllbws from these opposing
perspectives. Community participation entails fhatlic professionals and citizens engage in
face-to-face contact to develop mutual trust andewstanding and enhance their common
problem solving capacity (Innes, 2004). Mutual trusfers to citizens trusting public
professionals to be professional experts for polityplementation as well as to public
professionals trusting citizens to be knowledgealalgners for collaboration (Hill & Hupe,
2007, p. 282; Wagenaar, 2007, p. 26-27). This fadher stimulates what Lipsky (1980)
already thought to be almost impossible: “the tgaf the work of street level bureaucrats
could hardly be farther from the bureaucratic ideaimpersonal detachment in decision
making” (p. 9).

Bureaucracy offers a formal structural to withdrénem social relationships and
concomitant feelings of reciprocity and social duBommunity participation increases the
chance on the emergence of the personal and afpligitationships that go against the
bureaucratic ideal of striving for action ‘withoutgard for the person’. That is, the ideal type
of bureaucracy (Weber, 1922/1978) “segregatesialffactivity from the sphere of private
life” (p. 957), “does not establish a relationshigp a person” (p. 959), and “would not
constitute a realm dfee arbitrary action and discretion, pérsonallymotivated favor and
valuation” (p. 979) [italics in original]. The bwecratic system promotes this norm by
creating structural power inequality between theshucratic expert and the civic ‘dilettante’.
In contrast, community participation thrives on itea that citizens need to “share power
with public officials in making substantive decisg and in taking action related to the
community” (Roberts, 2004, p. 320). Thus, the buceatic perspective upholds impartiality
and power inequality, in contrast to the face-toefanegotiation and equal power of the
deliberative perspective (Kweit & Kweit, 1981; Kingeltey, & Susel, 1998; Bartels, 2009).

In sum, the concept of public encounters has awedevalue in the context of the
current emergence of community participation. Rubhcounters in community participation
need to be understood in relation to the opposiags of the bureaucratic perspective and

the deliberative perspective on the issues of eligor, impartiality, and power inequality.



Empirical research needs to study what forms pudimounters take in the actual practice of
community participation. The next sections preseatanalytical framework along which this

research needs to be conducted.

PRACTICES

The previous section has demonstrated that diearetind the ways in which it is exercised
are central to public encounters in community pgoéition. The exercise of discretion —the
liberty or power of deciding, or acting accordimgane’s own judgment— is dependent on the
situationin which practitioners work (Forsyth, 1999). Piaabers can deal with stable and
unambiguous work situations through formal ruled ariormal routines, but cannot depend
on these standardized responses in uncertain ahy@mus situations. Rather, practitioners
have to improvise and develop an understandindgp@ftost appropriate action (Wagenaar,
2004). Since community participation is likely taoguce new and unexpected situations, it is
important to understand ifgactices the ways in which practitioners understand theirlyda
work situation at hand and act upon this understagdWagenaar & Cook, 2003) The
current section will explain why the concept of giireges is essential to understand the
administrative practice of community participatiamd how the concept of practices is
instrumental as a first step to operationalizecitnecept of public encounters.

The basic assumption on which the concept of mrestis based is that the nature of
administrative practice is organized chaos (cf.@piMarch, & Olsen, 1979). Although there
is a great amount of rules, structures, and rosittoeprovide stability and guidance, every
situation faces individuals with the question ‘wiggoing on here?’. It is necessary to study
the responses of practitioners to this questiaorder to understand what actually happens in
administrative practice. “Whether asked explicitly) or tacitly (...) the question is put and
the answer to it is presumed by the way the indiaisl then proceed to get on with the affairs
at hand” (Goffman, 1986, p. 8). Practitioners &rgr control over their daily activities, but
are constantly faced with many uncertainties, wickeoblems, and complicated solutions
(Rittel & Webber, 1973). To deal with their condtdpractice worries’ (Rein, 1983),
practitioners formulate mental constructions of nlagure of problems and required solutions.

