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Presentation Notes
Intro SuzanneToday I will present the results of citizen participation in four cases of agricultural innovation projects, where I would like to especially pay attention to a case where a promising key technological solution was chosen as starting point.As this is part of on-going research, together with my colleagues Esther Veen and Fransisca Caron-Flinterman I have written a short paper. Today I will present the results of four cases and would like to express some discussion points later on. I am very eager to hear your response, discussion points and questions at the end of my presentation. 



Introduction 

 Agricultural innovations focus more on sustainability; 
 Farmers, scientists and government originally involved; 
 Societal perspective indirectly interpreted. 
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Presentation Notes
During the last decades, the Dutch agricultural sector has been actively innovating. In the last century, these innovations were merely focused on increasing yields and making processes more efficient. During the last 20 years, innovations have been focused more and more on sustainability: for example decreasing emission of ammonia in stables, improving animal welfare or decreasing energy use.Originally, 3 stakeholder groups involved: science, contributing to optimisation of production processes (improving efficiency and sustainability), farmers, by bringing in ideas or creating innovations themselves, and the government, by selectively financing research projects and by the use of regulations.Innovations insufficiently meet the diversity of societal and agricultural demands. Innovations increasingly seek to involve the entire system: so-called socio-technical or system innovations. Design processes play an important role in these innovations. The societal perspective is usually interpreted indirectly.



Citizens 

 Increased interest (open farm days, debates on animal 
welfare, Slow Food movement); 
 How do they appreciate agriculture? 
 Depends on knowledge, experiences and interests (Aarts 

and Van Woerkum, 1994); 
 Value-orientations to distinguish citizens (TPS-NIPO; 

Motivaction); 
 Value-orientations have an effect on the image of 

citizens on agriculture (Goenee and Le Goff, 2004; 
Boogaard, 2009; Caron-Flinterman et al., 2010). 
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Presentation Notes
Most citizens are unknown in agriculture: meat, dairy and eggs have become typical supermarket productsHowever, during the last years citizens have shown an increased interest in agriculture, open farm days are visited more often, as consumers citizens become more concerned with the production of agricultural products (Slow Food movement). Debates on animal welfare (Party for Animals in the Netherlands), citizens make more claims on the use of rural areas for living and recreational purposes.How citizens appreciate agriculture depends on their frame of reference. This is shaped by values, beliefs, knowledge and interests. Since knowledge, experiences and interests in agriculture for many citizens are limited, values and beliefs are crucial. Based on the connection of values, so-called value-orientations can be identified. Citizens have been distinguished using these value-orientations in different types of citizens, for example in traditional, modern or postmodern types. Studies demonstrated the effect of value orientations on the image people have of agriculture and preferred developments. Postmodernists generally are the least positive about the quality of life of farm animals, preferring more sobriety and new and fair products. The more traditional people are less negative of animal welfare. They are more attached to quality, recognition and tradition. Modern people are more pragmatic, materialistic and less concerned with agriculture.



Citizen participation 

 “The practice of involving members of the public in 
agenda-setting, decision-making and policy-forming 
activities of organisations / institutions responsible for 
policy development” (Rowe and Frewer, 2005); 
 Citizen participation improves quality of decisions; 
 Various methodologies: from consultation to interactive, 

deliberative processes. 
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Presentation Notes
Rowe and Frewer define citizen participation as The practice of involving members of the public in agenda-setting, decision-making and policy-forming activities of organisations / institutions responsible for policy development”Citizen participation is a term often used by governmental bodies. The Dutch government describes citizen participation as “thinking along in policies and taking initiatives” It is claimed that citizen participation improves the quality of decisions, with wider views of problems, solutions and definitions of success and enhancing the political legitimacy of decision making;Various methodologies exist, varying in complexity and level of participation. The number of methodologies is large and growing and also as a research method, citizen participation is increasingly used in a broad field of scientific disciplines.A relatively simple method is consultation, where citizens are asked for their opinions, needs and preferences by for example interviews or questionnaires;A more complex method is interactive, deliberative processes in which citizens have an equal position and input as other stakeholders.The choice of method depends on the specific goals, requirements and context of the decision making process.



Criticism 

 Key concepts are generally not well defined; 
 Scientific research is dispersed and reflections are rare 

(Van Asselt and Rijkens-Klomp, 2002); 
 Still many questions! 
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Key concepts are generally not well defined. What is “citizen participation?” Besides, the amount of methodologies for citizen participation implies uncertainty which methodologies should be best used. As citizen participation is an uncertain issue, also methodologies are loosely defined. Social scientific research is dispersed and systematic reflections on added value, biases and lessons learned are rare.Still many questions on the selection of participants (who to involve?), dominance and group pressure, mismanagement of expectations and dissemination of results.Also biased results can occur due to bad facilitation or purposeful manipulation. 



