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ABSTRACT

Inclusionservesasoneof the keytenetsof deliberativetheory.Thistenetasksthatall
thoseaffectedby anissuebe givenameaningfulopportunityto participatein thedeliberative
processHowever therearemultiple sitesandactorswithin thedeliberativesystenthatare
responsibldor implementinginclusion.Deliberativetheoristsandpractitionergely oncross
sectorpartnershipsvith governmentaleducationalbusinessandnon-profit organizationso
recruitdiversestakeholder$or deliberaive processesrThis study soghtto understand thevay
crosssectorpartnersconceptualizedtakeholderdacedbarriersto recruitmentand
implementedecruitmentstrategiesFindingsindicatethatthereremainsa significantdifference
in theway thattheaists, practitionersandcrosssectorpartnersziew andimplementinclusion.

Crosssectomartnergequireadditional supporto meetthedeliberativestandard.
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Introduction

Deliberativetheoristsregardinclusionasparamounto thedeliberativeprocesgDahl,
1989; Briand, 1999lansbridge2012). Inclusiorconstitutes, “meaningfulopportunityto
participate,”"andbeheardby fellow communitymemberqBriand, 1999, p. 75)'hedegredo
which aforumis inclusiveweighsheavily on thelegitimacyof aforum’s outcomegDahl, 1989).
Processethatlack representatioaremorelikely to beperceivedasunfairandresultin theless
trustof the outcomes (Kahamtal., 2013). Additionally, thelegreeof inclusionwithin a
conversatiortanhavepotentialmaterialandpsychologicatisks andbenefitsfor participants
depending otheir feelingsof isolationor civic efficacy (StromerGalley,2007;Karpowitz &
Raphael2012; Su, 2014)'heseconsiderationsakeparticipantrecruitmentdesigna
fundamentapartof thedeliberativeprocess.

Theexistingliteraturehasidentified manyof the keybarriersto participantrecruitment
but haslargelydonesofrom adeliberativeframework Inclusion of diverse groups the
deliberativeprocesshowever pftentimesrequiresthe participationof crosssectorpartnerships
(XSPs)with organizations working outside tife deliberativeframework.TheseXSPs like
governmenandadvocacygroups,canbe usefuln connectingo multiple communitieso whom
deliberativeorganizationsnay nothaveaccessbut XSP organizationgnay havediffering
constraintspbjectives,and philosophiethanthose ottheir deliberativepartners.

To betterunderstand the collaboration of deliberatwe XSP organizationsn inclusive
recruitmentthis studyseekdo takeadeliberativesystemsapproacho understanding purposive
recruitmentmethodgor communityforums.As opposedo random omrelectivesampling
methals, purposiveecruitmentselectdargetedoopulationsandaimsto intentionally include

themin forums(Ryfe & Stalsburg, 2012)Oftenthis occursby networkingwith organizations



thathave built relationshipandtrustwith specificpopulationsXSPsplay avital functionwithin
thesedeliberativerecruitingsystemseventhough theymay notdirectly engagecitizensin
tacklingdifficult tradeoffsandvalueconflicts.As such this studyinvestigatesiow external
organizationgecruitinclusiveparticiparts for deliberation.

Thefollowing studyexploresorganizationsvho workedin partnershipith theCenter
for PublicDeliberation(CPD) at ColoradoStateUniversity. The CPD conductgeliberative
conversations throughout thierthernColoradoarea,oftenin conjunctionwith XSPs.
Interviewsconductedvith partnerorganizationsvereusedto understand howartner
organizationgonceptualizenclusionandimplementstrategiedor recruitmentasaresultof this
conceptualizationThefinal sectionwill offer examplesf bestpracticesand suggestiorfer
participantrecruitmentstrategies.

Recruiting for Inclusion in Deliberative Systems

WhengovernmentahgenciesNGOs,voluntary associationghdadvocacy groups
partnerwith deliberativepractitionerstheyattemptto fulfill partof thedemocratidunction of
deliberativesystemgMansbridgeetal., 2012). Adeliberativesystemsapproactcontendshatno
singlesmallscaledeliberativeforum canfulfill all thenecessargdemocratidunctionsfor
legitimacy(Mansbridgeetal., 2012; Parkinson, 2012Rather,adeliberativesystemsapproach
callsfor aplurality of publicactors sites,androlesrelatingwith adeliberativepurpose
(Bohman, 2012; Mansbridgeal., 2012, Parkinson, 201Zjence,arepresentate deliberative
systemwould be onén which avarietyof decision-makingnstitutionsareableto influence the
publicin a number ofvays(Bohman, 2012; Parkinson, 2012).

