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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
1s 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 task’ 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

!'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 |
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

Activity’s impact/iinfluence

on the policy task
High
Low
" Inclusiveness
of participation

/" Most  pecruitment

Communication mode/
Information Flow
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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:

Hla: 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

Hlc: 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, |
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.

HS5a: 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

HS5c: 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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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 (

is a level of bureaucrats categonized 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 eJnJdn None
Committee dnhE NK|] K N g n J | Conduct committee, subcommittee, or working-
meetings eHRNIT nE K K JE N | committee meetings that have experts or
i oX=Xe, garj i g N G | participants from outside of your agency
PEedqEKel El nN (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 OV T LFT 7 NJOI K| Survey or online survey
Workshops é Wbrl@hop Conduct a workshop
Focus groups €& Rdeoud Group Conduct a focus group
Letters LnE&hTIT JNJj &1l € |Sendletters to ask for opinions or preferences to
EknnJd Ol KNI § n |otheragencies, groups, or communities
Public dNnheE NK] KN g n J | Conduct a public forum/meeting
forums/public
meetings
Exhibitions enNhENI O 1 L E N K | Organize an exhibition with public-consultation
UJPEél NJé&NhO I |space
Interviews ' l-N=) N el Lnd ij N'| | Ask for/conduct interviews
Field/live-in K E (jl ET n CET I ) | Be/live in the community undercover to gather
information information
gathering
Localengagement |K E1 DRI I R r O 1 | Setupabox, a center, or a space to distribute
space or a 81 Dr | Er ©eéi NJ | knowledge and/or for receiving suggestions
feedback box ' ’
Other ' Dr I ¥ O& E Kn H N| 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 (K Nh A T § Bald udiB¥E NK1 N6 L |
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- | Response Completion
tion* rate (%) rate (%)

Office of the Permanent Secretary Ministry of Energy 40 7.50 7.50

(OPS) (code: 172)

Energy Policy and Planning Office Ministry of Energy 30 30.00 23.33

(EPPO) (code: 190)

Department of Water Resource Ministry of Natural 129 44.96 21.71

(code: 574) Resources and Environment

Office of the National Water Office of the Prime Minister | 53 54.72 24.53

Resources (ONWR) (code: 74)

Office of the National Economic and Office of the Prime Minister | 104 16.35 11.54

Social Development Council
(NESDC) (code: 62)

Office of the Permanent Secretary Ministry of Higher 65 27.69 10.77
(OPS) (code: 617) Education, Science, Research
and Innovation
Office of National Higher Education Ministry of Higher ~18%* 16.67 11.11
Science Research and Innovation Education, Science, Research
Policy Council (NXPO) (code: 653) and Innovation
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 ” 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 1s 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.

Independent vdriables: PSM, Attitude to

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)%)

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 Ministers® delivered by Chaun was the first
time* 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 & € S N OT K E | Gisja sped¥hjliséng piiceddnliddaio J | 1 KA ' C
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.” 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:
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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 ( ) 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.®

The current amendment to Thailand’s National Environmental Quality Promotion and
Preservation Act, and its related guidelines for public participation

® (namely Land Readjustment for Area Development Act B.E. 2547 (2004) or

. . 2547, Town Planning Act B.E. 2518 (1975) or .. 2518, The Industrial Products Standards
Act, B.E. 2511 (1968) or . . 2511, the Agricultural Land Consolidation Act, B.E.
2517 (1974) or .. 2517, and National Environmental Quality Promotion and

Preservation Act B.E. 2535 (1992) or . .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 13" NESDP

As an example of how participation works in process, below I provide a brief descriptin
of public participation in the 13™ National Economic and Social Development Plan. The
description below uses data from a document that accompanied the supervisory committee on
drafting the 13" National Economic and Social Development Plan (€ HNEKKJ ENKESNEAT EN
0L KI §gENEe OKN forihtrdvihy® 564 rhedifp] TAe QdGuinéni hds & snmmary of all the
public participation activities the Office of the National Economic and Social Development
Council ( the Office of the NESDC) conducted for the 13" National Economic and Social
Development Plan (NESDP).

Context of the policy task: summary of the 13" 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 13" 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 13" 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
GLKI §gEeREAOa k Rddihabld whys of ifd(INN TE fOgsdeiety@itithicquity] and eqia] N1
access to opportunities (L A E & J O n E 6), land sppoBingNaeétdrsod tedsfdrhatjoN@ P& & n ]
LT AT LT nl EMNMKIB godl$ kvichit the)4 iKldshdnis dre presented below.
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Table 4.1: Four elements and thirteen goals of the 13" National Economic
and Social Development Plan as presented in the public engagement process

Elements Goals
Element 1: 1. Thailand is a leading country in high-valued agricultural and
Environment-friendly, high- processed agricultural products
value economy 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: 7. Thailand has a competitive and stronger SME portion
Society with equity and equal 8. Thailand’s major cities in each region are economically
access to opportunities prosperous, modern, and desirable places to live

9. Thailand has reduced intergenerational poverty. All Thai people
have adequate and appropriate social protections.

Element 3: 10. Thailand has circular economy and low-carbon society

Sustainable ways of life 11. Thailand can reduce risks and impacts from natural disasters
and climate change

Element 4: 12. Thailand has highly capable human resource committed to

Supporting factors for lifelong learning and meeting the demand for future development.

transformation 13. Thailand has highly capable public sector

Source: Summarized from a Draft of the 13t 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 13" 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

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 (ij N & | KijNNj éN]L)iabkdeidi§) tedia/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 13" NESDP draft as grouped by the Office of the NESDC

and presented to the supervisory board

Public Private Civil Academia | Media | Other | Total
sector Sector society
[citizen
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 Private Civil Academia | Media | Other | Total
sector Sector society
/citizen
19 | Academic and research 6 15 - 32 - - 53
institutions
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 - - - - - 85 85
(Youtube, Facebook, emails)
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.
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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.



44

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 * ” (disguise) and “  ” (implant) for

this activity and stressed that it was not like the government was trying to trick people (*
””) 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
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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

0.25 0.5 0.75 1
k. J”'= LR\ “only inviting “inviting related “inviting decision “open to the
N those involved in administrators makers, interest groups public
the decision and interest in the policy network, (anyone can
# making groups in the and targeted members participate)”
- processes” policy network” of public”
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 2222 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 16 12.50 31.25 31.25 25.00
box/passive tool for community
to submit comments
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 “Q Let ‘Qbe an element in a set 4 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 "O¢ ¢ &'® . THRdnclusive Index is a summation of

‘0t o a'® divi@ed by 11 to scale the index range to be between 0 and 1. The Inclusive Index for
each policy task, p,is 0% @& 0 i Qb Q8 JABE G ji p"@L

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
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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

I: n o o {3

| BE M C = 0.33 0.67 1

One-way Two-way Multi-way
Committee meeting 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 17 11.76 23.53 64.71
for community to submit comments
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 "Q Let "Q

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 ‘0¢ "Q€ "OfTaeprimary Inclusive

Index is a summation of 'O¢ "Q€ "Odivéded by 11 to scale the index range to be between 0 and
1. The Information Flow Index for each policy task, p, is O¢ "Q¢€ "Oa &b "'0O¢ Q'Q

B "0t "Q¢ "Oppépu

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
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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

LO wet g « N 0.25 0.5 0.75 1

Committee meeting 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




55

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 ‘Q Let ‘Qbe an element in a set A given 4 :={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 "O& 1 ¢ 0 O

The primary Inclusive Index is a summation of "Od ) ¢ dvidded by 11 to scale the index range
to be between 0 and 1. The Impact Index for each policy task, p, is ‘Od /| & @ @'O0E QQ
B "Od 1 ¢japop

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:

"0 QA6 QU QE QI | 0 "QOE QM QO A 0 O b Gapsdh 3 ¢ A ¢ h
Y@ € o1 (D QDO 6 0 & - (1)
"0¢ "Q¢ "Od £ 0 00 "QOE "QM QG M @ @it QO [P I &Y ¢, ADEQ ¢ h
YA ¢ O (D QDO 6 0 & é-r— (2)
VAN OO U "QOE QO QM QL BB 6 A @O 62055 M AY ¢ A ¢ h
YO € o1l (D QDO 6 0 & - 3)

[ 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:

08 OGO "QUABEMIAL "QQ6 Ha 0& "QRFRQA'QE 00 o QU QO ®
"Q0 6 0o QO OLOHMEYG A G RYOD £ Oi (D 0O 6 068 & & (4)

"0 "Q¢ "Ob £ U € "Q0E QQL QQ6 HaBE QOQUQA'QE 60 W QU QO ®
"Q0 0 Oa QO OORHMDAYG A G AYOD £ Gi (D B 0 € £€ § ——-—rn (5)

06 f ® EX0E 'QQL "QQ6 G a'0¢ "QAXRQE QE 600 OGO QL QO
"Q0 0 W& QO OLORHIMD AYG A ¢ YO £ 6 QD ¢ & 6 6 0t & &b (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, u, represents the organization-level random
intercept, v; represents the individual-level random intercept, and the bold letters represent
vectors and the vector dot products for the categorical variables:

Inclusivenessindex pp
1 T 'PublicAttention ; T PSMy T Demy | TechnofO A @ EA
I 'PolAutonomy T 'SuffiResource j; T 'Age i
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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 #/mer 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 0.25 0.5 0.75 1
(Not at all) (Lots of attention)
N 17 29 87 69 47

Individual level: Public Service Motivation (PSM)

To measure Public Service Motivation, 1 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, |
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 2 3 4 5 Strongly
disagree 1 agree
PSM1: Meaningful public service is very 0.00 0.86 18.10 21.55 59.48
important to me
PSM2: I am often reminded by daily events 0.86 0.86 19.83 33.62 44 83
about how dependent we are on one another
PSM3: Making a difference in society means | 2.59 1.72 25.86 31.90 37.93
more to me than personal achievements
PSM4: I am prepared to make sacrifices for | 0.86 0.86 30.17 36.21 31.90
the good of society,
PSM5: T am not afraid to go to bat for the 2.59 3.45 31.90 35.34 26.72
rights of other even if it means I will be
ridiculed.

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 [ 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 2 3 4 5 Strongly
disagree 1 agree
Deml: (Reverse*) If I have to choose one, I 19.83 22.41 34.48 7.76 15.52
would rather choose development than
democracy for Thailand (strongly
agree)
Dem 2: (Reverse*) It’s better to have experts | 28.45 18.10 35.34 11.21 6.90
decide what policy to implement rather than
representatives elected by the public (strongly
agree)
Dem3: (Reverse*) We should get rid of 9.48 8.62 29.31 23.28 29.31
parliament and elections and have experts
decide everything. (strongly
agree)
Dem 4: I prefer democracy over other type of | 4.31 431 38.79 25.00 27.59
governing system.
Dem 5: I think a democratic governing 6.03 6.03 38.79 24.14 25.00
system is a good governing system for
solving problems in our country.
Dem 6: (Reverse*) If the people in power are | 6.03 9.48 25.86 18.97 39.66
capable and good, we do not need to listen to
the majority. (strongly
agree)
Dem 7: (Reverse*) People with little or no 2.59 3.45 14.66 18.97 60.34
education should NOT have as much say in
politics as highly-educated people. (strongly
agree)

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 Ministry’.

