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Abstract 

Research on direct public participation has largely focused on stable democracies with 

only recent extensions to some stable authoritarian contexts, while hybrid or oscillating regimes 

remain understudied. This dissertation addresses this gap using Thailand as the empirical setting. 

It asks: (1) what do direct participation or public engagement practices look like in a developing 

democracy with volatile politics, and (2) what drives variation in those practices? I conceptualize 

public engagement variation along three dimensions (recruitment inclusiveness, information flow 

or communication mode, and perceived impact) and operationalize them as indices at the policy-

task level rather than at the level of individual public engagement activity, to better reflect how 

public managers make decisions.  

The study uses administrative data, original interview data, and original survey data 

conducted on K3-level Thai public managers and their equivalents covering 230 policy tasks, 

nested in 125 managers, across 8 organizations. At the policy-task level, multilevel linear models 

with random intercepts for individuals and organizations show that higher Public Service 

Motivation (PSM) and greater political autonomy are associated with higher scores across all 

three indices. Other variables, such as technocratic orientation and legal requirements, have 

different relationships with different dimensions. For example, having no legal requirement but 

having norms to engage the public has a significant relationship only with the perceived impact 

of the engagement activities of a policy task, not with inclusiveness or communication. These 

findings suggest that it might be useful to model public engagement as multidimensional 

dependent variables, since disaggregating the dimensions can reveal more specific ways that 

independent variables influence variations of public engagement. 

The study also compares the policy-task level results with results from analyses at the 

engagement-activity level. These results diverge in theoretically informative ways. No predictor 

is consistently significant across all dimensions within one activity. Attitude toward democracy 

shows a significant negative relationship with committee meeting’s information flow while it 

does not appear as a significant driver at the policy-task level. Technocratic orientation has 

positive relationship with committee’s inclusiveness but not task-level inclusiveness. These 

patterns are consistent with managers making policy-task-level design choices rather than 

thinking about each engagement venue or activity in isolation. Overall, modeling participation 

with policy-task-level indices aligns more closely with theoretical expectations, but these indices 

still have limitations and should be further refined. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction  

Main research questions and rationale for the Thai case 

Well-designed direct public participation was championed as a way to fortify democracy 

by increasing the involvement of the public in the policy process (e.g. Denhardt and Denhardt 

2015; Nabatchi and Leighninger 2015). Theories and findings regarding direct public 

participation have usually been studied in stable democratic countries with a recent expansion to 

a few stable authoritarian countries (e.g. Meng, Pan, and Yang 2017), but no extensive studies 

have been done on countries with a hybrid or oscillating political regime. This dissertation aims 

to fill this gap in the literature. The main research questions of the dissertation are 1) what do 

direct public participation practices look like in a developing democracy or in a country with 

more volatile politics? and 2) what drives those variations? 

My dissertation focuses on Thailand. Thailand transitioned from absolute monarchy to 

democracy in 1932. The process of democratization was punctuated by ten military coups since 

1932 with the latest coup as recently as 2014. While its political regime oscillates back and forth 

between elected governments and military-led governments, some practices of direct public 

engagement (as opposed to indirect or representative public participation like voting) remain 

unchanged due to legal mandates. For example, the Rule of the Office of the Prime Minister on 

Public Consultation, which mandates bureaucratic agencies overseeing certain types of projects 

to consult the public in the decision-making process, was established in B.E. 2539 (1996 CE) and 

later revised in B.E. 2548 (2005 CE) both during a democratically elected government. However, 

it has been in effect since its establishment, giving some continuity to participatory practices for 

bureaucrats despite the oscillation in political regime. 

Thailand also has a history of strong bureaucracy with a transactional relationship with 

the political sphere (Ockey 2004; Ricks 2018). This means that, in some pockets of bureaucratic 

agencies, organizational practices including public engagement practices can remain relatively 

unchanged during political oscillation. In other pockets, however, organizational practices 

including public engagement practices may change according to political influences. For 

example, the Ministry of Energy, when building a coal power plant, changed its public 

engagement practice to adopt more actively engaged activities after the matter caught the 

media’s attention and the military-appointed Minister promised to resolve the conflict within the 

local community before moving forward with the plan (Respondent 5. 2022. Interview by 

Author. Bangkok, Thailand). By contrast, the Office of National Higher Education, Science, 

Research, and Innovation Policy Council, despite having no legal mandate for public 

consultation, has engaged the public regularly in its policy formulation process regardless of 

political regime type at the national level (Respondent 2. 2022. Interview by Author. Bangkok, 

Thailand).  

Because of this combination of continuity in some practices and political sensitivity in 

others, Thailand gives us a unique context for studying how public engagement is practiced by 

bureaucrats, especially in relation to my first research question on what direct public 
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participation looks like in contexts outside the countries more commonly studied in the literature. 

My position as a native Thai speaker with experiences in the Thai public sector also supports the 

dissertation’s focus on Thailand. Although not without limitations such as potential biases that 

can occur with familiarity, this position allows me unique access to individuals who are often 

less accessible for interviews and enables me to interpret nuances that may be less apparent to 

outside observers. For the second question, Thailand offers a setting where political sensitivity 

and public managers’ attitudes toward democracy could become important factors influencing 

public engagement practices. Studying what drives public engagement in contexts like Thailand 

is intended to help move public participation literature toward greater theoretical generalizability 

and comprehensiveness. The scenarios described below help illustrate decision-making situations 

faced by Thai public managers and serve as the basis for my theorizing in this dissertation. 

Scenarios underpinning research design and theoretical choices 

I theorize my research around a common scenario where a Thai public manager is 

assigned a policy task1 and, in the process of accomplishing the task, is faced with a decision of 

whether and in what forms to conduct public engagement activities. For example, a team of 

public officials in the Ministry of Energy are tasked with drafting a 5-year energy plan for the 

country. They are faced with a decision about what types of activities to engage the public in the 

process of drafting the plan. This could range from a series of meetings with experts, a series of 

interviews in affected communities, workshops with experts, to a public forum for the media and 

interested public.  

Other examples of these scenarios include bureaucrats in a science policy institute under 

the Ministry of Higher Education, Science, Research, and Innovation tasked with identifying 

new industries to support; project developers in the Ministry of Interior drafting the details of a 

new housing project; officials in the Ministry of Transport preparing to present new toll rate 

options to a national committee; and local administrators determining the location and scale of a 

new waste management facility. In each case, public managers make decisions about whether to 

engage actors outside their organization, what forms of engagement to use, who to invite, what 

communication processes to use, and how much the content and comments from the activities 

will be incorporated into the process of formulating or adjusting the policy products or services 

                                                           
1 I define a policy task as a task in the public policy process that is assigned to a public manager or a team of public 

managers through a series of commands from organizational executives, or initiated by a manager when they have 

the discretion. A policy task, in this definition, is required to have a clear policy output either as a final product of 

the policy process or as a key step toward a policy outcome. For example, drafting a five-year national energy plan 

is a policy task, since the plan is a standalone policy product. In contrast, organizing a meeting to discuss possible 

next steps for the plan is not considered a policy task, because the output of the meeting is still part of another, larger 

task. 

 

In some cases, defining what counts as a standalone policy output in the Thai context can be aided by referring to 

legal mandates or assignments by the Cabinet of Ministers or other bodies that can legally assign tasks. For example, 

the legislation establishing the Energy Policy and Planning Office specifies that the office is responsible for drafting 

energy plans, but it does not require the office to organize informal consultations or relationship-building activities 

with the public although those are productive supporting actions.  
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they are tasked to produce. So, they not only have to decide whether public engagement exists, 

but also on the forms and, in many cases, other more detailed characteristics of the process.  

Besides having to decide on different designs or dimensions of the public engagement 

process, they also decide the public engagement activities collectively in relation to their policy 

task given. That is, given these scenarios, when studying what makes public participation 

activities vary in their characteristics or what makes for better public engagement, we should not 

only focus on individual public engagement activities. From empirical evidence seen in Chapter 

4, we will see that one policy task often involves multiple public engagement activities, and it is 

the combination of these activities that shapes the impact on both the public and the policy 

process. For example, one could argue that a policy task that includes both a large-scale town 

hall and an in-depth workshop with interest groups does a better job capturing what the public or 

the affected group prefer or perceive than a policy task with just a single large-scale town hall. 

Therefore, when we study how public managers make decisions regarding public engagement 

design variations, we should consider the unit of analysis to be the policy-task level. 

To my knowledge, public management research has offered limited insight into how 

public engagement unfolds in practice – as a set of activities with multidimensional 

characteristics carried out across a policy task. First, when researchers treat public participation 

or public engagement as an dependent variable, they tend to examine engagement through one-

dimensional measures (e.g. Huang and Feeney 2016). Second, the literature has either examined 

individual venues or engagement mechanisms (e.g. Fung 2006) rather than coordinated sets of 

activities linked to a broader policy assignment, or measured variations in engagement at the 

organizational level which might not be able to capture some fundamental differences that may 

exist between policy tasks within the same organization (e.g. Neshkova 2014; Puppis et al. 

2014).  

Therefore, to better reflect the scenarios described above, the conceptual choices in this 

dissertation differ from the existing literature in two aspects: 1) my unit of analysis is 

operationalized at the policy-task level, not the level of individual instances of engagement as is 

common in the literature; and 2) although my dependent variables are aggregated at the policy-

task level, they are divided into multiple dimensions.  

Chapter 2 reviews existing approaches scholars have used to categorize public 

engagement and goes into more details the conceptualization and dimensions adopted in this 

dissertation. It also examines the literature on the drivers of variations in public participation 

activities and develops the hypotheses to be tested in Chapter 5. Chapter 3 describes the data 

sources and collection methods, including interviews, surveys, and records from selected public 

participation activities. Chapter 4 addresses the first research question by mapping the landscape 

of existing public engagement practices in Thailand, beginning with their historical and legal 

context and drawing on evidences from interview data, survey data, and participation outputs. 

This chapter also presents descriptive findings relevant to the second research question on the 

drivers of engagement variations. Chapter 5 presents the quantitative analysis of these drivers 

and their multidimensional dependent variables. The chapter includes the explanation of each 
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variable and its operationalization, model specifications, and results. Chapter 6 concludes with a 

discussion of the findings, the dissertation’s limitations, and implications for future research. 

Definitions of public engagement, public participation, and direct public 

participation 

Throughout this dissertation, I use “public engagement” and “public participation” 

interchangeably, but I choose “public engagement” as my primary term to emphasize the focus 

of the research on public participation spaces that are initiated by the government more than 

from bottom-up citizens’ efforts. When not specified in this paper, the term “public 

participation” or “public engagement” represents “direct public participation” as defined by 

Nabatchi and Leighninger (2015, p.14). They define public participation as “an umbrella term 

that describes the activities by which people’s concerns, needs, interests, and values are 

incorporated into decisions and actions on public matters and issues.” Within this umbrella, they 

categorize public participation into “indirect participation” and “direct participation.” Indirect 

participation is when individuals select representatives to make public decisions for them, for 

example, when constituents vote for their representatives. This could be one characteristic of a 

democratic political regime. Direct participation, however, is when individuals are “personally 

involved and actively engaged in providing input, making decisions, and solving problems” 

(p.14). This includes when the public or representatives of groups or communities, not 

necessarily in representative positions through elections, are involved in policy decision-making. 

That is, for example, when a community leader from area affected by a new infrastructure 

project participates in the deliberation process in drafting the mitigation plan during an 

environmental and social assessment public forum. This type of public engagement does not 

require free and fair elections nor a democratic political regime as a precondition and exists in 

non-democratic regimes.  
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Chapter 2: Public engagement variations and their drivers 

In this chapter, I first review how existing scholars have already laid a strong foundation 

for thinking about different dimensions of public engagement activities. Then I describe the three 

dimensions I choose to focus on and how the characteristics of each activity are aggregated to the 

policy-task level, resulting in dependent variables for the second research question (what drives 

public engagement variations) that better represents the real-world scenarios described 

previously. Lastly, I review past literature on what drives public engagement variations and 

explain hypotheses on how potential drivers might affect the mentioned dependent variables.  

Existing literature on variations of public engagement 

From existing literature, I group how scholars have categorized public engagement 

process into three domains: process characteristics/design elements, forms, and impacts. 

First is the categorization of “design elements” or “process characteristics.” This is where 

scholars break down public participation activities into elements that characterize the 

engagement process. For example, Nabatchi (2012) provides eight categories for process design: 

level of participation, communication mode, level of shared decision authority, participatory 

mechanisms, informational materials, participant recruitment, and recurrence and iteration. 

(Fung 2006) presented a democracy cube that has three participatory design elements: 

participation selection, how participants interact within the venue of public discussion or 

decision, and how much authority or power is given to participants in the venue. Fung’s 

democracy cube represents these three elements in a three-dimensional space (See Fig. 2.1).  

Usually when scholars use these types of operationalization, it is either to provide 

frameworks or guidelines in designing the public engagement process (e.g. (Bryson et al. 2013; 

Fung 2006) or as independent variables to analyze their impact on various outcomes (e.g. 

empirically in Jo and Nabatchi 2021; theoretically in Nabatchi 2012). 

Figure 2.1: Fung (2006)’s Democracy Cube 
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Second is the categorization of forms. Forms of public participations are types of 

individual instances of engagement, made up of multiple correlated characteristics. For example, 

public forums, focus groups, deliberative meetings, series of interviews, polls, workshops, and 

online surveys are forms of public engagement, each with their own set of process 

characteristics. If we use Fung’s democracy cube (2006) as a reference, the forms can be mapped 

onto the cube given their correlated participatory designs. Although there are many ways to 

distinguish forms of public participation, Nabatchi and Leighninger (2015) highlight the 

importance of communication as a design element, and use variation in communication to sort 

forms of public engagement into three general categories: conventional participation (public can 

briefly address their preference/concern, limited communications), thick participation (time-

intensive, usually deliberative), and thin participation (fast, usually one-way communication, 

often online). 

The third way to categorize public engagement is by its supposed impacts, usually on a 

one-dimensional scale. International Association for Public Participation (IAP2) ranks public 

participation processes into different levels of public impact: inform, consult, involve, 

collaborate, and empower. This is similar to Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen Participation, one of 

the first studies to provide a typology for direct public participation process. Arnstein (1969) 

presents eight rungs of participation ladders, varying in degrees of citizens’ power: manipulation, 

therapy, informing, consultation, placation, partnership, delegated power, and citizen control. 

When researchers use this type of categorization, they usually translate “forms” into “impacts” 

themselves using guideline from existing studies (e.g. Neshkova (2014) using IAP2).  

Conceptualization of public engagement for this dissertation 

The three dimensions of public engagement characteristics 

In this dissertation, I focus on the process characteristics or design elements because they 

offer more useful detail than forms (which are often combinations of several design elements) or 

impacts (which could be considered one of many dimensions of public engagement). While 

Nabatchi’s eight design elements provide a detailed breakdown of the engagement process, they 

involve more dimensions than I aim to include at this stage of the research. Instead, I decide to 

draw on both Nabatchi’s ideas and Fung’s democracy cube, which offers a more concise and 

spatially intuitive way to describe engagement while still maintaining the multidimensionality 

nature of public engagement process. In other words, I am drawing the conceptualization of 

public engagement from both frameworks, but reduce the dimension to three to stay manageable 

for analysis at the policy-task level. 

My conceptualization of the public engagement process at the policy-task level is that 

one policy task can involve multiple engagement activities, and each activity can be represented 

along three dimensions. One dimension is the style of the recruitment process. This can be 

thought of as how intentionally the recruitment process is, for example, whether the participation 

process reduce participation bias (Nabatchi 2012), or it can be thought of as how inclusive it is 

(Fung 2006). Because I want this dimension to have meaning in terms of distance -- that is, a 
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higher score should indicate a higher level of the concept – I choose to measure inclusiveness 

because at this point of the research it is easier to scale this measure based on how open the event 

is for the public to attend rather than how intentionally or targeted the recruitment process is. My 

choice has its disadvantages in that 1) the event being open to everyone to attend does not always 

guarantee that everyone has equal chance to attend and 2) some policies’ impact are more 

concentrated on a small group of people and inclusiveness might not be a desirable characteristic 

in those cases. But because my construct has other dimensions that might help reflect how 

meaningful the engagement process is, I decide to maintain my choice of inclusiveness since it is 

a more straightforward ordinal representation. 

The second dimension is the communication mode, which I divide into one-way, two-

way, and deliberative communication (Nabatchi 2012; Nabatchi and Amsler 2014). The choice 

to incorporate the framework by Nabatchi and colleagues instead of Fung’s is because, although 

Fung presents the modes of communication and decision along one dimension (from least to 

most intensive), the line seems to be multidimensional, mixing information processing with the 

aggregation of decisions. Although in some cases it is difficult to separate deliberative 

communication mode from decision-making style, I think choosing Nabatchi’s typology gives us 

a balance between acknowledging that overlap and maintaining a structure that is more easily 

operationalized in the empirical analysis.  

The last dimension is how much what happens in the public engagement process 

influences the policy it is nested in. This dimension is, to some extent, similar to Fung’s 

“Authority and Power” dimension and Nabatchi’s “Connection to Policy Process.” Not all public 

engagement processes aim to produce input that is directly useful to policy. For example, some 

processes might be more about building understanding between conflicting groups. But because 

this dissertation theorizes around a scenario where engagement processes are embedded within a 

policy task, I adjust this dimension to focus more straightforwardly on how much of the 

engagement content actually makes influences the assigned policy task. This conceptualization 

makes it relatively straightforward to measure influence as an ordinal dependent variable.  

In sum, variations in public engagement are conceptualized in this dissertation as ordinal 

variables along three key dimensions: 1) how inclusive the engagement is, 2) the mode of 

communication used, and 3) how much the engagement influences the policy task. How I 

measure these dimensions in practice evolved from data collected during the interview phase of 

the research. A more detailed discussion of how each dimension is operationalized is provided 

after discussing the interview data and in the section discussing survey questions. 

The aggregation of public engagement activities into policy-task units of analysis 

 One of the core premises of this dissertation is that public engagement activities are 

designed by public managers collectively given a policy task assigned. Each individual activity 

has its own characteristics and we focus on three dimensions described above. But to understand 

the overall quality of public engagement for a given policy task, we should also look at each of 

the dimensions at the policy task level. There are many ways to aggregate each characteristic at 

the activity level to the policy-task level. In the operationalization phase of the empirical portion, 
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this dissertation chooses to treat the characteristics along each dimension at the policy-task level 

as the sum of the ordinal scores for all engagement activities within that policy task.  

 For example, consider two policy tasks. Task A uses two activities: a series of 

expert/committee meetings and a targeted stakeholder workshop. Task B uses two activities: a 

public forum and a survey. Assume ordinal scores being assigned to each activity on each 

dimension, and aggregate by summing within each policy task. We will then have scores of each 

of the dimensions (inclusiveness, communication, impact) for each policy task. On the 

inclusiveness dimension, Task A would score lower since surveys and public forums are usually 

more inclusive than committee meetings and workshops. On communication, if the committee 

meetings are more deliberative and the workshop is more interactive (score 2 each), Task A 

would score higher. On expected impact, if the committee meeting’s decisions are closely tied to 

the policy process but the other activities are more advisory, Task A would score higher. 

An advantage for this choice is that it allows for comparisons across policy tasks even 

when they involve different types or numbers of activities. However, additive composites also 

have limitations. For example, they assign higher scores to policy tasks with more activities, 

even when those activities do not necessarily improve the inclusiveness, communication quality, 

or policy impact of the engagement process. In other words, quantity can increase the index 

score even if quality remains the same. This challenge is similar to those noted in prior attempts 

to measure public participation (e.g., Neshkova 2014) and suggests potential areas for refinement 

in future research. 

Figure 2.2: Example representation of a policy task with three public engagement activities, 

depicted as multidimensional and a collective within a policy task 
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Theory and hypotheses on what factors drive variations in public 

engagement processes  

Recall a scenario where a policy task is given to a team of public managers and decisions 

must be made about whether and what forms of public engagement activities should be 

incorporated into the process of accomplishing the policy task. Given that public managers are 

nested within their organizational norms and related legal requirements, and that policy tasks are 

nested within teams of managers, we might expect that decisions about public engagement 

depend on the legal, political, and organizational context, on who is organizing it (public 

managers’ individual characteristics), and on the characteristics of the policy task itself. 

This expectation is consistent with the existing literature. Below I group drivers found in 

past studies into organizational level factors, individual level factors such as public managers’ 

attitudes and inclinations, and policy task level factors related to policy task characteristics.  

Organizational-level factors 

Literature points to organizational factors such as organizational autonomy (e.g., 

Neshkova, 2014), organizational structure and culture (e.g., Chen et al. 2013), and organization’s 

resource capacity (e.g. Kim and Schachter 2013) as being associated with how agencies engage 

the public. Neshkova (2014) found that bureaucrats in more politically autonomous agencies 

involve the public in their policy process more and implied that legitimacy plays role in this 

decision (p.72). Although focused more on public communication, Puppis et al. (2014) showed 

that independent regulatory agencies in the UK, Germany, Ireland, and Switzerland use 

communication with the public to maintain or create perceived legitimacy. Chen et al. (2013) 

found that organizational culture can lead to variations in community commitment, which 

includes community involvement in decision making. Kim and Schachter (2013) and Webler et 

al. (2003) suggested that shortages of organizational resources can lead bureaucrats to cite a lack 

of time to organize public engagement activities (as cited in Migchelbrink and Van de Walle 

2022). 

Political Autonomy 

I focus on the relationship between policy autonomy and public engagement in this 

dissertation because my empirical setting is Thailand. Ideally, a longitudinal design would 

capture variation across regimes when Thailand oscillates along the authoritarianism-democracy 

line. However, even a cross-sectional study would add to the literature because, to my 

knowledge, no studies have been done on the relationship between organizations’ political 

autonomy and public engagement’s characteristics in a country with a hybrid political regime. It 

has also not been examined with dependent variables disaggregated into three dimensions 

(recruitment inclusiveness, communication mode, and impact on the policy task). Prior empirical 

work suggests that, to increase perceived legitimacy, public agencies either improve how they 

communicate with the public (e.g., Puppis et al., 2014) or involve the public more directly in 

policy processes (e.g., Neshkova, 2014). This implies that agencies with greater policy 
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autonomy, when assigned a policy task, will run engagement processes that score higher on all 

three dimensions (i.e., more proactive communication, broader inclusiveness, and greater 

incorporation of public input). This leads to a set of hypotheses below: 

H1a: a public agency with higher autonomy from the political sphere is more likely to 

organize public engagement activities that have more inclusive participant recruitment methods 

H1b: a public agency with higher autonomy from the political sphere is more likely to 

organize public engagement activities with more involved communication mode  

H1c: a public agency with higher autonomy from the political sphere is more likely to 

incorporate more content from public engagement activities into the policy process 

Individual-level factors 

At a simple glance, a public manager should be more opposed to adding more tasks, only 

carry out required activities (in the case that there is a legal requirement to have public 

consultation for the type of policy work they do), or only carry out less complicated activities 

(one public event with one-way communication rather than a series of workshop or interviews 

engaging the affect groups). For example, if we put only certain types of incentives such as 

salary, ease of making changes, and increased budget into a bureaucrat’s utility function 

(Niskanen [1971] 2007), we would predict low likelihood of more involved public engagement 

designs in the policy process. In reality, intricate public engagement designs happen even though 

they require extra time and efforts from public managers. Past studies would point to emotion 

(e.g. Simon 1976) or intrinsic rewards (e.g. Wilson [1989] 2000) as one of the reasons for the 

extra effort. Recent studies have pointed to Public Service Motivation (PSM) (e.g. Huang and 

Feeney 2013) in particular as one of the drivers of citizen participation. But citizen participation 

is conceptualized differently across studies, and for some studies both independent and 

dependent variables are individual factors. For example, Huang and Feeney (2013) captured 

citizen participation through three survey questions on how often the public contributed to their 

agencies by providing input on long-range plans, input on service priorities, and formal oversight 

of the organization. While, the dependent variable for Liao and Schachter (2018) is variations in 

the attitude toward participation. For my dissertation, I am interested in three individual 

characteristics (PSM, attitude toward democracy, and technocratic orientation) and how they 

affect the three dimensions of public engagement differently as described below. 