To betterunderstand thdifferentfacetsof deliberativesystemsscholarshavebegunto

delineatethedifferenttypesof actorswho interactwithin suchsystemsin somecasesactorsare



sortedin termsof their communicatiorstyle, whetherinterpersonalgroup, ormass
communication{Maia, 2007).0thershavecreateda typologybasel on thedesired
communicatioroutcome of the organization, depending on the degre&ich the organization
enactsollaborativemethodgDoran,Franklin, Jennings, & Norman, 200Bincetheactors
involvedin deliberativesystemsandthis studymayembody a number athesepositionalities,
this studywill use thdermcrosssectorpartnershipgXSPs)to describeherangeof actorsthat
work collaboratively,“in mutual problem solving, information sharing, and resource allocation,”
(Koschmann, Kuhn, and Pfarrer, 2012, p.)3%2hile the term XSP will be used widely
throughout the paper, the waodrtner may also be used interchangeably to refer to the
individuals within XSPs who planned a forum in conjunction with the deliberative organizati
While the inclusion oXSPsenablesnultiple sitesandmethods of communicatiothese
differentpartiesmaynot have thsameobjectivesasthedeliberativeorganizationsvith which
theyinteract.Whenpartneringwith deliberativeorganizationXSPsideally shouldseekto
embody aeliberativecharactethatupholds‘reasonablerespectfuldiscussion,” (Parkinson,
2012, p. 332 Recruitmenbf inclusivedeliberativeparticipantds oneway thatconvenerand
XSPscanmeetthesedemands. Conveneaftenrely on XSPsto helpto gatherkey stakeholders.
Basedonthedifferentmissionsof XSPs,they’re ableto tapinto existingnetworks of potential
participantan away thatconvenerarenot. For examplejn aconversatioraround affordable
child care,alocal dayaremaybebetterableto engagearentshananeutralparty. Still, the
scope oiXSPsnetworksis oftenlimited andconveners cannogly on asingleXSPto engageall
the stakeholderd$n the caseof thedaycarethey would bell -equippedo engage a wideariety
of business owners. Whether or X&Psuphold thesamenormativegoalsfor inclusionastheir

deliberativecounterparts, howeveremainsn questionThis includes howvell apartner’s



definition of inclusionalignswith adeliberativedefinition andhowwell they're ableto
implementthatdefinition.

To beconsideredegitimate,adeliberativeprocessnust be inclusive of eultitude of
voicesandperspectivesAccordingto Dahl, (1989) the inclusion of plurality of voicesexistsas
thecentraltenetof thedemocratigorocessHowever,it's unrealisticto achieveinclusionwherein
eachindividual mayrepresentheir own positionalityon everypublic decision.Rather Briand
stateghatdemocracietiaveanimperativeto, “demonstratequalconcernandrespecfor all
citizensby ensuringhattheyhavea meaningfulopportunityto participatein this processandto
havetheir needsconcernsandinterestaunderstoodndappreciatedby their fellows,” (1999, p.
75).In otherwords,convenersnust ensureghatthey do noexcludegroupsin orderto constitute
inclusion(Dryzek,2000; Mansbridgetal., 2012).Thisimperativefor inclusioncomesfrom an
ethicalperspectivelt’'s basedon theideathatgovernments shouldeatcitizens,“not merelyas
objectsof legislation,aspassiveobjectsto be ruled, buasautonomous agentgho takepartin
thegovernancef their society” (Gutmanmand Thompson, 2004, p)3

Asidefrom theethicalimperativefor inclusion,participantggaugethelegitimacyof a
forum basedon theinclusionof stakeholdergKahane Loptson,Heriman,& Hardy,2013;
Karpowitz & Raphael2014;Carcassoi& Sprain,2010). Stakeholde@rerepresentativesf a
groupor organizatiorthat'sthoughtto have ecollectiveinterestin anissug(Kahaneetal.,
2013).Whenoutside groupperceiveaprocesdo be unrepresentativad the positions on given
issue theyaremorelikely to perceivethe processasunfair (Kahaneetal., 2013).Furthermore,
greatethomogeneity coulteadto greate distrust ofdeliberativegroupsovertime (Sunstein,
2000).Whetheror not the publiziews aprocessasunfair hassignificant consequences.