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 interference®.

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

" Source: EPPO ” 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
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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 11
agency or a politician

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 0.606 230

0.149 0.146 0

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 reql (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 reg4 (No law but externally requested) 0.048 0.214 0 1 230
Task level: Legal reqS (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 6.635 1.456 1 9 230
(1 is less than 20 and goes up in 5 years increment)
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



67

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)°, 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 /mpact 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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Inclusiveness Index

Info Flow Index

Impact Index

MLM | OLSwith | MLM MLM | OLSwith | MLM MLM | OLSwith | MLM
clustered | with quad clustered | with quad clustered | with quad
SE terms SE terms SE terms
Independent variables
Task level: 0.001 0.053 -0.020 0.026 0.048 0.167 0.053 0.081 -0.156
Public Attention 0.023) | (0.041) | (0.07) | (0.032) | (0.081) | (0.105 | (0.034) | (0.070) | (0.110)
Individual level: 0.177 0.157 0.170 0.203 0.194 0.181 0.209 0.196 0.187
PSM (0.063) | (0.070) | (0.064)" | (0.081)" | (0.046)"* | (0.082)" | (0.084)" | (0.066)" | (0.085)"
Individual level: -0.028 -0.046 0278 0.012 0.001 -0.180 0.046 0.029 -0.079
Attitude -- Democracy | (0.059) | (0.082) | (0.294) | (0.075) | (0.075) | (0.368) | (0.077) | (0.098) | (0.381)
Individual level: 20.011 0.011 0.013 -0.030 -0.027 -0.032 -0.019 0.018 -0.021
Technocratic orientation |  (0.009) | (0.011) | (0.009) | (0.012 | (0.01D)" | (0.012™ | (0.012) | (0.013) | (0.013)"
Organization level: 0.141 0.157 0.134 0.107 0.121 0.099 0.160 0.177 0.153
Political Autonomy (0.030)™* | (0.024)* | (0.031)™* | (0.038) | (0.018)"™ | (0.038)" | (0.040)"* | (0.024)"* | (0.040)""
Control variables
ﬁﬁiﬁﬁiﬁ;ﬁz -0.026 0.026 -0.024 -0.017 0.035 -0.008 0.020 0.083 0.028
expectation) (0.017) | (0.026) | (0.018) | (0.027) | (0.028) | (0.027) | (0.028) | (0.039)* | (0.028)
gjf)klf\:féuﬁﬁ;? 0.019 -0.031 0.019 0.030 -0.037 0.035 0.052 -0.023 0.059
. 0.016) | (0.022) | (0.016) | (0.024) | (0.030) | (0.024) | (0.025) 0.027) | (0.025)
practiced)
(Tlf)klfvvv eéuiiiﬁﬁy 0026 | -0026 | -0024 | -0009 | -0.030 | -0.003 0.020 0.003 0.026
requosted) (0.023) | (0.016) | (0.023) | (0.034) | (0.029) | (0.034) | (0.036) | (0.021) | (0.036)
gjf)klfvvv eérl(iﬁzlrreqs 0071 | 0056 | 0069 | -0.080 | -0.070 | -0.080 | -0.05] 0052 | -0.052
incentives) (0.021) (0.025)" | (0.021) (0.030) (0.037)" | (0.030) 0.031) | (0.040) | (0.031)
Task level: Legal req6 -0.083 -0.081 -0.084 0.110 -0.009 0.108 0.088 -0.009 0.087
(Not sure/other) 0.027)" | (0.034)" | (0.027)"™ | (0.036)" | (0.062) | (0.036)* | (0.038)" | (0.053) | (0.037)"
Task level: -0.030 0.003 -0.031 0.017 0.004 -0.025 -0.004 0.031 0.014
Sufficient resource 0.012)" | (0.013) | (0.012" | (0.019) | (0.017) | (0.019) | (0.020) | (0.017)" | (0.020)
Individual level: -0.007 -0.007 -0.007 0.003 0.000 0.000 0.002 -0.000 -0.001
Age 0.007) | (0.011) | (0.007) | (0.010) | (0.013) | (0.010) | (0.010) | (0.011) | (0.010)
Individual level: 0.013 0.014 0.011 0.002 0.001 0.006 -0.003 -0.006 0.003
Gender: women 0.023) | (0.016) | (0.023) | (0.029) | (0.021) | (0.029) | (0.030) | (0.016) | (0.030)
Individual level: 0.090 0.090 0.092 0.015 0.028 0.023 -0.011 -0.001 -0.003
Gender: other 0.043)" | (0.056) | (0.043) | (0.056) | (0.030) | (0.056) | (0.058) | (0.026) | (0.058)
Individual level: 0.025 0.094 0.037 -0.013 0.079 -0.005 -0.018 0.088 -0.015
Education 2 (0.112) | (0.050)" | (0.113) | (0.148) | (0.057) | (0.150) | (0.153) | (0.056) | (0.155)
Individual level: 0.028 0.084 0.041 0.006 0.074 0.011 0.012 0.072 -0.013
Education 3 (0.110) | (0.036)° | (0.112) | (0.146) | (0.04D" | (0.148) | (0.150) | (0.040)" | (0.154)
Individual level: 0.026 0.080 0.044 0.010 0.094 0.018 0.001 0.099 0.002
Education 4 (0.116) | (0.052) | (0.118) | (0.151) | (0.070) | (0.155) | (0.156) | (0.083) | (0.160)
Individual level: 0.029 0.083 0.045 0.007 0.070 0.017
Education 5 NA NA NA 0.200) | (0.043)" | (0.203) | (0.206) | (0.032)° | (0.210)
Public Attention "2 0.022 0.175 0.189
NA NA (0.065) NA NA (0.090)" NA NA (0.094)"
Attitude toward 0.207 0.157 0.101
Democracy "2 NA NA (0.239) NA NA (0.301) NA NA (0.312)
Intercept 0.058 -0.034 0.133 0.033 -0.038 0.163 -0.031 -0.126 0.088
(0.127) | (0.093) | (0.147) | (0.167) | (0.115) | (0.192) | (0.172) | (0.106) | (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: T 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

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 033 | 0.67 | 1 Total
Committee’s communication mode 10 49 44 103
Forum’s communication mode 9 68 68 145

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, [ 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 T are the boundary points.
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And the Firth logistic regression equation for forum’s information flow is below.
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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 Information Perceived Inclusiveness Information Perceived
(ordered logit, | Flow (ordered Impact (ordered logit, Flow Impact
clustered SE logit, (binary/firth, clustered SE (variations of | (ordered logit,
at org level) clustered SE clustered SE at org level) models do not | clustered SE

at org level) at org level) converge) at org level)
Independent variables
Task level: 0.7192 -0.4876 -0.5651 2.1967 N/A -0.2788
Public Attention (0.8405) (0.8405) (1.1810) (1.4371) (0.8405)
Individual level: -1.7320 0.3408 6.6950 *** 2.7412 * N/A 1.6982
PSM (1.3922) (1.3922) (1.5538) (1.3398) (1.3922)
Individual level: -0.2982 -2.8985%* -1.2260 0.0951 N/A 1.2322
Attitude toward Democracy | (0.9789) (0.9789) (0.8077) (1.3366) (0.9789)
Individual level: 0.6238*** -0.0065 -0.2561 0.2326 N/A 0.3139 t
Technocratic orientation (0.1622) (0.1622) (0.3626) (0.2016) (0.1622)
Organization level: -0.4433 0.4405 1.2321 -0.7285 N/A -1.6490 **
Political Autonomy (0.8028) (0.8028) (1.9449) (0.8213) (0.8028)
Control variables
Task level: Legal req2 (No law | 0.2715 0.5778 0.3429 -2.3710%* N/A 1.0962
but formal expectation) (0.8558) (0.8558) (0.8822) (0.9425) (0.8558)
Task level: Legal req3 (No law | 0.1320 -1.6710 -0.7233 -1.9568 N/A -0.3098
but usually practiced) (1.4417) (1.4417) (0.8160) (1.4574) (1.4417)
Task level: Legal reqg4 (No law | 0.6598 0.2278 2.8901** -0.9881 N/A 0.6602
but externally requested) (1.0921) (1.0921) (0.9374) (1.0644) (1.0921)
Task level: Legal req5 -2.5794** -1.2494 0.4792 -1.7171 N/A 0.0635
(No law or other incentives) (0.8561) (0.8561) (1.1412) (1.4721) (0.8561)
Task level: Legal req6 0.7669 1.9968 -2.8182 -2.4178 N/A -0.0251
(Not sure/other) (1.5493) (1.5493) (2.3027) (1.9054) (1.5493)
Task level: -0.5678 0.3902 1.0981 -0.1072 N/A -0.0170
Sufficient resource (0.5191) (0.5191) (0.7355) (0.7827) (0.5191)
Individual level: -0.1806 0.1701 -0.1705 -0.1837% N/A -0.0515
Age (0.1354) (0.1354) (0.2249) (0.0994) (0.1354)
Individual level: -0.7991 -1.4371 -0.2232 0.1574 N/A -0.8932%
Gender: women (0.8876) (0.8876) (0.8126) (0.5171) (0.8876)
Individual level: 2.0412%%* -2.7966*** -1.3092 4.4778%** N/A -0.9948
Gender: other (0.5277) (0.5277) (2.4899) (1.2593) (0.5277)
Individual level: 1.6452 N/A
Education 2 (BA, BS) N/A N/A (2.1519) N/A N/A
Individual level: 1.5173%* 3.4185%** 1.8590 1.9773%%%* N/A 0.7283
Education 3 (Master) (0.4520) (0.4520) (2.2047) (0.5493) (0.4520)
Individual level: 0.8368 3.3756 3.7844+ 1.8000 N/A 2.6268*
Education 4 (PhD) (2.0640) (2.0640) (2.0037) (1.5891) (2.0640)
Individual level: N/A 0.1855
Education 5 (other) N/A N/A N/A N/A (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 ¥=3197,df= | N/A N/A N/A

17, p=0.015

n 103 103 102 129 N/A 133

Notes: T p <0.1, * p <0.05,

#%p < 0.01, *** p <0.001
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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)

Consent

Consent Form
University of Arizona

Project: Variations and drivers of direct public participation in Thailand
Principle Investigator: Wasimon (Fai) Tosuratana

You are being asked to participate in a research study. This document contains important information about this
study and what to expect if you decide to participate. Please read the information carefully before making your
decision whether or not to participate. If you have a guestion, you can contact the Principle Investigator at
wasimon@arizona.edu and your email will be responded within 2 business days.

What is this project about? The goal of this project is to survey the current practices of public engagement in
the Thai public policy process and explore what drive variations of the practices. The survey is one of the tools
we use to conduct the project. We will use surveys with open-ended questions and multiple-choice options to
gather insights.