Public Service Motivation (PSM) 

One of the intrinsic motivations that is developed as a measurement in public 

management literature is the concept of public service motivation (PSM) developed by Perry and 

Wise (1990). Coursey, Yang, and Pandey (2012) use this concept and theorize that public 

managers with higher PSM will value citizen participation even when they have to sacrifice 

efficiency. Huang and Feeney (2013) further provide evidences supporting PSM as a driver of 

public engagement. I hypothesize that a public manager with higher PSM would value all 

dimensions of public participation, leading to hypotheses below: 
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H2a: a public manager with higher PSM is more likely to organize public engagement 

activities that have more inclusive participant recruitment methods 

H2b: a public manager with higher PSM is more likely to organize public engagement 

activities that have more involved communication mode 

H2c: a public manager with higher PSM is more likely to incorporate more content from 

public engagement activities into the policy process  

A possible issue for studying PSM as an explanatory variable outside of the commonly 

studied countries is that PSM might not measure the same concept, or that the same concept 

might have different implication for public service, across different cultural contexts (e.g. Azhar 

and Steen 2022; Kim and Vandenabeele 2010). For example, in Pakistan, Azhar and Steen 

(2022) found that while public employees show empathic and compassionate characteristics, 

those characteristics do not lend themselves to public service in the same way. For Thailand’s 

context, one possibly significant contextual factor could be that democratic values in Thailand 

can act as an ideological cleavage (Albritton and Bureekul 2007). Two public managers who 

have similar levels of commitment to public interest, compassion, self-sacrifice, and social 

justice (the components for PSM) with varying opinions on democracy might have different 

motivations to their design choices of the public participation activities. Bureaucratic position in 

Thailand were historically occupied by members of royal and noble families (Evers 1966) so 

people who choose to become a bureaucrat might see themselves as being part of the benevolent 

ruling class as opposed to being in a position that can learn and implement the public’s will. This 

suggests that additional factors, particularly attitude toward democracy and technocratic 

orientation described below, should also be included when assessing bureaucrats’ intrinsic 

motivations. 

Preference/Attitude toward Democracy 

Most studies on the driving force of public agencies’ action in public management 

literature are set in democratic countries. One result of this is that studies often focus on 

democratic legitimacy as a driver of engagement, where  legitimacy it is defined in relations to 

citizens’ preference and acceptance (e.g. Christensen, Goerdel, and Nicholson-Crotty (2011) as 

cited by Nabatchi (2018)). Legitimacy in democracies might be nested in the collective norm in a 

different way than how legitimacy is perceived in non-democratic countries. For example, 

Thailand’s bureaucratic state is known to have had a powerful transactional relationship with and 

less seen as a complete agent to the political sphere’s principal (Ockey 2004; Ricks 2018) so 

collectively the Thai bureaucracy’s decisions might be driven more by technocracy, 

effectiveness, or maintenance or expansion of power rather than democratic legitimacy. 

However, legitimacy might still be the driving force in the individual public manager’s decision-

making process. That is, in some cases, especially when there is a lack of consensus on 

democracy being the common value, individuals’ preference toward democracy might influence 

how much each public manager seeks to act in the way that justifies their action as 

democratically legitimate. So, public managers who value democratic values will be more likely 

to design public participation activities that have legitimacy-enhancing elements. This translates 
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into a set of hypotheses regarding the effects on the three dimensions of public engagement 

activities below: 

H3a: a public manager with higher preference toward democratic values is more likely to 

organize public engagement activities that have more inclusive participant recruitment methods 

H3b: a public manager with higher preference toward democratic values is more likely to 

organize public engagement activities with more involved communication mode  

H3c: a public manager with higher preference toward democratic values is more likely to 

incorporate more content from public engagement activities into the policy process 

Technocratic Orientation 

Given the tension between democratic and technocratic sentiment in Thai politics, 

technocratic orientation could be an interesting concept to explore either as a concept by itself 

independent of preference toward democratic values or as a part of an inverse measurement of 

preference toward democratic values. Liao and Schachter (2018) shows that technocratic 

orientation has an adverse effect on participation. But if we think about participation as not just 

one concept but divide it into three dimensions, we might expect public manager with higher 

technocratic orientation to value effectiveness and efficiency. Therefore, they might value 

participation activities with more involved communication mode to gain more information on the 

issue, but might not want citizens to have high level of authority in making decisions and might 

also be more selective in recruiting participants to be involved in the engagement process. That 

is, I expect public manager’s technocratic orientation to only positively influence in the 

communication dimension while having adverse influence on other dimensions. 

H4a: a public manager with higher technocratic orientation is less likely to organize 

public engagement activities that have more inclusive participant recruitment methods 

H4b: a public manager with higher technocratic orientation is more likely to organize 

public engagement activities that have more involved communication mode 

H4c: a public manager with higher technocratic orientation is less likely to incorporate 

more content from public engagement activities into the policy process  

Policy-task-level factors 

Literature rarely studies public engagement at the policy-task level explicitly. However, 

several drivers examined in prior work map onto policy-task characteristics. For example, 

several studies suggest that how public engagement is viewed and conducted may vary across 

different policy sectors (e.g. Migchelbrink and Van de Walle 2022). In other studies, the 

independent variables that drive engagement can be categorized as task-depending. For example, 

Huang and Feeney (2016) suggested that a legal mandate is positively associated with public 

participation. But, not all policy tasks are subject to the same legal mandates even when they are 

assigned to the same agency or team of public managers. Yang and Callahan (2007) point to 

pressure from the public, elected officials, nonprofit organization, and the media among other 

groups as ones of influential factors for citizen involvement in local government. But even 
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within the same organization, some policy tasks attract more attention than others (e.g., a waste-

to-energy plant may draw more political attention than a solar power plant). In this dissertation, I 

test public attention at the policy-task level and treat legal requirements and other incentives as a 

categorical control variable (also at the policy-task level), as described in Chapter 4. Hypotheses 

regarding public attention are presented below. 

Public Attention  

I expect public attention on the policy task or policy issue to influence public managers’ 

decisions, holding constant individuals’ values or organizational characteristics. This might 

happen in two ways. One could be through the public managers’ own relationship with citizens. 

This is a similar logic to how (Maynard-Moody and Musheno 2000) described the idea that 

street-level bureaucrats, instead of viewing themselves as agent of the state who has discretion, 

perceive their work as being agents to the citizens directly. Another is through the pressure that 

the state, the political actors, or their supervisors feel from the public. The latter is a two-step 

principal-agent mechanics where the public (principal step 1) pressures the state, politicians, or 

higher-level bureaucrats (agent step 1/principal step 2), and the public managers’ superiors 

(principal step 2) pressure the public managers (agent step 2). Consequently, public engagement 

activities related to policy tasks with higher public attention are expected to engage with the 

public in ways that increase the perceived legitimacy of government actions.  

I expect the public engagement process of a policy task that attracts higher public 

attention to score higher across all three dimensions. In terms of magnitude, however, I 

anticipate a stronger effect on recruitment inclusiveness. This is because, if public attention are 

the sole driver (excluding for example intrinsic motivation or organizational culture), public 

managers might do the minimum to please the public rather than undertake more resource-

intensive activities that usually involve more deliberative communication modes or rather than 

actually incorporate the content into the policy process. 

H5a: public engagement activities related to policy tasks with higher public attention are 

more likely to have more inclusive participant recruitment methods 

H5b: public engagement activities related to policy tasks with higher public attention are 

more likely to have more involved communication mode 

H5c: public engagement activities related to policy tasks with higher public attention are 

more likely to have content being incorporated into the policy process 
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Chapter 3: Overview of data and data collection 

To answer the research questions and test the above-mentioned hypotheses, I collect and 

acquire three types of data: interview data, survey data, and participation process data. This 

chapter describes these sets of data and collection methods.  

 I conducted interviews with 10 participants from 7 organizations between February and 

April 2022 to better understand the process of public engagement in Thailand. Then I used the 

interview data to help construct the survey that was distributed in December 2023 to March 2024 

to 14 offices to test the hypotheses regarding the drivers of public engagement’s process 

characteristics. Lastly, I acquire data on public engagement activities conducted by a Thai 

government agency in 2021 to paint an in-depth picture of how one agency engages the public 

for one policy task. 

Interview data 

The interviews are to help develop the part of the survey related to dependent variables 

(what public engagement activities they do, how they recruit people, the communication mode in 

the engagement space, how decisions are made within the space), and also to get a general sense 

of what drives variations of the dependent variables. There is more established literature on how 

to measure the independent variables (e.g. individual characteristics like public service 

motivation or attitude toward democracy, organizational characteristics like agency’s political 

autonomy, and issue-specific characteristics like legal requirements). But to my knowledge no 

literature has given comprehensive picture of how what public engagement activities currently 

being used in Thailand or in developing democracies in general and what the recruitment 

process, communication process, and decision process within those activities look like.   

Interview questions and participants 

The interviews were semi-structured interviews. I selected a set of offices to cover the 

range of public engagement activities they might do differently due to their organizational 

characteristics and the nature of their policy tasks. I reached out to individuals who have 

experiences organizing public engagement activities or have to hire or partner with someone else 

to engage the public in their policy process. I constructed the interview questionnaire to let the 

participants talk generally about their experiences working for the government and about their 

experience with public engagement. Then I specifically asked them to identify activities and the 

characteristics of those activities. (See Appendix A for interview questions).  

I initially planned to interview 16 bureaucrats or people who have experiences in 

conducting public engagement activities for the government across 8 agencies (two people from 

one agency). The agencies were chosen to vary by their organizational characteristics and the 

policy sector and policy product/service they are responsible for. However, I only had success in 

scheduling interviews with 10 people from 7 agencies. I anonymize their agencies and their 

characteristics below. 
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Table 3.1: Interview participants 

 Position Type of organization Policy sector 

Interviewee 1 K-3 level bureaucrat Government agency Economic and social 

development 

Interviewee 2 K-3 level bureaucrat  Government agency Economic and social 

development  

Interviewee 3 K-3 level-equivalent policy 

developer  
Public organization  Science, technology, 

social innovation 

Interviewee 4 Operation-level policy developer  Public organization  Science, technology, 

social innovation 

Interviewee 5 K-3 level-equivalent policy 

developer 

Public organization  Science, technology, 

social innovation 

Interviewee 6 K-3 level bureaucrat Government agency Transportation  

Interviewee 7 K-3 level bureaucrat Government agency Social welfare  

Interviewee 8 K-3 level bureaucrat Government agency Energy 

Interviewee 9 Consultant  Academia Partnered with 

government agency in 

natural resources 

Interviewee 10 Policy analyst International organization Partnered with 

government agency in 

economic and social 

development  

Note: K3 level (ระดับช ำนำญกำรพิเศษ) is a level of bureaucrats categorized by the Office of the Civil Service Commission 

(OCSC) and in most cases is about two levels above entry level. K3-level bureaucrats usually lead a small team of 

operation-level policy analysts or of street-level bureaucrats, and have substantial discretion within their team’s 

operations. 

The individuals who were asked but either did not respond to an interview request or a 

referral request to colleagues, or  who did not finalize the interview date and time included an 

employee from a state-owned enterprise in the energy sector and a bureaucrat in a natural 

resources and environment sector. This means that the interview data might not be representative 

of the existing practice in the Thai public policy and planning process. However, the data were 

used mainly to construct the survey and to paint a more detailed picture of the practice. The 

population of generalization is discussed more the survey data section later this chapter.  

Analysis of interview data 

I sent the interview files to a transcriber (funded by a GSPC research grant) who also 

agreed to the confidential agreement of the data. Then I read the transcriptions of the interviews 

to extract portions that are relevant to the research questions and relevant to the construction of 

the survey. 

Public engagement activities that were mentioned are committee meetings, surveys, 

workshops, focus groups, letters, public forums/meetings, exhibitions, interviews, living in the 

community to gather information, and setting up local engagement space or a feedback box. (See 

Table 3.1 for more explanation on each activity). Some interesting mentions that are not usually 

talked about in literature are how reliant they are on consultants (including private companies, 

public universities, and international organizations) to do public engagement activities and how 

the characteristics of the consultant affect the public engagement part of their work. I use the list 
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of public engagement activities as choices when I construct the survey. I also add questions 

about quality of consultants or partners into the original draft of the survey. More detailed 

descriptions of public engagement activities and the drivers are discussed in Chapter 4. 

Table 3.2: List of public engagement activities, Thai wording used in the survey informed 

by interview data, and English translation 

Coding Name Thai wording English translation 

None œĴƞĴň None 

Committee 

meetings 
ěńħĔŅĶĮĶŃĝŋĴėĦŃĔĶĶĴĔŅĶȮ
ėĦŃŀĬŋĔĶĶĴĔŅĶȮľĶŊŀėĦŃĪŜŅĚŅĬȮĞŉŗĚĴň
įŌƟŏĝňŗĵĺĝŅĠȮľĶŊŀįŌƟŒľƟėĺŅĴėŇħŏľŖĬěŅĔĬŀĔ
ŀĚėƢĔĶĕŀĚĪƞŅĬ 

Conduct committee, subcommittee, or working-

committee meetings that have experts or 

participants from outside of your agency  

 

(I put the phase “have experts or participants from 

outside of your agency” to distinguish this activity 

from committee meetings that only involve just 

people from inside the agency)  

Surveys ŐĭĭĽŀĭĩŅĴȮľĶŊŀŐĭĭĽŜŅĶĺěŀŀĬœĸĬƢ Survey or online survey 

Workshops ěńħȮWorkshop Conduct a workshop 

Focus groups ěńħȮFocus Group Conduct a focus group 

Letters ĽƞĚěħľĴŅĵĕŀėĺŅĴėŇħŏľŖĬœĮĵńĚľĬƞĺĵĚŅĬȮ
ĔĸŋƞĴȮľĶŊŀĝŋĴĝĬ 

Send letters to ask for opinions or preferences to 

other agencies, groups, or communities 

Public 

forums/public 

meetings 

ěńħĔŅĶĮĶŃĝŋĴĶńĭĲƤĚėĺŅĴėŇħŏľŖĬ Conduct a public forum/meeting 

Exhibitions ěńħĚŅĬŏĪĻĔŅĸȮĬŇĪĶĶĻĔŅĶĪňŗĴňıŊŘĬĪňŗŏĮƕħĶńĭ
ĲƤĚėĺŅĴėŇħŏľŖĬ 

Organize an exhibition with public-consultation 

space 

Interviews ŏĕƟŅĕŀĽńĴĳŅļĦƢ Ask for/conduct interviews 

Field/live-in 

information 

gathering 

ĸĚŐİĚĨńĺŒĬıŊŘĬĪňŗ 
 

Be/live in the community undercover to gather 

information 

Local engagement 

space or a 

feedback box  

ĸĚıŊŘĬĪňŗŏıŊŗŀěńħĨńŘĚĔĸƞŀĚȮĻŌĬĵƢȮľĶŊŀıŊŘĬĪňŗ
ŏıŊŗŀŒľƟėĺŅĴĶŌƟľĶŊŀĶńĭĲƤĚėĺŅĴėŇħŏľŖĬ 

Set up a box, a center, or a space to distribute 

knowledge and/or for receiving suggestions 

Other ŀŊŗĬŕȮ&ĔĶŋĦŅĨŀĭŒĬĝƞŀĚħƟŅĬĸƞŅĚĬňŘ' Other (please answer below) 
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Survey data 

A survey was used to collect systematic data on the different public engagement 

processes and drivers of those processes used among my population of interest. The survey 

collected data on different dimensions of the dependent variable, including the recruitment 

process, the communication mode, and how much content is incorporated into the policy process. 

It also collected data on independent and control variables at three levels (policy-task level, 

individual level, and organizational level).  The population of generalization, sampling strategy, 

survey administration, and questionnaire are explained below.  

Population of generalization 

The next step of data collection is to survey public managers. My hypotheses are on what 

drives public managers to make decisions about public engagement activities attached to a policy 

task assigned to them. So, the public managers of interest are those who are in high-enough 

positions to lead a team and make operation-level decisions, but not too high on the ladder that 

their jobs do not deal with these details. For example, the Secretary-General of the Office of the 

National Water Resources might have the power to decide what policies to propose to the 

Cabinet or have a say on the main details of how to implementation a set of prioritized policies, 

but their job might not involve designing public engagement activities that are nested within 

those policies.  

According to Thailand’s Office of The Civil Service Commission, there are 5 levels of 

bureaucrats of analyst pillar. I surveyed bureaucrats of level K3 (ĶŃħńĭĝŜŅĬŅĠĔŅĶıŇŏĻļ) who usually 

lead a small team of operation-level policy analysts or of street-level bureaucrats. Because my 

research questions are geared toward whether non-democratic policymaking can be more 

democratic through public engagement nested in the policy process, I choose to study agencies 

whose work involved more with policy formulation than policy implementation. So, my 

population for generalization is K3-level bureaucrats in offices that have more planning or policy 

formulating elements within a ministry.  

Sampling Strategy and Survey Administration 

I sent out emails attaching a letter via the official electronic-document-receiving channels 

of 14 agencies addressing the head of the agencies, asking them to distribute the survey to all 

K3-level bureaucrats in their agency. I did not send out individual emails because the email 

addresses of K3-level bureaucrats in most agencies are not publicly available. It is also more in 

line with the Thai government practice to address the heads of the agencies and ask them to 

delegate tasks to their workers. The survey time was between December 2023 to March 2024. 

(See Appendix C for letter template, list of agencies, and contact information) 

The letter had a link (both in text and QR code form) to the Qualtrics-hosted survey. The 

response rate was 20 percent and the completion rate was 12.08 percent.  
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Table 3.3: Survey response rates and completion rates by agencies 

Agency Ministry Popula- 

tion* 

Response 

rate (%) 

Completion 

rate (%) 

Office of the Permanent Secretary 

(OPS) (code: 172) 

Ministry of Energy 40 7.50 7.50 

Energy Policy and Planning Office 

(EPPO) (code: 190) 

Ministry of Energy 30 30.00 23.33 

Department of Water Resource 

(code: 574) 

Ministry of Natural 

Resources and Environment 

129 44.96 21.71 

Office of the National Water 

Resources (ONWR) (code: 74) 

Office of the Prime Minister 53 54.72 24.53 

Office of the National Economic and 

Social Development Council 

(NESDC) (code: 62) 

Office of the Prime Minister 104 16.35 11.54 

Office of the Permanent Secretary 

(OPS) (code: 617) 

Ministry of Higher 

Education, Science, Research 

and Innovation 

65 27.69 10.77 

Office of National Higher Education 

Science Research and Innovation 

Policy Council (NXPO) (code: 653) 

Ministry of Higher 

Education, Science, Research 

and Innovation 

~18** 16.67 11.11 

Department of Highways (code: 744) Ministry of Transport 447 9.40 7.83 

Total 886 20.20 12.08* 

Notes: * Data from Office of the Civil Service Commission (OCSC) from 2022, at the level of “ช ำนำญกำรพิเศษ” which 

is equivalent to a manager of a team. People with the title might not all be a team supervisor. For example, some 

people might work long enough that they get the title or some might work to support the executive offices. So, the 

true numbers of populations would be less than the numbers shown.  

** The number is estimated from the NXPO website 

Possible sources of non-response might be uninterested or busy bureaucrats. It could also 

be because the head of the office did not distribute the survey to those who might write 

something that jeopardizes the reputation of the office or in milder cases did not distribute the 

survey to those who might not be as involved in public engagement activities. Although I asked 

explicitly for the survey to be distributed to everyone, I did explain that my research topic is 

related to public engagement so the distributor might take that into consideration and only 

distribute the survey to certain groups of K3-level bureaucrats. The low completion rate might 

also be because of the length of the survey. The survey has 5 pages and takes about 35 minutes to 

complete. The results of my hypotheses then might only apply to a subset of K3-level 

bureaucrats who are more actively involved in the public engagement process or are generally 

more interested in the topic of public engagement. 

Questionnaire and survey data structure 

The survey is done throughout Qualtrics. The goal of the survey is to collect data about 

public managers’ public engagement activities and then to collect data about the drivers of these 

activities at three levels: organization level, individual level, and policy task level.  

It starts with the consent page followed by a 5-part questionnaire (See full survey in 

Appendix B and C). Part I of the survey is background information related to public manger’s 

work, including their office, position, and the length of work experience.  
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Part II consists of questions about the characteristics of policy tasks assigned to public 

managers. In Part II, I ask K3-level public managers to think of any two policy issues or projects 

they have worked on that combined are good representation of their usual work. The decision to 

have them think about two tasks is so we have variations in policy tasks per individual, but 

asking them to answer a set of questions for more than two policy tasks seems like it would 

require too much time for the respondents. This has advantages and disadvantages. One of the 

advantages is that we double the data points, but the disadvantages are that having two data 

points per person could still be too small to get meaningful hierarchical data structure and it 

might be tricky when choosing models to test the hypotheses. This will be discussed more in 

Chapter 5.   

For each of the policy tasks, the questionnaire asks about the nature of the task (Q 2.1.1 

and Q 2.2.1 with choices as formulation, implementation, evaluation/monitoring, and other); the 

estimated time period of task; whether there is a legal requirement for public engagement 

activities, if there are other formal expectations or external requests, or the practice is a team’s 

norm (Q 2.1.3 and Q 2.2.3); what types of public engagement activities are involved (Q2.1.4 and 

Q2.2.4), the characteristics of each public engagement activity including separate questions for 

recruitment methods, communication mode, and how much engagement content is incorporated 

back into the policy process (Q2.1.7-2.1.9 and Q2.2.7-2.2.9). The last set of questions give us the 

components to measure the dependent variables which is at the policy-task level. 

The choices for the types of public engagement activities are based interview data. The 

question is a multi-choice question. The choices for each of the dimension of the characteristics 

are from interviews data and the increments of choices are informed by literature.  The details of 

questions and choices are discussed when discussing each variable in Chapter 4 and 5.  

Other questions in Part II include whether they hire an external consultant to help with 

public engagement activities, the level of media attention for the project or policy issue, level of 

political influence on the project or policy issue, and whether they felt like they have enough 

resources to conduct their intended public engagement activities. All of these questions were 

focused at the policy-task level.  

Part III consists of questions to assess public managers’ individual characteristics. The 

questions measuring independent variables include a set of 5 questions to measure Public Service 

Motivation (Q3.9-3.13), a set of 7 questions to measure preference toward democracy (Q3.20-

Q3.26), and a question measuring technocratic orientation (Q3.14). The details of the questions 

are discussed in Chapter 5 when discussing variables. Other measurements of individual 

characteristics include attitude toward public participation (Q3.1-3.4), efficacy as defined by 

Clark (2018) (Q3.15-3.19), reflectiveness as defined by Clark (2018) (Q3.27-3.28), and the 

induvial perception of their organization’s collective attitude toward public participation (Q3.5-

3.8). 

Part IV consists of questions about their perception of organizational and team 

characteristics including naming organizations that are most and least affected by politics, 

ranking their own team in the scale of how much its work is affected by politics, and rating how 
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much public participation has high priority in their respective organization and team. This part 

was planned to be a component of an aggregate measurement to gauge organization’s political 

autonomy. However, because of the lack of responses from public organizations, the 

organization-level variable is measured differently. This is discussed more in details in Chapter 

5.   

Part V consists of questions on demographic information such as age, current residence, 

home region, household income, education level, gender identity, religion, ethnicity, and whether 

they would like to enter a ruffle to win cash for participating in the survey. 

In sum, the construction of dependent variables are from components in Part II of the 

questionnaire. Other policy-task-specific variables are also from Part II. Part III gives us 

components to measure individual-level independent variables, while Part V gives us 

demographic data for control variables at the individual level. Organization-level variables are 

from administrative data.  

Figure 3.1: Survey Data Structure 
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Chapter 4: Landscape of Thailand’s participation 

processes and practices  

This chapter first provides historical and current legal context for the public engagement 

practice in Thailand. Then it presents existing participation processes and practices as seen in 

interview, survey, and participation output data. It also gives a portion of summary of findings on 

what drives the variations as seen in interview data while the hypotheses testing portion of the 

drivers will be discussed in chapter 5.  

History of public engagement practices in Thailand 

Pre-1997 laws, regulations, and practices related to public engagement in policy process 

The Thai government’s attempt to engage the public in a formal policy process was first 

published as laws in sections of the Industrial Products Standards Act, B.E. 2511 (1968) 

(Artsomboon 2005) during the military Thanom Kittikachorn’s regime. The objective of the Act 

was to set standards for industrial products to ensure quality and safety during the time when 

Thailand’s industrial development started to pick up the pace and there were rising incidents of 

unsafe and unreliable products. Section 17 and 18 in the Act required the Thai Industrial 

Standards Institute (established in Section 4 of the same law to be under the Ministry of Industry) 

to publish the new industrial standards for specific products in both the Thai Royal Gazette and 

for at least 7 days in a Thai newspaper along with the details about where the public can find 

more information about the standards. If anyone oppose the new standards, they had to send their 

opinions and any related information to the Thai Industrial Standards Institute within 30 days of 

the publications mentioned above. Then the Thai Industrial Standards Institute was to send the 

public opinions to the Industrial Standards Committee for them deliberate on whether and how to 

adjust the standards and to inform those who opposed the committee’s decisions. People who 

opposed then had another 30 days to appeal the decisions. (The Industrial Products Standards 

Act, B.E. 2511 (1968)2) 

This first formal process of engaging the public from Thai’s bureaucracy was limited to 

only allowing people to object to a regulation after the regulation was published, with very 

asymmetrical decisive power rested mostly on the Industrial Standards Committee which at the 

time was composed of 12 bureaucrats from various ministries and government agencies, one 

position from a research institute, and six other “expert” positions appointed by the Minister of 

Industry. (The Industrial Products Standards Act, B.E. 2511 (1968). Section 7) 

Between 1968 and early 1990s, there were two more acts with clauses on public 

participation: the Agricultural Land Consolidation Act, B.E. 2517 (1974) and the Town Planning 

Act, B.E. 2518 (1975). However, they were limited in how public participation requirement was 

enforced. In the case of the Agricultural Land Consolidation Act, B.E. 2517 (1974), public 

participation process was only conducted in one documented case. In the case of the Town 

                                                           

2 Office of the Council of State (1968). The Industrial Products Standards Act, B.E. 2511  

https://ratchakitcha.soc.go.th/documents/1242874.pdf 
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Planning Act, B.E. 2518 (1975), the public engagement practices are practiced more frequently 

but these consultations were often scheduled during working hours, excluding a significant 

portion of affected and interested groups. There was also skepticism at the time about whether 

public inputs had any meaningful impact on decision-making. (Artsomboon 2004)  

Around 1990s was a period when democratic and participatory movement started to gain 

traction both constitutionally and within the bureaucratic policymaking process in Thailand. The 

expansion of legal provisions for public participation occurred in parallel with Thailand’s rapid 

infrastructural development and economic growth. This economic expansion gave rise to a 

middle class that increasingly demanded transparency, accountability, and responsiveness from 

the government, often in the form of public protests and calls for more inclusive policymaking.  