These mental constructions (or frames) guide astion. practitioners hold the belief that

* It has to be noted that the sequence of actiohewing understandings is an analytical one. Incfice,
understandings can follow from action (learningelmyng) or action can take place without being basedn
explicit understanding.



their actions are justified based on these undwmisigs. As such, practitioners encounter a
mixture of faith and doubt in their daily work: cphax situations force them constantly to
switch between certainty (frame) and uncertaintpr(y), between resolute and unplanned
behavior.

Practices, then, signify the practical understagslimnd actions of practitioners.

Wagenaar (2004) defines practices as:

“the hundreds of practical judgments, the everydaken-for-granted routines and practices, the
explicit and tacit knowledge that is brought to bea concrete situations, the moving about in the
legal-moral environment of large administrative daucracies, the mastering of difficult human-
emotional situations, the negotiating of discredignspace, and the interactive give and take with
colleagues” (p. 644).

Wenger (1998) similarly demarcates the focus obties of practices to the “everyday
activity and real-life settings, but with an empbkam the social systems of shared resources
by which groups organize and coordinate their #&wts; mutual relationships, and
interpretations of the world.” (p. 13).

The focus on the practical activities of practigos: is in accordance with the
‘Organizational Process Model’ Allison (1969) ugesexplain policy processes, yet places
less emphasis on standard operating proceduresnesuand formal rules and structures.
Although these types of institutions (March & Ols&884, 1989) are taken into account, the
practices approach puts more emphasis on percsptiaming of attention, and practical

judgments:

“The genesis of any practice is littered with coess choices of which elements in the original
problem situation to emphasize and which to negladtich elements from earlier practices to
incorporate and which to discard (...), from whicltated practices to borrow in the solution of a
problem, which consequences to take seriously amdhwto take for granted, and how in general to
define what is relevant” (Wagenaar & Cook, 20031 ¢b).

Thus, the practices approach explains policy ceetgies not in terms of rational decision
making by a unitary actor, or power play betweetfitipal actors, but by focusing on “the
moral-political interactions of ordinary peopleuwggling with the concrete, practical face of
social and technical issues” (Wagenaar & Cook, 2003167). Policy processes are
understood through analysis of the ways in whiamwtitude of actors on the street level
utilize their discretion.

The two central concepts in the definition of piges that are to key to understand its
focus are ‘action’ and ‘situations’. ‘Action’ enksia focus on the ways in which practitioners

develop an understanding of practical situatioret, goals, engage in particular actions
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accordingly, and adjust their understandings, gaaisl lines of action along the way. The
practices approach opposes the unrealistic levElgtentionality, comprehension, and
predictability inherent to the assumptions of naélomodels of decision making (Howlett &
Ramesh, 2003, p. 175-177). The rational decisiokimyamodel of (the evaluation of the
consistency between) goal-oriented rationality atility maximizing behavior is contrasted
with emphasis on ‘learning by doing’ (Schoén, 198B)provisation (Maynard-Moody &
Musheno, 2000), unarticulated assumptions (Wagen2@04), and social interaction
(Wenger, 1998). Practitioners can act rationallgttain certain goals, while at the same time
they often have no clear goals in mind, or adjbsirtgoals somewhere along the way. As
such, the actions of practitioners are seen aspotoseful and spontaneous (Bordieu, 1972,
p. 72; Wagenaar & Cook, 2003, p. 150).

‘Situations’ refer to the idea that individual umskandings of the most appropriate
action are not triggered by institutions, but rattlerive from the ways in which the situation
“signals to the actor that certain actions areechlfor, but also that certain conventions,
commitments, physical obstacles, normative belj@iscedures or rules have to be taken into
account” (Wagenaar & Cook, 2003, p. 150). The jrastapproach does not explain the
preferences and behavior of practitioners solelydigrence to the institutions surrounding
them. Rather, the focus is on how practical situetiforce practitioners to make sense of the
situation in relation to other actors, the struatwonstraints of their organization, and the
broader cultural values of their environment. Itimgportant to note that the practices
approach explicitly refers to institutions and thacro-context. The point is that processes of
public policy and administrative reform are shapmwdthe understandings and actions of
practitioners that on the one hand are situatea macro level context, while on the other
hand develop in unintentional and accidental ways td the influence of practical situations
(Bordieu, 1972; Wagenaar & Cook, 2003).