Are there any special requirements for my participation?
Yes, you should have one of the following experiences:
having worked as

[ ]agovernment official

[ ]a government worker

[ ]aworker for a state-owned enterprise

or

[ ]an academic researcher

[ ]aworker for a private consulting company or

[ ]aworker for any institution that has worked as a consultant for or as a partner with a government agency
on a project nested anywhere in a public policy process

In this research project, a public policy process includes any processas or tasks related to surveying,
designing, and planning to formulate public policies, strategies, plans, action plans, andfor project as well as
the processes or tasks related to implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of those policies, plans, and
projects for the government or government-owned entities.

What will | be asked to do? How will my data be used?

As a participant in this study, you will be asked to provide information about your professional experiences in
public policy process and the public engagement process, including meetings, interviews (or organized
conversations), seminars, public forums, fieldwork, or any space opened for outsiders, experts, and interested
parties to participate in the public policy process.

The survey also has guestions regarding your workplace, your attitudes, and your demographic information
(such as gender, age, home region). We will NOT ask for your legal names or information that we could use to
identify your identity. However, some set of information together could be considered identifiable, for example,
in the case that you are the only one in your office who is 45-55 with hometown in the Morthemn region. Please
be assured that we will store your information confidentially, and will only publish aggregated data‘analysis or
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de-identifiable information. Some information provided will be used for other part of the project or for future
research. There may be circumstances where this information must be released or shared as required by law.
The University of Arizona Institutional Review Board may review the research records for monitoring purposes.

The survey has 5 parts and is expected to take approximately 35-45 minutes to complete.

Will | be compensated for my participation?

If you complete all the required questions to the survey and leave us your contact information on the last page
of the survey, your email will be decoupled from your survey answers (meaning that we will not link your
identity with your answers) and will be entered into a pool of candidates of which three will be randomly
selected to win a 1,000-baht cash prize each.

Can | not answer some guestions or can | withdraw from the study?
You can skip any question you do not feel comfortable answering or withdraw from the study anytime.

Are there any significant risks associated with participating?

There are no risks directly associated with participation in this research, except the risk of loss of confidentiality.
However, some steps are taken to minimize that risk to protect participants, following The University of Arizona
Institutional Review Board's suggestions. These include storing data in a password-protected storage and only
publishing aggregated and de-identified information.

| have some questions about this study. Who can | ask? For questions, concerns, or complaints about the
study, you may email Wasimon Tosuratana at wasimon@arizona.edu. For questions about your rights as a
participant in this study or to discuss other study-related concerns or complaints with someone who is not part
of the research team, you may contact the Human Subjects Protection Program Director at 520-626-8630 or
online at https:/iresearch.arizona.edu/compliance/humansubjects-protection-program.

By clicking “Yes" and taking part in this survey, you are allowing your responses to be used for
research purposes. Do you agree to proceed?

2 | agree
2 | do not agree

Block 1

PART 1: Background information related to your work

1.1 Current workplace

Ministry/Types of organization W
Offices/S0E v

If you answered "other," please specify

1.2 Position

[ Operation level {analysis, research assistant, policy developer, project developer, operation-level
engineer, social worker, etc)

[ Team leader (team manager, project leader, etc)



O Executive level (director, director-general, deputy director-general, C8-C11 level executives, “a)

U Other: please specify

1.3 How long have you been working for your current organization?

) less than 1 year
2 1-3 year

) 3-5 year

O 510 year

) more than 10 year

1.4 How long have you worked in an area related to public pelicy

2 less than 1 year
) 1-3 year

) 3-5 year

0 5.10 year

O more than 10 year

Block 2.1

PART 2: Nature of work and nature of public engagement
(This part is a litte long. Thank you in advance for your time.)

2.0 For every 10 policy issues or projects your team work with, how many of those involve some kind of public
engagement activities?

This includes any activities that involve people outside of your organization including experts, other public
officials, communities, interested groups, private or non-profit organizations, or the public at large. Examplas
include organizing a public meeting or a workshop, hiring a consultant to organize a public meeting or a
workshop, organizing a committee meeting that include commitiee members from other organizations than
your own or from non-government entities, conducting interviews (including interviews in fieldwork of the area
affected), conducting an online survey, or visiting or staying in the affected areas to gather information about
people’s opinions and preferences.

) Every or almost every policy issues or projects (8-10 out of 10)
) More than half or about half of the time (5-7 out of 10)

) Occasionally/less than half of the time (2-4 out of 10)

O Rarely or not very often (0-1 out of 10)

Please think of two policy issues or projects you worked on (Task A and Task B). Please choose the tasks so
that the combination of Task A and Task B is a good representation of your usual work.
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+ Example: Task A could be conducting a study on a waste-to-enargy power plant at Province X and Task B
could be drafting the restructuring of vehicle tax policy. Or Task A could be implementing the Teen
Pregnancy Prevention Policy and Task B could be the evaluation of your ministry's S-year strategic plan.

Please answer the questions below for Task A, and the next set of questions for Task B.

What is Task A7 (Optional)

2.1.1 What is the nature of Task A?

U Plan or policy formulation
O Folicy/plan/projectiregulation implementation and/or deployment
[ Evaluation and manitaring

[1 Other: please specify

2.1.2 Estimated time period of Task A

Estimated start yvear
Estimated end year (If it is still
angoing, you can write "present” or

n

2.1.3 Is there a legal requirement to have public engagement activities for Task A7

) Yes

) Mot a reguirement but we have a formal expectation {e.g. public engagement is in the organization’s
practice guideling or there is a KPI related to public engagement)

2 Mo, but our team usually do it
' No, but we do it because there are external factors such as a request by other agency or a politician

O Mo
' Mot sure/Other; please specify

2.1.4 What are the public engagement activities involved in Task A? Select all that apply.

] No

[l Committee meetings (including sub-committees, working committees, etc.) that include people from
outside of your organization

[ An online survey or providing an online space for the public to comment

[ Workshops
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O Focus group meetings

LI Letter to individuals or organizations asking for opinions, preferences, and other information
1 A public meeting, public seminar, or public forum

U An exhibition

[ Interviews (in professional settings and/for in fieldwork)

[] Staying in or around the local community of interest to gather information on their
preferences/opinions

| Setling up an opinion box or providing space in a community for the public to submit their comments
or opinions

[ Other, please specify:

2.1.5 How much did you have influence on how the public engagement activities above were designed and
conducted? (on average if there are more than one activities)

1 (Mot at all} 2 3 4 5 (Greatly)
o ] o o 2

2.1.6 How much were you involved in carrying out the activities above? (on average if there are more than one
activities)

1 (Mot at all} 2 3 4 5 (Greatly)
o 8] o o [

2.1.7 From the activities above, how did your team recruit participants? Select all that apply.

Participant recruitment

Active
recruitment
. .g. door-
only - Decision- (e.g
R inviting to-door
|rt1:|t|ng related tamkarﬁﬂﬁ' Publi recruitment  Did
(0SB o dministrators SEFEN0IOES . PUDIC 5 o tected not do
involved in the policy (anyone .
in th and twark area, or this
dm' i stakeholders Tta rtl d Ea"d having a activity
;ﬂi:ﬁ“ in the palicy ar|r11emhregrzenf alent Gesignated (N/A)
9 network bii space for
pProCESSES public less-likely-
fo-attend
groups)

Committee meetings

(including sub-

committees, warking

committees, etc.) O 0 C O ] O
that include people

from outside of your

organization

An onling survey or

providing an onling
space for the public O O C | a O

to comment

Workshops d O O O O O



Participant recruitment

Active
recruitment
- (e.g. door-
. ?,rir;!y inviting DE':ED”' to-door
'?h ing related ta.mkah E' Publi recruitment  Did
. ;Sed administrators 5 thE - I_ers Ublic i affected not do
invalve and in the policy (anyone P this
in the takehold network, can havi tivi
decision- ?”‘th o IFHS and targeted attend d a_‘.rlngt:d ﬁ;ﬂ?
making Inneiupnilicy members of :pséﬂa%m
procEsses public less-likely-
fto-attend
groups)
Focus group 0 O O O O O

meetings

Letter to individuals

or organizations

asking for opinions, ] (] [ | ] O
preferences, and

other information

A public meeting,

public seminar, or O O [ O O U
public forum

An exhibiticn 0 O O O o O
Interviews (in

professional settings O O O O o )

and/or in fieldwork)

Staying in or around

the local community

of interest to gather O O O O a O
information on their

preferences/opinions

Setting up an

opinion box or

providing space in a

community for the O O O O O O
public to submit their

comments or

opinions

Other ] O O O ] O

2.1.8 From each public engagement activity your team did for Task A, what is the communication mode?
+ One-way (from public administrators to participants)
« Two-way (to and from/between public administrators and participants)
+ Multi-way (to and from/between public administrators and participants, as well as among participants)

Communication mode

One- Twio- Multi- Did not do this activity
way way way [MfA)

Committee meetings

(including sub-

committees, working

committees, etc.) o) 8] () ]
that include people

from outside of your

organization

An onling survey or 8] 8 o 8]
providing an online



Communication mode
One- Twio= Multi- Did not do this activity

way way way [MAA)
space for the public
to comment
Workshops O ) O ]
Focus group
meetings o O C O

Letter to individuals

or arganizations

asking for opinions, [} 0 e} O
preferences, and

other information

A public meeting,

public seminar, or o) ] ] ]
public forum

An exhibition O 8 o o
Interviews (in

professional settings o o0 o O

and/or in fieldwork)

Staying in or around

the local community

of interest to gather e 0 ) 0
information on their

preferences/opinions

Setting up an

opinion box or

providing space in a

community for the '] 0 o] 9]
public to submit their

comments or

opinions

Other ] 9] O 0

2.1.9 How much does the comments from the participation space is used in informing or adjusting the content
of Task A?

How much are comments used in Task A7

Some The main
comments are  content of  Did not
used to adjust Task Aare dothis

Some comments
Mot at all are used, but the
or barely  main content of

; the main drawn activity
roticable  Task Aare not - contentof  mainly from  (N/A)
nged. Task. this activity

Committee meetings

(including sub-

committeas, working

committees, etc.) o] O 9] o O
that include people

from outside of your

organization

An online survey or
providing an online

space for the public O o @] o O
to comment
Workshops O ) O ") o)
F

OCUS group o o o o o

meetings
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How much are comments used in Task A7

Some The main
comments are  content of  Did not
used to adjust Task Aare dothis

Some comments
Mot at all are used, but the
or barely main content of

; the main drawn activity
noticaile Tai:';: are d"’”t contentof  mainly from  (NJA)
nged. Task. this activity

Letter to individuals

or organizations

asking for opinions, ] ] O O O
preferences, and

other information

A public meeting,

public seminar, or ) O o o o
public forum

An exhibition 0 0 9] o o
Interviews {in

professional settings ] 8 o] O o

and/or in fieldwork)

Staying in or around

the local community

of interest to gather O O [} O O
informaticn on their

preferencesfopinions

Setting up an

opinion box or

providing space in a

community for the ] O O ] O
public to submit their

comments or

opinions

Other ] ] O o o

2.1.10 Did you hire a consultant, an academic institution, or partner with other organizations to help with public
engagement activities?