Mansbridgeetal. arguethat,“legitimacy in this strongsensenaximizesthe chanceghatpeople



who shareacommonfatewill agreewillingly, to thetermsof their common cooperation” (2012,
p. 12. A deliberativeprocessnayyield a productiveandwell-thought out decision, bift the
processs perceivedasillegitimate, thesedecisionswill fail to beimplemened.

In additionto meetingthe normativegoalsfor democracyinclusivity canbevital to
ensuringmoreequitablepolitical participation;the presencef diverseandinclusiveparticipants
atdeliberativeeventscanprovidesignificantgainsfor citizens.Participatingn deliberation
allowscitizensto exposeghemselves$o agreaterangeof viewpoints, bepento learning,and
reconsideprevious viewpoint§Ryfe & Stalsburg, 2012). Moreoveny attending aleliberative
event,participantsaremorelikely to engagen civic behaviorsn the futurg(Gastil,Deess,
Weiser,& Simmons2010; Fishkin, 199%rice& Capella,2002). Alack of inclusivity at
deliberativeforumsmayserveto furtherwidenthe engagmengapbetweendominantand
marginalizel groupsAs aresultof thesepotential consequences, previous studies baled
for futureresearchnto engaginghehardesto-reachparticipantsandsustaininghis
participationovertime (Su, 2014).

BarrierstoInclusion

Within anydeliberativeprocessthereareinternal andexternal barriersto inclusion.
Internalbarriersoccurduring theprocesstself. Thesecanconsist of whethecommunication
stylesprovidespacdor all participantswhetherthefacilitator actively soughtengagemerfrom
al participantspr whetherthe participantsvith the mossocialpowerwereallowedto dominate
discussion(Dryzek, 2000; Benhabib, 1996 ungetal., 2004; Young, 2000For example,
minority participantcanbeseenaslessauthoritativeandspealkessoftenin forums(Karpowitz
& Raphael2014).Evenwhenminority participantsdo speakup, theyareoftentaskedwith

managingokenpositionswithin conversationsasaresult,theseunderrepresentaddividuals



canfeel greaterisolationandtheneedto conductmoreimpressiommanagemeniung, Young,

& Mansbridge, 2004Karpowitz & Raphael2014).

External Barriers Internal Barriers
These detenine whether someone was able These determine whether someone was able
to attend the forum. to participate effetovely in the forum.
e Did theyreceiveaninvite? o Weretheythe only personof agivenidentityin
theroom
¢ Did theyhavetransportation? ¢ Did someparticipantsdominatethe

conversatioomorethanothers?

e Did theyhavetimeto attend? e Wasthereafacilitator present?
¢ Would attendingthe eventmeangiving up o Wastheforumofferedin their primary
somethingelse(i.e. work or childcare)? language or communicatiostyle?

o Did theytrustthe organization/location hosting| ¢ Did theybelievetheir voice would makea
theevent? difference?

o Weretheyinterestedn/affectedby theissue? ¢ Did theyhaveenough knowledg form an
opinion?

o Did theyfeeltheywould makeadifference? e Did theyfeel safeparticipating?

¢ Did theyconsideitheir potentialcontributiondo | ¢  Weretheir contributionsaffirmedandtaken
be ofvalue? seriously?

Figure 1. ExternalandinternalBarriersto Engagemen

Alternatively, externalbarriersprohibit individualsfrom enteringinto the public
dialogue.This could bewhetheror not theparticipanthadaccesgo transportatiorio theevent,
whethertheywereinterestedn the topicwhethertheytrustedto eventorganizers, or whether or
not theyreceivedaninvitation (Fungetal., 2004; Su, 2012)This studyconcernstself with
externalbarriers.It seekgo discover how partner organizatiocasemptto addresexternal

barriersthroughtheir recruitmentstrategies.