Practices should also be understood in referencéhree more well-known and
analytically related concepts: bounded rationaldyping mechanisms, and policy frames.
Bounded rationality helps to understand the ratatietween the individual, the organization,
and the environment in terms of cognitive and peattlimitations. Practitioners posses
limited mental and practical capacities to deahwiiteir complex tasks and environment and
are influenced by the rules and structures of tleeganization (Simon, 1997). Coping
mechanisms help to underline the necessity andtaiey for practitioners to search for
practical and mental shortcuts to deal with comgrelemanding situations. Stereotypes,

catchwords, and principled beliefs facilitate actitby reducing the complexity and
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uncertainty of decision making settings that cansisonflicting demands, and scarce time,
energy, resources, and information (Lipsky, 198®licy frames help to specify how
practitioners conceptualize situations and act @wegly. A frame is a way for “selecting,
organizing, interpreting, and making sense e¥énts, values, and causal beliéRein &
Schon, 1993, p. 146).

The concept of frames, i.e. how practitioners famesolution to their problematic
situations, is in particular useful to further og@nalize the concept of practices. The
concept of practices refers to the organized cb&agministrative practice and the discretion
practitioners posses to make sense of the praditations they encounter in their work.
Practices seem particularly useful for understamdiublic encounters, because of the
debatable purposes, moral uncertainties, and teat&tchniques inherent to social work
(Lipsky, 1980; Rein, 1983). The inevitable professil anxiety of dealing with citizens and
social problems implies that practitioners experéea lot of ill-defined emotions, which they
have to signal and interpret, and formulate an tstdeding of. In a word, practitioners have
to make a lot of decisions about how to act. Theiaoal question is what is included in the
cognitive construction of problems and solutionsd(avhat is not). Frames are exactly that,
definitions of situations and experiences that kwknts, causal beliefs, and values in order to
organize attention and facilitate, or legitimateti@an (cf. Rein & Schon, 1993). The
negotiation of these frames and the acting upom tleads to concrete, shared practices.

As such, frames are connected to actions. Dealitigpwactice worries is not simply
a passive mental process, but rather an activeepsoaf ‘learning-by-doing’ (Schon, 1983).
The practices approach is thus not confined to itiwgrstructures, but also serves to discover
concrete changes in behavior. The question for coniy participation is how public
professionals and citizens act on their respeatbles (see p. 3-4). A role refers to “the
behavior of status occupants that is oriented tdsvéine patterned expectations of others”
(Merton, 1968, p. 41). Given the presence of ‘w#¢s’,different roles a single individual is
committed tpthe challenge for individuals is to find waysgmo about in their daily activities
without constant role conflicts. The previous sattiserved to explain why the tension
between professional and personal roles is cetdraiministrative practice in general and
public encounters in particular (Weber, 1922/19ipsky, 1980; Du Gay, 2000; W. L.
Miller, 2006; Wagenaar, 2007). Faced with new, ymeted, and complex situations,
practitioners can act by sticking to old role patseor by developing new roles, depending on

the understanding they develop of the situatidmaad.

12



To sum up, this section has followed up on thennohiservation of previous section —
that outcomes of community participation are inddtbecause discretion is central to public
encounters— by developing an analytical operatipaigbn of discretion. It has been argued
that the concept of practices is extremely usefuirtderstand how practitioners deal with the
organized chaos of administrative practice. Prastiembody the mental frames that
practitioners develop to understand a practicalkwsituation, and the actions that follow
from these frames. The subsequent section will ideovthe operational methods and
techniques to inductively detect, explicate, andarstand these practices.