((Meier and O’Toole 2013)McCargo 2002) By the early 1990, large-scale infrastructure projects 

with significant social and environmental consequences became more common, further fueling 

public demands for participation. This period also saw democratic movements emerge in 

response to political instability, particularly following the 1991 coup. These movements 

contributed to institutional reforms, culminating in the 1997 Constitution, or "People’s 

Constitution," which was the first Thai constitution to mandate public consultation in the 

policymaking process (discussed more in details in section below). On the policy side, 1995 was 

the first time to my knowledge there was a cabinet’s decision to require public hearing for 

potentially high-impact infrastructure or other government projects. One of the earliest 

applications of this directive was in the Din Daeng–Don Mueang elevated roadway project, 

which became one of the first government infrastructure projects in Thailand to formally include 

a public hearing process. This set a precedent for incorporating public input into large-scale 

projects and laid the groundwork for subsequent participatory policymaking efforts.  

The Rule of the Office of the Prime Minister on Public Hearing B.E. 2539 (1996) was 

published shortly after on Feb 3, 1996 during the Banharn Administration which was the second 

democratically elected administration after the 1991 coup. The first democratically elected 

government after the 1991 coup was the Chaun administration in 1992 (BE 2535). It should be 

noted that the Policy Statement of the Council of Ministers3 delivered by Chaun was the first 

time4 the Policy Statement emphasized the importance of public participation. The Statement 

leads with a list of plans to increase ways for the public to have a voice in the policy process and 

to adjust the process to ensure that the country is more democratic. Overall, public engagement 

or public involvement were mentioned 18 times in the Statement. In Banharn’s Policy Statement 

in 1996, public engagement or public involvement were mentioned 29 times. While political 

parties during this period were often criticized for inefficiency and there were doubts that they 

could incorporate these new processes effectively into the policy process, these statements 

reflected a growing recognition of the importance of citizen input in governance and marked a 

significant shift in Thailand’s political landscape. 

The reasoning for the Rule of the Office of the Prime Minister on Public Hearing B.E. 

2539 (1996) was stated as “to establish criteria and define processes for public hearing on 

significant national issues characterized by multiple conflicting voices, serving to inform and 

enhance government decision-making in the implementation of high-impact policies and 

                                                           
3 Policy Statement of the Council of Ministers &ėŜŅŐĩĸĚĬőĵĭŅĵĕŀĚėĦŃĶńģĴĬĨĶň'Ȯis a speech listing policies and goals of 

the government, usually is delivered by the Prime Minister shortly after the new government is in place.  
4  (recorded in the history of the Thai government’s Policy Statement 

https://www.thaigov.go.th/aboutus/history/policy-statement) 
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projects.”5 The Rule of the Office of the Prime Minister on Public Hearing B.E. 2539 (1996) 

stated in what conditions we need public hearing and state the process to do so. It gives ministers 

or governors the discretion in deciding whether public hearing should be held if they deem that 

projects under their agencies might have impacts on environments, culture, livelihood, safety, 

way of life, or any damage to community or society and might lead to multiple conflicting 

perspectives. Section 8 allows anyone (not limited to ministers and governors) to send letters to 

agencies to request for the project to have public hearings. However, the overall process was still 

very bureaucratic-led. The people who oversee the public hearing process is a committee 

consisting only of political representatives and representatives from government agencies. 

The Rule of the Office of the Prime Minister on Public Hearing B.E. 2539 (1996) 

requires the committee to study the details of the project and invite affected groups, 

representatives from government agencies, and experts to register for the hearing. Once 

participants are registered, the committee would announce the date and time of the first meeting. 

During this initial meeting, it is required that the agenda will be presented and the dates and 

times for subsequent meetings will be provided. The law specifies the order in which participants 

can speak: responsible agency presents the project details first, followed by inputs from experts 

then affected groups respectively. The committee then determine who can respond, speak, or ask 

questions after this order. 

The law also requires the committee to prepare a report summarizing the events. This 

report is to include the names of participants, the dates, times, and places of the meetings, details 

of the project, and all arguments, opinions, and issues raised by participants. The report also 

documents proposed solutions, conclusions, or alternatives for the project, as well as any 

recommendations for further action by the government, if applicable. The report is then to be 

sent to the project’s respective minister or governor. Then the minister or governor is required to 

1) announce publicly the decision on the project or its alternative informed by the reports or 2) 

send their informed decision to the Cabinet or the Prime Minister in the case that the project is 

required to be decided by the Cabinet or the Prime Minister. Any minister or governor who 

conducted public hearing process is also required to report all public hearings to the Cabinet as 

well. The only report that is available to the public was the 2000 (B.E. 2543) report that list 21 

projects that the government agencies reported to the Public Hearing Advisory Committee with 4 

of those following the process in the Rule of the Office of the Prime Minister on Public Hearing 

B.E. 2539 (1996). These projects are for example a public hearing for drafting a new education 

law, new standards on punishments for teachers, new motorway development, a boundary 

designation on a environment reserve area on Lanta Island, waste management system for 

Ayutthaya Municipality, hydropower plant development, and public transport development in 

Bangkok.  

Although this is the first detailed rule on public engagement, it is flawed because it 

designs quite asymmetric process, giving more power to the bureaucrats and only groups familiar 

with the bureaucratic process. The public engagement design is only limited to public hearing. 

The structure of the meetings is designed so that the responsible agency presenting project details 

first, followed by experts (which is deemed experts by the committee) and affected groups last, 

                                                           
5 (translated from The Rule of the Office of the Prime Minister on Public Hearing B.E. 2539 (1996) page 1: เพื่อก ำหนด
หลักเกณฑ์และวิธีกำรรับฟังควำมคิดเห็นในปัญหำที่ส ำคัญของชำติที่มีข้อโต้เถียงหลำยฝ่ำย ส ำหรับเป็นแนวทำงประกอบกำรตัดสินใจของรัฐในกำรด ำเนินงำนอันมีผลกระทบต่อ
ประชำชน 
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reinforcing the hierarchical structure of the process. The committee’s discretion in preparing the 

report allows for selective reporting, potentially omitting dissenting voices. The registration 

process may also unintentionally exclude marginalized groups who lack the resources or 

knowledge to engage in the structured process. The law also did not specify when these public 

hearings should be held. In the 2000 report on public hearings presented to the Cabinet on June 

13, 2000 stated that public hearings are not for informing the public about an ongoing project 

and recommended that public hearings should be conducted before a project is approved or is 

implemented. I interpreted this as that in practice many of the public hearings reported as the 

time were to reduce the public’s resistance rather than to genuinely incorporate their feedbacks 

into the policy process.   

The 1997 “People’s Constitution,” the pivoting point of public participation and public 

engagement  

Happening shortly after the enactment of The Rule of the Office of the Prime Minister on 

Public Hearing B.E. 2539 (1996) was the enactment of the 1997 Constitution. Although the 

Constitution was enacted in 1997, its drafting process was tied to the political movements and 

shifting public sentiments that had emerged earlier in the decade, particularly sparked by the 

bloody events of May 1992. So it could be argued that the tectonic shift toward a more 

democratic way of governance already happened before 1997, but the 1997 constitution was the 

year that embodied that shift.   

Thailand transitioned from an absolute monarchy to a constitutional monarchy in 1932, 

while power was held among a small group of people. The military took over in 1947, and their 

reign was interrupted by a student movement in 1973. The military staged a coup again in 1991, 

where the resistance this time came from the growing middle class living in a context where 

public participation in a broader sense and civil society was expected. This led to mass protests 

that were violently suppressed in May of 1992, leading to a political turning point where the 

military government was forced to step down. (Wasi 2002) 

There had been demand for increased political participation since before 1992 and there 

were reform movements in that period. But after the May 1992 event, the hinder for the reform 

movement was reduced in two ways: the military was no longer in power and there was a surge 

in support from the wider public for political reform  (Connors in volume edited by McCargo 

2002’s Reforming Thai Politics). This led to 1990s being a critical time for many changes in 

Thai political landscape for political participation for both direct and indirect participation, and 

within the direct participation definition, both direct participation in law making and direct 

participation in the process of implementing policies or developing a project.  

Sections within the 1997 Constitution related to public participation can be grouped into 

three aspects: participation in environment-related policies, projects, or laws; requirements 

directly related to participation in public policy process; and rights to information from the 

government.  Sections 46, 56, and 79 are the first group, addressing participation in the 

environment and natural resource policy process. Section 46 guarantees that individuals who 

form traditional local communities shall have the right to conserve or restore local customs, 

traditional knowledge, arts, or cultural heritage of their locality and the nation, and to participate 

in the management, maintenance, and utilization of natural resources and the environment in a 

balanced and sustainable manner, as provided by law. Section 56 provides a broader guarantee 

that all individuals have the right to benefit from and take part in the protection of natural 
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resources, biodiversity, and environmental quality. It also includes a requirement that projects or 

activities that may have a serious impact on environmental quality may not be undertaken unless 

environmental impact studies and assessments are conducted, and an independent body 

composed of representatives from environmental NGOs and academic institutions provides 

opinions prior to implementation. Finally, Section 79 mandates the government to promote and 

support public involvement in environmental conservation, balanced utilization of natural 

resources and biodiversity, and environmental quality control. 

The second group is direct requirements related to participation in public policy process. 

This group consists of Section 76 and Section 214. Section 76 commits the state to promoting 

and supporting public participation in policy formulation, political decision-making, economic, 

social, and political planning, and oversight of the exercise of state power at all levels. Section 

214 provides the legal basis for holding referenda on matters of national importance. It outlines 

procedures for initiating referenda through the Prime Minister and the Cabinet. It also states that 

the government must ensure that those in favor of and those against the proposed matter are 

equally able to express their opinions.  

The third group is related to of rights of individuals to access information and right to 

participation in government process that could affect their freedom and rights. Section 58 

guarantees rights to access information from government agencies, state agencies, state 

enterprises, or local governments. Section 59 ensures that individuals have the right to receive 

information, explanations, and reasons from government agencies, state agencies, state 

enterprises, or local governments before authorization or implementation of projects or activities 

that may affect environmental quality, health, quality of life, or other significant interests relating 

to themselves or their communities, and to express their opinions as part of the public 

consultation process provided by law. Lastly, Section 60 guarantees the right to participation in 

any government processed that could affect their freedom and rights.  

Environmental laws and regulations 

Another pocket of policy sectors that has significant public participation element is the 

environment policy sector. The mention of public participation process started to appear in the 

National Environmental Quality Promotion and Preservation Act B.E. 2535 (1992) (NEQPP Act 

1992) which was a revision from the first NEQPP Act in 1975 and the two subsequent revisions 

in 1978 and 1979. The NEQPP Act 1975 introduced requirements for environment assessment 

(EIA) if the National Environment Committee deems necessary. Then, the NEQPP Act 1992 

introduced some elements of public participation in the EIA process. The current NEQPP Act is 

in B.E. 2561 (2018) which will be discussed in section below. 

Current laws related to public engagement practices in Thailand 

Currently there are three main legal domains governing public engagement practices in the 

Thai policy process: the 2017 Constitution as the overarching framework; the Rule of the Office 

of the Prime Minister on Public Consultation B.E. 2548 (2005) which applies to any government 

projects with “wide impact on environmental quality, health, hygiene, way of life, or local 

communities”; and the rules and regulations from the environmental law domain such as the 

Notification of the Office of Natural Resources and Environmental Policy and Planning Re: 
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Guidelines for Public Participation in the Environmental Impact Assessment Process, B.E. 2566 

(2023). Details of each are described below.  

The current constitution (2017 Constitution) 

Even though the 1997 Constitution only lasted nine years before it was replaced 

following the 2006 coup, its impact on public participation was long-lasting. I expect that either 

in a democratically elected government, public participation might be more involved and 

democratic, or military governments overcompensate for their political authoritarianism with 

increased procedural democracy. However, looking at Thailand’s history, it seems that the 1997 

Constitution was a pivotal moment. Even after Thailand returned to military rule in 2007, the 

momentum of public participation and engagement was already in effect. Post-1997 military 

governments may have wanted to roll back public engagement, but they were constrained by the 

fact that these participatory mechanisms had already been embedded in law, institutionalized in 

governance practices, and expected by the public. 

That said, Southeast Asians scholars have considered the subsequent constitutions a 

backtrack in democracy mainly in indirect participation like voting (e.g.  Hicken 2007). The 

2007 Constitution, enacted after the 2006 military coup, keeps some provisions for public 

hearings and requirements for information disclosure but also reshape the legal landscape 

making it harder for civil society to influence decision-making unless initiated by government 

agencies. The constitution expanded judicial oversight and granted more power to independent 

commissions, which, while intended as checks and balances, often served to restrict direct public 

involvement in governance (Kuhonta 2008, p. 375). This marked a shift away from the 

participatory model of the 1997 Constitution toward a more bureaucratic form of governance. 

The 2017 Constitution, drafted after yet another military coup in 2014, also went further 

in rolling back participatory rights. While it did not eliminate public engagement entirely, it 

reframed it as a state-directed process rather than a fundamental right of the people. Unlike the 

1997 Constitution, which explicitly empowered communities to engage in environmental 

decision-making and public consultations, the 2017 Constitution give stricter requirements that 

limited accessibility and impacts of public engagement (Suntiriya 2022, p.6). The expansion of 

power for unelected bodies, particularly the military-appointed Senate, further diminished 

opportunities for direct citizen influence over policy (Ockey 2020, p.564). 

While the constitutional changes shifted for the worse in terms of general public 

participation for civil society, the rules and regulations directly governing bureaucratic bodies 

have strengthened in prescribing how agencies engage the public, though the government bodies 

hold most of the initiating power and authority on final decisions rather than citizens. The details 

are described below. 

The Rule of the Office of the Prime Minister on Public Consultation B.E. 2548 (2005) 

The Rule of the Office of the Prime Minister on Public Consultation B.E. 2548 (2005) is 

a successor of the Rule of the Office of the Prime Minister on Public Hearing B.E. 2539 (1996). 

The drafting of the new version was done to be in accordance with Section 59 of the 1997 

Constitution of the Kingdom of Thailand which guarantees “people's right to receive 

information, explanations, and justifications from government agencies before the approval or 

implementation of any project or activity that may impact the environment, public health, quality 

of life, or any other relevant interests concerning themselves or their local communities, as well 
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as their right to express opinions on such matters.” One of the reasons for the revision stated in 

the Operational Manual for the Rule of the Office of the Prime Minister on Public Consultation 

B.E. 2548 (2005) for Government Officials is that the Rule of the Office of the Prime Minister 

on Public Hearing B.E. 2539 (1996) limits public consultation to only the form of public hearing 

and the form is not suitable for all projects or scenario.  

 The Rule of the Office of the Prime Minister on Public Consultation B.E. 2548 (2005) is 

applied to any government project that 1) is related to economic and social development 2) is 

carried out by the government or other entity through a contract or concession with the 

government 2) has wide impact on environmental quality, health, hygiene, way of life, or any 

effect on local community.  

The previous version of the Rule (the Rule of the Office of the Prime Minister on Public 

Hearing B.E. 2539 (1996)) only requires that issues (ประเด็น) for the public hearing are to be 

announced on the first day of public hearing. But, the Rule of the Office of the Prime Minister on 

Public Consultation B.E. 2548 (2005) goes into more specifics on what information is to be 

provided to the public. It requires the government to at least provide the following information: 

1) reasoning and objectives of the project, 2) key details of the project, 3) project operator, 4) 

project location, 5) implementation steps and timeline, 6) project outputs and outcomes, 7) 

potential impacts on residents and businesses in the project area and nearby locations as well as 

the general public, including measures for prevention, mitigation, or remediation of any negative 

impacts, and 8) estimated costs and source of funding. The information is required to be 

published in three places: at the usual announcement place for the responsible agency (at least 15 

days before a public consultation event), at the place or area of project (at least 15 days before a 

public consultation event), and on website (http://www.publicconsultation.opm.go.th/) 

established in the accordance with Section 15 of the Rule of the Office of the Prime Minister on 

Public Consultation B.E. 2548 (2005). 

Another key divergent from the 1996 version was a list of approaches government 

agencies can use as means for public consultation in contrast to only public hearing in the 1996 

version. The means for public consultation in the 2005 version are divided into four groups: 1) 

opinion acquisition or survey including interview, open channels for public feedback via mail, 

telephone, fax, online channels, or other means, any opportunity for the public to receive 

information and provide feedback directly to the responsible government agency, and group 

conversation, 2) consultation meetings including public hearings, public forums, information 

exchange sessions, workshops, and focus group or affect groups’ representative meeting, 3) other 

means determined by the Office of the Permanent Secretary, the Office of the Prime Minister, 

and 4) other means the responsible agency deems necessary with the requirement to report the 

means to the Office of the Permanent Secretary, the Office of the Prime Minister.  

 Although the 2005 version of the Rule of the Office of the Prime Minister on Public 

Consultation marks an improvement over the 1996 version by broadening the forms of public 

consultation and requiring greater effort in providing information to the public, it still has some 

limitations. For example, while the inclusion of multiple consultation methods beyond public 

hearings allows for greater flexibility in engaging diverse stakeholders, the law does not go into 

details about how much inclusion or how much effort the government agency should recruit or 

engage the citizens. The requirement to publish list of project information in advance helps in  

accessibility and increases possibility of informed citizens being more engaged in the process, 
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but marginalized communities may still face barriers to participation due to digital divides or 

lack of familiarity with bureaucratic procedures. Additionally, while the 2005 version dropped 

the requirement on the order of who can speak at public hearing, it does not have requirements 

that outright address or try to reduce the hierarchical nature of decision-making, so government 

agencies still have a level of control in the process and determining how public input is 

incorporated.  
 In terms of what has significantly improved is the fact that there seem to be drastic 

difference in the mechanism of tracking and reporting the project. In the 1996 version, people 

who oversees the process was a committee who also had to report the all the public hearing 

activities to the Cabinet while in the 2005 version the agency has to report to a website where 

everyone has access to. As of March 2025, there are roughly 36,100 entries on the website 

(publicconsultation.opm.go.th) which averages to about 1,800 entries/projects a year. The 

records of the report from the Public Hearing Committee (from the 1996 version) was harder to 

get access to, although there is one year that in a Khon Kaen University’s repository which is the 

year 2542. And in that year there were 21 projects reported to do public hearings. Out of 21 

projects, four fell into the category required to do public hearings by the Rule of the Office of the 

Prime Minister on Public Hearing B.E. 2539 (1996). One reason for the drastic differences in 

number might be because the 1996 version states that public hearing will be done if the head of 

the agency deems that the project that significant impact or if anyone request that there will be a 

public hearing process while in the 2005 version it just states the agency with the project that 

falls into the definition must conduct at least one public consultation activities listed. The law did 

not go into more details other than the definition and therefore is open to interpretation on what 

constitute wide impact, however, the 2005 version was accompanied by an operating manual for 

government officials. In the manual, it has two portions that helps government officials know 

which projects to report public consultation activities. One extends on the definition of project 

given in the Rule with examples which include building roads, footbridges, and dams. These 

examples are potentially why there is a spike in number of projects with public consultation 

activities that have to be reported since building roads, footbridges, and other infrastructure are 

almost seen as routine for some local administration, and it could be argued that if a footbridge is 

seen as having wide or significant impacts, many small infrastructure projects would also fall 

into the category of needing public consultation. It also defines which projects do not fall into 

this category which are only the projects that are required public engagement activities by other 

laws.6 

The current amendment to Thailand’s National Environmental Quality Promotion and 

Preservation Act, and its related guidelines for public participation  

                                                           

6 (namely Land Readjustment for Area Development Act B.E. 2547 (2004) or พระรำชบัญญัติจัดรูปที่ดินเพื่อพัฒนำพื้นที่ 

พ.ศ. 2547, Town Planning Act B.E. 2518 (1975) or พระรำชบัญญัติกำรผังเมือง พ.ศ. 2518,  The Industrial Products Standards 

Act, B.E. 2511 (1968) or พระรำชบัญญัติมำตรฐำนผลิตภัณฑ์อุตสำหกรรม พ.ศ. 2511, the Agricultural Land Consolidation Act, B.E. 

2517 (1974) or พระรำชบัญญัติจัดรูปที่ดินเพื่อกำรเกษตร พ.ศ. 2517, and National Environmental Quality Promotion and 

Preservation Act B.E. 2535 (1992) or พระรำชบัญญัติส่งเสริมและรักษำคุณภำพสิ่งแวดล้อม พ.ศ. 2535).  
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The current NEQPP Act is in B.E. 2561 (2018). The formal rationale of the amendment 

was cited in the back of the Act. It states that the 1992 version requires an environmental 

assessment for a certain group of projects but the details of the requirements are not complete 

according to Sections 58 and 278 of the current constitution, which state that necessary laws 

should be enacted to ensure that there will be a study or an assessment of the impacts on 

environmental quality and/or communities and a public engagement process for relevant people 

and communities, if any government actions or projects may have impacts on natural resources, 

environmental quality, health, sanitation, quality of life, or any other significant interests of the 

people or communities or the environment in a serious manner. 

One of the amendments in the current NEQPP Act is Section 48 which states the public 

engagement process should be in accordance with any notification, announcements, or guidelines 

from the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment. In January of 2019, the Notification of 

the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment Regarding the Designation of Projects or 

Activities that Require an Environmental Impact Assessment Report, and the Guidelines, 

Methods, and Conditions for Preparing the Environmental Impact Assessment Report were 

published in the Royal Gazette. Section 8 in the Notification lays out the required elements for 

reports of environmental assessment which include results of the public engagement process. 

The Notification leaves the details of public engagement to be announced by subsequent 

documents from the Office of Natural Resources and Environmental Policy and Planning 

(ONEP). 

Then in February of 2019, the Notification on Public Participation in the Environmental 

Impact Assessment (EIA) process, issued by the Office of Natural Resources and Environmental 

Policy and Planning (ONEP) in BE 2562 (2019), was announced. It lays out a regulatory 

framework for public engagement in the environmental policy process, identifies groups required 

to be involved by the government, and outlines the minimum requirements for the process such 

as number and types of activities and the requirements and timelines that agencies should 

disclose information.  

The latest version was announced in 2023. The revised Notification increased the 

required number of public consultation rounds to at least three for certain project types to ensure 

iteration but also to increase the possibility that one can attend.  It also mandated that public 

notifications be disseminated through multiple communication channels, including digital 

platforms. It increased details of who bureaucrats should include into the engagement process, 

and suggestions on how different communication types are more suitable for different groups. 

The updated framework also introduced data protection measures for people participating in the 

engagement process, to decrease the possibility of misusing the data or incidents of privacy 

issues. One limitation that still persists is the lack of binding requirements to integrate public 

feedbacks into related decisions, although this is usually done through the measurements to 

address the public’s concerns presented along the final draft of the project or the policy.  

To conclude, the Thai constitution adopts a less participatory orientation during 

authoritarian periods than in 1997, while the rules and regulations directly governing how 

bureaucratic bodies engage the public have put in place legal mandates for a minimum amount of 
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the inclusiveness and communication dimensions over time regardless of political regime, 

despite no noticeable change in the impact dimension. Notably, while the law mandates public 

engagement and requires at least a degree of inclusiveness and communication, it leaves 

considerable discretion for public managers to decide how to meet these requirements and to go 

beyond them.  

Participation process: Case of the 13th NESDP 

As an example of how participation works in process, below I provide a brief descriptin 

of public participation in the 13th National Economic and Social Development Plan. The 

description below uses data from a document that accompanied the supervisory committee on 

drafting the 13th National Economic and Social Development Plan (ėĦŃĔĶĶĴĔŅĶĔŜŅĔńĭĔŅĶěńħĪŜŅŐįĬıńĥĬŅ
ŏĻĶļģĔŇěŐĸŃĽńĚėĴŐľƞĚĝŅĨŇȮĜĭńĭĪňŗ 13) for their May 2564 meeting. The document has a summary of all the 

public participation activities the Office of the National Economic and Social Development 

Council ( the Office of the NESDC) conducted for the 13th National Economic and Social 

Development Plan (NESDP).  