O Mo, it's all in-house

O Yes, we hired other organization

2 Yes, we partnered with other organization

) Mot applicable (we are that consultant/academic institution/partnered arganization)

2.1.11 If you hired or partnered with other organization to help with the Task and its related public engagement
activities, how would you rate the guality of their work?

1 (Very low) 2 3 4 5 (Very high)
o Q o O o

2.1.12 How much did Task A gather attention from the media and the wider public?

1 {Not at all) 2 3 4 5 (Lots of attention)
o Q o o 0
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2.1.13 From what you can perceive, how much do you think the politics (at the national, local, organization,
and inter-organizational levels) had influence on this policy/project?

1 (Mot at all) 2 3 4 5 (Lots of influence)
O o o o 0

2.1.14 Have you felt pressure to do public engagement differently because of the above political influence?

0 Mo change/Mot effect from politics
O Yes, we felt pressure to do more
O Yes, we felt pressure to do less

O ¥es, we felt pressure to change how and/or what group we're engaged with, Flease specify:

) Mot sure

2.1.15 Do you feel like your team had enough resources (human and financial), time, and other supports to
conduct the intended public engagement activities?

2 Yes
O Mo

2.1.16 If no, which of the following are the biggest constraints? Select all that apply.

[ Budget

[ Time

[J Skills and knowledge in conducting public engagement
[J Mot enough people

[J Mot enough autonomy in decision making

[] Other, please specify
Blecl 2.2
PART 2: Nature of work and nature of public engagement (cont.)

Please answer the questions below for Task B (a policy, a project, an assignment or any work that can
represent your typical waork).

What is Task B? (Optional)



2.2.1 What is the nature of Task B?

[ Plan or policy formulation
O Policy/plan/projectiregulation implementation and/or deployment)
O Ewaluation and monitoring

[ Other: please specify

2.2.2 Estimated time period of Task B

Estimated start year
Estimated end year (If it is still
angoing, you can write "present” or

ny

2.2.3 Is there a legal requirement to have public engagement activities for Task B?

O Yes

' Mot 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)

) Mo, but our team usually do it
) Mo, but we do it because there are extemnal factors such as a request by other agency or a politician
2 No

) Mot sure/Other: please specify

2.2.4 What are the public engagement activities involved in Task B? Select all that apply.

[ Mo

O Committee meetings (including sub-committees, working committees, etc.) that include people from
outside of your organization

] An online survey or providing an online space for the public to comment

[ Workshops

[J Focus group meetings

[J Letter to individuals or organizations asking for opinions, preferences, and other information
[ A public meeting, public seminar, or public forum

[J An exhibition

[ Interviews (in professional settings andfor in fieldwork)

[0 Staying in or around the local community of interest to gather information on their
preferences/opinions
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O Setling up an opinion box or providing space in a community for the public to submit their comments

or opinions

[ Other, please specify:

2.2.5 How much did you have influence on how the public engagement activities above were designed and

conducted? (on average if there are more than one activities)

1 (Mot at all)
0

2 3 4
. o o

5 (Greatly)
0

91

2.2.6 How much were you involved in carrying out the activities above? (on average if there are more than one

activities)

1 (Mot at all)
0

2.2.7 From the activities above, how did your team recruit participants? Select all that apply.

Committee meetings
(including sub-
committees, working
committees, etc.)
that include people
from outside of your
organization

An online survey or
providing an onling
space for the public
to comment

Workshops

Focus group
meetings

Letter to individuals
or organizations
asking for opinions,
preferences, and
other information

A public meeting,
public seminar, or
public forum

An exhibition

2 3 4
& o O

Participant recruitment

Active
recruitment
only inwiting Decision- {Et'{?_'di':[':?r'
inviting makers, - )
those i r,al_at:gt stakeholders  Public r_ecr#tmtzgt Et";'
involved & m":fm O in the policy [(anyone ma?e:cur nthisu
in the netwaork, can o =
decision- ;tatkhehnln:grs and targeted attend dha_‘-flﬂgtad Eﬁ;ﬂh’
making " 2 POUEY  members of esignated (N/A)
processes network public space for
less-likely-
fo-attend
groups)
o 0 . O D O
. O O O D O
d 0 D O 0 O
o O D O ] O
. O D O m] O

5 (Greatly)
0



Participant recruitment

Active
recruitment
N (e.g. door-
in?.ritn:lr:g inviting D;:ﬂfsn to-door
related ' . recruitment  Did
. thoss administrators s_takehuld_ers Public in affected not do
|n_1.-'|:|lued and in the policy (anyone Ared. or this
in the netwaork, can .' -
decision- ;ta:chehnll::grs and targeted attend dha_‘.rlngtad Eﬂ;‘iﬁ’
making n T-.-..-DDLLCF members of emgnafe (NIA)
processes fietwor public space for
less-likely-
to-attend
groups)

Interviews (in
professional settings O O O O O O

and/or in fieldwaork)

Staying in or around

the local community

of interest to gather O O C O O O
information on their

preferences/opinions

Setting up an

opinion box or

providing space in a

community for the O O C O (] O
public to submit their

comments or

opinions

Other a O () O O [

2.2.8 From each public engagement activity your team did for Task B, what is the communication mode?
* One-way (from public administrators fo participants)
« Two-way (to and from/between public administrators and participants)
« Multi-way (to and from/between public administrators and participants, as well as among participants)

Communication mode

One- Two- Multi- Did not do this activity
way way way TN

Committee meetings

(including sub-

committees, working

committees, etc.) [ 0 8] 0
that include people

from outside of your

organization

An online survey or
providing an online

space for the public O O o o
to comment
Woarkshops 8] 0 '] 0
Focus group
meetings o O o O

Letter to individuals

or organizations

asking for opinions, . @ O 0
preferences, and

other information



A public meeting,
public seminar, or
public forum

An exhibition

Interviews (in
professional settings
and/or in fieldwaork)

Staying in or around
the local community
of interest to gather
information on their
preferences/opinions

Setting up an
opinion box or
providing space in a
community for the
public to submit their
comments or
opinions

Other

One-
way

o

Communication mode

Two- Muli-
way way
o o
8] O
] o
o] o
] o
o o

(NIA)

8]

.l

Did not do this activity
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2.2.9 How much does the comments from the participation space is used in informing or adjusting the content

of Task B?

Committee meetings
(including sub-
committees, working
committees, etc.)
that include people
from outside of your
organization

An onling survey or
prowiding an online
space for the public
to comment

Workshops

Focus group
meetings

Letter to individuals
or organizations
asking for opinions,
preferences, and
other information

A public meeting.
public seminar, or
public forum

An exhibition

Some comments Sc:rnte
Notatall are used, but the mg“tz“ 3?‘“’;‘
or barely  main content of usth adjus
noticable  Task A are not mﬁt;nni;lgf
changed. Task.
O O O
O O O
() () o
O O O
O O O
] ] J
O O O

How much are comments used in Task A?

The main
content of
Task A are
drawn
mainly from
this activity

Did not
do this

activity
(MEA)
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How much are comments used in Task A7

Some The main
comments are  contentof  Did not
used to adjust TaskAare dothis

Some comments
Mot at all are used, but the
or barely main content of

; the main drawn activity
noticable  TaskAare nol  contentof  mainly from  (N/A)
nged. Task. this activity
Interviews (in
professional settings [ [ O .| O

and/or in fieldwork)

Staying in or around

the local community

of interest to gather O O O d O
informaticn on their

preferences/opinions

Setting up an

opinion box or

providing space in a

community for the O O (] .| O
public to submit their

comments or

opinions

Other O [ O d O

2.2.10 Did you hire a consultant, an academic institution, or partner with other organizations to help with public
engagement activities?

) Mo, it's all in-house
O ¥Yes, we hired other organization
o Yes, we partnered with other organization

O Not applicable (we are that consultant/academic institution/partnered organization)

2.2.11 If you hired or partnered with other organization to help with the Task and its related public engagement
activities, how would you rate the quality of their work?

1 (Very low) 2 3 4 5 (Very high)
O 0 o O 0

2.2.12 How much did Task B gather attention from the media and the wider public?

1 {Not at all) 2 3 4 5 (Lots of attention)
O 0 o o 0

2.2.13 From what you can perceive, how much do you think the politics (at the national, local, organization,
and inter-organizational levels) had influence on this policy/project?

1 {Not at all) 2 3 4 5 {Lots of influence)
O 0 o O 0

2.2.14 Have you felt pressure to do public engagement differently because of the above political influence?
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0 Mo change/Mot effect from politics
O Yes, we felt pressure to do maore
2 Yes, we felt pressure to do less

) Yes, we felt pressure to change how and/or what group we're engaged with, Please specify:

O Mot sure

2.2.15 Do you feel like your team had enough resources (human and financial), time, and other supports to
conduct the intended public engagement activities?

) Yes
2 No

2.2.16 If no, which of the following are the biggest constraints? Select all that apply.

[J Budget

O Time

[J Skills and knowledge in conducting public engagement
[J Mot enough people

[ Mot enough autonomy in decision making

[ Other, please specify

Block 3

PART 3: Individual Characteristics

Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree

(3)

(There are 28 questions in the page. There are 2 more pages with 16 guestions combined so we're almost
there! Thank you so much for your time so far.)

3.1 In my experience, public participation is beneficial for my work.

L

{strongly disagree) 1

2 4 5 (strong agree)
o o

o O

=y
A

3.2 In my experience, public participation provides us with constructive ideas and helps our policy process to
become more effective.

=9

{strongly disagree) 1 2 3 5 (strong agree)
o o O o ]
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3.3 In my experience, public participation helps provide opportunities for groups that are not usually involved in
the policy process and help our policy process become maore equitable.

istrongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
O o o o o

3.4 In my experience, public participation help increase legitimacy and public acceptance for our work

Istrongly dizagrea) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
O 0 o o 0

3.5 Most people in my organization think that public participation is beneficial.

istrongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
O o o o 0

3.6 Most people in my organization think that public participation provides us with constructive ideas and helps
our policy process to become more effective.

istrongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
O 0 o o 0

3.7 Most people in my organization think that public participation provide opportunities for groups that are not
usually involved in the policy process and help our policy process become more equitable.

istrongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
O 0 o o 0

3.8 Most people in my organization think that public participation helps increase legitimacy and public
acceptance for our work.

istrongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
O 0 o C o
3.9 Meaningful public service is very important to me
istrongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
O 0 o o o

3.10 | am often reminded by daily events about how dependent we are on one another

istrongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
O 0 o o 0

3.11 Making a difference in society means more to me than personal achievements

istrongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
o O (] o 9
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312 | am prepared to make sacrifices for the good of society

(strongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
(8] o o o [®]

3.13 | am not afraid to go to bat for the rights of other even if it means | will be ridiculed
(strongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
o O o o O
3.14 In my line of work, | am usually experienced enough to know the public needs without consulting with the
public

(strongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
O o o o 0

3.15 | consider myself to be well-qualified to do my job in the policy process | am involved in

(strongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
o o o o 0

3.16 | feel that | have a pretty good understanding of the important issues in the policy process | am involved in
(strongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
o & o o &
3.17 | feel that | could do as good a job as most other people working in the same policy area

(strongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
] 2 o O 2

3.18 | think | am better informed about the policy issues related to my work than most people
(strongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
o & o o 8]
3.19 | feel like | could make a positive impact in the policy area | am involved in

(strongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
o o o o o

3.20 If Il have to choose one, | would rather choose development than democracy for Thailand

(strongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
o O o o o

3.21 It's better to have experts decide what policy to implement rather than representatives elected by the
public



{strongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
O 0 O o 0
3.22 We should get rid of parliament and elections and have experts decide everything.
(strongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
O O o o 0
3.23 | prefer democracy over other type of governing system
{strongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
O 0 O o o
3.24 | think a democratic governing system is a good governing system for solving problems in our country
(strongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
O O o o 0
3.25 If the people in power are capable and good, we do not need to listen to the majority.
{strongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
O O @] O O
3.26 People with little or no education should NOT have as much say in politics as highly-educated people.
(strongly disagree) 1 2 3 4 5 (strong agree)
O Q o o 0O
3.27 To what extent does your background and your family background impact the opportunities you have in
your professional life?
(Mot at all) 1 2 3 4 5 (Greatly)
O O @] O 0
3.28 To what extent does your background and your family background impact the barriers you face (or do not
face) in your professional life?