Four cases 

 Three cases with early involvement of citizens using 
different methodologies; 
 Unknown solutions; 
 One new case in which a promising (technological) key 

solution was chosen; 
 Strongly defined design boundaries, goals and means. 
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In this study, we have studies citizen participation in four cases;Three cases were examples from Wageningen UR where the solutions at the start of the projects were unknown;Besides, citizen participation varied within the different examples;However, many projects have strongly defined design boundaries, both in the goals that have been set and in the means to choose from. These projects have chosen a certain promising (technological) key solution as starting point.In this study, we study citizen participation in all four cases and focus particularly to the last case, where the value of citizen participation was explored.



‘Loving hens’  

 Three groups of eight citizens 
(traditional citizens, post 
materialists and cosmopolitans); 
 Attitudes were integrated in 

design process; 
 Designs were tested with citizens; 
 Great alterations of one of two 

designs (Bos et al., 2004; Groot 
Koerkamp and Bos, 2008). 
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Loving Hens was a project from Wageningen UR, where integral sustainable husbandry systems for laying hens were designed. Three groups of eight citizens were consulted extensively. Using their value orientation, three types of citizens, traditional citizens, post materialists and cosmopolitans, were consulted. Specific techniques, delving into the rational and emotional components of participants’ views on the topic, resulted in conscious and unconscious attitudes of citizens on the poultry sector.Citizens themselves translated these attitudes towards possible options for development of future laying hen farms.In the design phase, no citizens were involved, however their preferences were integrated in the results: two designs.The designs were tested with the consulted citizens and one of the designs was greatly altered.



‘Cow power’ 

 Large study on 
citizens perceptions; 
 Programme of 

Requirements; 
 Some citizens 

participated in 
design; 
 Low impact on final 

designs (Bos et al., 
2009; Bos and Van 
Eijk, 2009). 
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The project focused on conventional dairy farming, making its problems more complex (due to complex relations between cow, crop, environment, cost prise etc) and due to a limited budget, less effort was put on citizen participation Prior to the project, a large study on citizen perceptions of animal husbandry was performed.This study led to a Programme of Requirements for animal husbandry, which could be used for multiple projectsThese requirements were used in design meetings of the project, also some citizens participated in interactive sessions where future visions were definedThe main role of citizens was to ask critical questions that contributed to the overall learning process within the projectThe impact was not great, due to non-specific requirements on the one hand, and focusing on complex problems in the design process on the other hand.



‘Agromere’ 

 Survey with 350 citizens by 
telephone; 
 550 citizens completed digital 

survey; 
 Two focus group discussions; 
 Outcomes used in design process. 
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In the project Agromere, a new district or area with room for urban food production was designed for the municipality of Almere.As Almere was still in an orienting phase, too intensive involvement of citizens in the process was undesired.Moreover, it was difficult to directly involve citizens in the process, as it was unknown which citizens would eventually start living in this area.Broad surveys were used to overcome this difficulty. A survey by telephone with 350 citizens in different areas in Almere was done.Also 550 citizens from the panel of Almere completed a digital survey.Two focus group discussions were held to identify opinions and attitudes of citizensOutcomes of surveys and focus group discussions were used in the design process.Although not directly consulted, the influence on the final design was great.



‘Soilless cultivation of outdoor crops’ (1/2) 

 Soilless cultivation as promising technological key 
solution; 
 Semi-structured group interviews; 
 Focus on both cultivation systems and products; 
 Positive and negative associations with soilless 

cultivation and its products; 
What are arguments for these associations? 
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Soilless cultivation of outdoor crops is an on-going innovation project in which scientists, together with farmers, advisors and others, develop new cultivation systems to comply to European regulations for water qualityAlso, the new cultivation systems should benefit farmers and be appreciated by societyThe project started in 2009 and until mid-way 2011, citizens were not involved yetTo be able to integrate citizen perceptions in the design process and so hopefully increase the chances of success, citizens were still involved.31 citizens were selected, based on gender, age, education level, living environment (living closely to an horticulture farm or not), employment situation and family situation Citizens were as diverse as possibleTo explore citizen perceptions broadly, it was chosen to have group interviews. With this study, we wanted to explore the diversity of opinions and the social context behind it. It was chosen to have semi-structured interviews, the questions and sequence were determined beforehand.Questions were (among others): what are positive and negative associations with soilless cultivation and its products? And what are positive and negative associations with specific soilless cultivation systems (based on images and videos) and what are arguments for these associations?