Context of the policy task: summary of the 13th NESDP draft for public consultation 

The Office of the NESDC has been responsible for drafting the National Economic and 

Social Development Plan (NESDPs) since 1961. NESDPs are drafted to be a set of directions for 

Thailand development for the following 5 years. The 13th NESDP would span the period of BE 

2566-2570 (2023-2027). The draft that was published and sent to each of the public engagement 

activities has three sections within 120 pages. The first section details the general roles of the 

plan and how it fits within Thailand’s larger planning ecosystem. The second section presents 

global and domestic contexts and trends as well as reporting on the country’s current status on 6 

aspects: security, economic competitiveness, human resource, social equity, natural resources 

and environment, and public management and government capacity. The third section presents a 

draft of the 13th NESDP which is divided into 4 elements, 13 goals, and the details of the goals.  

The four elements of development are environment-friendly economic development 

(ŏĻĶļģĔŇěĴŌĸėƞŅĽŌĚĪňŗŏĮƦĬĴŇĨĶĨƞŀĽŇŗĚŐĺħĸƟŀĴ), sustainable ways of life (ĺŇĩňĝňĺŇĨĪňŗĵńŗĚĵŊĬ), society with equity and equal 

access to opportunities (ĽńĚėĴŐľƞĚőŀĔŅĽŐĸŃėĺŅĴŏĽĴŀĳŅė), and supporting factors for transformation (ĮƤěěńĵ
ĽĬńĭĽĬŋĬĔŅĶıĸŇĔőĜĴĮĶŃŏĪĻ). The 13 goals within the 4 elements are presented below. 
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Table 4.1: Four elements and thirteen goals of the 13th National Economic  

and Social Development Plan as presented in the public engagement process 

Elements Goals 

Element 1: 

Environment-friendly, high-

value economy 

1. Thailand is a leading country in high-valued agricultural and 

processed agricultural products 

2. Thailand is a destination for sustainable and high-value tourism  

3. Thailand is an ASEAN’s electric vehicle production base 

4. Thailand is a high-value medical and healthcare hub 

5. Thailand is a gateway for trade and a logistics hub for the region 

6. Thailand is a production base for smart electronics and digital 

services for ASEAN 

Element 2: 

Society with equity and equal 

access to opportunities 

7. Thailand has a competitive and stronger SME portion 

8. Thailand’s major cities in each region are economically 

prosperous, modern, and desirable places to live 

9. Thailand has reduced intergenerational poverty. All Thai people 

have adequate and appropriate social protections. 

Element 3: 

Sustainable ways of life 

10. Thailand has circular economy and low-carbon society 

11. Thailand can reduce risks and impacts from natural disasters 

and climate change 

Element 4:  

Supporting factors for 

transformation 

12. Thailand has highly capable human resource committed to 

lifelong learning and meeting the demand for future development. 

13. Thailand has highly capable public sector 
Source: Summarized from a Draft of the 13th NESDP by the Office of the National Economic and Social 

Development Council 

The goals seem to be more specific and divided into finer groups for economic 

development than for social policies and other aspects. For example, for Element 1, the goals go 

into what industries and the specifics of those industries (e.g. not only the goal is to be a 

destination for tourism but to transition to high-value tourism). However, for Element 3, the 

language for the goals is more vague and does not paint a path to the goal of the main element. In 

additions, the social equity element (Element 2) seems to focus on economic equality and 

decentralization rather social and political equality. Further engagement in literature is needed to 

meaningfully analyze the differences.  

Summary of the 13th NESDP public engagement activities 

 The Office of the NESDC organized a series of public engagement activities during 

March-May of BE 2564 (2021) divided into 16 region-based public forums, 6 interest-group-

based public forums, interviews and letters from past NESDC executives and other agencies, an 

online survey, comments from NESDC’s Facebook and YouTube pages, comments from 

NESDC websites, and comments sent via emails.  

 Excluding interviews and letters, there were 5,318 participants (assuming that all public 

participation groups are disjointed from each other), consisting of 2,295 participants from region-

based public forums, 495 from interest-group-based public forums, and 2,528 online participants 

(2,443 from online survey and 85 via Youtube, Facebook, and emails). (Office of the NESDC, 

2021) 
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 As stated in the previous section above, the National Economic and Social Development 

Council Act B.E. 2561 (2018) requires the Office of the NESDC to ensure that the participants of 

public consultation activities consist of “all groups and sectors.” The way that the Office of 

NESDC organized the activities suggests how they interpreted being inclusive in their 

recruitment process. In addition to 16 regional public forums, the Office divided group-specific 

public forums into government and state-owned enterprise group, private sector, academics and 

academic institution, youth population, senior population, and media. Within the regional public 

forums, the Office divided the groups into government/public sector, private sector, civil society 

sector or citizen/community sector (ĳŅėĮĶŃĝŅĽńĚėĴ/ĳŅėĮĶŃĝŅĝĬ), academia, media/press, and other, 

when they present the data to the supervisory board. It suggests that the Office try to make sure 

these groups are represented within the participation process. This is consistent with the 

interview data in Chapter 3 where a bureaucrat from another agency also sees a “balanced” 

public engagement as a triangle between government, private sector, and academia. However, we 

cannot tell from the existing data if they also considered the possibility of having an imbalance 

of voices within each of these groups (e.g. imbalances between different powers within the 

private sector). They also did not explicitly specify a recruitment process for disadvantaged 

subgroups, ethnic populations, low-income populations, or other social minority groups.  

Table 4.2: Participants to 13th NESDP draft as grouped by the Office of the NESDC  

and presented to the supervisory board 

 Public 

sector 

Private 

Sector 

Civil 

society 

/citizen 

Academia Media Other Total  

Regional forums 1,498 222 395 134 15 31 2,295 

         Northern region        

1 Chiang Mai 62 19 28 13 - - 122 

2 Chiang Rai 78 12 40 8 - - 138 

3 Phitsanulok 74 17 42 - - - 133 

4 Nakhon Sawan 81 14 27 6 - 7 135 

         Northeast        

5 Udon Thani 125 20 29 8 - - 182 

6 Sakhon Nakhon 78 11 16 8 - - 113 

7 Khon Kaen 116 29 6 17 - - 168 

8 Nakhon Ratchasima 94 2 18 9 7 - 130 

9 Ubon Ratchathani 120 3 12 10 - - 145 

          East        

10 Chanthaburi 120 5 35 6 - - 166 

11 Chonburi 79 14 12 4 - 11 120 

          Central        

12 Ayutthaya 140 11 27 6 - 11 195 

13 Kanchanaburi 89 7 16 2 3 2 119 

          South        

14 Surat Thani 79 24 29 - - - 132 

15 Phuket 82 26 25 21 3 - 157 

16 Songkla 81 8 33 16 2 - 140 

Subgroup-specific forums 279 79 41 34 36 26 495 

17 Public sector 256 - - - - 6 262 

18 Private sector - 64 - - - - 64 
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 Public 

sector 

Private 

Sector 

Civil 

society 

/citizen 

Academia Media Other Total  

19 Academic and research 

institutions 

6 15 - 32 - - 53 

20 Youth population - - 39 - - 15 54 

21 Senior population 17 - 2 2 - 5 26 

22 Media - - - - 36 - 36 

Online spaces 1,067 - 909 375 - 177 2,528 

 Online survey  1,067 - 909 375 - 92 2,443 

 Non-survey online spaces 

(Youtube, Facebook, emails) 

- - - - - 85 85 

Total 2,844 301 1,345 543 51 234 5,318 

Source: adjusted and regrouped from Office of NESDC’s data 

In all of the regional forums, the representation from the government sector was higher 

than from other sectors. Even in the interest-based group that represents the elderly population, 

participation was still predominantly from the government sector. The existing data does not 

allow us to determine whether this is due to the recruitment process for these activities (e.g. a 

lack of diversity in the invitations sent) or if it is because individuals with government ties feel 

more comfortable participating. It could also be a combination of these factors. This presents an 

area for future research. 

We see a larger portion of participants from the civil society or citizen group from the 

online forum (35.96% of total online participants, compared to 15.63% of total regional forum 

participants and from gov vs 8.28% of total subgroup-specific forum participants). However, the 

largest portion of participants still come from the public sector (government and/or state-owned 

organizations). One possible explanation is that although the online spaces are open and 

advertised to everyone, people who are interested in participating are from the public sector since 

the plan might affect them more directly since they would be the ones to implement the policy 

directions from the plan. It would also be interesting to see if comments from the public sector 

from the online spaces would be more critical or have more divergent views from the draft. 

However, the existing data groups all participants from online survey in one group and therefore 

cannot be studied separately. This also presents an area for future research. 

The lack of longitudinal data makes it unclear whether these activities were routine, the 

agency pushed or was pushed for more involvement to compensate for the fact that it was 

conducted during the military-affiliated government, or it was a part of an ongoing trend of 

increasing public engagement. It should be noted that having extensive public consultation 

activities is different than actually processing and using the comments while ensuring that 

participants are representative.  

  



43 

 

Chapter 5: Descriptive Interview and Survey Results 

Existing public engagement practices and drivers of variations from 

interview data 

Interviews were conducted to gain a first-level overview of current public engagement 

practices among Thai bureaucrats, as well as to inform survey construction, the way that survey 

questions were worded, and the way that variables were operationalized in survey question. The 

section below summarizes the results from interview data. A more detailed summary of each 

interview is provided in Appendix D. 

From a set of 10 bureaucrats and related policy partners I interviewed, I found that the 

Thai bureaucratic policymaking process has incorporated various forms of public engagement 

activities including meetings (committee-type), interviews, focus groups or group interviews, 

workshops, surveys and online surveys, exhibitions, public hearings or public forums, 

establishing an information center, implanting government agents, and other novelty variations 

(e.g. policy lab, policy hackathon, “gamified” workshop). When the policy task involves more 

controversial infrastructure project that has wider impacts (e.g. Interviewee 6 and 8), public 

engagement leans toward addressing concerns and building relationships with the locals by either 

establishing a small center in the area or implanting people in the area for a long period of time 

to build trust. There are also existing and more passive channels that in this research I have not 

considered active public engagement, but it is worth mentioning for future research that, when 

asked about public engagement, two bureaucrats from separate ministries also mentioned local 

offices under Ministry of Interior, the media, and politicians as channels for the public to voice 

their preferences and concerns. That is, public participation channels for a policy issue 

responsible by one agency are not limited to those provided by that agency although this research 

focuses only on a set of activities hosted by the agency tasked with the policy task or project. 

The drivers of public engagement activities from the interviews include legal 

requirements, organizational missions and norms, goal-based or technocratic reasons (e.g. 

engaging with industry to develop policy to regulate or develop parts of industry, getting 

implementers on board), external political influence (e.g. military government sensitive to 

protests on infrastructure projects), intra-organization influence, and type of tasks (e.g. some 

pilot projects usually come with very involved public engagement process).  

The drivers of public engagement characteristics (e.g. who are invited, recruitment 

process, involvement level, how long, types of activities) include legal requirements, type of task 

and task’s goals, external political influence, public perception or predicted public perception, 

organizational capacity and organizational norms, community’s characteristics, consultants’ 

characteristics, relationships between consultants or agency and the community, local political 

and socio-economic contexts, time, and budget. Consultants and partners include academic 

researchers from Thai universities, local consulting companies, and international non-profit 

organizations.  
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Another set of drivers for public engagement characteristics are individual inclinations 

and attitudes toward their work. While I interpret some answers as technocratic-driven (e.g. 

wanting to engage so the implementors are on board with the final draft of the policy), there 

might be some prosocial or public-service-based motivations as some interviewees expressed 

wanting to improve public engagement to address the representative issues of different voices 

and its impact in the policymaking process (e.g. wanting to amplify the voiceless, negative 

perception of more powerful groups, wanting to connect top-down and bottom-up process). 

Below, I have summarized interviewees’ responses about the drivers of the from and the 

process characteristics of public engagement activities (See summaries of each interview in 

Appendix D).  

Legal requirements for each policy task or project. Legal mandate is mentioned as a 

factor that can affect both the existence and the characteristics of public engagement activities 

for a given policy task. Some interviewees pointed to legal mandate not only as the reason for 

them to conduct a public participation activity but the reason that different types of public 

engagement activities are conducted to different affected groups (Interview 2 and 9). For 

example, a government agency is required to survey the opinions and how the community are 

affected if the population live within the 100-meter radius of the project that fits within EHIA 

categories (Interview 9). That is, the legal mandate affects the boundary rule or how inclusive the 

recruitment method is. The mode of communication can also be affected indirectly by legal 

requirements depending on how the public managers interpret the requirement that public 

participation activities have to be conducted in various ways so that they are easily accessible to 

diverse groups of people (Interview 2).   

Some organizations do not have any policy tasks with public participation requirements, 

but public engagement is practiced in various ways depending on organization’s or its partners’ 

capacity and norms (Interview 2, 3, 7, and 10), the policy issue’s characteristics (Interview 

2,3,4), or the public managers’ attitudes toward public participation (Interview 1, 3, and 7). 

Public manager’s individual characteristics  

Public engagement activities’ characteristics that are designed by goal-oriented public 

managers could be different from public managers who perceive public engagement as a goal by 

itself. For example, Interviewee 3’s choice on who to invite and how to engage participants 

depends on what kind of aspect or information they perceive as lacking during the policy 

formulating process and which implementors the public manager perceives to be needed for a 

successful policy implementation. Inviting implementors to a policy formylation process is seen 

as a good practice in two ways: one is so the policy formulation process is informed by the 

implementation pillar and two is so that the policy implementors are “on board” when 

implementing the policy. We might be able to interpret this as public manager’ technocratic 

orientation affecting all three dimensions (i.e. recruitment is limited to a small group of relevant 

people, communication mode is more involved, and the content has a higher chance of being 

incorporated into policy process) of public engagement activities. This effect could potentially be 
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from an interaction between public manager’s individual characteristics and type of policy task 

assigned to the public managers as well as organization’s capacity. 

Public manager’s prosocial inclinations might also be a factor. For example, Interview 7 

mentioned that they have been wanting to incorporate more meaningful ways to engage the 

public in the policy process, as they perceived that the existing practice seems to only be 

ceremonial and whatever happens in the engagement activities are not actually incorporated into 

the policy process. They then do not usually engage with the public, unless the policy tasks is a 

pilot project or a policy sandbox where public engagement processes can be more involved. And 

in that case, they do not do it themselves given the lack of organizational capacity but the 

organization hire a consultant to engage with the public in a more involved way. This instance, 

again, suggests that there might be an interaction between public manager’s individual 

characteristics, policy-task characteristics, and organizational characteristics.  

There might also be an interaction among different types of individual characteristics. For 

example, the interviewee 6 mentioned that from the government’s perspective, the mission was 

to do everything legally possible so the project can be implemented because they really believed 

that the net benefits would exceed the shortcomings. So usually they tried to approach the leaders 

of the communities and get respected scholars involved to try to get through to local people. But 

in the end, the interviewee said that people in the area have the ultimate deciding power. In this 

instance, it seems like there might be a conflicting force between a public manager’s technocratic 

orientation and possibly their attitude toward democracy on the impact dimension (how much the 

content of public participation is incorporated in the policy process) of public engagement 

activities.  

Media attention or public perception of the policy or project  

Public attention on the policy issue or project is mentioned to have effect so on how the 

public engagement activities are designed and conducted. If a project has predictively more 

resistance from the community or is more controversial, recruitment of participant could 

sometimes be more active (e.g. door-to-door recruitment) or more restrictive (e.g. checking 

house registration numbers to prevent including outside voices who are not directly affected into 

consideration) (Interview 6).   

This variable might interact with how much the government agency is influenced by the 

political sphere. Interview 8 mentioned that when a project has a high level of media attention 

and seems to have conflicting opinions among the public, there is political influence for the 

public participation to include more people and seem more involved. There is no mention 

whether this factor changes how much the content of the public engagement activities are 

incorporated into the policy process. Interviewee 6 mentioned that a project with more resistance 

from the public could be delayed to a period with less resistance. However, the public manager 

did not mention a change in the project’s details other than the timeline of the project. 
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Political autonomy and political influence 

Political influence is mentioned in the interviews as one of the factors that influence how 

the government agency engages with the public. The influence seems to be conditional on other 

variables such as public attention or whether the assigned project has prominent conflicting 

interest groups. For example, a public manager mentioned that one of the deputy prime ministers 

at the time did not like the optics of people protesting (Interview 6). So, they worked on reducing 

this optics but in the end they were suggested by the political pillar to temporarily halt the 

project.  

Another public manager (Interview 8) mentioned that, in the beginning of when the 

military government (National Council for Peace and Order;  NCPO) was in power, the 

government were in a period where they need stability so the NCPO weas very sensitive about 

public opinions on these big power plant projects and they do not want to risk general public 

support.  

In contrast, in government agencies with more political autonomy, political influence is 

not mentioned in the set of interviews I conducted (i.e. Interviews 1-5) to be one of the 

determining factors on public participation designs. However, it should be noted that this does 

not include local politics. For example, Interview 5 mentioned that it was harder to talk to the 

local people since there was some resistance from the local leaders against those who they 

perceive as outsiders.   

General perception and public manager’s perception toward of public participation 

The existence and designs of public engagement activities seems to be affected by the 

public sector’s general perception (and changing perception) of public participation. An 

interviewee who works for an international organization whose one of the missions is to increase 

“human-centric” or “bottom-up” policymaking mentioned that some types of public engagement 

activities are seen as novelty tools and perceived favorably among participants and government 

partners. Public engagement is also mentioned to be good on paper when an organization is 

being evaluated from independent metrics (Interview 7). And there seems to be changing norms 

toward more meaningful engagement (Interview 6). 

The designs of public participation could also be affected by individual public managers’ 

perceptions of different types or characteristics of public participation activities. For example, 

Interview 2 see public engagement as two types which they call one “top-down” and another as 

“bottom-up.” They express a preference toward the bottom-up type for its higher level 

involvement with the public, but think that the impact of the activities or the content of the 

bottom-up types are not as incorporated into the policy process as much as the top-down type 

and mention that the two types of public engagement activities should be connected.  

Interviewee 6 has a negative perception for some aspects of the public participation. 

Particularly, they are concerned about dominant interest groups and think that the voices 

expressed in the engagement process are not as representative. This leads to them not taking into 

account the content of the engagement activities as much. Sometimes they perceive public 
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engagement activities as a place to inform and try to convince the public to see the benefits of the 

project. This could mean that the public mangers’ perception of public engagement affects the 

communication mode of the public engagement activities. This type of outlook toward public 

participation is seen from two interviews (Interview 6 and 8) -- both are public managers 

involved in mega-projects with high budget and concentrated impact on a small area of the 

community.   

Interviewee 9 has positive attitude toward public engagement but has preference in 

pivoting toward public engagement before project proposal which has more impact on policy 

compared to public engagement that happened most of the critical details on projects are formed. 

This process will be included in the public engagement guideline under the new regulations 

under “Strategic Environmental Assessment” (SEA) which they mention will be passed as law 

soon.  

Type of policy tasks or projects 

Type of policy tasks or projects is mentioned as one of the factors affecting the design of 

public engagement activities. A public manager (Interview 4) who works in the science and 

innovation sector mentioned that public participation is key to conducting a pilot project. Or if 

the task involves policy that affects industry players, engaging them is seen as a default or 

routine practice in their team. However, the design of activities to engage the public in the pilot 

project is different from when engaging with industry players which are mostly one-on-one 

interviews. For the pilot projects that heavily involve local communities, the public manager 

mentioned that the community’s characteristics drive the timing and style of public engagement 

activities.  

Interview 8 categorizes their work into two types: “software” and  “hardware.” For the 

“software,” they mentioned a policy task of adjusting times where trucks can enter an area. How 

they engaged with the public was talking to the truckers, businesses, and groups potentially 

affected by the new policy adjustments. They talked about how the current practice (in 

developing transportation system) is not like those in the past where the government thinks and 

other people follow. Their agency tries to engage everyone since the conception of the policy so 

that the policy is more effective and easier to implement. They stressed that the problem of 

implementation has been a challenge, and involving more people in the beginning is one of the 

ways they think would help with implementation.  

For the “hardware” part of the transportation development, the public manager mentioned 

a series of infrastructure projects. Public engagement activities they have been involved in 

include focus groups, deep interviews, knocking on doors and inviting people to come listen to 

the government talking about the project, having a small center in the communities for the locals 

to come ask questions or receive information, disguising themselves and living as locals in the 

community to build trust. The interviewee said that one person they work with was living in 

community for a year. The interviewee used the word “แฝงตัว” (disguise) and “ฝังตัว” (implant) for 

this activity and stressed that it was not like the government was trying to trick people (“ไม่ได้โกหก
เขำนะ”) but the area they were working with was very closed off to outsiders and they had to build 
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trust. That is: even if they want to only give out facts, they still needed more personal 

relationships to do so. For this particular case, the project was still opposed by the locals and 

eventually could not be implemented.   

Interview 3 also mentioned that who they recruited to engage also depends on what types 

of tasks they are assigned to do. One of the types of tasks is where they have to develop a new 

policy “agenda.” They said they usually do some research then they develop a draft which they 

then will ask about this draft during interviews or “throw it into a 17 focus group” for feedback, 

then later will adjust accordingly. Interviewee 3 also describes another phase of public 

engagement where the research and policy draft are more complete. In this phase, they will 

construct a committee where they will usually make sure to include 3 groups of people: 

representative from industries (who they view as co-implementors of policy), related government 

agencies (also co-implementors of policy), and academia (co-implementors of policy, technically 

under the same ministry if they are public universities), so that the opinions do not lean toward 

any groups in particular. Sometimes they also do public hearings, but they said that public 

engagement for them is not mandated by laws, so they usually just recruit specific groups of 

people relevant to the policy task at hand. They also distinguish between public engagement to 

develop new policy (must include the 3 groups) and public engagement to just hear what the 

industry is facing (series of interviews with industry are most effective). They reflected that they 

have been engaging mostly with policy implementors (industry players, universities, and other 

government agencies) but they said if their work is different and their “customers” are more 

“downstream beneficiaries,” they would have to engage the wider public more. 

Team’s or organization’s capacity and whether they increase their capacity by hiring 

contractors or consultants 

Budget (Interview 6), time (Interview 3), own’s organization capacity (Interview 3 and 

7), whether they have contractors or other partners to help (Interview 3 and 4), and the 

contractor’ or consultants’ characteristics (Interview 4, 5, and 9) are mentioned as factors that 

affect the characteristics and existence of public engagement activities.  

Interviewee 3 mentioned that from their past experience, usable public participation 

content only happens when a lot of time is invested in the process while the usual forums or 

mixed meetings are not useful for their job. They mentioned that they do not mind if consultants 

or contractors are doing the process but usually they choose to not engage with other groups in 

extensive manners without increased capacity since the process is time consuming. This implies 

that an increase in organizational capacity might lead to an increase in how involved the public 

engagement process is.  

The characteristics and capacity of consultants, contractors, or partners also seem to 

influence public engagement designs. A researcher who is usually hired by a government agency 

in the water policy sector (Interview 9) emphasizes the importance of starting with the same map 

and data when discussing projects and policies with the public, which leads to higher 

involvement level in the communication mode for the public engagement activities they 

organized.  
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The public manager (Interview 4 and 5) who have worked with consultants and partners 

also mentioned that partners’ characteristics and capacity as factors in engaging with the public. 

For example, the public manager in Interview 4 partnered with a local researcher on a poverty 

reduction project where the local researcher was selected because of their perceived ability to 

understand and connect with the communities. The policy task is to figure out what the 

community wants, their potentials, problems, and possible solutions for their problems. The 

public engagement activities are mostly informal meetings that are open to everyone. The public 

manager implied that how they conducted the engagement activities and the timing of the 

activities were carefully designed so that they fit the lifestyle of community members (e.g. 

meeting time after daily harvest time, not engaging with them during certain periods due to 

religious reasons). They mentioned that this knowledge came with a decade of the partnered 

researcher building relationships with people in the area.   

Existing public engagement variations and construction of indices from 

survey data 

Number and types of public engagement activities per policy task 

The survey was sent to 10 organizations. Eight organizations distributed the surveys to 

their K-3 level bureaucrats or the equivalence as asked. With this information, I draw the 

population to which we can generalize the results to only these 8 organizations with the total 

population of 886 public managers or policy professionals. There were 179 responses and 125 

complete responses (defined as answering all the required questions) (See more detailed response 

rates in Table 3.3 in Chapter 3). Each respondent is asked to answer questions for two policy 

tasks of their choices, so there are 250 policy tasks or 250 data points in total.   

From this set of 250 policy tasks, there were 30 tasks with no public engagement 

activities. Among the 220 policy tasks with public engagement activities, 94 have one public 

engagement activity, 36 have two public engagement activities, 31 have three public engagement 

activities, 25 have four public engagement activities, while the remaining policy tasks have 

between 5 to 9 public engagement activities (from the total of 11 choices available). 