(Mot at all) 1 2 5 (Greatly)
9] o o C [

[2%]
=y

Block 4

Part 4: Team and Organizational Characteristics

4.1 From your experience, which office or team or sector (within your organization) whose work is the most
affected by politics?

98
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4.2 From your experience, which office or team or sector (within your organization) whose work is the least
affected by politics?

4.3 Put the place you listed in Question 4.1 on the right (scored 10) and the place you listed in Question 4.2 on
the left (scored 0), how much does your team's work is affected by politics?

Least affected by politics Most affected by politics
0 1 2 3 B 5 6 T 8 9 10
o O Q o 9] o 0 o O 9] o

4.4 From your experience, which ministry or agency or organization (within the government) whose work is the
most affected by politics?

4.5 From your experience, which ministry or agency or organization (within the government) whose work is the
least affected by politics?

4.6 FPut the place you listed in Question 4.4 on the right (scored 10) and the place you listed in Question 4.5 on
the left (scored 0), how much does your agency's work is affected by politics?

Least affected by politics Most affected by politics
0 1 2 3 B 5 6 T 8 9 10
8] o 0 o (8] O 9] o O (8] O

4.7 How much does public participation have a high priority in your organization?

(Mot at all) 1 2 3 4 5 (Greatly)
o 2 O O 2
4.8 How much does public participation have a high priority in your team?
(Mot at all) 1 2 3 4 5 (Greafly)
0 o o o 2
Block 5

Part 5: Demographic information

This is the last page! Thank you so much for sticking with us!

5.1 Age



O less than 21
0 21-25

O 28-30

2 31-35

O 36-40

O 41-45

O 46-50

0 51-55

) 58-60

2 more than 60

5.2 Current residence

) Bangkeok and metropolitan

O Central Region (excluding Bangkok and metropolitan)
2 Morthen Region

O Mortheastern Region

0 Eastern Region

[ Western Region

0 Southern Region

2 Qut of the country

5.3 Home region

2 Bangkok and mefropolitan

0 Central Region (excluding Bangkok and metropolitan)
2 Morthem Region

0 Mortheastern Region

O Eastern Region

2 Western Region

O Southern Region

2 Qut of the country

5.4 Household income

) Less than 30,000 bahts
) 30,000 - 60,000 bahts
) 80,000 - 100,000 bahts
2 100,000 - 300,000 bahts
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2 More than 300,000 bahts

5.5 Highest education level

O Associate or vocational degree

' Bachelor's degree

O Master's degree

O Doctoral degree or higher

2 Other

5.6 Gender identity

O Female
2 Male
) Other or self-specified

2 Prefer not to answer

5.7 Religion

O Mo religion
O Buddhism

2 Islam

2 Christianity
2 Sikh

2 Hindu

2 Judaism

0 Other religion
O Mot sure

5.8 Ethnicity (can choose multiple answers)

O Thai

O Lao

O Lao Puan

L Chinese

U Burmese

I Khmer or Khmer Le
[ Mon or Viet

101



102

O Hill Tribal (Hmong, Karen, Akha, efc.)

L1 Malay

O Arab

[ Indian, Bangladesh, or other South Asian

[] Korean, Japanese, or other East Asian (exclu ding Chinese)

[ Other

O Mot sure

O Prefer not to answer

59 If you would like to enter the ruffle (3 prizes, of 1,000 bahts each), please leave your email or other
convenient contact information below. (This information will be kept confidential and separated from your
answers in the survey.)

5.10 If you would like to be contacted for more in-depth interviews for further research on public engagement,
please leave your email or other convenient contact information below. (This information will be kept
confidential and separated from your answers in the survey.)

End of Survey. Thank you very much for your time.

Survey Powered By Qualtrics
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Appendix C: Qualtrics Survey questions (Thai/released
version)

= -
wuudaumuldsznauaiuidmiag

uuuifugaumrsmeauuuudaunid (Consent Form)
University of Arizona

daddn: aluvvuasladunasnsfidiurinwasdssanaulunssuaunisulewolve (Varations and drivers of
direct public participation in Thailand)

piddn: 2Auu Teasa (i)

Hisoramufutanzaniulunisdhuraunuudauniy AsmiautaauduaedelinoandomAmsduiasenis

o . o ¥ s ] ] . .
uazuyudaauntu vladsznavnisdeaulacsulasoas winmiudidaufiaonazaunaumsdagdula vinuauee
fimAad-nlAnedua wasimon@arizona.edu iduazmauaolu 2 fuvins

TasumsidoiiAmduadls
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ulorowasive fudadadodirlddganumainvaiossassluuuea 9 wuuaauauiidudruniloluaudunasns
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[ 12133 wiatinddn

[ ] wiinomddvanuu wiauddniuinmm
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wilsnasnszuuasulomoaissme (public policy process)

dmfunssurunmsulomoaisisues §idonunods halewianminoulafdaudiifiotasdunssisss aanuu

o P - 4
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virudluruii ey tumizoowdaigszwing 45-55 Aiadanuablumamila Wad '1|a'L'L-h-'i‘|uﬂ"u'l'-li'ltﬂ:l"tﬁ'uﬂ“mgaﬁﬂ
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duums mamsAuATasLitinsneuido (Human Subjects Protection Program Director) fliuasinsdwi (1)
520-626-8630 vwiavaaauladrwiulys hitps:/iresearch.arizona.edu/compliance/human-subjects-protection-
program

) o - a4 m sy L " -
HanmuTIeazialAATHATHLURATD 'I‘I"I‘I-II'lll-f.lﬂ!.lL‘H"I'.i'll-.lﬁﬂl.lul.lI.Iﬁﬂ'l.ll‘l"l”HHET\HH'lﬁﬂ“'\ﬂ'ﬂlaﬂ‘ﬂiﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂu

n1sido vaa'ly
2 fiugan

O lifiunau
e oy - - - e
Hayaluadauineg AUAI9ITY

; o] " X o . o i
A7uN 1: "IIﬂlﬂﬂI'IHE'I'I-IH‘If.l'lI'T].Iﬂﬂ'lll-l-'“'l"hl"ll.luﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂn"l'ﬁmﬂ"ﬁ“"ﬂ'\u

1.1 a@ouivinauilasiiu

nsEvTIsE v addng w
wigTwigiamia hd

fiRuAaUELT NFUITEY

1.2 duwndailagiiu



105

O seduviveu (Tndwsed gduanido dnwmurulown f9elatants Saansieduviteu davsudau
hERY

O sefAuiawindiu wiadudwassedusu (FEupaisdiu Wi Tasan s 4a4)
O fudwisseiivnateviads (Hanaonasdiine s sasafud dilivradline Tonieeunigng 1a1)

O Fuq Tulseszy

1.3 ﬂmﬁm‘lu'tumi‘mmuﬁmmu At

O vapndt 10
0131
0351

O 5101

O ynnia 101

1.4 gavineuluienisiiinunudAil

O iaenin 14
0131
0351

O 5101

O wnnda 101

1.5 dausfiaauduvinonduminoauil=aaiu witoruiasnouaoiifantusudaanudaiu M!am-sﬁ'amsr‘l’uunna
aouanminoou ludEsiumsdssgy veao Saduuu Saodiuiienudaoiu asviud raileiufaaulad
wiafanTaudug idssrou g viaddduldddoeen uhnuansmudadiuniaddiuhudy
nsaumsulouovialasonisuaomibousasam (Tunsdidrainoulds) wiambooudvineuiuduam (Tu
nsdifnauiufline ifumicoouss) wia'li

O
O 14idi

Block 2.1

3 - -
druil 2: dnEaureaddy uazdnEnstadnszuunSulsaudaniiv
daufl Aeussoasmian TUATUAIOUEAL

2.0 'lua'lmumuﬂﬂmmﬂ'svmm 10 971 ﬂmuﬁﬁn‘ﬁﬁﬁammﬁﬁmu dadTiuyARanILuanwiloau Jnusegu
fuuun Savihuuuaavaiy dumsal wiadaiuidlitszoy didmma wiadidnlddiuds uhanddutuduau
asmm Ussnmfau

O fauvuavnary (B-10 au)



O dgzanaedonils wdawinniieda (5-7 a1)
O sasndiede (2-4 au)

O wwutlidfl vlavwauqdd (0-1 9au)

nyofinfoouiiaouanii 2 a1 (01U A uar 9u B) Taru A uazou B nuduuaiaunsn represent nswanuns

viouauldndinasfuaols

« @iadiavty a1 AdluTesamsaaasalsa oz ludsniruaswuy wazatu B dunsvitaousiudunsznga

106

dulunmsdfulaseasionidsooud, wiaou Adunisdnfiunmsmunrusuilasdudoywinisdaassaluiofu uas

a1 B dlunsfiamudsadfiudriiasmuurungvsaisarinsznsg ludu

TilsamavdouyaETUETIE ML A uastadn ldd wiuau B

fimatu A (Feuiily required uzar uadieay AzthebigidoansadunguuTonolduasdaslinafiavnoadalu

nrthoieiisiianacsz)

2.1.1 0w Adlusudneasla
O grurawsu dvuadlvay wlowo aanuwuuTasens dmuangsadon wianmdssdiufalvaaueie
AaunfiuTawalldf106& (Plan wia Policy Formulation)

O avdwfiuiasenis sufiuulowe sunfs asdauiatnas Tasens wianlnussalmiaseusiafiunas
(Folicyiplan/projectregulation implementation and/or deployment)

O pvdsamdsaiiuulowie wiaTlasanis (Evaluation and monitoring)

O &u (g mavTutassuaiadl)

2.1.2 1helviviuranineiu A Taodszana

e sy Teodssuin

1 w.a. fionuada Taodssno (618
dlusudanfias Tad13 "Tasiu” wia
fuviilududalaaildas)