GROUNDED THEORY ANALYSIS

The methodological operationalization of the pi@egi approach is extremely important for
arriving at a deeper understanding of the undeglyirechanisms of community participation.
Analysis of practices is necessarily an inductimel anterpretative process, which has the
odds against it when it comes to scientific idesdsobjectivity, clarity, and replicability.
Although such objections are based on a dogmatistagainst interpretative research, it is
nevertheless necessary to explicate how data canlleeted inductively in a systematic and
rigorous way. Therefore, this section will explieahe kind of data that is sought for, the
methods and techniques through which data is delleand analyzed. It is argued that
practices can only be understood from high qualéta that is obtained through open-ended
and inductive interviewing and analyzed throughugiaed theory analysis. This approach
serves to uncover the practices behind the naesafvactitioners tell, and as such to arrive at
a theoretical understanding of what is going othendata.

Practices (frames and actions) are reflected im#éneativespractitioners tell. “Policy
narratives are stories that relate “a successiogvenhts, real or hypothetical, (...) typically
have beginnings, middles, and ends, and includds,plcharacters, and frequently
recognizable styles of storytelling” (Roe, 199458). Narratives can be structured according
to a great variety of types of stories (e.g. oflidecor control, about institutions, people, or
professional practice), metaphors (e.g. naturakJawachines, tools, war), empty signifiers
(evocative yet hollow terms), and stereotypes H#ypsl980; Rein, 1983; Stone, 1989;
Kaplan, 1993; Wagenaar, 1997; Kohler Riessman, 28fithe, 2002). The goal of frame and
narrative analysis is to uncover how these namasilements organize the experience of
practitioners (Goffman, 1986; Stone, 2002). Thawisat is the story that is told, what are the

underlying goals and assumptions, does it makeesenselation to the empirical situation
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and the frames of others, and how does it fit ithte broader narrative? Comparison of
different narratives leads to a story of its owowthe similarities, differences, ambiguities,
and tensions inherent to a particular case.

The collection and analysis of narratives is ahlyiggensitive and intricate process.
Grounded theory analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 19@7ar@az, 1990, 2002, 2006) is an
inductive and open-ended approach of data gathandganalysis that is extremely useful for
this purpose. The main goal of GTA is to make (@zdl) sense of the statements and
actions of the individuals studied@hat are their views and experiences an instaned bis
guestion guides the process of generating condeptaiagories from empirical data by
gradually abstracting them into theoretical explams. In that way, the researcher can raise
analytical issues out of conflicting frames andash ‘ground’ a theory in the empirical data.
The procedures of grounded theory analysis enhtngceollection of high quality data and
rigorous, systematic, and saturated analysis ofsthdied situation. In the end, grounded
theory analysis can reveal “constructions or coingedefinitions of the situation as given in
action, not merely stated in reconstructed accdy@tsarmaz, 2006, p. 180).

Following that rationale, quality is seen as dethildescriptions of respondents’
views, experiences and actions. The goal is toegatlata that go beyond superficial
descriptions of events or justifications of actiard, instead, get a view dhe concrete
experiences, events, and actions on which resptsmdienid their frame High quality data
will translate into high quality theories. To beeuhere are more internal criteria and checks
to ensure ‘good’ grounded theories (see Charma6,20. 182-183 for a list of criteria). In
general, grounded theories can be judged on tled ¢d\abstraction from the data, their link
to, and illustration by, the data, and their liokthe broader context (Charmaz, 2002). These
quality criteria are pursued in each of the foagst of grounded theory analysis.

The first stage is the collection of rich datanparily through in-depth, or intensive,
interviewing. Interviews can be characterized as directed asatiens (from the
perspective of the interviewer) or unfolding ster{&om the perspective of the interviewee).
Both terms refer to the combination of flexibiliyd control: on the one hand, interviews are
conversational, open-ended, and guided by the nelgpd’'s narrative that emerges, while on
the other hand, the researcher has to focus teevietv to ensure that useful data is collected

(Charmaz, 2002). Grounded theory analysis proviskgeral heuristics to maintain this

® Next to in-depth interviewing, textual analysisrefevant policy documents can be used in addifogain
insight in the broader context of cases. In anatyzpolicy documents, the main strategy will be tidke a
balance between subtracting information and samitig their underlying views, assumptions, and goal
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balance. To start with, interviews need to haveirbeggs (opening questions) and ends
(closure guestions). In between, questions vargrdatg to what the respondent tells, while
the researcher monitors the quality of the infororatprovided. There are several
sophisticated interviewing techniques that servairtect the respondent to providing as much
useful detailed answers in a comfortable s such, the respondent is guided away from
giving generalized answers or justifications thahmarize rather than describe experiences.