Figure 5.1: Number of public engagement activities per policy task 
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The types of activities that occur most frequently are public forum/meeting (147 times) 

and committee meetings (116 times). The less popular but still frequent activities are surveys, 

workshops, focus groups, sending letters, and interviews, as seen in the histogram below. 

Figure 5.2: Frequency of public engagement activities 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Another way to look at the nature of the combinations of public engagement activities is 

through conditional probability of what activity occurs when one activity occurs. The heat map 

below shows the conditional probability of activity on the x-axis occurring given that activity on 

the y-axis occurs. The most popular activities in combination with other activities are committee 

meetings and public meetings.  

Figure 5.3: Conditional probability of activity on the x-axis given activity on the y-axis  
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Index construction and characteristics 

The previous subsection describes the types of public engagement activities undertaken for 

the policy tasks assigned to our survey respondents. Since my unit of analysis is the policy task 

level, it is necessary to aggregate activity-level characteristics to the policy task level. This 

subsection details the construction of indices for three dimensions of public engagement 

(inclusiveness, information flow, and impact) which serve as dependent variables in the next 

chapter, and provides descriptive results on these dimensions for each public engagement activity 

and for the set of activities within each policy task.  

Inclusiveness and Inclusiveness Index 

In the survey, the respondents are asked to rate how inclusive their participant 

recruitment for each activity ranging from “only inviting those involved in the decision making 

processes” (coded as 0.25), “inviting related administrators and interest groups in the policy 

network” (coded as 0.5), “inviting decision makers, interest groups in the policy network, and 

targeted members of public” (coded as 0.75), “open to the public (anyone can participate)” 

(coded as 1), and “did not do this activity” (coded as 0). These increments are drawn from 

categories discussed in Fung (2006) and Nabatchi (2012) as well as the answers from the 

interviews. 

The most inclusive activity is Surveys with 50.70% of respondents answering “open to 

the public (anyone can participate)” and 45.07% answering “inviting decision makers, 

stakeholders in the policy network, and targeted members of public,” followed by Public 

Forums, and Exhibitions. The distributions of inclusiveness for workshops and focus groups are 

as expected, being mostly limited to a subset of the public and interest groups. As expected, the 

distribution of inclusiveness that skews most to the left is committee meetings (including 

subcommittee and working groups meetings). 

Table 5.1: Percentages of survey responses  

for the inclusiveness of public engagement activities 

 

╘▪╬■◊▼░○▄░▬ 

 

 

░▬ 

N 

 

0.25 

“only inviting 

those involved in 

the decision 

making 

processes” 

0.5 

“inviting related 

administrators 

and interest 

groups in the 

policy network” 

0.75 

“inviting decision 

makers, interest groups 

in the policy network, 

and targeted members 

of public” 

1 

“open to the 

public 

(anyone can 

participate)” 

Committee meetings 110 30.00 35.45 27.27 7.27 

Surveys 71 0.00 4.23 45.07 50.70 

Workshops 45 4.44 37.78 51.11 6.67 

Focus groups 57 7.02 43.86 49.12 0.00 

Letters 43 9.30 51.16 30.23 9.30 

Public forums/public meeting 141 7.09 10.64 49.65 32.62 

An exhibition 9 0.00 22.22 44.44 33.33 

Interviews 30 13.33 56.67 30.00 0.00 

Field/live-in public engagement 4 0.00 50.00 0.00 50.00 

Setting up an opinion 
box/passive tool for community 
to submit comments 

16 12.50 31.25 31.25 25.00 

Other 4 0.00 0.00 50.00 50.00 
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The Inclusiveness Index is constructed by aggregating inclusivity of each activity to 

generate an index that measures inclusivity at the task level. The Inclusiveness Index measures 

how inclusive public managers responsible for the policy task are when they recruit participants 

into their engagement activities within the policy process. We let each public engagement 

activity in a policy task be represented by Ὥ. Let Ὥ be an element in a set A given A 

:={committee meetings, surveys , workshops, focus groups, letters, public forums, exhibitions, 

field information gathering, local engagement space, other}. The inclusiveness of each activity i 

of policy task p is represented by ὍὲὧὰόίὭὺὩ . The Inclusive Index is a summation of 

ὍὲὧὰόίὭὺὩ divided by 11 to scale the index range to be between 0 and 1. The Inclusive Index for 

each policy task, p, is ὍὲὧὰόίὭὺὭὸώὍὲὨὩὼ = В ὍὲὧὰόίὭὺὩ ρρϳ . 

When consolidating these numbers into an index, we have the distribution of values 

below. The Inclusiveness Index will be treated as a continuous variable during statistical analysis 

in Chapter 5.  

Figure 5.4: Distribution of Inclusiveness Index 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The limitation for this construction is that it favors tasks with higher numbers of public 

engagement activities although those might not translate well into inclusiveness. A set of 

alternative indices should be constructed and tested in future studies.  

Communication mode and Information Flow Index 

In the survey, the respondents are asked to about the communication mode of each public 

engagement activity they did for a policy task ranging from “One-way (from public 

administrators to participants)” (coded as 0.33), “Two-way (to and from/between public 

administrators and participants)” (coded as 0.67),  “Multi-way (to and from/between public 

administrators and participants, as well as among participants)” (coded as 1), and “did not do this 

activity” (coded as 0). These increments are drawn largely from Nabatchi (2012) but the wording 

for “deliberative communication” is changed to “multi-way communication (to and 

from/between public administrators and participants, as well as among participants)” to avoid the 
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perception that deliberative communication is the correct answer, although this choice might not 

be the best measure of the process of deliberative communication.  

The activities with the most involved mode of communication are Field/live-in Public 

Engagement, Workshops, and Focus Groups respectively. The activities with least involved 

mode of communication are Letters and Surveys. There are some unexpected data points. For 

example, I expected Surveys and Letters to only be either one-way or two-way communication, 

but around 10%-13% of respondents who did Surveys and/or Letters said that they conducted the 

activity in a way that the communication is multi-way. Conversely, I expected Interviews to 

always be more than one-way communication, but around 17% of respondents indicated that the 

interviews were conducted in the way that they perceived to be one-way communication, 

potentially from interviewees to interviewers.  

Table 5.2: Survey responses for the communication mode of public engagement activities 

╘▪█▫╕■▫◌░▬ 

 

░▬ 
N 

0.33 

One-way 

0.67 

Two-way 

1 

Multi-way 

Committee meetings 112 8.93 50.00 41.07 

Surveys 73 50.68 38.36 10.96 

Workshops 46 0.00 34.78 65.22 

Focus groups 59 0.00 38.98 61.02 

Letters 41 48.78 39.02 12.20 

Public forums/public meeting 145 6.21 46.90 46.90 

An exhibition 9 22.22 44.44 33.33 

Interviews 35 17.14 60.00 22.86 

Field/live-in public engagement 4 0.00 0.00 100.00 

Setting up an opinion box/passive tool 

for community to submit comments 

17 11.76 23.53 64.71 

Other 4 0.00 0.00 100.00 

The Information Flow Index is constructed by adding individual numbers that represent 

the communication mode of each activity together. The Information Flow Index of a policy task 

measures the communication mode of a set of public engagement activities conducted for a 

policy task. We let each public engagement activity in a policy task be represented by Ὥ. Let Ὥ 

be an element in a set A given A :={committee meetings, surveys , workshops, focus groups, 

letters, public forums, exhibitions, field information gathering, local engagement space, other}. 

The information flow for each activity is represented by ὍὲὪέὊὰέύ. The primary Inclusive 

Index is a summation of ὍὲὪέὊὰέύdivided by 11 to scale the index range to be between 0 and 

1. The Information Flow Index for each policy task, p, is ὍὲὪέὊὰέύὍὲὨὩὼ 

 В ὍὲὪέὊὰέύρρϳ .  

When consolidating these numbers into an index, we have the distribution of values 

below. The Information Flow Index will be treated as a continuous variable during statistical 

analysis in Chapter 5. This construction faces the same limitations as the Inclusiveness Index in 

that it favors tasks with higher numbers of public engagement activities although those might not 
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have the engagement process with more involved communication and deliberation styles. A set 

of alternative indices should be constructed and tested in future studies.  

Figure 5.5: Distribution of Information Flow Index 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Perceived impact and Impact Index 

The perceived impact level of each activity is measured by a survey question: “how much 

do the comments from the participation space is used in informing or adjusting the content of 

Task A/B?” The choices for the answers range from “Not at all or barely noticeable” (coded as 

0.25), “Some comments are used, but the main content of Task A/B are not changed” (coded as 

0.50),  “Some comments are used to adjust the main content of Task A/B” (coded as 0.75), “The 

main content of Task A/B are drawn mainly from this activity” (coded as 1), and “did not do this 

activity” (coded as 0).  

The activities with the most “impact” in the policy process are Committee Meetings and 

Field/live-in Public Engagement. The activities with lesser impact perceived by public managers 

respondents but still skewing toward the right are Interviews, Workshops, Focus Groups, and 

Local Engagement Space. Surveys and Letters have the widest variations for impact with Letters 

skewing more right than Surveys.  

Table 5.3: Survey responses for the impact level of public engagement activities 

╘□▬╪╬◄░▬
 

 

░▬ 

N 0.25 0.5 0.75 1 

Committee meetings 111 0.00 9.01 18.92 72.07 

Surveys 73 5.48 23.29 45.21 26.03 

Workshops 42 0.00 9.52 45.24 45.24 

Focus groups 61 0.00 6.56 52.46 40.98 

Letters 40 5.00 15.00 30.00 50.00 

Public forums/public meeting 143 0.00 11.89 40.56 47.55 

An exhibition 9 44.44 0.00 0.00 55.56 

Interviews 35 0.00 0.00 34.29 65.71 

Field/live-in public engagement 4 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 

Setting up an opinion box/passive tool 

for community to submit comments 19 0.00 5.26 36.84 57.89 

Other 4 0.00 50.00 50.00 0.00 
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The Impact Index is constructed by adding individual numbers that represent the impact 

level for each activity together. The Impact Index of a policy task measures how much the public 

manager assess that what happens in the public engagement activities conducted for a policy task 

is used in the policy process. We let each public engagement activity in a policy task be 

represented by Ὥ. Let Ὥ be an element in a set A given A :={committee meetings, surveys , 

workshops, focus groups, letters, public forums, exhibitions, field information gathering, local 

engagement space, other}. The information flow for each activity is represented by Ὅάὴὥὧὸ. 

The primary Inclusive Index is a summation of Ὅάὴὥὧὸdivided by 11 to scale the index range 

to be between 0 and 1. The Impact Index for each policy task, p, is ὍάὴὥὧὸὍὲὨὩὼ 

 В Ὅάὴὥὧὸρρϳ .  

When consolidating these numbers into an index, we have the distribution of values 

below. The Impact Index will be treated as a continuous variable during statistical analysis in 

Chapter 5. This construction faces the same limitations as the Inclusiveness Index and the 

Information Flow Index in that it favors tasks with higher numbers of public engagement 

activities although overall the public engagement activities might not impact the content of the 

policy task as much. A set of alternative indices should be constructed and tested in future 

studies.  

Figure 5.6: Distribution of Impact Index 
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Chapter 6: Quantitative study of drivers of public 

participation practices 

This chapter focuses on testing the hypotheses regarding what drives variations in 

participation process characteristics using the collected survey data.  

General models for hypotheses testing  

The general models for testing the hypotheses related to drivers of public can be 

represented as the following equations where p represents the policy-task level, i represent the 

individual level, and o represents the organization level:  

ὍὲὧὰόίὭὺὩὲὩίίὕὪὉὲὫὥὫὥάὩὲὸὖὶέὧὩίίȟȟ  ὪὖόὦὰὭὧὃὸὸὩὲὸὭέὲȟȟȟὖὛὓȟȟὈὩάȟȟ 

                                                                               ὝὩὧὬὲέὧὶὥὸὭὧȟȟὖέὰὃόὸέὲέάώ       --------- (1) 

ὍὲὪέὊὰέύὍὕὪὉὲὫὥὫὥάὩὲὸὖὶέὧὩίίȟȟ  ὪὖόὦὰὭὧὃὸὸὩὲὸὭέὲȟȟȟὖὛὓȟȟὈὩάȟȟ 

                                                                               ὝὩὧὬὲέὧὶὥὸὭὧȟȟὖέὰὃόὸέὲέάώ       --------- (2) 

ὍάὴὥὧὸὕὪὉὲὫὥὫὥάὩὲὸὖὶέὧὩίίȟȟ  ὪὖόὦὰὭὧὃὸὸὩὲὸὭέὲȟȟȟὖὛὓȟȟὈὩάȟȟ 

                                                                               ὝὩὧὬὲέὧὶὥὸὭὧȟȟὖέὰὃόὸέὲέάώ       --------- (3) 

I also test the same set of hypotheses on characteristics of individual types of public 

participation activities (i.e. inclusiveness of public forum and committee meetings, information 

flow in public forum and committee meetings, and perceived impact of public forum and 

committee meetings). Because we assume that public managers make decision on the policy-task 

level, I expect the effects to vary between the model with indices as dependent variables and the 

model with the characteristics of individual public engagement activity as dependent variables. 

For example, a public manager with higher level of PSM might design a committee meeting with 

the same level of inclusiveness as other public managers but also conduct a survey to include the 

wider public’s opinion to be included in the policy process.   

The general model with the characteristics of individual public engagement activity as 

dependent variables can be represented as the following equations where a represents the activity 

level, p represents the policy-task level, i represent the individual level, and o represents the 

organization level: 

                      ὍὲὧὰόίὭὺὩὲὩίί έὪὍὲὨὭὺὭὨόὥὰὉὲὫὥὫὩάὩὲὸὃὧὸὭὺὭὸώȟȟȟ

           ὪὖόὦὰὭὧὃὸὸὩὲὸὭέὲȟȟȟὖὛὓȟȟὈὩάȟȟὝὩὧὬὲέὧὶὥὸὭὧȟȟὖέὰὃόὸέὲέάώ       --------- (4) 

                     ὍὲὪέὊὰέύέὪὍὲὨὭὺὭὨόὥὰὉὲὫὥὫὩάὩὲὸὃὧὸὭὺὭὸώȟȟȟ

           ὪὖόὦὰὭὧὃὸὸὩὲὸὭέὲȟȟȟὖὛὓȟȟὈὩάȟȟὝὩὧὬὲέὧὶὥὸὭὧȟȟὖέὰὃόὸέὲέάώ       --------- (5) 

                     ὍάὴὥὧὸέὪὍὲὨὭὺὭὨόὥὰὉὲὫὥὫὩάὩὲὸὃὧὸὭὺὭὸώȟȟȟ

           ὪὖόὦὰὭὧὃὸὸὩὲὸὭέὲȟȟȟὖὛὓȟȟὈὩάȟȟὝὩὧὬὲέὧὶὥὸὭὧȟȟὖέὰὃόὸέὲέάώ       --------- (6) 
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Model specifications at the policy-task level (indices as dependent 

variables) 

Because the characteristics of public engagement activities are theorized to be from a 

group of public managers making decisions under the context of their organization, a multilevel 

model might be suitable to test the hypotheses. In terms of data structure, there are 8 

organizations with 2-35 respondents per organization, and there are two policy-task-level data 

points within each respondent. That is, each survey respondent or public manager were asked to 

answer questions for any two policy tasks they deem combined represent their work the best. 

With this data structure, we have an issue of non-independence at both the individual and 

organizational levels, violating the assumptions for the ordinary least squares (OLS) regression. I 

then explore multilevel models because they allow for dependence that comes with nested data 

by modeling variance at each level of the data structure.    

I test whether it is justified to do mixed effect models or multilevel models by first 

running unconditional models (only with the effect structure) and calculate Intraclass Correlation 

Coefficients (ICCs). For the model with Inclusiveness Index as the dependent variable, the 

organization-level ICC and individual-level ICC are 0.4719 and 0.4935 respectively. The 

organization-level ICC is 0.2245 and the individual-level ICC is 0.6681 for the Information Flow 

Index model. The organization-level ICC is 0.3489 and the individual-level ICC is 0.5650 for the 

Impact Index model. These results suggest that beside the Inclusiveness Index model, most 

variance is at the individual level but there is still meaningful variance between organizations. 

The hierarchical model at both individual and organizational level would be justified.  

Because of the data structure (each individual has two data points at the policy-task 

level), adding individual fixed effects might overfit the models. I also do not include 

organization fixed effects because they would absorb within-organization variation and make it 

difficult to interpret the influence of Political Autonomy. Therefore, mixed-effects models with 

random effects for individuals and organizations are used as the primary models for hypothesis 

testing at the policy-task level. 

Below I test the assumptions required for multi-level modeling to see if I should 

incorporate additional modeling strategies to address any violations and make the findings more 

robust.  

Assumption testing 

Functional Forms of Independent Variables 

I plotted each continuous independent variable against the four dependent variables and 

found that the plots with Preference Toward Democracy showed U-shaped curves, Public 

Attention had mild U-shaped curves, while PSM showed a relatively linear pattern, and 

Technocratic Orientation showed inconclusive wavy patterns (See Appendix E). I then 

incorporated quadratic terms for Public Attention and Preference Toward Democracy into 

another set of mixed-level models. Then I compared the nonlinear models with the original 
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models using an ANOVA test. I found that the nonlinear models had slightly better fit for the 

Impact Index, and Information Flow Index, with p-values ranging from 0.066 to 0.089, although 

these improvements were not statistically significant, and the AIC values reduced by less than 2 

points for all three models. For the Inclusive Index, the nonlinear model did not improve model 

fit with p-value being at 0.5 and the model's AIC increasing. Given these results, I keep the 

linear specifications for all four models but will report the results of the nonlinear models as 

robustness checks.  

Homoscedasticity and Normality of Residuals (policy-task level) 

For the homoscedasticity assumption, I examined the graphs of residuals and fitted values 

for the four multilevel models (see Appendix E). The graphs show mild deviation from 

homoscedasticity, but the patterns were not clear enough to conclude that we have a 

heteroscedasticity problem. For the normality-of-residuals assumption, I examined the normal 

quantile-quantile plots (Q-Q plots) between standardized residuals and theoretical quantiles. The 

graphs suggested that we might have heavy-tailed residual distributions and some outliers, which 

might violate the assumption that residuals are normally distributed (see Appendix E). 

Because multilevel models are generally robust to moderate violations of normality and 

because the residual vs. fitted value graphs show mild deviation from homoscedasticity, I still 

maintain the original multilevel models as primary models. For sensitivity analysis, I will 

additionally run a robust multilevel model (using the rlmer function in R) if it converges, and an 

OLS regression with clustered standard errors and bootstrapped standard errors if the robust 

multilevel model for any dependent variable does not converge. 

Independence of residual once random effects are accounted for 

To assess independence, I looked at residuals by both individual and organization for all 

four outcome models. At the organization level, residuals seem to clustered around zero for all 

models. At the individual level, most respondents showed very small residual variations within 

individuals, suggesting that the assumption of residual independence likely holds. (See Appendix 

E) 

Normality of random effects 

To assess whether the random effects are normally distributed, I used Q-Q plots for both 

the organization and individual levels across all four dependent variables. At the individual level, 

the random effects seemed to be approximately normally distributed with relatively small 

deviations at the ends of the distribution. At the organization level, it is harder to assess because 

of the small number of organizations (n = 8). Most residual points fall fairly close to the 

reference line except for some deviations at the upper end for the models with Impact Index, 

Information Flow Index, and Overall Public Engagement Quality Index as dependent variables.  

Multicollinearity 

I use the generalized variance inflation factors (GVIFs) to assess potential 

multicollinearity among the independent and control variables in the OLS models (since 
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multilevel models do not directly return variance inflation factors). The scaled GVIFs values of 

all variables are between 1.0725 (SufficientResource) to 1.1797 (PolAutonomy), indicating low 

multicollinearity.  

Summary of model strategy 

Given the above diagnosis, the primary models for my analysis are multilevel linear 

models with random intercepts at both the individual and organizational levels. These can be 

represented as the following equations where p represents the policy-task level, i represent the 

individual level, o represents the organization level, uo represents the organization-level random 

intercept, vi represents the individual-level random intercept, and the bold letters represent 

vectors and the vector dot products for the categorical variables: 

InclusivenessIndex ȟȟ

‍ PublicAttentionױ‍ ȟȟ PSMױ‍ ȟ Demױ‍ ȟ TechnoÃÒÁÔÉÃȟױ‍

PolAutonomyױ‍ SuffiResourceױ‍ ȟȟ Ageױ‍
ȟ

 

                              ♬L▄▌╪■╡▄▲▬ȟ░ȟ▫ ♯╖▄▪▀▄►░ȟ▫ ⱥ╔▀◊░ȟ▫ ό ὺ ‐ȟȟ   ------- (7)       

InfoFlowIndex ȟȟ

‍ PublicAttentionױ‍ ȟȟ PSMױ‍ ȟ Demױ‍ ȟ TechnoÃÒÁÔÉÃȟױ‍

PolAutonomyױ‍ SuffiResourceױ‍ ȟȟ Ageױ‍
ȟ

 

                              ♬L▄▌╪■╡▄▲▬ȟ░ȟ▫ ♯╖▄▪▀▄►░ȟ▫ ⱥ╔▀◊░ȟ▫ ό ὺ ‐ȟȟ   ------- (8)           

ImpactIndex
ȟȟ

‍ PublicAttentionױ‍ ȟȟ PSMױ‍ ȟ Demױ‍ ȟ TechnoÃÒÁÔÉÃȟױ‍

PolAutonomyױ‍ SuffiResourceױ‍ ȟȟ Ageױ‍
ȟ

 

                              ♬L▄▌╪■╡▄▲▬ȟ░ȟ▫ ♯╖▄▪▀▄►░ȟ▫ ⱥ╔▀◊░ȟ▫ ό ὺ ‐ȟȟ   ------- (9)                                                                         

For robustness checks, I explore both robust multilevel linear model and OLS model with 

clustered standard errors at organization level to address potential issues in residual normality 

and mild heteroscedasticity. However, I only include OLS models with clustered standard errors 

since the robust multilevel linear models (using rlmer function in R) did not converge.  

I also include models with quadratic terms for Public Attention and Preference Toward 

Democracy as part of the sensitivity analysis to account for the seemingly non-linearity patterns 

observed above. I did not include models with individual fixed effects because of potential 

overfitting issue since there are maximum of two data points per individual.  

Operationalization and measurements of variables 

Dependent variables 

I discuss how I measure inclusiveness of recruitment methods, communication mode, and 

perceived impact of the public engagement activities in the previous chapter. (The descriptive 
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statistics of the dependent variables and independent variables will be provided at the end of this 

section.) The Inclusiveness Index of a policy task measures the inclusiveness of the participant 

recruitment into the public engagement activities for a policy task. The Information Flow Index 

measures how involved the communication mode of the public engagement activities are for a 

policy task. The Impact Index measures how much the content of the engagement activities the 

public manager perceived to be incorporated into the policy process. Note that these indices are 

constructed at the unit of policy task, not at the public engagement activity level.  

As an alternative specification, I will also test the same hypotheses about drivers of 

engagement at the level of the individual engagement activity, rather than at the task level. I 

focus on committee meetings and public forums in particular because of their high number of 

data points. That is to test if a committee meeting (or public forum) would be more inclusive (or 

has more involved communication mode, or higher perceived impact) when the policy task has 

higher level of media attention; when the public managers assigned the policy task has higher 

PSM, preference toward democracy, and technocratic orientation; and when the organization 

conducting the task has higher level of political autonomy.  

Independent variables 

Task-level: level of public attention 

The level of public attention is measured by a survey question “how much did Task A/B 

gather attention from the media and the wider public?” ranging in a 5-point scale from “not at 

all” (coded as 0) to “lots of attention” (coded as 1). The distribution of the values is seen in the 

table below. I treat this variable as a continuous variable. 

Table 6.1: The distribution of the values of public attention level 

Value 0 

(Not at all) 

0.25 0.5 0.75 1 

(Lots of attention) 

N 17 29 87 69 47 

 

Individual level: Public Service Motivation (PSM) 

To measure Public Service Motivation, l use a set of five questions (consistent with 

Alonso and Lewis 2001; Coursey, Yang, and Pandey 2012; Wright and Pandey 2008). The 

questions ask the respondents to rate how much they agree with the statements in a 5-point scale 

(from strongly disagree to strongly agree). The statements are 1) meaningful public service is 

very important to me, 2) I am often reminded by daily events about how dependent we are on 

one another, 3) making a difference in society means more to me than personal achievements, 4) 

I am prepared to make sacrifices for the good of society, and 5) I am not afraid to go to bat for 

the rights of other even if it means I will be ridiculed. The standardized Cronbach’s Alpha for the 

five items measuring Public Service Motivation (PSM) is 0.82. When testing the hypotheses, I 

use the average value of the 5 items. 
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Table 6.2: percentages of responses for each point in the scale of PSM (n=116 individuals) 

 Strongly 

disagree 1 

2 3 4 5 Strongly 

agree 

PSM1: Meaningful public service is very 

important to me 
0.00 0.86 18.10 21.55 59.48 

PSM2: I am often reminded by daily events 

about how dependent we are on one another 
0.86 0.86 19.83 33.62 44.83 

PSM3: Making a difference in society means 

more to me than personal achievements 
2.59 1.72 25.86 31.90 37.93 

PSM4: I am prepared to make sacrifices for 

the good of society, 
0.86 0.86 30.17 36.21 31.90 

PSM5: I am not afraid to go to bat for the 

rights of other even if it means I will be 

ridiculed. 