‘Soilless cultivation of outdoor crops’ (2/2) 

 “What’s in it for me?”  
 Naturalness, integration  

into the landscape,  
neat and tidy; 
 Terms will be further studied and used in redesign; 
 Research on taste, nutritional value and storage life; 
 Communication and marketing. 
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Results demonstrated the importance of ego: citizens considered taste, nutritional value, freshness and growth and flowering as most important;Terms as “naturalness”, “integration into the landscape,” “neat and tidy” were mentioned often;These terms will be further studied in interviews and used in redesign processes;Also taste, nutritional value and storage life of food products produced on soilless cultivation systems will be investigated.Results will be used in communication and marketing of the project.
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Results (1/2) 

 Different types of participation used in the four cases;  
 Influence of citizens varied: great in ‘Loving Hens’ and 

‘Agromere’, low impact on final designs in ‘Cow Power’ 
and unknown in ‘Soilless cultivation of outdoor crops’ 
 Question that arises: can you explain impact by the 

method of participation used?! 
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In ‘Loving Hens’ the vision of citizens was qualitatively researched using relatively low numbers of citizens. Participation mainly consisted of consultation: there was no interactive participation in the design process. Despite this, their influence was great. Their demands were explicitly integrated and afterwards they altered one of the designs greatly.In ‘Cow power’, citizens were involved both by the use of large-scale consultation and deliberation. Their actual influence on the designs was less great, since consultation provided less qualitative and specific results and in the design process no explicit attention was paid to integrating preferences of citizens.Like in Cow Power, in Agromere, previous to the actual design process, a large-scale consultation of citizens was held. In the actual design process no citizens participated. Still, the results of consultation of citizens, although not of citizens who would start living in Agromere in the future, did influence the design.This question is not easy to answer, the influence depends on many factors and further study is needed. 



Results (2/2) 

 Consultation can provide valuable information and 
influence design; 
 Risk of consultation: depends on “goodwill”; 
 Dominance and group pressure; 
 Participation: equal position and input; 
 Risk: citizens are not considered as equal partners; 
 Input is subjective. 
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The examples demonstrate that every methodology used for citizen participation has advantages and disadvantages.Consultation has the advantage that large groups of citizens can be consulted, making the results rich and/or representative.However, the risk of consultation is that the influence on the design depends on the goodwill of project participants to use this information;In the case of group interviews, questions can be ask about dominance of certain participants and group pressure to give a certain response;Participation provides a citizen with an equal position and input as other project members / stakeholders;However, as citizens have little knowledge about agriculture and are not well-known in agriculture, the risk is that they are not considered as equal partnersBesides, including only a few citizens makes their input subjective.



Discussion 

 Not a complete overview of cases; 
 ‘Soilless cultivation of outdoor crops’ will continue with 

citizen participation in redesign processes; 
 Questions: 
• How to deal with diversity of society? Selection of 

participants?  
• Influence of project conditions and participants? 
• Are there risks? 
• Impact on realisation? 
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We emphasize that the cases should be primarily regarded as examples to explore citizen participation in agricultural innovation processes.Consultation by semi-structured group interviews provided ‘Soilless cultivation of outdoor crops’ with new research questions, input for redesign processes in 2012 and communication and marketing. Final conclusions can not be drawn yet, but consultation was considered meaningful for the project;Questions still arise on the selection of participants. Some cases used value orientations, others used as diverse groups as possible. When do you choose which selection method, which criteria do you handle? And is it worthy to involve “general” citizens or should you involve those who are or could be directly influenced by the innovation?Besides, what is the influence of project conditions and participants (character, experience etc)? The diversity of project conditions, context, participants etc makes comparison of cases rather difficult. What can we learn from the cases, when to involve citizens, how and which methods to use?Are there risks, for the project and the citizens themselves? For example bias by the use of citizens on a voluntary basis, negative communication or resistance towards the project...In the end, one can still question what the actual impact is on realisation of the innovations. Does citizen participation result in socially accepted or even socially desired innovations? What is “socially desired”?



In the end 

 Meaningful and valuable information; 
 Choice of method: goal of the project and role of 

citizens; 
 Consultation first, then interactive deliberation. 
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In our view, citizen participation can provide innovation projects with meaningful and valuable information for redesign, new research, communication and marketing.To make a good choice of method for citizen participation, researchers or process facilitators involved in system innovation projects should already in an early stage question what the goal of the project is and what role citizen participation could play in this project. To integrate the preferences of citizens it makes a difference whether the goal is to contribute to the development of vision like ‘Loving Hens’ or ‘Cow power’, or to design specific, local designs in a specific context. In the first case, large-scale consultation, possibly followed by another step in participation, could make the designs more socially accepted. In the second case, it could be necessary to zoom in to smaller numbers of local citizens and to involve them in the design process.To guarantee the actual input of citizens in the design process, Caron-Flinterman et al. (2006) advise to strive to a combination of consultation to first identify citizen perceptions and preferences, and then interactive deliberation, to integrate these in the designs. These designs will be more rich, socially accepted and more strong than without citizens.However, still many questions can be identified and further studies, detailed examples and lessons learned are needed. 



Questions? 
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Thank you all for your attention.Are there any questions or do you have a response to the discussion points I have mentioned?
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