Accesdlo resourceservesasonebarrierto participation.The likelihood of public
participationis closelylinkedwith educatiorevel, socioeconomistatus(SES),andproximity to
socialnetworks(Ryfe & Stalsburg, 2010)0ften, disempoweredjroups havéessresources,
interestsandtime to engagen adeliberativeconversatior{fFung,2003), andasaresultaffluent
andeducatedndividualsaremorelikely to attendforumsthantheir marginalizedcounterparts
(Fung,2003;Petts,2008).Whendeliberativeeventsengagen voluntaryselfselection(i.e. the
eventis opento anyonewho would like to attend theattendeesendto bewealthy,educated,
andprofessiona(Fung,2003).

EducationlevelandSESarethoughtto impactparticipationbecauseheyincreasehe
communicativeskills individualsneedto engagen thesetypesof conversationgRyfe &
Stakburg, 2010)Additionally, deliberativeconversationgendto be longtermprocesses,
centerecaround discussiomndaskthatparticipantsaanalyzesignificantamounts ofnformation
(Petts,2008).As aresultof thesecosts,participatingin deliberativeforumscanbe
psychologicallyharmfulexperience$or disempoweredroupswhentheyresultin justtalk and
leadto noaction(Chen, 2014; Fungtal., 2004;Karpowitz& Raphael2014; Su, 2014).

Theexistingliteratureunderstandmanyof thebarriersthat preventdisempowered
groupsfrom participatingin deliberativeforums.However thesebarriersmaybe differentfor
XSPsthatpartnerwith deliberativegroupsto runforums.As aresult,this studyposes the
following researchguestion:

R1: Whatbarries doXSPsencountem engagingparticipantdn deliberativeevents?
Defining Stakeholdersin Deliber ative Systems

Conveners ofleliberativeforumsareofteninterestedn identifying andrecruiting

“stakeholders.’'Stakeholder theorgriginatesn businessnanagemertheoryasawayto



segmentanaudienceput hasbeenreadaptedor the purposes afeliberativerecruitment
(Kahaneetal., 2013).For deliberativeforums,thataudiencemostoften consistsof citizens.
Underthis conceptualizatiorll citizensin a communitynaybe considered stakeholders.
Alternatively, stakeholderefersto, “the representativef aformally constitutedgroupor
organizatiorthathasor is thoughtto have ecollectiveinterest,”(Kahaneetal., 2013, p. % This
definitionrefersto arepresentativef aformal group, howevethesegroupsmaybe diversen
the amount o$tructure purposemembershipdentity, andinterestdKahaneetal., 2013;
MacleanandBurgess2008; WolfandPutler,2002).

Whenit comesto identifying stakeholdergeliberativeand XSPsmayhavecompeting
valuessystemsandinterestsRecruitmenirganizationsnayidentify key stakeholderastarget
groupsto invite andsolicit engagemerfrom, but theytendto rely on establishechetworksto
recruitparticipantyKahaneetal., 2013). Organizationsiay use snowbakamplingto diversify
this original contactlist, butthesenewrecruitsmay bederivativeof the samenetworks Kahane
etal. cautionthatthis effort canhavedistinctbiaseq2013). Conenersmay choosdo invite
thosewho are,“consideredeasonableppento collaborationandlegitimatein broad public
terms,”which excludesadicalor alternativeparties(Kahane 2013, p. 1L Similarly, conveners
may chooseo invite well-establishedtakeholder groupsith anexistingpublic presence,
effectivelyexcludinglessconsolidated group¥&ahane 2013).

Eventheactof decidingwhat stakeholderaremostaffectedby anissuecanreflectthe
sociallyandpolitically positionedperspectivesf the convenerKahane2013). Forumsnay
seekto addressolistic goals,which affectthe populussa whole by reachingoutto all
individualsaffectedby event(Karpowitz & Raphael2014). Soméorumsintendto address

relationalgoals,which affecttherelationshipbetweenjust afew sectorsof the public When



convenersimto addresselationalgoals,recruitmentstrategiesion’t include theentire
community.Rather recruitmenteffortsfocus on thosepecificcommunitiesnostaffectedby the
issue(Karpowitz & Raphael2014).Within eachof thesesettingsthe nature of the problem
determineghelevel of inclusionandmethods ofecruitment.

Basedonthe potentialdifferencesan thewaysthatdeliberativeand XSPsidentify
stakeholderandperceivetheirrole in theprocessthis study poses the followingsearch
guestion:

R2:How do XSPsconceptualize stakeholdersa deliberativeprocess?