2.59 3.45 31.90 35.34 26.72 

 

A possible issue for using PSM is that PSM might not measure the same concept, or that 

the same concept might have different implication for public service, across different cultural 

contexts (Azhar and Steen 2022; Sangmook Kim and Vandenabeele 2010). For example in 

Pakistan, Azhar and Steen (2022) found that while public employees show empathic and 

compassionate characteristics, those characteristics do not lend themselves to public service in 

the same way. For Thailand’s context, I plan to focus on one possibly significant contextual 

factor which is democratic value as an ideological cleavage (Albritton and Bureekul 2007). Two 

public managers who have similar levels of commitment to public interest, compassion, self-

sacrifice, and social justice (the components for PSM) with varying opinions on democracy 

might have different attitudes toward public participation. Bureaucratic position in Thailand were 

historically occupied by members of royal and noble families (Evers 1966) so people who 

choose to become a bureaucrat might see themselves as being part of the benevolent ruling class 

as opposed to being in a position that can learn and implement the public’s will.  

Individual level: preference toward democracy 

To measure democratic value, I adapted seven questions from the Asian Barometer 

Survey asking how much the respondents agree to the statements on a 5-point scale. The 

statements are: 1) If I have to choose one, I would rather choose development than democracy 

for Thailand, 2) It’s better to have experts decide what policy to implement rather than 

representatives elected by the public, 3) We should get rid of parliament and elections and have 

experts decide everything, 4) I prefer democracy over other type of governing system, 5) I think 

a democratic governing system is a good governing system for solving problems in our country, 

6) If the people in power are capable and good, we do not need to listen to the majority, and 7) 

People with little or no education should NOT have as much say in politics as highly-educated 

people. The standardized Cronbach’s Alpha for the seven items measuring Preference toward 

Democracy (Dem) is 0.77. When testing the hypotheses, I use the average value of the 7 items. 

The majority of public managers put development in higher priority than democracy, and 

place more importance on experts in comparison to elected representatives. However, the 

majority of public managers do not think that we should get rid of parliament and elections and 
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prefer democracy over other governing systems, although there are non-trivial number of public 

managers (9.48%) that strongly agree that we should get rid of elections and have experts decide 

everything. However, the distribution of public managers who prefer experts making decisions 

over having policy-making being nested in the electoral system does not translate the same way 

when the question reflects more of elitism quality – only 2.59% of respondents strongly agree 

that people with little or no education should NOT have as much say in politics as highly-

educated people, while 60.34% of respondents strongly disagree.  

Table 6.3: Percentages of responses in preferences toward democracy (n=116 individuals) 

 Strongly 

disagree 1 

2 3 4 5 Strongly 

agree 

Dem1: (Reverse*) If I have to choose one, I 

would rather choose development than 

democracy for Thailand  

19.83 

 

(strongly 

agree) 

22.41 34.48 7.76 15.52 

Dem 2: (Reverse*) It’s better to have experts 

decide what policy to implement rather than 

representatives elected by the public 

28.45 

 

(strongly 

agree) 

18.10 35.34 11.21 6.90 

Dem3: (Reverse*) We should get rid of 

parliament and elections and have experts 

decide everything. 

9.48 

 

(strongly 

agree) 

8.62 29.31 23.28 29.31 

Dem 4: I prefer democracy over other type of 

governing system. 

4.31 4.31 38.79 25.00 27.59 

Dem 5: I think a democratic governing 

system is a good governing system for 

solving problems in our country. 

6.03 6.03 38.79 24.14 25.00 

Dem 6: (Reverse*) If the people in power are 

capable and good, we do not need to listen to 

the majority. 

6.03 

 

(strongly 

agree) 

9.48 25.86 18.97 39.66 

Dem 7: (Reverse*) People with little or no 

education should NOT have as much say in 

politics as highly-educated people. 

2.59 

 

(strongly 

agree) 

3.45 14.66 18.97 60.34 

Note * (Recoded in reverse to reflect higher number as preference toward electoral democracy) 

Individual-level: technocratic orientation 

Liao and Ma (2019) suggest that technocratic orientation also impacts public 

participation. I use the same measurement which is to ask respondents how much they agree with 

the statement “in my line of work, I am usually experienced enough to know the public needs 

without consulting with the public”  

Org-level: Political Autonomy 

Initially I planned to measure political autonomy by whether the organization is 

considered government or independent agency, and triangulate with how respondents assess their 

organization’s political autonomy in the survey. However, the survey distributed to 4 

independent agencies has either 0 or very low response rates. Because of the low number of 
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respondents from one set of independent agencies, I changed how to measure this by 

constructing a binary variable of agencies that are considered more politically autonomous with 

the criteria that they either have a status of a public organization (as opposed to a government 

agency) or was founded to be an independent planning agency under the government. The 

agencies that satisfy these criteria have a value of 1, and other agencies 0.  

The more “politically autonomous” group includes the Office of National Higher 

Education Science Research and Innovation Policy Council (NXPO) which has a public 

organization status, Office of the National Economic and Social Development Council (NESDC) 

which was founded in 1950 to be an independent planning agency when the World Bank gave 

out loans to developing countries, and Energy Policy and Planning Office (EPPO) which was a 

succession of an independent energy agency that later was incorporated into the Ministry of 

Energy, but still is considered a separate planning entity from the Office of the Permanent 

Secretary in the Ministry7.  

The Office of the National Water Resources (ONWR) could also be considered in this 

group since it was founded to facilitate more effective water management within the government. 

That is, it was founded in 2017 to be a separate entity from other existing government agencies 

related to water management at the time. However, the timing of the establishment was during 

the military government and was seen as an agency closely attached to the Prime Minister at the 

time (the 2014 coup leader) to increase effectiveness of water management rather than to 

increase independence from political interference8.   

There are 48 data points for agencies with Political Autonomy score equal to 1, and 202 

data points for agencies with Political Autonomy score equal to 0. This is still not very 

symmetrical, but it is more workable than the initial construct with 6 data points for agencies 

with Political Autonomy score equal to 1. 

Control variables 

Task-level: perceived sufficient organizational resources 

Kim and Schachter (2013) and Webler et al. (2003) suggested that shortages of 

organizational resources could lead bureaucrats to indicate lack of time to organize public 

engagement activities (as cited in Migchelbrink and Van de Walle 2022). For my research, the 

level of organizational resources is measured by a survey question “do you feel like your team 

had enough resources (human and financial), time, and other supports to conduct the intended 

public engagement activities?” The variable is binary (yes=1/no=0) and has different values for 

each of the two policy tasks asked in the survey. This variable does not assume the same level of 

organizational resources for all tasks, since some tasks might require more resources and some 

tasks might be a priority thus pulling in more resources regardless of the level of resources 

                                                           
7 Source: EPPO “ประวัติควำมเป็นมำ” retrieved from https://www.eppo.go.th/index.php/th/about/history 
8 Source: ONWR “History of The National Water Resources” retrieved from 

http://www.onwr.go.th/en/?page_id=3992 and the Nation (2017) “All-powerful agency being established to improve 

water management” retrieved from https://www.nationthailand.com/national/30323351 

http://www.onwr.go.th/en/?page_id=3992
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required. Because it is measured this way, there is a risk that this variable might correlate with 

media attention (e.g. more media attention leads to the organization pulling more resources into 

the task) and cause multilinearity in our regressions. However, this might not be significant 

concern since the correlation between perceived sufficient organizational resources and media 

attention is -0.006676.  

Because of the binary nature, the minimum value in the data analyzed is 0 and the 

maximum value is 1. The mean is 0.661 with the standard deviation of 0.474. 

Task-level: Legal mandate 

Huang and Feeney (2016) suggested that legal mandate is positively associated with 

public participation. This variable is measured by a survey question “is there a legal requirement 

to have public engagement activities for Task A/B?” The choices are 1) Yes; 2) Not a 

requirement but we have a formal expectation (e.g. public engagement is in the organization’s 

practice guideline or there is a KPI related to public engagement); 3) No, but our team usually do 

it; 4) No, but we do it because there are external factors such as a request by other agency or a 

politician; 5) No; and 6) Not sure/Other: please specify. I treat this variable as a categorical 

variable. Most tasks have legal requirements for public engagement.  

Table 6.4: The distribution of the answer to the question -- is there a legal requirement  

to have public engagement activities for the task? 

Answer Count 

1) Yes  119 

2) Not a legal requirement but other formal expectations 39 

3) No, but our team usually do it (norm) 39 

4) No, but we do it because there are external factors such as a request by other 

agency or a politician 

11 

5) No 27 

6) Not sure/Other 14 

 

Other control variables are individual-level variables including age, education, and 

gender. All are measured from the survey. I did not include organization-level control variables 

since we only have 7 organizations and as we will see later in the result section, including more 

than one organization-level variables can lead to multicollinearity and, in the case of robust 

regression, the model does not converge.   
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Table 6.5: Summary statistics for dependent and independent variables 

 mean   s.d. min max n 

Dependent variables   

Task level: Inclusiveness Index 0.128 0.127 0 0.614 203 

Task level: Information Flow Index 
0.149 0.146 0 

0.606 230 

Task level: Impact Index 0.165 0.159 0 0.727 230 

Independent variables  

Task level:  Public Attention 0.610 0.287 0 1 230 

Individual level: PSM 0.768 0.171 0.3 1 230 

Individual level: Attitude toward Democracy 0.615 0.184 0.107 1 230 

Individual level: Technocratic orientation 3.183 1.118 1 5 230 

Organization level: Political Autonomy (binary) 0.191 0.394 0 1 230 

Control variables 

Task level: Legal req1 (Legal Requiremne t) 0.482   0.501  0 1 230 

Task level: Legal req2 (No law but formal expectation) 0.152 0.360 0 1 230 

Task level: Legal req3 (No law but usually practiced) 0.139 0.347 0 1 230 

Task level: Legal req4 (No law but externally requested) 0.048 0.214 0 1 230 

Task level: Legal req5 (No law or other incentives) 0.117 0.323 0 1 230 

Task level: Legal req6 (Not sure/other)  0.0601 0.240 0 1 230 

Task level: Sufficient resource 0.661 0.474 0 1 230 

Individual level: Age  

(1 is less than 20 and goes up in 5 years increment) 

6.635 1.456 1 9 230 

Individual level: Gender: men  0.374 0.485 0 1 230 

Individual level: Gender: women  0.565 0.497 0 1 230 

Individual level: Gender: other/not specify  0.061 0.240 0 1 230 

Individual level: Education 1 (<Bachelor’s) 0.009 0.093 0 1 230 

Individual level: Education 2 (Bachelor’s) 0.217 0.413 0 1 230 

Individual level: Education 3 (Master’s) 0.696 0.461 0 1 230 

Individual level: Education 4 (PhDs) 0.070 0.255 0 1 230 

Individual level: Education 5 (Other) 0.009 0.093 0 1 230 

Common Source Bias 

The data used to measure the dependent variables and most of the independent variables 

are from the same survey. This gives us a potential common source bias issue. Common source 

bias occurs when measurement errors of independent and dependent variables are related 

because the data used to measure the variables are collected from the same method. Meier and 

O’Toole (2013) investigated common source bias in public administration literature, focusing on 

studies related to organizational performance that use perceptions of performance to measure 

performance as dependent variables and use the same survey data to construct independent 

variables. They found potential problems of bias and suggested to use multiple sources of data 

(e.g. adding archival measures). Favero and Bullock (2015) investigated 6 statistical tests and 

remedies on common source bias suggested by other scholars including adding marker variables 

and Herman’s single factor test, and concluded that none of the remedies effectively address the 

bias. On the other hand, George and Pandey (2017) argued that the initial claim for the problem 

of common source bias are exaggerated in the field of public administration and offered a 

decision flowchart to whether scholars to think through the problem of common source bias in a 

more balance way. One of the suggestions is to follow (Favero and Bullock 2015; Jung 2014; 
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Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and Podsakoff 2012)Podsakoff et al (2012)’s list of procedural and 

statistical remedies to reduce the severity of common source bias.  

Procedural precautions 

Procedural remedies suggested by Podsakoff et al (2012) include avoiding survey 

questions that ask respondents “more than they can know” such as asking respondents about 

motives for their behavior and asking them to assess their cognitive processes, as well as 

structuring the survey so that it reduces the probability that respondent will answer stylistically 

or response in socially desirable manner. Some survey structures and question/choice wordings 

are consistent with Podsakoff et al (2012)’s suggestions. For example, in the set of questions 

measuring preference toward democracy, the alternative for democracy was development 

meaning that both choices can be seen as desirable. This wording to reduce the perception of 

right or wrong answer also exists in questions that measure both dependent and independent 

variables. The questions also have the mix of direction of answers. For example, the higher 

points in one question mean more preference toward democracy but the higher points in another 

question mean less preference toward democracy. Additionally, to help reduce proximity effects, 

questions measuring independent and dependent variables are on different pages. 

Objective vs perceptual measurements 

The objective measurements for the inclusiveness of recruitment method, the 

characteristics of information flow, and how much impact the public engagement activities for 

each policy task have on the policy process could be acquired by having independent observers 

assessing each activity in real time and give the scores or having a set of researchers go through 

archival documents that record these activities in detail. However, these records are not usually 

available to the public if they are documented at all, or what is documented can not be used to 

construct the measurements. For example, some public managers document only participants 

whose comments are deemed relevant or do not give details on how participants communicate 

among themselves and the public agency who organization the activity. The former method 

(having independent observers) also requires extensive human resources and time since each 

activity is spread out throughout the years and some of them are confidential or not open to the 

public.  

A potential set of measurements that might be considered more objective or be another 

source of measurements is how scholars would group each public engagement activities into 

different categories depending on their usual characteristics. Public management literature (e.g. 

Nabatchi and Jo 2018; Nabatchi and Leighninger 2015) categorize types of public participation 

activities into thick, thin, and traditional participation. For example, online surveys are 

considered thin participation which has the advantage of wider reach to the public but usually 

has less involved communication mode. Meanwhile, a workshop and a focus group are 

considered thick participation where participants interact and deliberate on policy problems and 

options while the process is more time consuming. Fung (2006)’s assessment of public 

engagement is similar in that when placing different types of public engagement activities into 
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the democracy cube. For example, meetings that involved only policymakers has higher 

authority or impact on the policy process but involve smaller circle of the public.  

As seen in Chapter 3, this categorization is consistent with how our respondent’s average 

assessment although there are some outliers (e.g. when some responses assess some interview to 

be one-way communication). This help supports that our indices’ measurement might be close to 

the objective measurement. However, this might not help the common source bias in the 

dependent variables that measure characteristics for each public engagement activities (i.e. 

committee meetings and public forums) in the same way it might help alleviate our concerns for 

the dependent variables that are indices. 

Harman’s single factor test and its limitations 

Harman’s single factor test is to put all variables in factor analysis and see if there is one 

factor that can explain a large amount of variance (Podsakoff and Organ 1986 as cited by Favero 

and Bullock 2015) to identify is there is common source bias. To perform Harman's single factor 

test, I run Principal Component Analysis (PCA) to assess the level of common variance among 

the independent variables. The test gives six principal components, with the first component 

explaining 22.48% of the total variance. This is low compared to Jung (2014)’s result of 39% 

where he performed the Harman’s single-factor test along with Brewer’s method to conclude that 

common source bias was not a concern in his goal ambiguity study.  

However, Harman’s single-factor test has been suggested against as the only tool to 

identify common source bias (e.g. Favero and Bullock 2015; Jung 2013; Podsakoff et al 2012). 

With this result, I cannot conclude whether we have common source bias problem or not. Other 

suggestions beside adding additional data sources include exploring structural equation modeling 

and adding individual fixed effects. However, with the current data structure, I run into 

overfitting issue when adding individual fixed effects and did not add this as the statistical 

precaution to the potential issue.  

Results at the policy-task level  

Results for the model with policy-task level Inclusiveness Index as the dependent variable  

In our primary multilevel model (with random intercepts at both the organization and 

individual levels), Public Service Motivation (PSM) and Political Autonomy show significant and 

positive effects on the Inclusiveness Index. Policy tasks with public managers in organizations 

categorized as having more Political Autonomy scores are predicted to have Inclusiveness Index 

score be higher by 0.141, on average, holding other variables constant. And a one-unit increase 

in a public manager’s PSM score is correlated with a 0.177 increase in the predicted 

Inclusiveness Index of the policy task assigned to them.  

But since our PSM value ranges from 0 to 1, it might be more intuitive to think about a 

public manager with a moderate PSM score of 0.5 (which is a modal value in our data) to one 

with a score of 1.0. This 0.5-point increase in the PSM score is associated with an increase of 

about 0.0885 in the predicted Inclusiveness Index which is a relatively substantial change, given 
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that the index is constructed by adding the inclusiveness scores of up to 11 possible engagement 

activities (score for each ranging from 0 to 1) and dividing by 11 and that most policy tasks in 

the dataset involve only one or two engagement activities. For example, a 0.0885 increase in the 

Inclusiveness Index could come from replacing two activities that include only decision-makers 

(coded as 0.25) with two that involve interest groups and some targeted groups of the public 

(coded as 0.75)9, from slight improvements of inclusiveness across more activities, or adding one 

more event that is open to the public to the process of accomplishing the policy task.   

Legal requirements when compared with other organizational practices or incentives (e.g. 

no legal requirements but having formal expectation or the organization/team usually engage the 

public) do not show significant effects on the Inclusive Index. However, having no legal 

requirements nor other practices/incentives show a significant and negative relationship (a 

coefficient of -0.071) with the Inclusive Index comparing to having legal requirements.  

The response “other” for the gender question has a significant and positive relationship 

with the Inclusiveness Index (with the coefficient of 0.090) in both our primary multilevel model 

and the multilevel model with quadratic terms. This suggests that policy tasks assigned to public 

managers who selected “other” as their gender are likely to have slightly higher inclusiveness 

scores, holding other factors constant. However, it should be noted that the relationship is not 

significant at p-value of 0.1 in the OLS model with clustered standard errors around 

organizations. And that there are only 14 data points responding “other” for the gender question 

so the result we see might be a consequence of sparse data.  

Sufficient Resources also shows a small inverse correlation with the Inclusiveness Index 

(with coefficient of -0.030) in our primary model and the multilevel model with quadratic terms 

but not in OLS models with cluster standard errors around organizations. The inverse 

relationship could be because some less-inclusive activities are more resource-intensive. For 

example, a workshop requires more resources than a traditional town-hall forum which is usually 

open to the public. If this reasoning contributes to the model results, we should also see a 

significant relationship between Sufficient Resources and Information Flow Index as well (since 

activities with more intensive communication mode usually are more resource-intensive), but 

that is not the case.  

Results for the model with policy-task level Information Flow Index as the dependent 

variable 

PSM and Political Autonomy show significant and positive relationships with the 

Information Flow Index, with coefficients of 0.203 and 0.107, respectively. Policy tasks with 

public managers in organizations categorized as having higher Political Autonomy scores are 

predicted to have Information Flow Index scores higher by 0.107. And a one-unit increase in a 

public manager’s PSM score is correlated with a 0.203 increase in the predicted Information 

Flow Index of the policy task assigned to them. For reference, if a policy task switches from 

having two activities with one-way communication formats (coded as 0.33) to having two events 

                                                           
9 A shift from 0.33 to 1 is a 0.67 increase for one event and therefore 1 score increase for two events per task, 

resulting in the index score increase of 1/11 which equals to about 0.091, slight higher than half of 0.177 or 0.885. 
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with more deliberative formats (coded as 1), its Information Flow Index score increases by 

0.122. If a policy task has an additional public engagement activity with a deliberative 

communication mode, then its Information Flow Index score increases by 0.091. 

Similarly to the Inclusiveness Index, having no legal requirements nor other 

practices/incentives show a significant and negative relationship (a coefficient of -0.080) with 

the Information Flow Index comparing to having legal requirements. The difference is that for 

Information Flow Index, the category of “not sure/other” show a positive relationship 

(coefficient of 0.110) as opposed to a negative relationship with the Inclusiveness Index 

(coefficient of -0.083). The interpretation for this is unclear, since the public managers who 

chose this answer might mean either that the legal or incentive context for their task is 

ambiguous or unique that it does not fall into other categories or it might reflect their own lack of 

familiarity with the legal or incentive context surrounding their engagement activities.  

A key independent variable that shows some significant relationship here but not in the 

models with Inclusiveness Index or Impact Index is Technocratic Orientation. The model 

suggests a negative relationship between Technocratic Orientation and the Information Flow 

Index with the coefficient of -0.030. This contrasts with my hypothesis that public managers with 

higher score in Technocratic Orientation might organize public engagement activities that have 

more involved communication mode, regardless of whether they will use the information or not 

since they might value more information than not. I drew on past literature that (e.g. Liao and 

Schachter 2018; Liao and Ma 2019) shows that technocratic orientation has an adverse effect on 

participation, but I hypothesized that we might not see the adverse effect in all of the dimensions 

since public managers might still want to listening to people to get information (positive effect 

on the Information Flow dimension) but they may or may not incorporate it in the process 

depending on the information received (null effect on the Impact dimension). However, the 

negative coefficient suggests that technocratically-oriented managers could prefer 

communication formats that maintain control over information flow (like one-way 

communication). This contradicts my specific hypothesis on information flow and technocratic 

orientation, but supports my overall argument that independent variables can influence each 

dimension of public engagement differently.  

Results for the model with policy-task level Impact Index as the dependent variable 

Similar to the first two models, PSM and Political Autonomy show significant and 

positive relationships with the Impact Index, with coefficients of 0.209 and 0.160, respectively. 

That is, policy tasks with public managers in organizations categorized as having higher Political 

Autonomy scores are predicted to have Impact Index scores higher by about 0.160. And half-a-

unit increase in a public manager’s PSM score is correlated with a 0.1045 increase in the 

predicted Impact Index of the policy task assigned to them. For reference, a shift from barely 

using content from an engagement activity (coded as 0.25) to having the main content of policy 

task to be drawn from the public engagement activity (coded as 1) is 0.75/11 = 0.068. But 

because of the limitation of additive-type index is that we do not know if a 0.160 increase in 

Impact Index scores comes from public managers incorporating more content from public 

engagement activities into the process or from them organizing more activities. Future studies 
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could truncate the data to having only data points with the same amount of public engagement 

activities to clarify the result further. 

A divergence from other two dependent variables is that the Impact Index model shows a 

significant and positive relationship between Legal Req 3 (having no legal requirements but 

public engagement is usually practiced, with the reference group as having only legal 

requirements) and the perceived impact of the engagement activities of a policy task. This might 

suggest that when public engagement is carried out because of organizational norms rather than 

legal requirements, the content from the activities may be more genuinely integrated into the 

policy process or perceived as more impactful to the policy process by the respondents. 