The second stage is coding of the transcribedvietes. Coding is “the process of
defining what the data are about” by “naming sedgseof data with a label that
simultaneously categorizes, summarizes, and acedonteach piece of data” (Charmaz,
2006, p. 43). It is the first step in going fromsdeption to conceptualization: what is
actually going on in the data? Codes have to beeaahd evocative words that are narrow
enough to describe detailed parts of data and bmraslgh to represent underlying
assumptions, views, or tensions. In other worddesare ‘sensitizing concepts’ that stick to
the data as well as lead to theoretical categofiibss stage first involves initial coding,
naming each segment of data, and, secondly, foatm#idg, using the most significant and
frequent codes. It is important in this stage tokstlose to the data by describing it on its
own terms, rather than immediately applying alreexigting theories. In that way, (detailed)
coding helps the researcher to see things thatdaathkerwise be overlooked.

The third stage, memo-writing, is a pivotal intexrate step between data collection
and the writing of paper drafts. Research memogester evaluate the data, i.e. to explain
codes, link them to each other, develop ideas, famettune subsequent data search
(Charmaz, 2006). Several techniques that helpdosfonemos are to give them a title, define
categories, and discuss where the categories daadadaleading the research. Furthermore,
numerical and graphical representations of codesys and mutual connections aid insight
into the relationships between codes and categ(Ries, 1994, p. 155-162). More advanced
memos serve to define categories, identify gapsJ@ok for patterns. Gradually, the focus in
changed from data towards creating dialogue betwbkentheory and the data. As such,
memo-writing helps to get from analytical categer@s descriptive and synthesizing tools to

categories that serve conceptual definition angtbduction of an analytical narrative.

® Besides the ability to ask the right (type of) sfiens at the right time (see Charmaz, 2002, p-68®for a
list of types of questions), these techniques wmwasking for details, examples, and elaborati@sjmy open
and actively formulated questions; using markees oming back on a topic that seems importantdéme up
during talking about something else); managing diteons of question topics; being alert to respande
(emotional) signals; not intruding the respondesttry; and talking about yourself if the resportdesks you
something, briefly, yet without disclosure (Wei$994).
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The final step of the grounded theory analysic@ss is theoretical sampling. The
researcher returns to the collected data and/athéofield for additional data with the
established theoretical categories in order to mico their presence and refine their
properties and links to the broader context (Charn2®06). Comparative analysis is an
important technique in this stage by the comparidotata with data and with theories. Data
collection and analysis is less open-ended and myarded by the emerged theoretical
categories (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). The researthes to find the boundaries of the
emerged theories, their defining elements, possies, and new insights. In that way, the
research proceeds towards an integrated explanatitme causal mechanisms that underlie
the studied case.

To conclude, this section has explicated how iptaenterviewing, coding, memo-
writing, and theoretical sampling, provide rigorcausd systematic procedures that enhance
the quality of the collected data as well as thalymis. The methods and techniques of
grounded theory analysis guide the inductive amalysrespondents’ narratives towards the
construction of theoretical understandings of thpeactices. The next section will explain
how an understanding of practices facilitates apdeainderstanding in theoretical and

practical terms.