2.1.3 dmduoiu A finguunowiasadouteduhifiasfuilamudaniiunialy

O

O ifingtedy wallssdionlfiid wiawunreniniruagailumienisasiaseiu (udedl KR fdio
frunisfulaaufimfunaslssuiu)

O lifingdedy wiludeddmmi Tandnfiaguas

O lufiatiaiuvmants usedifidadofuvilvdaoiifanssudulanuniu a9 ddrd@anrfivae wial
wisudunusii



107

2 aidl
O aifiaun (Talsasey)

2.1.4 1 Afifanssufiimdasdunisfiduhuuaslssanrunianisauauivuacsd A ntacviali uazlu
fianssulalw (ravlavaoda)
[ i

O Fanalrsyuamsnstun Ansaynssunts Waamsitow Sefiguiormy wiadldrudauiuainuan
aaFnTuaNITU

O wyngauaw wianuudinaaulad

0 4 Workshop

O 4 Focus Group

O dasmmuntuaniudaciulddamlaney nay wiaguny

O Fanslsypiudhanudaiu

O daeumama fvssansfdduidafufonrudniu

U iehvaduarwal

0 asusladludud

U aafiufiviadadnagas aud wiaduilaTiaudisdaiudanudaaiu

O Suq (nesrmaulutassuaail)

2.1.5 padldhulunisdaduladofunisaanuuufianssy (Ussan noandos nguauiidy 1a4) hesunmiag
Winsle (Tnoads vindivaiofanssu)

1 (LiflduTunsdnduls 5 (fidulunisdadula
Lan) 2 3 4 atauIn)
o [ o o ]

2.1.6 aAudlduthodufiufansmiadunniaodioe s (Taowis vindwaiofianssu)

1 (lfldutadniunms 5 (flaumeTunisduiiv
Law) b 3 4 AITALT193IN)
o o o o &)

2.1.7 anfianssuduuu insdadanviadygiinuanels (may'lsvaioia)



108

nmadigwiadadanguituiansm

vieymusiah

SIDWIENEU

ania Tudiagn (19

uiigyuiadn L::"rﬂu::na';:fiin ey AR
WHDNWWIEE  ASEUIMATT TIU ALy bl i Tuilsivin

Wovlag e HANTEVUFIL
Tafumands assne  aulad wiadae
VUHEITUN virRuddEs Y

ETRITRC Pt nauing 1

fianssu aanlatddu
fiantruuusEag
ATIUERLAL)

ﬁ_qmm
1 (M)

WAnasluy ludeeideruing

nrswunts Tuedatiie wia
dmdula sifiglssu
LAsuanEY

Aan13
ssnanE
MITUNTS
Al
BUNTTUATT
wiaanz
¥inau dadl 0 O O O ] (]
kiR et
wiaglvw
ATUARLEY
INuan
BIANTUEY
¥

WuLAaUAIY
wiawuu
#1179
aaulau

EL]
Workshop O O O O O (]

4n Focus
B o 0 0 0 0 0

dvanviuna
HWAATIUAR
wiulada
WiIEITU
nau wia
U
ARnTT

BIE T THTEATLE K O O L O U [
ATIHARLY

IRl
WWIFANIa
fivssrntsi
ffiudfadu
YlaaTu&a
i

1iua
Auneal

aau;la Aty
Fiu

asfiufifa a m O 0 m] O
A HERN]
Aut wia



109

nadgwiadadangiihufiansu

lawia
. Lf{mu?aﬁ?man Wiy Thiegoidt

diguiadn  guinataelu drulean
danawizd ATNuMT TN e wiae

Aniasly Tdfesidoruey
arsuunts  Twadatie wia

gaduls  efidnldd ‘:’;f:_‘;‘;:“
Luuanay
fianssu

Wudali
arudwia
Fulam
AL
fun a O O

218 dnwarnsdaaislufanssudonaniiuacials

Tafumants a1s79nLE

Lliey el
FrawEnau
Tuvtiasn (219
ATIAIL T
AT AT
HANTEMURIL
AuLad wiada
virfuAdAE Ty
nauflngly
AalEE v
flansuunaEny
ATIMERLTU)

Taileivin
ﬁ_fam*m
4 (M)

« Wi winofe Mmsdaasnnmioouidadansaulddaguinufanssy viagusufanssyldomiinou

el TufinseauTefiu

« A9V WNof wipnuidafansruuasHidnnufansmuaunsadaasiAu uazanunsarauafu atuiy

iu wialiauwiuiudiule

« uaLWW o WseuidafansmuaidihuAansaE e Aaasfoiu TudadidniIuAanTIuANIT

Waaoaniuasla

dnmuznisdaas

sy 3o watove  CWildviadansuid (A

TANS
dsstnans
ATIUNTS
Al
AUNTTUNTS
wianms
¥y dadl 0 o ]
ifenm
wiaglw
R
Inuan
BAFANTUEY
¥

WuLEaUaIY
wiauwuy
EREPE]
aaulay

in
Workshop

4m Focus
Group

dAdanuin 0 o (]
HBATIMFAR

wiulalds
WTHATU



110



dnmenitdaa

o d@aemie watong  lldiaAansud (NA)
nau wia
U
AN

ssnuiuvla 0 0 ] o
ATuA ALY

TR
WiFnaa
fivssrnasi
ffiufidaiy
YlaaTu&a
il

Liua
dunieal

aou;la witu
Fud

asfufiia
ECALEDT
utl wia

uiiials 0 O 0 9]
a1uivia

Fulannu
fnLiu

Aun 0 o] o} 9]

2.1.9 dlawmildafanmmnillgasudouwlassanionovialasenismiaodfioola

diawildnnAanssninldgnimddouudasmasu owowia
Tannvruimiaoioals

ELTiRtT
s A
ATINNTS
AOLE
aYNITUNTI
wianme
¥ dadl
I pLiRts]
wiagTw
ATHARLEY
FPINUaN
BIANTUEA
¥

WULASU AN
wiauuu
ERCRE
aaulau

£
Workshop

wyiy

Ayl

Tald
LEIE

e}

o}

Wl Tedndan
wa lrinsswu iy
Exrrallian)

Trsanisaia
wloue

1l T ¥
ArTeandn
aaTAsINs
Tuwraau

arsdfnuad

Tasamiswiau
Touadau
nfanssudl
viluaauuan

‘hi'lm"vh_
fianssuil
(NIA)



diawiilda nfanssuninldgnsdfovudassasuTovnuda

Tasansuindamina s

awy lliAnEn L

2% walunsewuiu .
- R [T )

Leld B TATINTS

LEIE Turnaaiu

ulowa viluguuan

4@ Focus
Group ) o O O

daamnviuia
AR TIUAR
wiulalda
WU
nay wia
EIFTRp )
EITURE

dssuuiua 8 O o o
ATIUARLAY

EIZhR1]

WidnIa

finssAnsi

gfuddery | © © O o
YlaaTuda

U

Liua
Aunmral

2:1:;14 walu o o o o

asfufiila

Fndansdad

fud wia

Fiurioiatly O O o o
a1uiwia

Fuvlaaiu

faLiu

Aur O O O o

ArTsaAyuag
Tasanmswiau  "levia
Touedaun
Tasaniruia nfangsuil

2.1.10 furalasiefitine wiavhousuduasnsiu ithoanfdufanssududoanudauiuniali

O "l wnadwaviafiuad
O 11 sruddniine aotfudne wiaasdnsdun
O 1o dndiveruludnmos partnership fuanitivwiaasdnsdung

O framivuidndine aofudne fasdnsfiulldiowmda

112

2111 dmrasewiavineusudua aﬁ'ﬂ'{fiu ngalszduqanwlumsiafansauiuoanuiiuy asTiudiiungn
wihsounasamsfiuns (wnaauiluiiiinuviaasdnsdug A partner Auasdnsuacds nilsudiuasrdnsuasis

Ainauvinaudan)

[§&]
]

1 (WEYIA)

O O o

=

5 (fun)
[



113

2.1.12 o Alsfuanuaulavtaduidusisasdssnruwasdainmiaodioola

1 (Wladuarusulaian) 2 3 4 5 (sfuarmaulauin)
9] o] o o o

2.1.13 wihfinauwadudals audinindas (3nuanasdng) dnansmnusasu A rniamdodla

1 (Muifivan) 2 3 4 5 (finantsvuuin)
0 ] o o o

2.1.14 uansnudananvinliAanssuduasanudauiwlSountlaliwiala adals

O luldsu uduansnunaEnn
O vinlvisaniAansrufnTaaud auiuandu
O vinlvsaniiAsnsrdinTar i udauiuiaoad

O virbvisandiAanadrdaarudnciuusduuy wiadunguaudnansiesindng (Tdsasey)

) Maiunils

2.1.15 arudaifivnadnmlafuciat wineins Alds H*EilL'iﬂQﬂiif;u'] ioawattazminfanssuuianudaiuacng
LWINEAENAL U A wawiala

O 1o
0y

2.1.16 winamaawitli avlsfiilutadnAndde

T TRt

[ e

O WnrsuazauslunisinvivAanssy
O 1Bumauyitau

O gwrantrdndulaufiudu

O Suq Talsaszy
Block 2.2
AR YLaA DI AW EIWIUIU B

faau B (sreufila required uray uadmay AarthoLigidosmnsefunguuionelduasdaolimatianoadlu
mrthnimnsiianaskz)



2.21 1w B dluudneusin
O gruraus drvwal ey wlsws aanwuyTatans dvuangsadon wlantrdsadufalianusiv
fauniriulowield{iié (Plan wia Policy Formulation)

O pvrdnfinTasens dnfivuTouie s1fa nsdanasnas Trsents wavTowssalvmbnousidunis
(Policyiplaniproject/regulation implementation and/or deployment)

O pvsdisaiudssdiuuiouin wiaTlasants (Evaluation and monitoring)

O &uq (ngmnavlutasdmaiail)

222 iifiusaniteiu B Taodssnm

1 w.e. Ay Taodseuin

1 w.a. Aoruada Tamlszann (618
duawdafiag Tdarin "Tagdu” wlia
finviidhududalagfilda:)

2.2.3 d@mduou B finguinowiasndouiiduiviiansiuilaanudniiunial

Od

O fingdedy waflsdovd§id wiasurmenaitewatiadunemseasnbsay (subedl KPI fiufio
funisuflaarudadfiunalssaimu)

O fingdediy widlufeddmmitTaodndatua

O lflatinilvmans ueedsifidado i ivdandifanssudufanudiu a1 Sdrdanifuee wiad
TR TTeT T

O gl
O "aigiduq (Talsasey)

2.2.4 o B fifanssuiiAmdasdunisiidiuhuuanlssmsunianisanuauuiusasg o taviali uaslu

fianssuinig (mavldvanoda)

[ "aidl

O Fansleuuauentsins ansaynitants waansvitow defiguilemg viadlvaudacivainuan
SIAATHAIVITU