The quadric term for Public Attention shows a positive and significant relationship with 

the Impact Index at the significance level of 0.05, although the linear term of Public Attention 

does not show a significant relationship. While this does not indicate a clear directional 

interpretation for the linear relationship, the combination of a possible negative linear coefficient 

and a positive quadratic coefficient suggests an upward curve. That is, the perceived impact of 

public engagement is higher at both ends (the low and high extremes of Public Attention) and 

lower at moderate levels. This could mean that higher-stake policy tasks might come with more 

pressure to integrate public voices into the policy process and policy tasks with minimal public 

attention could give public managers more room to carefully engage the public, while the policy 

tasks with moderate amount of public attention get a more routine treatment. The mechanism 

resulting in this result is unclear. Future studies could explore this possible non-linear 

relationship quantitatively with different data sets or further examine the mechanisms of this 

relationship through interviews or case studies.  
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Table 6.6: Regression results at the policy-task level (indices as dependent variables) 

 Inclusiveness Index Info Flow Index Impact Index 

 MLM OLS with 

clustered 

SE 

MLM 

with quad 

terms 

MLM OLS with 

clustered 

SE 

MLM 

with quad 

terms 

MLM OLS with 

clustered 

SE 

MLM 

with quad 

terms 

Independent variables 

Task level:  

Public Attention 

0.001 

(0.023) 

0.053 

(0.041) 

-0.020 

(0.071) 

0.026 

(0.032) 

0.048 

(0.081) 

-0.167 

(0.105) 

0.053 

(0.034) 

0.081 

(0.070) 

-0.156 

(0.110) 

Individual level: 

PSM 

0.177 

(0.063)** 

0.157 

(0.070)* 

0.170 

(0.064)** 

0.203 

(0.081)* 

0.194 

(0.046)*** 

0.181 

(0.082)* 

0.209 

(0.084)* 

0.196 

(0.066)** 

0.187 

(0.085)* 

Individual level: 

Attitude -- Democracy 

-0.028 

(0.059) 

-0.046 

(0.082) 

-0.278 

(0.294) 

0.012 

(0.075) 

0.001 

(0.075) 

-0.180 

(0.368) 

0.046 

(0.077) 

0.029 

(0.098) 

-0.079 

(0.381) 

Individual level: 

Technocratic orientation 

-0.011 

(0.009) 

-0.011 

(0.011) 

-0.013 

(0.009) 

-0.030 

(0.012)* 

-0.027 

(0.011)* 

-0.032 

(0.012)** 

-0.019 

(0.012) 

-0.018 

(0.013) 

-0.021 

(0.013)† 

Organization level: 

Political Autonomy 

0.141 

(0.030)*** 

0.157 

(0.024)*** 

0.134 

(0.031)*** 

0.107 

(0.038)** 

0.121 

(0.018)*** 

0.099 

(0.038)* 

0.160 

(0.040)*** 

0.177 

(0.024)*** 

0.153 

(0.040)*** 

Control variables 

Task level: Legal req2 

(No law but formal 

expectation) 

-0.026 

(0.017) 

0.026 

(0.026) 

-0.024 

(0.018) 

-0.017 

(0.027) 

0.035 

(0.028) 

-0.008 

(0.027) 

0.020 

(0.028) 

0.083 

(0.039)* 

0.028 

(0.028) 

Task level: Legal req3 

(No law but usually 

practiced) 

0.019 

(0.016) 

-0.031 

(0.022) 

0.019 

(0.016) 

0.030 

(0.024) 

-0.037 

(0.030) 

0.035 

(0.024) 

0.052 

(0.025)* 

-0.023 

(0.027) 

0.059 

(0.025)* 

Task level: Legal req4  

(No law but externally 

requested) 

-0.026 

(0.023) 

-0.026 

(0.016) 

-0.024 

(0.023) 

-0.009 

(0.034) 

-0.030 

(0.029) 

-0.003 

(0.034) 

0.020 

(0.036) 

0.003 

(0.021) 

0.026 

(0.036) 

Task level: Legal req5  

(No law or other 

incentives) 

-0.071 

(0.021)*** 

-0.056 

(0.025)* 

-0.069 

(0.021)*** 

-0.080 

(0.030)** 

-0.070 

(0.037)† 

-0.080 

(0.030)** 

-0.051 

(0.031) 

-0.052 

(0.040) 

-0.052 

(0.031)' 

Task level: Legal req6 

(Not sure/other)  

-0.083 

(0.027)** 

-0.081 

(0.034)* 

-0.084 

(0.027)** 

0.110 

(0.036)** 

-0.009 

(0.062) 

0.108 

(0.036)** 

0.088 

(0.038)* 

-0.009 

(0.053) 

0.087 

(0.037)* 

Task level: 

Sufficient resource 

-0.030 

(0.012)* 

0.003 

(0.013) 

-0.031 

(0.012)* 

-0.017 

(0.019) 

0.004 

(0.017) 

-0.025 

(0.019) 

-0.004 

(0.020) 

0.031 

(0.017)† 

-0.014 

(0.020) 

Individual level: 

Age 

-0.007 

(0.007) 

-0.007 

(0.011) 

-0.007 

(0.007) 

0.003 

(0.010) 

0.000 

(0.013) 

0.000 

(0.010) 

0.002 

(0.010) 

-0.000 

(0.011) 

-0.001 

(0.010) 

Individual level: 

Gender: women 

0.013 

(0.023) 

0.014 

(0.016) 

0.011 

(0.023) 

0.002 

(0.029) 

0.001 

(0.021) 

0.006 

(0.029) 

-0.003 

(0.030) 

-0.006 

(0.016) 

0.003 

(0.030) 

Individual level: 

Gender: other 

0.090 

(0.043)* 

0.090 

(0.056) 

0.092 

(0.043)* 

0.015 

(0.056) 

0.028 

(0.030) 

0.023 

(0.056) 

-0.011 

(0.058) 

-0.001 

(0.026) 

-0.003 

(0.058) 

Individual level: 

Education 2 

0.025 

(0.112) 

0.094 

(0.050)† 

0.037 

(0.113) 

-0.013 

(0.148) 

0.079 

(0.057) 

-0.005 

(0.150) 

-0.018 

(0.153) 

0.088 

(0.056) 

-0.015 

(0.155) 

Individual level: 

Education 3 

0.028 

(0.110) 

0.084 

(0.036)* 

0.041 

(0.112) 

0.006 

(0.146) 

0.074 

(0.041)† 

0.011 

(0.148) 

-0.012 

(0.150) 

0.072 

(0.040)† 

-0.013 

(0.154) 

Individual level: 

Education 4 

0.026 

(0.116) 

0.080 

(0.052) 

0.044 

(0.118) 

0.010 

(0.151) 

0.094 

(0.070) 

0.018 

(0.155) 

0.001 

(0.156) 

0.099 

(0.083) 

0.002 

(0.160) 

Individual level: 

Education 5 
N/A NA NA 

0.029 

(0.200) 

0.083 

(0.043)† 

0.045 

(0.203) 

0.007 

(0.206) 

0.070 

(0.032)* 

0.017 

(0.210) 

Public Attention ^2 
NA NA 

0.022 

(0.065) 
NA NA 

0.175 

(0.090)† 
NA NA 

0.189 

(0.094)* 

Attitude toward 

Democracy ^2 
NA NA 

0.207 

(0.239) 
NA NA 

0.157 

(0.301) 
NA NA 

0.101 

(0.312) 

Intercept 0.058 

(0.127) 

-0.034 

(0.093) 

0.133 

(0.147) 

0.033 

(0.167) 

-0.038 

(0.115) 

0.163 

(0.192) 

-0.031 

(0.172) 

-0.126 

(0.106) 

0.088 

(0.199) 

Adjusted R-square 0.429 0.443 0.434 0.278 0.263 0.299 0.313 0.346 0.328 

Conditional R2 0.968 NA 0.968 0.927 NA 0.931 0.927 NA 0.932 

N (task level) 203 203 203 230 230 230 230 230 230 

N (individual) 125 NA 125 125 NA 125 125 NA 125 

N (org) 8 NA 8 8 NA 8 8 NA 8 

Notes: † p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Model specifications and results at the engagement-activity level 

(ordinal dependent variables) 

Model strategy and assumption testing 

In this section of the dissertation, I intended to test similar hypotheses as above but using 

the perceived characteristics of a single public engagement activity as dependent variables, 

instead of using the aggregate characteristics of all public engagement activities conducted for 

one policy task as dependent variables. Recall the eleven activities in the survey questions 

(public forums, committee meetings, workshops, interviews, surveys, etc.) whose subsets make 

up the public engagement process for policy tasks. We will focus on the characteristics 

(inclusiveness, information flow, and perceived impact) of two activities, committee meetings 

and public forums, because data points related to other activities are too sparse for reliable 

modeling.      

  This section is to demonstrate that there might be differences in results at the two levels 

(the public engagement activity level and the policy task level). My expectation is that, despite 

the limitation of the indices constructed at the policy-task level, results at the task level would be 

more realistic especially when we assume that public managers make decisions collectively at 

the policy task level and not at the level of individual public engagement activities. For example, 

a public manager who wants to be inclusive might not invite everyone to every activity, but 

design the public engagement activities to be inclusive when combined for their given policy 

task. So, when we run models for each activity (i.e. having individual activities’ characteristics 

as dependent variables), I expect that the results might be less consistent with theoretical 

expectations than the models using aggregated characteristics or indices as dependent variables. 

To test these relationships, I use ordinal regression models with each activity’s 

inclusiveness, information flow, and perceived impact scores as dependent variables. Since these 

scores are measured on either a 3-point ordinal scale (for the information flow or communication 

mode score) or a 4-point ordinal scale (for perceived impact and inclusive recruitment scores), 

treating dependent variables as ordinal is more fitting than assuming them to be continuous. This 

is different from when the dependent variables are indices since, when aggregated, the 

distributions show characteristics much closer to be continuous, as seen in previous section.  

For this set of models, I also only include the data points where the scores are not zero. 

This is because, when only considering individual public engagement activity, a zero score 

indicates that the activity was not conducted for the policy task. Including data points with zero 

scores in the activity’s characteristics would not reflect the ordinal scale since a zero score does 

not mean that the particular activity has the lowest level of inclusiveness, perceived information 

flow, or perceived impact. This results in smaller sample sizes for the models as in the 

distribution of data below.  
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Table 6.7: The distribution of dependent variables  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes: *Since there is separation problem, and the ordered logit variations do not converse, I group 0.5 and .075 into relatively 

low impact score and 1 as relatively high impact score. 

The most comparable models to the primary models in the previous section are the 

ordered mixed model or ordinal regressions with random effects at the organization and 

individual levels, to account for the nested data structure. However, because of the much smaller 

sample sizes, these models did not converge even when I simplified the models to one 

independent variable at a time with one level of random effects. Because of this, I use ordered 

logit model without random effect but with clustered standard errors at organization level as the 

primary models for this section.  

An exception is when the dependent variable is committee’s perceived impact score since 

there is a data separation problem – which is when independent variable’s values separate the 

dependent variable into different categories (e.g. legal requirement category 5 only exists when 

committee’s perceived impact scores is 1), making the estimates unreliable. So, I recoded the 

data by combining 0.5 and 0.75 into a relatively low impact category instead. And because of the 

imbalance between groups (only 28 of 101 observations fall into the relatively low category), a 

logistic regression run into a convergence problem. For this model, I then decided to use Firth 

logistic regression which is more suitable for a small sample size and imbalance data (originally 

used to model rare events). Another exception is the model with forum’s information flow score 

as the dependent variable which do not converge on any attempted variations of ordinal 

regression.  

For the rest of the models, I check if they violate the proportional odds assumption 

required for ordered logit model and found that for models with committee’s impact and forum’s 

inclusiveness, the proportional odds assumption might be violated for several key variables (e.g. 

PSM, and Public Attention). This, in addition to our data in several categories being sparse, 

means that we should be careful when interpreting coefficients. The model equations are 

summarized below where 9 is committee’s inclusiveness, information flow, or perceived impact 

score, or the forum’s inclusiveness or perceived impact score; m = 1, 2, and 3 for all except m = 

1 and 2 for committee’s information flow; and † are the boundary points. 

 

Score 0.25 0.5 0.75 1 Total 

Committee’s inclusive recruitment score 31 38 26 8 103 

Committee’s perceived impact score 0 10* 18* 74 102 

Forum’s inclusive recruitment score 10 15 64 40 129 

Forum’s perceived impact score 0 17 50 66 133 

Score 0.33 0.67 1 Total 

Committee’s communication mode 10 49 44 103 

Forum’s communication mode 9 68 68 145 
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ÌÏÇ
0Ò9  ά

0Ò9  ά
 

 †  ‍ PublicAttentionױ‍ ȟȟ PSMױ‍ ȟ Demױ‍ ȟ

TechnoÃÒÁÔÉÃȟױ‍ PolAutonomyױ‍ SuffiResourceױ‍ ȟȟ Ageױ‍
ȟ

 

                              ♬L▄▌╪■╡▄▲▬ȟ░ȟ▫ ♯╖▄▪▀▄►░ȟ▫ ⱥ╔▀◊░ȟ▫                              ------- (10)    

And the Firth logistic regression equation for forum’s information flow is below. 

ÌÏÇ
0Ò:ȟȟ ρ

ρ 0Ò:ȟȟ ρ
 

 ‌  ‍ PublicAttentionױ‍ ȟȟ PSMױ‍ ȟ Demױ‍ ȟ

TechnoÃÒÁÔÉÃȟױ‍ PolAutonomyױ‍ SuffiResourceױ‍ ȟȟ Ageױ‍
ȟ

 

                              ♬L▄▌╪■╡▄▲▬ȟ░ȟ▫ ♯╖▄▪▀▄►░ȟ▫ ⱥ╔▀◊░ȟ▫                               ------- (11)    

Results  

We do not see similar effects (in terms of significance or direction) of the same 

independent variables on each public engagement activity’s characteristics (inclusiveness, 

information flow, and perceived impact) across the two engagement activities (committee 

meetings and public forums). And unlike the models in the above section where some 

independent variables (PSM and Political Autonomy) were significantly associated with all three 

indices, no independent variables show statistically significant associations across all three 

dimensions of each activity’s characteristics in the ordinal, activity-level models. Below are the 

detailed results for each independent variable. 

Public Service Motivation (PSM) shows a significant and positive relationship with 

perceived impact of committee meetings, while it is not significantly associated with 

inclusiveness or information flow dimensions of committee meetings. For public forums, PSM is 

positively associated with the inclusiveness dimension, but not with perceived impact or 

information flow. Although I want to be careful in interpreting these results because we cannot 

run the hierarchical models due to the smaller sample size, these results are still interesting and 

consistent with my hypothesis that an independent variable could shape public managers’ 

decisions differently across engagement activities, and that they might be making decisions more 

at the policy-task level than at the engagement-activity level. Taken at face value, these findings 

could mean that public managers with higher PSM score might be more likely to be inclusive 

when recruiting participants for a public forum compared to public managers with lower PSM, 

but not more likely to be more inclusive when organizing committee meetings since the 

components of committees might be outside their control. In contrast, one possible explanation 

to why public managers with higher PSM scores are more likely to incorporate the content of 

committee meetings into the policy process compared to public managers with lower PSM scores 

but not for public forums could be that public forums, while more open to the public, are already 

usually not closely tied to formal decision-making processes regardless of public managers’ 

characteristics. It is also worth emphasizing that, while committees are usually embedded into 
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the policy process, but how much content is perceived to be incorporated into the process still 

correlates with public managers’ PSM.  

Political Autonomy shows a significant and negative relationship with the perceived 

impact of public forums, while it is not significantly associated with inclusiveness or information 

flow in either forums or committee meetings. This stands in contrast to the index-level models, 

where Political Autonomy was positively associated with all three outcome indices. This is 

counterintuitive since it suggests that public managers in more politically autonomous 

organizations are not more inclusive or making forums more involved communicatively, but are 

even likely to perceive less impact from public forums. But this could also be because managers 

from more politically autonomous organizations may conduct more involved public engagement 

activities, like focus groups or interviews, leading them to put less weight on public forums. 

Further studies with more data on other engagement activities could explore this more 

rigorously. 

Attitude Toward Democracy shows a significant and negative association only with the 

information flow dimension of committee meetings. This could be because managers with higher 

score in Attitude Toward Democracy do not place much importance on dialogues happening in 

committee meetings, while the participants of the meetings and the impacts of the meetings are 

constrained by external factors like legal requirements. However, further studies are needed to 

explore more rigorously why Attitude Toward Democracy is not associated with other 

dimensions, or how the findings might differ for more deliberative engagement activities (e.g. 

workshops). 

Technocratic Orientation shows a significant and positive association with recruitment 

inclusiveness in committee meetings at the significant level of the 0.001, and shows a positive 

association with perceived impact of public forums at the significant level of the 0.1. Taken at 

face value, this result suggests that public managers with higher technocratic orientation score 

either perceive committee meetings as more inclusive than public managers with lower 

technocratic orientation score, or they actually value a more formalized engagement activity and 

put more effort in recruiting participants for the activity. As for the association with the 

perceived impact of public forum, the mechanism here is unclear. It is also worth remembering 

that Technocratic Orientation has a negative relationship with the Information Flow Index. This 

combination of results could indicate that while technocratic public managers may support 

inclusiveness in a more formal engagement form like a committee meeting, on a policy-task 

level they may be less open to more involved communication flow in other activities. 

Legal requirements and other norms show mixed associations across the models. Not 

having legal requirement but having formal expectation shows a negative relationship with the 

inclusiveness dimension of public forums (compared to having only legal requirements). Having 

no legal requirement but the engagement is externally requested leads to higher perceived 

impacts for committee meeting.  Having no legal requirements nor any other incentive at all is 

negatively associated with the inclusiveness score of committee meetings. These results are hard 

to interpret, partially because having seven choices for one variable over a small set of data could 

make it unreliable. But if we take the results as they are, some of them make theoretical sense. 
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For example, when engagement is driven by external request compared to being required by law, 

it could result in content from engagement activities that are both more nested in the policy 

process and deliberative in nature like a committee meeting being incorporated more into the 

policy process (higher perceived impact score for committee meetings). But it is unclear why no 

incentive at all reflects in lower inclusiveness score for committee meetings, and why formal 

expectation to engage with the public leads to lower inclusiveness score for public forums. To 

explore this further beside having a larger set of data, we need better categorizations or 

measurements of organizational practices and the various types of requirements and incentives 

for public engagement practices.  

Gender and education show some significant associations, though the patterns are not 

entirely consistent. Answering “other" for the gender question is positively associated with 

inclusiveness in both committee meetings and public forums, which is consistent with the results 

at the policy-task level (on the Inclusiveness Index). But it is negatively associated with 

information flow in committee meetings. Again, because the range of what communication mode 

can be in a committee meeting is narrower than an activity that a public manager could have 

more discretion in designing, this could mean that public managers who answered “other” in the 

gender question perceived the communication flow in committee meeting as less deliberative.   

As for education, having a master’s degree is positively associated with both inclusiveness and 

information flow in committee meetings and having a PhD is associated with higher perceived 

impact in public forums. These results suggest that higher levels of education may be linked with 

more inclusive or participatory practices, or perceiving that they are more participatory. 

However, further studies with larger datasets are needed to test the reliability and replicability of 

these results. 
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Table 6.8: Regression results at the engagement-activity level (ordinal dependent variables) 

 COMMITEE FORUM 

 Inclusiveness 

(ordered logit, 

clustered SE 

at org level)   

Information 

Flow (ordered 

logit, 

clustered SE 

at org level)   

Perceived 

Impact 

(binary/firth, 

clustered SE 

at org level)   

Inclusiveness 

(ordered logit, 

clustered SE 

at org level)  

Information 

Flow 

(variations of 

models do not 

converge) 

Perceived 

Impact 

(ordered logit, 

clustered SE 

at org level) 

Independent variables 

Task level:  

Public Attention 

0.7192 

(0.8405) 

-0.4876 

(0.8405) 

-0.5651 

(1.1810) 

2.1967 

(1.4371) 

N/A -0.2788 

(0.8405) 

Individual level: 

PSM 

-1.7320 

(1.3922) 

0.3408 

(1.3922) 

6.6950 *** 

(1.5538) 

2.7412 * 

(1.3398) 

N/A 1.6982 

(1.3922) 

Individual level: 

Attitude toward Democracy 

-0.2982  

(0.9789) 

-2.8985**  

(0.9789) 

-1.2260 

(0.8077) 

0.0951 

(1.3366) 

N/A 1.2322 

(0.9789) 

Individual level: 

Technocratic orientation 

0.6238***  

(0.1622) 

-0.0065 

(0.1622) 

-0.2561 

(0.3626) 

0.2326 

(0.2016) 

N/A 0.3139 † 

(0.1622) 

Organization level: 

Political Autonomy 

-0.4433 

(0.8028) 

0.4405 

(0.8028) 

1.2321 

(1.9449) 

-0.7285 

(0.8213) 

N/A -1.6490 ** 

(0.8028) 

Control variables 

Task level: Legal req2 (No law 

but formal expectation) 

0.2715 

(0.8558) 

0.5778 

(0.8558) 

0.3429 

(0.8822) 

-2.3710* 

(0.9425) 

N/A 1.0962 

(0.8558) 

Task level: Legal req3 (No law 

but usually practiced) 

0.1320 

(1.4417) 

-1.6710 

(1.4417) 

-0.7233 

(0.8160) 

-1.9568 

(1.4574) 

N/A -0.3098 

(1.4417) 

Task level: Legal req4 (No law 

but externally requested) 

0.6598 

(1.0921) 

0.2278 

(1.0921) 

2.8901** 

(0.9374) 

-0.9881 

(1.0644) 

N/A 0.6602 

(1.0921) 

Task level: Legal req5  

(No law or other incentives) 

-2.5794** 

(0.8561) 

-1.2494 

(0.8561) 

0.4792 

(1.1412) 

-1.7171 

(1.4721) 

N/A 0.0635 

(0.8561) 

Task level: Legal req6 

(Not sure/other)  

0.7669 

(1.5493) 

1.9968 

(1.5493) 

-2.8182 

(2.3027) 

-2.4178 

(1.9054) 

N/A -0.0251 

(1.5493) 

Task level: 

Sufficient resource 

-0.5678 

(0.5191) 

0.3902 

(0.5191) 

1.0981 

(0.7355) 

-0.1072 

(0.7827) 

N/A -0.0170 

(0.5191) 

Individual level: 

Age 

-0.1806 

(0.1354) 

0.1701 

(0.1354) 

-0.1705 

(0.2249) 

-0.1837† 

(0.0994) 

N/A -0.0515 

(0.1354) 

Individual level: 

Gender: women 

-0.7991 

(0.8876) 

-1.4371 

(0.8876) 

-0.2232 

(0.8126) 

0.1574 

(0.5171) 

N/A -0.8932† 

(0.8876) 

Individual level: 

Gender: other 

2.0412***  

(0.5277) 

-2.7966***  

(0.5277) 

-1.3092 

(2.4899) 

4.4778***  

(1.2593) 

N/A -0.9948 

(0.5277) 

Individual level: 

Education 2 (BA, BS) N/A N/A 

1.6452 

(2.1519) N/A  

N/A 

N/A 

Individual level: 

Education 3 (Master) 

1.5173** 

(0.4520) 

3.4185***  

(0.4520) 

1.8590 

(2.2047) 

1.9773***  

(0.5493) 

N/A 0.7283 

(0.4520) 

Individual level: 

Education 4 (PhD) 

0.8368 

(2.0640) 

3.3756 

(2.0640) 

3.7844† 

(2.0037) 

1.8000 

(1.5891) 

N/A 2.6268* 

(2.0640) 

Individual level: 

Education 5 (other) N/A N/A N/A N/A 

N/A 0.1855 

(0.4826) 

Log-Likelihood -116.45 -83.51 N/A -104.30 N/A -112.27 

AIC 272.90 205.03 N/A 246.60 N/A 262.54 

Likelihood ratio test N/A N/A χ² = 31.97, df = 

17, p = 0.015 

N/A N/A N/A 

n 103 103 102 129 N/A 133 

Notes: † p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 

 

  



78 

 

Chapter 7: Discussion and Conclusions 

One of the goals of this dissertation is to expand the literature on direct public 

participation or public engagement to countries not commonly studied, and to test whether 

common drivers of public engagement transfer across political regimes. From administrative, 

interview, and survey data, we see variations of public engagement practices in Thailand ranging 

from organizing a public forum to signal responsiveness or fulfill a legal requirement, to 

implanting themselves in a community for a year to gain trust. We see occasionally strong 

bureaucratic efforts to engage the public in more meaningful ways reflected both in the rules that 

govern their operations and in empirical data. These efforts are, however, concentrated in the 

participant recruitment aspect and in the communication dimension, but not necessarily in how 

the content is incorporated into the policy process. The changes in the constitution under military 

governments after the 1997 constitution also point to the country’s overarching legal framework 

becoming less participatory-oriented, despite stronger rules and more thoughtful guidelines for 

bureaucrats in engaging with the public. 

In setting up the theoretical foundation to answer what drives variation, I propose that we 

examine variation in the public engagement process at the policy-task level rather than at the 

individual engagement activity level to better reflect how the process is designed and decided. I 

also treat public engagement as multi-dimensional (recruitment inclusiveness, information flow, 

and impact), drawing on existing frameworks by previous scholars, to assess whether influencing 

factors have different relationships with different dimensions of engagement. 

At the task level, we see that what drives Thailand’s variations are individual’s Public 

Service Motivation (PSM), organization’s political autonomy, and the legal requirements or 

practice norms for the policy task. Higher PSM and greater political autonomy are associated 

with higher scores across all three indices. Other variables, such as technocratic orientation and 

legal requirements, have different relationships with different dimensions. For example, having 

no legal requirement but engagement is usually practiced for the task (relative to the reference 

group with a legal requirement) has a significant relationship only with the perceived impact of 

the engagement activities of a policy task, not with inclusiveness or communication. These 

findings suggest that it might be useful to model public engagement as multidimensional 

dependent variables, since disaggregating the dimensions can reveal more specific ways that 

independent variables influence variations of public engagement. 

When comparing models at the policy-task level and the activity level, we also see 

divergence. The task-level results show PSM and political autonomy associated with all three 

indices, while no independent variable shows significant relationships across all dimensions for 

either committees or forums in the activity-level models. Attitude toward democracy shows a 

significant negative relationship with  committee’s information flow while it does not appear as a 

significant driver at the task level. Technocratic orientation have positive relationship with 

committee’s inclusiveness but not task-level inclusiveness. Overall, these findings suggest that 

some characteristics may be more salient for specific activities as public managers decide how to 

engage the public and the divergent results across the two levels might be worth explored further. 
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The dissertation is not without limitations. Despite the indices giving us a tool to test 

hypotheses at the policy-task level, they are not perfect. Their main shortcoming is that they can 

give a higher score to a policy task with more activities although its engagement characteristics 

might be the same. In this dissertation’s dataset, activity counts cluster at one to two per policy 

task, so the indices’ shortcoming is not much of a concern when interpreting results. But better 

index construction would be beneficial for public-engagement research going forward. The 

comparison between policy-task-level models and activity-level models should also be 

interpreted with cautions, given the small data resulting in instability for some ordinal 

regressions. Future studies should look into collecting larger sets of data for more reliable 

comparisons. Integrating administrative records or independently observed event/activity data 

would also be beneficial in reducing the risk of common source bias addressed in Chapter 5. 