Strategies for Recruitment

Theapplicationof inclusive principlesanvaryin agivendeliberationgdepenehg on the
specificbarriersto inclusionandthegoalsof theprocessSimilar to recruitmentof participants
for astudy,recruitmentmethoddor aninclusivedeliberativeeventmayoccurin a number of
ways.To ensure a morgepresentativgroup ofparicipants,convenersnay makecertain
requirementshatnecessitatéhe participationof certaingroups or individualgn aforum. These
requirementgouldbein theform of, “quotas, proportionalepresentatiomeservedseatsand
overrepresentatiomm caseof fairly smallculturalgroupsto ensurehattheir voicesare
adequatehheard,”(Ryfe & Stalsburg, 2010, R0).

Selfselectionallows anyoneto participatethroughan openinvitation (Fung,2003;Ryfe
& Stalsburg, 2012), thougtonvener®ften place aspecialfocusonrecruitingunderrepresented
populationgKarpowitz & Raphael2014).This approachrelieson networkgo recruitfurther
participantghrough snowbalkampling(Ryfe & Stalsburg, 2012)n snowballsampling,

participantsareaskeduo recruit peoplefrom within their own networksto attendtheevent.



Invitation to theeventoccurs through procesof word-of-mouth.As aresult,self-selection
oftencreatethomogenougparticipantgroups(Ryfe & Stalsburg, 2012).

A randomselectionattemptdo diversify the pooby recruitinganaudiencehatwill
reflectthedemographicef thewider population While convenersnayactivelyrecruita
representativeample participantswill still chooseo attendandmaybe constrainedy barriers
of time, resourcesandinterest(Fung,2003;Ryfe & Stalsburg, 2012). Moreovewithin a
representativéorum disenpoweredgroupsmayfind themselvessolatedbecausef their
relative positionto themajority (Fung,Young, & Mansbridge, 200&arpowitz & Raphael,
2014).

Alternatively,convenersnay employanelectionmethodwhereina population votefor
representativewithin adeliberativeprocessThis processanbevaluablefor engaging
gatekeeperfPetts,2008).Gatekeeperaresignificantfigureswithin a communitywho can
communicaten andoutside of the community connectindividualswho manynothave
resource$o participatein adeliberativeforum (Petts,2008).However,anelectionmethodmay
be dominatedby individualswith moremoney time, andresourcegRyfe & Stalsburg, 2012).
While eachof thesemethodshassignificantbenefitsanddrawbacksthis studyfocuseson one
methodin particular:purposivesampling.

Therearetwo mainmethods of purposiveampling:thestakeholdemodelandtargeted
recruitmentRyfe & Stalsburg, 2012)Within the stakeholder modalpnvenersdentify a
number of groups adentitieswith avestednterestin agivenissue(Ryfe & Stalsburg, 2012).
Representativesom eachof thesegroupsareaskedo attendthedeliberativeeventandspeak
on behalfof their community(Ryfe & Stalsburg, 2012)Alternatively,thetargetedecruitment

(or affirmative action)approachdentifiesparticularidentitiesthatmay not naturallyself-select
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into aprocessandaimsto recruitthemfor aprocesgFung,2003;Ryfe & Stalsburg, 2012)This
mayincludereachingoutto local media,grasroots,advocacypr non{profit agencieso access
individuals.Within eithermethod XSPsarecrucial partneran gatheringdiverseand
representativ@articipant groups.

Particularlyin thecaseof purposivesampling,convenersnust focus ometwork
comections Oftenrecruitersuse networlbasedstrategieso gatherparticipantsrom multiple
targetgroups(Ryfe & Stalsburg, 2010) /@ximity to agivensocialnetworkincreaseshe
chanceof someongarticipatingsimply becaseit increasesheyaremorelikely to getan
invitation (Ryfe & Stalsburg, 2010)}dowever,workingwith leadersandvolunteersn
organizationghathaveaccesgo othernewanddifferentnetworkshasonly shownto be
effectivesometimegRyfe & Stalsburg, 2010)-or example some esearchasfoundthatthisis
aneffectiverecruitmenttool with manydemographicswith theexceptionof Hispanic
populationgFung& Lee,2008; Funglee, & Harbage2008;Esterling,Fung,& Lee,2011).