O wunaausty viawuudirmaaulad

O 4= Workshop

O ¥ Focus Group

O geapuanoyanudaciulldamiio e nay wianuny

O Fanrsleuuiuiiarudaiv

114



O Faemwania fvssamfdduidaiulonrudactiv
L iefmaduntrsol

O aauwshad Tudind

O asfivifviadadenaas gud wiaduidaliaruddaiudonrudaiu

[ &uq (ngwanaulutiassuaisi)

115

2.25 padldnlumsdadulafmdunmsaanuuuianss (Usaan noandos nauauiiba 1a1) hefuumiag

winela (Taowmds winfivaiofAanssu)

1 (aiflduluntsinduls
Lan) e 3

o O o

4
o

226 aadldhodifiufanmutedunmiaodioels (Taowds vindwaiofanssu)

1 (laffdrutadniiuns
Lan) 2 3

O Q o

227 anfiassudunu dnsdrEanwiaddosiinsuaniels (ravldvanoa)

nnduwladadangidrhufiansiu

ania
_ ywladalan g0 0vrda
igwiade  gfitdaslu e
WaNAWIE  NSIUNT T g via i

WAnasty Tdeidoruey

atsuuns  Tuedate wia
andula sifidaulddu
TR |

WNUAIUNIN
L s
fianssu

RN
ssnnans
MTIUNTS
Al
AUNTIUATS
wiamms

¥ dadl O O O O

i fTeETata]
wiagTw
CRRHLI IR
FINUAN
BIENTUEY
¥iu

WULASUAIY
wiauuu
ERCRE
aaulay

Tafumants 161900

Lfiey e usiLE
fawEngEu
Tutiasn (279

ATTad Y
asswielEdu

HANTEVIUFIL
AuLay wiada

vrfuAia sy

nauLngly

AaylaLgv
fiansruauEa

AaTuERIAU)

=Y

Taldvia
ﬁ_ﬁmm
1 (MfA)

5 (fldmlunsdndula
atauIn)

&)

5 (flarunTunasandiu
ATTAE NI}

]



mnigwiadmdangiihuianiu

Ly rusLE
SnawIEngu
dinuia Turiiasn (a1
fvdada li[;u?na'i?aflin ey Taieiisl T
Ltﬁaﬁmm*ri r?!s*&z‘mm-rﬂu danlaau asnn 1Aty
L. . g o wlayg e HaNTEWUEIN
ﬁmuT_:i:? 12?:;‘23‘?::;? Tifumanss @679 aulas wiada
N , . T PATEIR)] iU Ty
A= ﬂgﬁﬂ?‘:;" i nauiynéla
fianssu AanlEL v
fAanTfuiusEag
ATuERIRL)
EL]
Workshop ] O O O ]
4m Focus
Group ] O O O O
dvanuin
HAATIUAR
ULl
W18 U s O D O O
n&y wia
IETRA)
TRNS
ssnudura a O O O O
ATTHERLIY
AU
L RE]
finssAn1ai
fifiudidadu s O D O O
Flaauda
rin
wiua
dunieal a = O O O
;:u:;lm‘ﬂu O 0 O O O
asfufifla
ECERLERY
uti wia
uiialy | O ] O J
auivwia
Fulamnu
faiiu
G O O O O O

228 ansarnsdamslufanssudonainiluadiels

1ailavia
ﬁ_flﬂ‘l‘ﬂ.l
4 (Mra)

116

« Wi vnofe csdamsanmizosuidadansalddeinufanss wiaguihhudanssylddamizoou

uldvadion lufinseau i

= A@dve Wnedy mihoruddafansruuasdidnhuAansmuansadaansiaiu uazaunTaRau Tafy oy

iy wialianuwiuiméyls

« uaHWe wunds Wneuiidafansmeasdithnufansruansodaansiodu TufesditiiuAanTiuauisn

waAoaniuas 'l



117

dnwaenisdaas
wifier @aane watowie  CllEviadsnssud (N

TRt
ssnany
AITUns
AnLE
aYNTIUNIS
wWianAms
¥ il 0 0 ) 0
HidBt e
wiaglw
ATIUARLEY
FInuan
BIAATIEY
¥

WULASUAIY
wiawuy
ERrPE|
aaulau

40
Workshop O O O O

4a Focus
Group

ddantauan
HWAATIUAR
winllda
WiIB9TU
n&y wia

B IETLpTY
ARN73
s Fuva O ] o ]
ATTHERLU

TRaU
WWANIa
fimgsanami
ffiufilatu
Flaaiuda
i

LA
duniwal

;\::;lu walu o o o o

asAufia

dnRFanaad

fud wia

Fludfal O O o} O
Aiwia

Fuflanu

fnLiiu

fun 9] o o o

2.2.9 flamlaaafansani Wdnsuldouwlasmasulounowialasonisuimiamfioola



118

wrldldmian . asafLag
::.E walunssviu Ay ":"‘E;ﬂz Tasaniswiau Taileivin
‘I.;“h:l" drssadumad naa{mam: Towipdio  fanssuil
. Trzanrswda Tuady nfianssuil (M)
ulone dluauun
AN
lsstuans
ATTUNTT
AL
AYNTTUNTT
wiaame
¥ fadl ] O O O O
a1
wiaglw
ATLARLEY
FInuan
BIANTUEY
¥iTu

WULASUAIY
wiawuy
#1979
aaulau

ELC]
Workshop o o o o o

4n Focus
Group

ESETALTRT]
HAATIURA
Al ds
WiIBI7U
nay wia
T

TRNS
BIET THTEATLE K o o o o ]
ATHARLY

TR
WIANIA
fvssanasi
fifiudi iy
YlaaTu&a
i

Liua
Aunisal

agemlt | o o o o o

asfufifia

EEALEDT

fud wia

fiuiial O o O o o
arduia

Fufamu

fauiu

fun

o
o
o
o
o



119

2210 Muaalaieftine Wiavinouhufuasdnsdu Iithodniudanssusufonnudaviumwialy

O "3l waadvivAuas
O 1o Frauddnine aonfudne wiaaodnsdun
O 1 dindiuauludnmos partnership Auaaivwdaasdnsiiug

O gramivydindSne aoifiudne dasrnsfilldinmda

221 ﬂ”"lqm:a"‘mu!nﬁ'mw-s"mf‘l‘nmn'ﬂiﬁu n'.mnﬂsmiluﬂmmﬂjumﬁmﬁanmi‘uﬂwﬂuLﬁuﬂaaﬂui‘itﬁ'lmﬁju
wihzomasAuauiiuns (maaauiudiuinswiaasdnsdun M partner fuasdnsuasis nsanlsudiuasdnsuacis
imouvinausn)

1 {wdsn) 2 3 4 5 (@)
o o o o 2

2212 91u B lsumwaulaniailuidusualssanrunazdainmianiioo s

1 (lsFuauauTaan) Z 3 4 5 (laSuaruaulauan)
o o o o o

2.2.13 wivinuwadudald aaitnindas (Inuanasdng) dnanszmusaciu B annmiaofioola

1 (Maifivan) Z 3 4 5 (fimantsnuuin)
o 0 o o 9]

2214 gansvudanainitbifanssuiuisanudavivaldountlaldwiat adials

O il & ow/lufinanssmusauin
O inldranitfansmfuderrudariuendu
O virlidandrfansrududfaanudnuiudan g

O inlddaniifansrduderrudariuTugluny wladunguauiuanasantng (Tisasey)

o FTITETE

2.2.15 paudiminfuraanald@iuna ninang ias H%Em.‘mﬂnhfiul] ignaiasnitfanssuiuloanudauiuacig
tunsaEuduau B uaivwialu

O 1o
S BY

2.2.16 vinAumawitli azlsiiludadndnddeo

O sutlrsam

O w2an



120

O WnmewazarudTunisimiifanssy
L1 13w muauyivau
O dwwranisindulaviiudu

0 8uq Talsasey

Block 3

Aruil 3: AnnAmAudnemizduyaaa (Individual Characteristics)

aTanaTugaA U IuaW waziiasaniaaciudndutiaanudinanumianioala (Windinun = 5, Tdviuson
g = 1)

(umiiriifivfonua 28 da dnanminiifidn 2 minududn 18 1a suniudiouzA: TauAMUINAY)

3.1 ndszaunmsaininiiouiddun sudaianllalvuseamnovanuaudsdus i luassurunsu oo oy
UssTamidaaunassiu

(lsviudaman) 1 2 4 5 (fudtuIn)
] O ] ]

oW

-
|

3.2 ndszaumaainaiauid i dudaiaalaBiueeamovanahuddusuluassuunmsuTomovin e
wipauuasdulatayaniayuuas tuig wazovinTinssuumsmauTouofldssfwiawunndu

(laiviusaman) 1 2 3 4 5 (usaauan)
O O O O o

3.3 andszaunsalnisvinoudidiue sudeimaleaTvussamouamahunfigrusnivaszuunsue oo luans
e lamalinauauiilidaslddudaduaaigiundidiusu wazbusdrunilslunsaraudanafiansaniadu
TunszrunmsulomoviaTasenisaag

(luviudaman) 1 2 3 4 5 (fudoun)
o @] o] O 9]
3.4 nlsEunTainiTine e dudainnnnd alvuanameuamahufidusuivaszuunmsue oo luans

Wiuautaus sy vinlawnassiukudodu

(laiviudaman) 1 2 3 4 5 (Wusaeuan)
] O o o ]

3.5 auduinaluasdnsuadiu ArninamndaliurramouaniiunddaiusulunssuumsuloueiduldszTomisa
anu

(laiviudaman) 1 2 3 4 5 (Wusaeuan)
o O o o O



121

3.6 audmIvgluasdnsuasiu AaiamslaliurranouananddiunyluaszuruasuTouevinlimioou
wasdiuldtayawiayuuadlmiv wazthovih nsuuasmouToinoduszdngawunndu

(laiviudaman) 1 2 3 4 5 (LfudEMIn)
] 2 o o ]

3.7 auduIvaluasdnsnasiu Aaimsdalviusranouanandaiusiulunssrumsu oo duasda
Tamalinduauilidanlddudadunaisuinunddiuny uandudunislunsasanudanaiaranfdadulu
aszuumsulomavialasaniseanan

(laiviudaman) 1 2
O 0

L
=

5 (LfudEMIn)
0

ﬁ
)
o

3.8 auaiulualuasdnszasiu Aainsdalvusranouanitundarunulunssuumsuloue Wuasiuaau
Hausssu vinlisuvassiusuaedu

(laiviudaman) 1 2 3 4 5 (LfudEMIn)
O O O o o
3.9 dsftddmudmwiuduluninineu SaswiusasilssTomisadoay
(laivdusaman) 1 2 3 4 5 (LRusaaMIA)
o o O o o

3.10 Tudimlszdn SulnnuEaarlsivinlidus@ninrmnausesasfavndadunasiu

(laiviudaman) 1 2 3 4 5 (LfudEMIn)
] O O o ]

311 movindsz TemiTviudrudadmivsvuanianusmi luasinau

(laivdusaman) 1 2 3 4 5 (LRusaEwIA)
O o O O o
312 Suwsaumuafasndoaasiiadiusiy
(laiviudaman) 1 2 3 4 5 (LfudEMIn)
0 o o O 2