Finally, this study is cross-sectional. Collecting more data across different governments, 

especially across different political regimes would help identify how political conditions interact 

with the key independent variables to shape engagement design. 
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Appendix A: Interview questions 

Introductory  

Tell me a little bit about yourself – what is your position here and how long have you been 

working here?  

Tell me about your organization – what is your organization’s primary activity? What about your 

team? What do you do on a regular basis with your team? 

Variations and drivers of public engagement/public participation spaces 

Tell me about your experience with the public participation/public hearing process?  

Describe the process and design of public engagement your team usually employs.  

Who do you invite to the participation space? How do you know who to invite? How did you 

invite them? 

What’s the process of communication and making decisions like in the participation space? 

Who usually propose or decide on what forms or processes to use? How much impact do you 

think you or your team have on designing the public participation space? Are there legal 

mandates for the process? 

Perceptions of public participation 

What impact do you think public participation has on the policy task you are responsible for?  

What do you think about your experience engaging with the public so far? 

Anything you wish to change in the process of engaging with the public?  

Referral 

Who else I should interview about their public participation experiences, inside or outside of 

your organization?  
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Appendix B: Qualtrics survey questions (English 

translation) 
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Appendix C: Qualtrics Survey questions (Thai/released 

version) 
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Appendix D: Summary of Interviews  

Interviewee 1 

The interviewee works as a bureaucrat in a government agency that oversees economic 

and social development. One of their current responsibilities is to work with an international 

organization to 1) increase meaningful public engagement in policymaking process and 2) 

incorporate new tools into policy development process. They described the past public 

engagement process as a top-down process where a draft is produced by the government then the 

draft is presented to the public either through public forums, meetings, or focus groups. But 

because of time constraints, they just carried out these engagements as specified by law but it is 

not “true engagement.” They gave some examples of this 1) sometimes people enter a focus 

group or public forums to take turn saying what they want but no meaningful conversation 

happened; 2) people do not say what they really think; and 3) some groups or ideas dominate the 

conversation if they are better at public speaking or just because they are older. 

They gave an example of incorporating games into the process. Instead of sending a 

survey for people to fill out, they get a group of people together and ask similar questions but 

after giving them prompts and putting them in a scenario related to the policy issue at hand. 

Sometimes reaching people by setting up a booth to engage people in a related exhibition. For 

this part, I assume that the interviewee meant that they identified some exhibitions that 

attendants were of the target group for their policy development task and set up a booth there.  

Another policy task their team usually does, but not recently, is drafting a 5-year plan in 

the portion related to economic development. This is one of the core missions of the 

organization. In the past, the interviewee said that the engagement process had a set pattern. That 

is drafting the content, then engaging industry, experts, and related agencies into a committee, 

then going into provinces to do public forums. It also seemed similar to Interviewee 2 that the 

more “bottom-up” engagement part is a separate portion and is not incorporated into these core, 

“top-down” tasks. The participants for the provincial public forums also might not represent 

everyone. They tried to address this by also have an online channel for people to come comment 

but not everyone has access to the internet or knows that this channel of public engagement 

exists.  

Interviewee 2  

The interviewee works as a bureaucrat in a government agency that oversees economic 

and social development, but their work focuses mostly on equity and social policy. Their work 

includes both policy formation and implementation (they use the word “drive” or “ขบัเคลื่อน” the 

policy). The policy formation aspect of their job includes being a secretariat team of multiple 

social policy committees in both logistics aspects and research/policy-analysis aspects. 

Some part of the research/policy-analysis aspects of the job include drafting a set of 

solutions to a policy problem to be presented to the committees. To do this, sometimes the 

interviewee engaged with experts and organized focus groups depending on the policy issues 
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assigned to them. A more recent tool is what they interviewee called “social lab” which is where 

they focus on an area then engage with the community on a chosen policy theme, then applied 

the policy that comes out of that engagement process on the community. Another policy task 

their team do is drafting a 5-year plan in the portion related to social policies.  

The interviewee said that the choice of public engagement activities depends on who they 

want to engage with or depends on what type of outcome they want out of the activities. If they 

want to engage with experts, the format is usually a meeting. If they want to derive policy 

recommendations out of the activities, they usually engage interest holders in multiple sectors in 

a focus group format. If their job is more focused on the implementation side (“driving” side), 

they use a “lab” format where they go in and engage the community on the ground. Another tool 

is to “derive a lesson” (ĺŇīňĔŅĶĩŀħĭĪŏĶňĵĬ) from successful cases where they engage with related 

people to see how to implement similar project in other areas.  

The interviewee expressed that, sometimes when they engage with experts and 

representatives from related agencies in a meeting format, they invite organizations and 

organizations send representatives so they cannot control who comes and might not get very 

useful comments. They expressed that they want to identify and approach people more actively 

and shift to in-depth interviews more.  One thing that the interviewee likes and wants to do more 

is to integrate the “top down” part of their work that engages with national-level committees (in 

which the outputs are more likely to become policy) with the field/lab part where it is more 

“bottom-up.” From the interview, it seems like their work integrates the two parts sometimes, but 

many times these activities happened separately for different policy tasks. Or they involved both 

types of engagement activities, but the contents do not flow between them.  

Their agency does not always hire consultants for their work but when they do, they also 

hire mostly researchers from universities. They first “scout” for potential experts in what they 

want help with, then open for people to come in and present their work and select a team from 

there.   

Interviewee 3: 

Interviewee 3 (science, technology, and innovation policy) described a policy task where 

they had to develop a new policy “agenda.” They said they usually do some research then they 

develop a draft which they then will ask about this draft during interviews or “throw it into a 

focus group” for feedback, then later will adjust accordingly. Interviewee 3 also describes 

another phase of public engagement where the research and policy draft are more complete. In 

this phase, they will construct a committee where they will usually make sure to include 3 groups 

of people: representative from industries (who they view as co-implementors of policy), related 

government agencies (also co-implementors of policy), and academia (co-implementors of 

policy, technically under the same ministry if they are public universities), so that the opinions 

do not lean toward any groups in particular. Sometimes they also do public hearings but they 

said that public engagement for them is not mandated by laws, so they usually just recruit 

specific groups of people relevant to the policy task at hand. They also distinguish between 
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public engagement to develop new policy (must include the 3 groups) and public engagement to 

just hear what the industry is facing (series of interviews with industry are most effective). 

Interviewee 3 thinks that public engagement is not as useful in helping them 

accomplishing their policy task. If they hire consultants and the consultants suggested public 

engagement, they view it as “not costing [them] time and resources” and they do not mind public 

engagement. But if they have to do it themselves as “in-house projects,” they do not engage the 

public or outside groups as much since it requires high resources and little useful results. They 

sometimes do public engagement when their boss requests their team to do so as either “a 

symbol” or “an announcement” that they are working on this policy to get people on board with 

the policy, or when their boss “does not trust [them]” and would like other people in the policy 

network to validate or help them revise their new policy product.  

They reflected that they have been engaging mostly with policy implementors (industry 

players, universities, and other government agencies) but they said if their work is different and 

their “customers” are more “downstream beneficiaries,” they would have to engage the wider 

public more.   

Interviewee 4 

The interviewee works in the higher education, science, research, and innovation sector. 

Their jobs are in both innovations for industry development and innovations for social/economic 

development. There is no legal requirement to engage the public but they usually engage people 

who they consider potential implementors of their policies. For the industry portion of their 

work, engaging with industry players, experts, related policy-makers and bureaucrats is 

considered routine. They consider building and maintaining these relationships a key part of their 

job. The social/economic portion has been more recent. The interviewee have only been doing 

one project related to grassroots economy development but it is also related to the industry 

development side of their work. 

This project is a partnership between a team of researchers from a university. The 

interviewee mentioned that the partnership is held together by a Memorandum of Understanding 

(MOU) and not the usually Terms of Reference (TOR: where the organization hires consultants 

and what they can specify in the TOR is more regulated by the government). The interviewee 

also mentioned that an MOU-type relationship made the project more equally driven by both 

teams (public organization and academic researcher) in contrast with a case where a consultant is 

hired by the organization.  

This partnership started with the interviewee wanting to do a pilot project to improve 

grassroots economy development in Southern Thailand. They found this particular researcher 

from their body of work, and had a series of conversations before working on the terms of 

commitment for their 3-year partnership. For this public organization, it seems like a project or 

policy can be proposed and initiated by individual workers in the agency as long as the project or 

policy is related to the organization’s current set of policy agendas and directions.  
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The policy task is to figure out what the community wants, their potentials, problems, and 

possible solutions for their problems. The public engagement activities are mostly informal 

meetings that are open to everyone. The interviewee implied that how they conducted the 

engagement activities and the timing of the activities were carefully designed so that they fit the 

lifestyle of community members (e.g. meeting time after daily harvest time, not engaging with 

them during certain periods due to religious reasons). They suggested that this knowledge came 

with a decade of the partnered researcher building relationships with people in the area. This is 

another case that the characteristics of the partner (researcher) are keys to the project’s success 

and the project’s high level of public engagement.  

Interviewee 5 

The interviewee works in the higher education, science, research, and innovation sector 

but their agency interprets “innovation” to include social innovations and interprets “research” 

very broadly, so the scope of their work is very wide. The policy task they gave an example in 

this interview is a “ŐĔƟěĬ” project which directly translates to “solve poverty” or “address 

poverty.” They piloted in this project two provinces (one in the North and one in the Northeast). 

In each area, they worked with separate teams of consultants. Each team of consultants are 

professors and researchers from each area’s respective universities.  I use the word consultants 

here but the interviewee referred to them as “partners” or “professors,” and later identified 

universities in general as “arms.” 

There were clear differences between these two projects. One (in the Northeast) the 

interviewee identified as a successful case and another (in the North) the interviewee identified 

as a not as successful. The interviewee mentioned that the two teams did not have the same types 

of relationships with their respective communities.  

They indicated that the Northeast team has been working with the community (although 

in different area) for a several years prior to the project. When they recruited the participants to 

be the project, the team expressed that they would like to have a mix of people with both worse 

and slightly better economic conditions. The interviewee said that, usually in economic 

improvement projects, not the poorest people (bottom 20%) would be selected but rather a group 

in the 20%-40% percentile would be. This was to ensure that participants had more capacity to 

succeed, and the project was more likely to be seen as a success. But because the consultant team 

considered this community their community, they picked the participants in both groups (bottom 

20% and the 20%-40% groups). The community knew about this practice and was happy to 

cooperate because they knew that given their condition, they usually would not be picked. The 

consultant team identified around 50 households which they went door to door to recruit. And 

around 25 households committed to being in a pilot project. They are then invited to a series of 

workshops to talk about their potentials, problems, and preferences. The end goal was to identify 

a couple of concrete projects the local wanted the consultant team to help them with. The two 

projects they worked on with the community were considered successful by the interviewee – 

two agricultural products and their respective markets were developed and improved. A local 

board to oversee the funding for the project was also established and is self-run by the 

community. This project has been ongoing for a couple of years at the time of the interview.  
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In the Northern province, the interviewee mentioned that the consultant team was 

interested in the project as an opportunity to do research in the area that they had not worked on, 

but the consultant team did not have prior relationships with the community. The interviewee 

also indicated that the local bureaucrats were hesitant to let the researcher talk to the local people 

without going past them first. So, the participants who were chosen were filtered by local 

bureaucrats and local politicians. A project was identified from the process but in the end, it was 

not a success. The interviewee also mentioned that it was harder for the research team to 

approach the community physically because the landscape is more hilly, and there are some 

pockets that are considered dangerous (e.g. past researcher in another project was killed) since 

the area is in a drug trafficking zone. This contrasts with the Northeast case where the 

researchers also approached the community leaders and local bureaucrats and politicians first, 

but they were told that they can just go talk to people.  

The interviewee also mentioned another project where their agency was approached by a 

research-focused department of another government agency related to law enforcement to help 

them use design thinking and engage with affected groups to help them solve a policy problem. 

There is a general trend of partnering with agencies with more capacity to do public engagement, 

“design thinking,” and “policy lab.”   

Interviewee 6 

The interviewee is a bureaucrat in the transport policy sector, mostly working the 

planning and policy development stage. They talk about their work in two types: “software” and 

“hardware.” For the “software,” they mentioned a policy task of adjusting times where trucks can 

enter an area. How they engaged with the public was talking to the truckers, businesses, and 

groups potentially affected by the new policy adjustments. They talked about how the current 

practice (in developing transportation system) is not like those in the past where the government 

thinks and other people follow. Their agency tries to engage everyone since the conception of the 

policy so that the policy is more effective and easier to implement. They stressed that the 

problem of implementation has been a challenge, and involving more people in the beginning is 

one of the ways they think would help with implementation.  

For the “hardware” part of the transportation development, they mentioned a series of 

infrastructure projects. Public engagement activities they have been involved in include focus 

groups, deep interviews, knocking on doors and inviting people to come listen to the government 

talking about the project, having a small center in the communities for the locals to come ask 

questions or receive information, disguising themselves and living as locals in the community to 

build trust. The interviewee said that one person they work with was living in community for a 

year. The interviewee used the word “ŐİĚĨńĺ” (disguise) and “İƤĚĨńĺ” (implant) for this activity and 

stressed that it was not like the government was trying to trick people (“œĴƞœħƟőĔľĔŏĕŅĬŃ”) but the area 

they were working with was very closed off to outsiders and they had to build trust. That is: even 

if they want to only give out facts, they still needed more personal relationships to do so. For this 

particular case, the project was still opposed by the locals and eventually could not be 

implemented.  
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The interviewee said that they had to admit that from the government’s perspective, the 

mission was to do everything legally possible so the project can be implemented because they 

really believed that the net benefits would exceed the shortcomings. So usually they tried to 

approach the leaders of the communities and get respected scholars involved to try to get through 

to local people. But in the end, the interviewee said that people in the area have the ultimate 

deciding power.  

The interviewee’s perception of NGOs is also a skeptical one. They mentioned that some 

NGOs are good, but some were hired to protest the project. They mentioned that businesses in [a 

neighboring country] might not want this particular project to happen because they will lose 

business. The interviewee suggested that some NGOs might be hired from these people.  

The interviewee mentioned a couple of times that the constitution requires an 

infrastructure project to be accepted by the public before construction. They also mentioned the 

Rule of the office of The Prime Minister on Public Consultation, B.E. 2548 (2005). They also 

expressed that Prawit (a member of the National Council for Peace and Order;  NCPO) who was 

Deputy Prime Minister at the time was very sensitive to public opinion. The direct quote was 

“ĀÅ¬ăÜãøÚÜäñØ­èÈÿÚöćãØ¬óÚÜäñèõÖäÂĆăâ¬ăÕ­Āæ­è” which loosely translates to “even people just standing as a protest 

he does not like it.”  For the particular project, the agency was suggested to halt and reconsider 

the project in a number of years.  

Regarding if there have been attempts in distinguishing between opinions and preferences 

of people in the area and people outside the area, the interviewee said that when they 

(mentioning that they hired consultants) approached people, they checked the house registration 

numbers before including them into focus groups. But everyone can come to public forums. 

They explained further that, for some controversial projects, the opposition group sometimes 

enclosed the public forum space and would not let the forum happen. The government 

sometimes worked around this by moving the locations of the project around in a hope to find 

one where there was less resistance to the project.  

Regarding what made their agency choose certain forms of public engagement over 

others, the interviewee explained that it depends on the characteristics of the project, the 

community, and interest groups, as well as budget. The interviewee then gave a couple of 

examples where the bureaucrat team perceived that deep interviews and more involved public 

engagement activities are needed so they specified those in the Term of Reference (TOR) 

document when hiring consultants. The interviewee also mentioned that sometimes their boss 

does not let them hire consultants or let the consultants go into fieldwork alone. This is because 

sometimes consultants do not have the same expertise as the government agents, and this is so 

that they can make sure that what the consultants write in the report is true.  

The interviewee also mentioned that there are many channels for the public to voice their 

concerns. The public do not have to wait for the government to engage them. People can 

complain to the Ministry of Transport directly, usually in a form of letters. Another channel is 

through the Department of Provincial Administration within the Ministry of Interior. And 

sometimes people go to the media.  
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Interviewee 7 

The interviewee is a bureaucrat in the social and welfare policy sector. They mentioned 

that very little portion of their work engages the public although they work in social and welfare 

policy and planning. An example of what they have done is a policy lab which is more like 

engaging related policy actors rather than the public. They have done this by hiring a consultant 

on design thinking to help them engage with experts on the issues and related policy actors. The 

interviewee calls the product of the policy lab “prototype.” They tested this prototype in an area 

in a district in an Eastern province of Thailand. The interviewee calls this portion the “sandbox.” 

They implied that they have not scaled the prototype up to a national level. The interviewee 

expressed that they feel like, once the policy can affect the wider public, there should be a more 

systematic way to engage with the public and get their opinions. But right now, these practices 

have not been what their organization are used to practicing.  

The interviewee also mentioned that, when they see other government agencies do public 

hearings, sometimes those activities seem more ceremonial. Participants are selected so they do 

not “spoil the process” (“ŏĸŊŀĔėĬĪňŗŐĭĭėĚěŃœĴƞĪŜŅŒľƟĺĚŐĨĔ”). They expressed an interest in increasing their 

organization’s capacity to engage the public in a more meaningful, less ceremonial way. I asked 

what held their organization back from doing it. They said that it’s just that it has not been done 

so no one knows how to do it and there are perceptions that these activities are not necessary.  
They mentioned that their organizations have engaged with some experts in the past (although 

not systematic public hearings), and their experiences have not been good (e.g. comments are 

one-sided, not useful, etc.). So, their organizations do not have positive perception of public 

engagement as a whole. They also mentioned that, if they really want to do better public 

engagement, they have to work to convince their boss to do it but they have not done that yet.  

I asked if there are any KPIs or regulations requiring them to engage outsiders or other 

policy actors if not the public. They said that there is no requirement, but it is generally 

perceived as good governance on paper.  

Interviewee 8 

They worked in the energy policy sector in an office that was established specifically to 

engage the public. They expressed that, in the past, the Ministry of Energy saw a problem of 

when infrastructure projects or other development projects were opposed by NGOs and other 

interest groups, so the office was established to decrease the knowledge gap between the 

Ministry and the public. The office’s name and mission have changed since then. Now it focuses 

on local energy and renewable energy.   

They then explained the process of power plant planning in Thailand called Power 

Development Plan which spans 20 years (revised every couple of years) to ensure sufficient 

energy supply and to ensure that the country is moving toward the renewable energy goal 

according to an international agreement. The way each plant is built is either that private players 

come to bid for a place or it is assigned to the Electric Generation Authority of Thailand 

(EGAT). Before the construction of the plant, they usually have to go through either the Initial 

Environment Examination (IEE), the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), or the 
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Environmental and Health Impact Assessment (EHIA) depending on the scale of the project. All 

of which have public engagement elements to them. They perceive that, if there is strong 

opposition from either the local community or NGOs, the plan will need adjustments. They gave 

an example of a nuclear power plant that was opposed heavily by the locals and therefore had to 

be taken out of the Power Development Plan.  

They mentioned that these voices do not solely come from public engagement activities 

but there are at least four channels where the government can gauge public opinions: 1) via local 

energy regulator offices, local offices under the Ministry of Energy, and local EGAT offices who 

are usually in touch with people in the area, 2) via Ministry of Interior channels such as through 

provincial governors, Nai Amphurs (heads of a district), and subdistrict administrative 

organizations, 3) via media, and 4) via policymakers and representatives like Members of 

Parliament and Senators who sit in energy-policy-related committees.  

The interviewee views public opinions as powerful and sometimes they have to work to 

change them. For example, they mentioned that some projects are successful because the project 

owners have good relationships with the local communities. The interviewee mentioned that, 

when doing public forums, sometimes people who benefit from the project do not come. 

Therefore they get a disproportionate amount of people who oppose the project in these forums, 

and it can get pretty hostile (e.g. government officials getting booed). They also mentioned that 

some people who attended these events were not from the area but worked for an organization 

that survived on opposing certain projects, and this skewed the public engagement process.  

The interviewee mentioned that, in the beginning of when the military government 
(National Council for Peace and Order;  NCPO) was in power, the government were in a period 

where they need stability so the NCPO weas very sensitive about public opinions on these big 

power plant projects and they do not want to disturb “ģŅĬŏĽňĵĚ” (loosely translated as supporters but 

it can also be translated as the general public support or potential support as well). 

I asked if the interviewee felt bad that these projects were not implemented. They said yes 

but they were also used to it because it happened often. I also asked how they think the public 

engagement process should be adjusted. They said that social contexts change very fast, and they 

are not sure if what they think is good today will work tomorrow. They emphasize getting people 

to accept the project and building trust with the local communities. They did not mention a way 

to adjust the process so that they get more representative voices.  

For this case, I interpret their perception of public opinions as something that are skewed 

toward a few loud and well-funded groups of people. There was more emphasis on approaching 

public engagement as a way to inform the public, rather than a way to receive public comments. 

However, the way they receive public opinions is interesting because it is through just by being 

available in the area or through different channels that are always there for people to 

occasionally come and voice their opinions, as opposed to having a limited number of public 

forums, surveys, or focus groups.  

Interviewee 9:  
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Their involvement in this is usually through being hired by government agencies to do 

Environmental Impact Assessments which are mandated by law if the projects meet a set of 

criteria. Public engagement or public consultation is a part of the Environmental Impact 

Assessment.  

They mentioned two phases of public engagement. One is before the project which they 

call “ĮģĴĬŇŏĪĻ” (directly translated as orientation) and the other later in the project development 

phase is called “ĮƤěĜŇĴĬŇŏĪĻ” (directly translated as final orientation or commencement). The first 

one is focused on affected groups either by interviews, group interviews, or focus groups. The 

characteristics of these events are mandated by law. For example, in the first 0-100 meters of the 

project the government will have to engage 100% of people in that area. While in the area 

between 200-500-meter radius, the proportion of population that the government should involve 

in the process is decreased to around 80% and so on.  

There is another type of assessment that they say will hopefully become law soon which 

is called “Strategic Environmental Assessment” (SEA). The public engagement in the new 

guideline is different from what has been done before in the sense that it will include the local 

communities and all related groups and agencies since the formation of projects and policies, as 

opposed the current ones where the main components of the projects are already formed then are 

tested during engagement. That is, although public engagement is currently carried out before the 

project is implemented, it is still after the main components of the project are decided. While, in 

the SEA process, the process is more area-based and the idea is to come up with a set of projects 

and policies that are brainstormed from different groups of people at the beginning of their 

conception.    

They also engage experts in these engagement activities. One of the practices that the 

interviewee deemed was their “best practice” was to use GIS map to get the local communities 

and everyone on the same page first before talking about the policy or the project assigned to 

them. The interviewee gave an example of when the interviewee did work on water policy, 

where different people had different perceptions of the draughts and how they had been affected 

throughout the year. The interviewee said that it was good to start with the map and the data on 

the scope and size of the draughts detected from satellites, and carry on with the discussion from 

there.  

Interviewee 10: 

 The interviewee works for an international organization who partners with government 

agencies. Public engagement is nested within one of the missions that they refer to as “reimagine 

policymaking” to be more “human centric” and move away from “top-down” policymaking. 

They described that they do not push the “policy domain” which I interpret as not pushing the 

content of the policy, but rather helping government agencies to develop a set of tools for public 

engagement. An example they gave was working with an agency on population and mental 

health policies to include tools to amplify voices of groups who are usually “voiceless” in these 

processes. This aligns with the interviewee’s organization’s agenda of “leaving no one behind.” 
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The variations they have used to engage the public include surveys, focus groups, and 

public forums. How they described one example of a public forum was almost like a conference 

or an exhibition where there were speakers and other activities surrounding it. They also 

mentioned “policy hackathon” as an event to brainstorm policy solutions and “social listening” 

as a new way to listen to the public and affected groups. The interviewee also describes how they 

put more effort into recruiting to make sure that they reach out to people who might not usually 

come. This includes actively recruiting from each province’s targeted populations and reaching 

out through social media. 

Regarding the agencies they partnered with, there are both agencies with similar missions 

that have been developing programs together for years and agencies who have not done much 

public engagement in the past and approached the interviewee’s organization to help them 

engage the public more.  
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Appendix E: Results of assumption testing for regression 

models 

 
Functional Form 
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Normality of Residuals 
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Homoscedasticity 
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Testing for Independence (within and between clusters) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

\ 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



144 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



145 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



146 

 

 

Normality of Random Effects 
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