PRACTICAL DILEMMAS

As it has become clear from the previous sectiow hioeory follows from practice in
grounded theory analysis, it seems only naturdl tima flow of information and insight is
also reversed. The community participation literatioias been an exceptionally fruitful venue
for a wide variety of attempts at bridging theongaractice for the sake of practical learning
and improvement (see e.g. Greenwood & Levin, 1998;bjerg, 2002; Kensen, 2003; Laws
& Hajer, 2006). However, the procedures throughcltihese approaches operate are often
unclear, unsystematic, or heavily context-dependafithout negating the potential of these
approaches, this section presents a focus on fpahdilemmas’ as a more concrete approach
to facilitating practical learning. It is arguedaththe practical dilemmas explicated through
grounded theory analysis have important added valuea scientific and practical level,
because explication of practices embodies undetistgrof the theoretical underlying causal
mechanisms as well as exposure of its practicahtitas, tensions, and inconsistencies.

The great amount of attention for practical leagniand improvement in the

community participation literature is related t@ tamphasis in community participation on
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collaboration, mutual learning, reciprocity, etchel study of public administration is in
particular fit for bridging theory and practice cb@se one of its defining features is the desire
to develop a conceptually rigorous and empiricgilpunded scientific approach (Simon,
1946) in conjunction with having an added value tlog practice of public administration
(Rutgers, 1993). The practices found through gredntheory analysis are in particular
useful for this purpose, because they are absttacten empirical data and yet remain
embedded in the data (Charmaz, 2002). Theoriestamaia constant connection with the
level of practice as theoretical insights are thated by empirical examples, so that it can be
understood how theoretical insights affect prattidammas and vice versa.

Practices should thus not be understood as gethexaiies, but rather as middle range
theories that transcend the single case level witigetting too remote from the empirical
findings. The goal is to provide rich and detaileccounts of the cases without getting
entangled in descriptive holism. Rather than priogjcconcrete empirical descriptions, “the
logic of analysis is developed in terms of the edata of social structure” (Merton, 1968, pp.
43-44), i.e. the underlying causal mechanfsrithie goal is not pure holistic description of
cases, nor formulation of universalistic statemerst rather to identify the factors,
interdependencies, and circumstances that needetdaken into account in order to
understand (i.e. make sense of) particular cadass, Tniddle range theory avoids relativism,
while neither aspiring to show how A leads to outeoB in system S under circumstances X,
Y, and Z (Hempel, 1962/2006). There are too maigvent factors, interdependencies, and
events, which are moreover in constant changeprioulate such grand statements. Hence,
there is always gotential for variety in outcomes. In order to nevertheléssnulate
meaningful general statements, middle range theoms to reveal the mechanisms that
generate these variable outconf@geick, 1974; George & Bennet, 2004):

“middle-range theory is not concerned with thedristl generalization that a degree of social oatder
conflict prevails in society but with the analytigaoblem of identifying the social mechanisms whic
produce a greater degree of order or less cortfigh would obtain if these mechanisms were not
called into play” (Merton, 1968, p. 45).

" Although often loosely employed, causal mechanifms a clear and systematic operational analytiuadiel

for middle range theories. The causal mechanismsglemdistinguishes three conceptual stages, which
subsequently specify (1) how institutions providdegision making setting for individuals, (2) howdividual
ideas and preferences within this setting leagezi§ic actions, and (3) how these individual agsi@ggregate
into collective level changes (Coleman, 1986, 199€istrom & Swedberg, 1996). This tripartite moloket the
potential of generating fine-grained, deep, an@diexplanations of change processes that link onkesel
institutional circumstances, individual frames aations, and collective practices.
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Thus, on a scientific level, the identification pfactices does not imply the
presentation of a number of relevant causal factarsrather the explication of the ways in
which different factors, interdependencies, andne&veare connected through a causal
mechanism. That is, it is explicated how the undedings and concomitant actions of
practitioners connect factors that derive from iecro-context of their governance system,
their organization, the local multi-actor networtke societal system, and the concrete
situation at hand. This integrative capacity ofgices implies that different dimensions can
be confronted to reconcile insights as well asaktensions and inconsistencies (cf. Rutgers,
1993, 1998; Raadschelders, 2003). Beyond the oreati new theoretical insights on a
scientific level, the explication of tensions amtansistencies makes clear how the daily
work of practitioners is governed Ipyactical dilemmasthe need to make practical decisions
about ways to harness issues which are difficultnpossible to completely overcome.