Onestrategythathasbeenshownto successfullyengage longerm communitymembers
with little to no priorcivic participationis a bottom uplesign(i.e. ParticipatoryBudgeting)(Su,
2014). Bottom uprocessesmclude communitynembersn designinghe processratherthan
having peoplen leadershp positionsdeterminevho should benvitedto participate(Su,2014).
Local communitymembersareaskedo identify key stakeholder$or targetoutreachoy
recruiters.Thesecommunitymembersnayidentify key groupsthata top-down approach would
miss.Forum convenerfiavebeenableto aggregateritical masse®f disempowered individuals
by workingwith suchvoluntaryassociationso recruitparticipantyKahaneetal., 2013;

Karpowitz & Raphael2014).

11



Asidefrom recruitingspecificpopulationdbecauseesourcesuchastime and
transportatiorcanaffectparticipation(Karpowitz & Raphael2014),recruitersmayattemptto
persuadgarticipantdo attendby reducingthematerialandsymboliccostsof participating.
Accordingto Karpowitz & Raphael2014),decreasingostsmayinclude,“providing
backgroundnaterialsabout thassuesprovidingtranslationservicespayingstipendgo
participantsandthelike,” (p. 91). Disempoweredjroupsaremorelikely to participatewhen
thesepotentialcostsdecreas@and/or the possiblewardsncreasgStromerGalley, 2007).For
example pffering transportatiorio aneventmay helpto reducethe costsof attending dorum.

Finally, therewardsof attendingncreasavhendeliberativeparticipantshave adirect
impact onfinal decisionsratherthananadvisoryrole (Karpowitz & Raphael2014; Su, 2014).
In anadvisoryrole, participantsvould offer their opinionandpolicymakerswvould takethis
opinioninto accountwwhenmaking thdinal decision However,policymakes have ndormal
responsibilityto enacttherecommendegroposal. Asenseof efficacyincreasesvhen
participantsamendor determineuture public policyasaresultof their deliberation(Fung,
2003).Participantsmay bemorelikely to engagevhenthe ewardsof theprocesgesultin
public action.

Theexistingliteratureclearlyidentifiesmanyof thebarriersto participationfor minority
groups. Additionallyjt hasidentified manyof the tools conveners useaddresshesebarriers.
Thecurrentresearctevengoessofar asto understand some of the reasarig/ convenersnay
avoidengagingn activerecruitingpracticesor minority participantsHowever,manyof these
findingsarebasedon a lenghatassumeshatrecruitersarepartof deliberativeorganizations

with deliberativevalues.However,whenXSPsareinvolvedin recruitmenttheir valuesystems
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mayimpacttheir recruitmentimethodsthereforempactingtheresultsof the deliberationAs
such,this study poses the followingsearchguestions:
R3: Whatstrategieslo XSPsuseto engageparticipantsan deliberativeevents?

Methods

This studyevaluatedecruitmentstrategie®f organizationshatpartnerwith the CSU
Centerfor PublicDeliberationto conductdeliberativeforums.The CSU Centerfor Public
Deliberation(CPD)servesasanimpartialresourcdo the northern Colorado community.
Working with studentgrainedin small groupfacilitation, the CPD assistdocal government,
school boardsandcommunity organizationsy researchingssuesanddeveloping useful
backgroundnmaterial,andthendesignsfacilitates,andreportson innovative publievents.The
studyutilized informational interviewswith partnersvho havepreviously workedvith the
Centerfor PublicDeliberationto conductdeliberativeconversationQualitativedatawas
collectedthrough 10nterviewswith representativeBom partnerorganizations. Organizations
consist of community groufdse. government, noprofit) who areactivein engagingand
enactingpublic solutionsfor community problemd-or example the Centerfor Public
Deliberationhaspreviouslypartneredwvith thestaff from theCity of Fort Collins neighborhood
departmentthe Fort Collins SeniorCenterandUnited Way of Larimer County. Interview
participarts werememberf organizationsvho participatedn the planningprocessof a
deliberativeeventin conjunctionwith the Centerfor PublicDeliberation.Theinterviewstook
between30-60 minutesin length.Theywereconductedver the phone an person anavere
audiorecordedParticipantsvereaskedo describe theecruitmentgoalsof their event,
challengeghey encountereith recruitmentandthe strategiegheyusedto recruitparticipants

(seeAppendixfor completeinterview questionnaire.).
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A groundedheoreticalapproactwastakento analyzethequalitativedatafrom
interviews.Groundedheoreticakinalysisusesqualitativedataandan inductiveprocesgo
generateelevantfindings(Corbin& Strauss1990;Charmaz,1990).Message&rom the
gualitative dataarecodedthrough a process of memoi(@hamaz,1990).Thesecodesarethen
analyzedor overarchinghemeswithin asample(Chamaz1990). Through thprocessof
writing, theresearchefurtherrefinesthesethemegChamaz,1990).