313  dSulindissduviadniasiduvtadvnivacdiu douiiiuarrazgnaaniagnaunonuuanlid

(laiviudaman) 1 2 3 4 5 (IfudaMIn)
o 0 O O 0

3.14 Tumihoudduit Sufidszaunisal anug uasinezmsdairmsinavwadasiiuiome unu wialasonsi
fmrasiuaiials TeolisasdSnuaraninuanasdng

(laiviudaman) 1 2 3 4 5 (IfudaMIn)



o O o o O

3.15 dudairduiiinsafivowafuowdduvinag

(laiviusaoan) 1 2 3 5 (Lfus8uan)
] [} o o ]

=9

3.16 Fudainduiiauainladlusedunils ludaeddardalunszununisulouofifnvasfuauasdiu

(laiviudaman) 1 2 3 4 5 (usa8un)
o (] o o (@)
3.17 fudaiduvinonunavwaqAuauduiivineuagngdu
(laiviusaoan) 1 2 3 4 5 (Lfus8uan)
o . o o o
3.18 FudaindusiinniawilllulssduuiouofiAmdasduauuasdu
(laiviudaman) 1 2 3 4 5 (usa8un)
o o o o o

3.19 Tuduo wiadiudimouTlovodduinad SudaiduausainitdAannaldoundasluvneddle

(laiviudIE) 1 2 3 4 5 (Ifus8uan)
o O o o] 9]

3.20 farhildanattaleathonis Sudanhinsianeaslsana ranindanlidsanamiulszangllay

(laiviudaman) 1 2 3 4 5 (usa8un)
o o o ] o

3.21 szl iomadndulaluda a'ﬂ!Lﬁ mrasAuuToueamssaevialasonisuasds wand il laila
dirmaagiudsanviatinannndandodadula

(laiviudaman) 1 2 3 4 5 (usa8un)
O o o O o]

3.22 3399 Lidaofifsananild uarivulonognidanuasiasansugidomey

(livAudIan) 1 2 3 4 5 (LWusLuIn)
o [ o o (9]

3.23 dudaininlnasasszuaudszanéllasdniinsdnasasluszuaudu

(laiviudaman) 1 2 3 5 (usa8un)
o O o o O

=

122



123

3.24 dudnnndaasassruavdssnSdinomunsauivuiuveasdsanalne uasaunsaluualadeyniludsana
s

("luiAusaman) 1 2 3 4 5 (IudBuIn)
0 o o o 2
3.25 dnduauifidwadeduladuaudouazaud i idaatadosnnaudiunnAld

(iAudman) 1 2 3 4 5 (IudaMIn)
8] . o o @]

3.26 audiinsAnerndanluaslddoadonsasTunssunisuinnsviduauiinnsdnsun

("aivudaman) 1 2 3 4 5 (IudaauIn)
8] O o O ]

3.27 Arudafiun (background) nasanuazasauafiddrunvaudlanmauazauiiwiiminisoTumnus
Tvu

(aitan) 1 2 3 4 5 (thoadaun)
9] o o o (9]

3.28 madnitAum (background) vavamuazasauaiidenaduna TamauazanuiminamMsuLaIRauIA
uA'lvu

(Liganaldouan) 1 2 3 4 5 (gamaldnatiauin)
9] o G 9] [
Elock 4

i - . - i i M
#7ui 4: AnAm AudEnEMrTaIANIILLAR ML (Team and Organizational Characteristics)

= £ . " o
4.1 Turruiunadnar mMavitnuaaniadban Ay nas wiaaoanulaluivitousasrn TESuranssvuann
- - : = g e
dngvavonndasnniage (asszyduia wiaazeauiudssnmuasouniieg A'less)

3 2 N . -l o
4.2 Tuanuuiunadan mMaintcuuasmiatan fiu nas viaasnulaTumiteuaasam lafunanssiuan
ar = = 4 a 3 w
dngvwavonmndandauiaga (azszuiuda wiaaseaududsanvoasoiuniie Alaaz)

43 dnwhofirusauiuta 4.1 i uEs (@gfruuumnoay 10) uasmiiofiauaauluta 4.2 v1l36u
ghoda (aruuunuoan 0) luauuivzasrn mainuzasfiugm ieosulaiunanissmuandninamanisdag
nmiaoioala



124

waniign windigm
0 1 2 3 4 5 B 7 ] *] 10
8] o ] O O o o o o O o

4.4 Taruvivzasnn Maiuzaniioeulauiaavanstauaess (N5:1529 M09 AU wWiaasAnsasigdun)

P - = - = x
Tafunansznuandniwamanisdlasnniae (arssududansmnoviaacdns wiaasraudulssanuasmiinn
unien Aldnz)

4.5 Tuaruuivtasaa moiuasnboerlaudaasansTanaeds (N521329 M9 nsu wiaaddAnsuasigiun)

P e =l = q - i
lafunansznuaadninamanisdiandauige (arszyiludanszvmaviaacdns wiaszeaududsaanuasmizon
unien Alss)

46 dminasdniinueaulula 4.4 1 lisunnas (agiatuuuminmay 10) uasmibofnueaulutia 4.5 w1135
TuFa (Azuuuweioay 0) TuauiurasRn Al utasadAnsuada i lrfuransznuandnananianisidag
mndamiosla

(minaauiluidinswiaaadnsdun 1 partner fuasdnsuasiy nilsadiuasdAnsuaciginmvinausan)

wanfign winfigm
0 1 2 3 4 5 B 7 ] *] 10
O O 2 O 9] O 9] 9] O 0 8]

4.7 avdnsuavanibvinnuadydunsrunisiidunumonlouionaslsznmmiayaramouanaddng (Wanis

E 1 . . = z i - . - . 1 -
Iafiufidauaranmouanii anudaniy wianmaefufivia s oy didoua wiaddawldaudn
f19) imiamiioaln

(MiT¥arudrAnan) 1 2 3 4 5 (IvRTuaEdnuan)
o 2 o o o

4.8 vunasqmuiamnuddngdunszurunsiidusnnanTouevaslsanruviayaaaaiouanaddng {ﬁamsi’m

5 . " = = - E - ] . i -l - N
fiufidouananmouaniiu inudauiu wiansasfiuduiamlssinou fidiong viadialddudosan)
wndaufioals

ildarudrAnan) 1 2 3 4 5 (IR dnuan)
o o o o o

Block 5

A1uil 5: Wayaduyanai?ll (Demographic information)

wihdaRoLET TauAuunaousAsfadfdnfuaumiigrrion

51 aq



125

O vaonii 21
0 21-25
O 26-30
O 31-35
O 36-40
0 41-45
0 46-50
0 51-55
) 56-60

2 yannda 60

5.2 Viagilagiu

O pgvmuasliuoema

O pwanata (LisunfannuaslBuamna)
O aewdla

O preesTuaanilioanila

O aamsTuaan

O awmasTuan

O nale

O pwanlsana

5.3 gidun

O pgavmwunaslEumma

O grenata (Linunfavmlasliuama)
O pramtla

2 araesfuaanilioanila

O svaasiuaan

2 nramsiuan

O nwle

O panlsana

5.4 molarawfauluaiidau (Moldvasamnuiuauduluasauaia)

O wapndi 30,000 un

) 30,000 - 60,000 um
) 60,000 - 100,000 v
) 100,000 - 300,000 1w



2 yannda 300,000 v

5.5 szdumsdnegodm

O sy wia dssnafindasiuidv

O 1B eaad

O 1B rein

O 1B ryegian wiagania
O duq

5.6 mAEATN

2 Hiwella
O He

O fuq wiaannTsyag

O ljdseaadfasnay

5.7 @aun

O fufiasmauln

O AEUTWNE

O grauidaany

O mrauiaiad

O graurdng

O grawfun

O grawinav wiamauada
O gauadun

2 aiunita

5.8 wévus (maulrwanoa)

O e

L an

O avwwTvwu

O Su

O fiound wi alugd wialnda
O insiunnd wia wanddia

[ yam wiaioauiu

126



127

O aivanar (dafusia nsondog win yowa Sua Sda §2z vy fu 1a1)
BETERT]]

O awfu

O fuifin Tanauna thiiaow fidan viamévuganadolsiug
O ipmd dilu wiawdvusanadossiuaaniun (Lisauiu)

O SugMaigsiunils

59 fhqmm’nﬂmi'—::LﬁWf:uﬁﬂﬂﬂTﬂ:i'lu‘m 3 syo¥a safaar 1,000 1w asaun lddwE yiaﬁaqaﬁmﬂ'aﬁuq Aazain
Vifiziasd uae (dayailazgriduiuanudy uazlilosdvAnaudug Tuuuuaauauil)

5.10 winAuazaInaliiioduduneaiddnndoantayaunugavouladunisiwnsiua nsanlddud wia
dayafinradul Aazainliddasduae (vayafavgaiimiuarudy uarlilosdudiraudun Tunuuaaunnui)

i ] - e
FAUULLADIUOIHLATIAS TAUANLUT n-']“’hln ATmauuzaz

Survey Powered By Qualtrica



128

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 “duwnieu’” 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” (I NT 1 E INftom dudecksful akesivjhdre 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 “O E’@réjdct 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 “O | *Hdispulse) and “i P Grhptardt) for this activity and
stressed that it was not like the government was trying to trick people (“oed n ceti’¥it thd' adead 8 N1 N
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
“AA-3aU0agUUan @ wikch Wasayar@slaektt Gever pgopla jAsCsiaddingla®a plotest &
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” (“0 kK D Eé& T T i ") (They egpkesscl e ihtqrdstSnNntfasdr thei® T E
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 “g N I @obsély] trmslated 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 “| ¢ J”I(dMddtly franslated as orientation) and the other later in the project development
phase is called “| P & G(HixdctyNrandlated 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.



138

Appendix E: Results of assumption testing for regression
models
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Predictors of InfoFlowlndex
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Normality of Residuals

QQ Plot: Inclusivelndex Residuals QQ Plot: InfoFlowindex Residuals
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Homoscedasticity

Residuals vs Fitted: Info Flow Index
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Testing for Independence (within and between clusters)

Residuals
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Residuals by Organization: Info Flow Index
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Residuals by Organization: Impact Index

o~ o
o
o]
S ¢ o] @ o} o
L [} g8
3 BE — T o
(S === e —
14 - L
o}
- ] o] o] @ o] o
<
o
o~
- o]
< T T I I T T T T
172.0 190.0 5740 617.0 620 653.0 740 744.0
Organization
Residuals by Individual: Impact Index
N
A
g |
o | R S e, 11— __-." - -
; |
N

S U
! T I e e e T T e e T I T e e T e I T T e T e eI T e T T T T T T I T IT T oo

R_1BVErtMjyMAWELP

R_46ZYzJxhFiLu9P R_4n1oKpUAafxunAl R_4Vjs6WtJwSOthth

Individual



Sample Quantiles

Normality of Random Effects
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Q-Q Plot: Individual Random Effects (Inclusivity Index)
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