A focus on practical dilemmas implies that it lardied how practitioners’ frames
and actions direct their understanding and behdgisards certain outcomes. Administrative
practice is filled with uncertainties, wicked prebis, and complicated solutions, which
implies that practitioners construct their pradit@ased on perceptions of events, values, and
causal beliefs that are inevitably limited and setiv support a particular line of action. The
point is not to simply point at the advantagesadiantages, and unanticipated consequences
of their practices, but rather to clarify the dynesmof the process in which they are involved,
the dilemmas that are part of this process, andthew practices respond to these dilemmas.

For example, a practitioner's narrative can contaistory of decliné® to legitimate
practices of intervention in an allegedly deprivemighborhood, while the empirical basis for
deterioration might be weak or absent. The poirtheffocus on practical dilemmas is not to
criticize the discrepancy between practices ancethpirical situation, but rather to explicate
where the idea of deterioration originated fromyhbbecame an accepted practice, and how
this practice affects the practitioner’'s work ahd status of the neighborhood. For instance,
the idea of deterioration can have emerged fronpttiey rhetoric behind the will to initiate
a community participation project on the side afdlogovernment. It can become an accepted
practice because the particular neighborhood proedze most appropriate for intervention
based on several administrative criteria and natjoti within an extensive selection process.

It can aggravate relationships between local gowent and neighborhood, when in a

8 A story of decline is a narrative that follows tlowing line of reasoning: “In the beginning,itlgs were
pretty good. But they got worse. In fact, right nakey are nearly intolerable. Something must beeti¢Stone,
2002, p. 138).
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subsequent participation project local resident$ dfended and stigmatized by the idea of
deterioration and the public professionals feestiiated by the lack of acknowledgment for
their efforts to improve things for the residents.

In such a hypothetical case, it is not a matteputing the blame somewhere, but
rather to raise mutual awareness of the inevitdldenmas, tensions, and inconsistencies of
administrative practice. Practical dilemmas needbdoexplicated, understood, and learned
from. Therefore, the practical dilemmas approachstisictured along the lines of the
‘Community of Inquiry’ (Shields, 2003): an orgamgi principle for scholars and
practitioners of public administration to “examihew they approach problems, consider
data, and communicate” (p. 511). The Communityngfuiry is an “open-ended process with
positive feedback” (p. 519) that is primarily foedson finding an approach to problematical
situations. It seeks to provide an approach to aa#i practical dilemmas, instead of
imposing ‘one-best-way’ solutions, by connectin@gqtice with theory. The main line of
inquiry consists a ‘scientific attitude’, i.e. “thmntrolled or directed transformation of an
indeterminate situation”. This scientific line aiquiry can be put in other words as the
grounded theory analysis of administrative practiceorder to arrive at a theoretical
understanding of its practices and dilemmas. Thesietical understanding, then, needs to be
used to stimulate practitioners to reflect on tipearctices (understandings and actions).

The practical dilemmas approach follows the meshaicthe ‘Community of Inquiry’,
because it is a way to enable productive discussnmhlearning. It does not dictate answers,
but only facilitates a process of reflection by\ypding questions and explicating tensions (cf.
Noordegraaf, 2006). To go back to the hypothetzade above, how has the label of
deterioration affected the perception of the netghbod and the policy measures selected?
Does the emphasis on participation and collabaratonceal any fundamental power
inequalities, organizational decision making stuoes, or financial deficiencies that inhibit
cooperation? How has the identification of diffarencietal groups and their needs affected
the interpersonal interactions and outcomes ofptréicipation process? Such questions are
obviously precarious to ask, as they require framrciitioners the willingness to let go of
belief systems, and the capacity to listen, tongeand to reflect on ideas, actions, and
vocabulary. Thus, the process has to be carefuligegl by a person sensitive to the
intricacies of learning and administrative praciéecel able to direct the process towards clear
learning goals. Moreover, it also implies a comneitihon the side of the practitioners to be
open to learning, and to have a scientific patieimcéhe acquisition of information and

insights in advance of the learning process (SivE994; Shields, 2003).
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In conclusion, the practices identified througlowgrded theory analysis have great
potential to enhance practical learning and impnoset. The focus on practical dilemmas
offers an approach to raising awareness of dilemn@asions, and inconsistencies in the
public encounters of community participation. Thection has explained how the focus on
practical dilemmas, in line with the broader anabjt framework of this paper, entails an

open-ended feedback process that facilitates tefteby linking theory and practice.

CONCLUSION

This paper has set out to present an analyticaldveork to study the public encounters of
community participation. The main argument is fablic encounters need to be analyzed in
terms of practices: the ways in which practitionenslerstand their daily work situation at
hand and act upon this understanding. It has beerodstrated how the practices approach
can lead to new theoretical insights about how canity participation works and can also
aid practical learning, as a focus on practicesrearal how macro and micro level factors,
interdependencies, and events are connected. @remdtiic level, the practices approach
does not merely add some causal factors to thadtrextensive literature, but rather has the
potential to enhance our understanding of commupayticipation by explicating the
underlying causal mechanisms that generate vargiigomes. On a practical level, the
practices approach does not simply provide oneivagtsolutions or stimulate excessive
learning, but rather facilitates guided reflection the practical dilemmas, tensions, and
inconsistencies of administrative practice. Theital framework of this paper secures that
insights about public encounters are ‘groundegbrarctice.

It has to be emphasized that it is of great inguré to understand and judge
community participation, as well as public secteform in general, in terms of practices.
Although administrative reforms are situated in ttentext of macro level reforms, the
impact and nature of reforms such as communityigyaation only become clear from the
ways in which practitioners understand them andugcin them within practical situations.
Administrative reforms take shape in unintentionahd accidental ways during
implementation, because practical situations fameetitioners to make sense of a reform in
relation to many macro and micro level factors @fessman & Wildavsky, 1973/1984;
Hjern & Porter, 1981; Rein, 1983). Pre-conceivearifmatively inspired) theories or political

rhetoric often distort our understanding by ovenstpor oversimplifying the causes and

20



amount of actual change. An open-ended and induegpproach that evaluates the effects of
a reform on practices seems more sensible.

To be sure, one might object that such broad csrahs cannot be drawn from one or
a few cases. It could be argued that inductive arebeis too sensitive to context and
interpretation to reflect on a reform as a wholetteer broader debate about state-society
relations. However, large-N deductive researchotsper definition more capable to reach
intelligent and valid conclusions, nor is it leensitive to the millions of practical choices
made by the researcher or the nature of the satimglies studied. Deductive research works
with different methods and techniques than indéctesearch, and each approach has trade-
offs (Gerring, 2007). Inductive research runs tis& of overestimating discovered causal
relationships if the case(s) is(/are) not realjyresentative for the broader phenomenon under
study. Increasing the number of cases can redud®gons of external validity, but can again
endanger the internal validity. Reducing the degifdatensity with which the case is studied
enhances the risk on wrong conclusions based amcehaeasurement error, or overlooked
alternative explanations. Thus, there rather seense a need for deductive and inductive
approaches to complement each other and engagenstractive dialogue in order to
enhance our understanding of administrative practic

Limits to the practices approach such as the paedénts of case selection, the time-
consuming nature of the data collection and amglyand the ambitious outlook on
contributing to science and practice are certaaaknowledged. Moreover, the usefulness of
the practices approach has yet to be proved inipeactill, the current exploration shows
that the practices approach is promising for urtdading how community participation
processes work, how decisions are made, and whd#esion making is more effective,
equal, and fair. Small discoveries can reveal hiths (Flyvbjerg, 2002). In the end, insight
on the nature of modern public encounters withentitbader context of social justice, equity,
and government performance (King & Stivers, 19%#)s to be a matter of how practitioners

deal with the ways in which these big questionsdi@e into concrete practical dilemmas.
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