Centralto this theoreticalapproacharethe philosophicalenetshatphenomenare
continuouslychangingandthatcontraryto determinismjndividual actorshave the agenan
their own lives to changetheir conditions(Corbin & Strauss;1990).Utilizing this apprachshed
light onto therelationshipbetweenXSPsandpurposiverecruitmentoy acknowledging the
deliberativeforum’s locationwithin alargerdeliberativesystem Deliberativesystemtheory
acknowledgeshefluidity of actorswithin thedeliberativeprocessandviewstheir functionas
contingent uponheir relationalpartnergMansbridgeet al., 2012).Relyingon grounded theory
allowedtheresearcheto inductively explore thevay non-deliberativepartner organizations
conceptualizestakeholderandhow thisimpactsthestrategiegsheyemployfor participant
recruitment.

Results
Barriers

RQ1askedwhatbarriersXSPsencounteredh recruitingparticipantsThe barriersthat
partneradentified reflectedtheexistingresearcton barriersto participationin deliberative
forums.Whenreferringto challengeshatpartnerdacedin participation,intervieweegeferredto
overarchingparriersto participationor barriersto recruitingaspecificstakeholdef(i.e.

businessesHowever,partnergarelyreferencedpecificbarriersto engaginglisempowereor

14



minority populations untithesepopulationsverereferencedy theresearchein aninterview
guestion.Thebarriersthatpartnerdgdentifiedfell within threecategoriesmaterialcostsof
participation limitations of outreachandtheperceptionof participation.

Material costs of participation. Whenpartnersspoke about thematerialcostsof
participationtheyidentifiedresourceshatweremissingthatin turn preventedgarticipantfrom
attending dorum. Intervieweegrimarily identifiedtime andthelocationin conjunctionwith a
lack of transportationMany of thematerialcostsin theliteraturewerenotidentifiedhere,
including, but notimited to, childcare financialincentivesmaterialsto increase&knowledgeof
the topic,andaccesgor multiple languages.

Thematerialcostof time wasreferencedn a number ofvays.Timing couldreferto the
amount oftime anindividual would haveo committo be apartof theprocessThiswas
referencedn a day-longeventthatwasspecificallytargetedat engagingousiness professionals.
Theconvenernf theprocesseflectedthatnexttime they wouldmakethe processavailable
through aseriesof shortereventshatwould accommodatbusinessvork schedule$etter.
Timing couldalsoreferto the schedulingf the evenaandwhetherit couldeasilybeincorporated
into work, family, andrecreationakchedule®f potentialparticipantsOften, thetime thatthe
eventwasscheduledhegativelyimpacteda key stakeholderegardles®f whentheeventwas
scheduledFor example aneventthatwasplanned during thdayallowedstudentgo attend but
madeit difficult for working professionalt participate Alternatively, onepartnercited her
personalperspeate in trying to understanavhy youth wouldn’t bdikely to attendanevening
event:

Honestly,whenl| wasyounger, do/ou wantto goto a nightmeeting?.et’s be honestSo

| think theway thatwe engage youthasgotto evolve, | thinkit is evolving, but | think a

two-anda-half-hournight meetingcertainlywouldn’t havebeensomethinghat! would
have done omy Wednesday night, avhatevemight of theweekit was.

15



Commentdike theseindicatedthatthetiming of theeventmayhavepreventedtertain
demographic groupisom engagingn anevent.

Partnerslescribedssuesaround thdocationof theeventthrough a coupldifferent
lensesln onecasethepartnemrecognizedhe overimpactthatdistanceplayedin recruiting
low-incomeparticipantgo theevent.Hostedin amorerural location, low-incomeesidentavere
locatedlesscentrallyto the primary community.This wasrecognizedassomethinghatwould
havepreventedhemfrom beingableto attend.In anothersituation,thelocationwasamateral
costbecausef lack of availableparking surrounding theenue.Shesaid:

It's hardfor off campuspeopleto really cometo campushecausef parkingissuesor

they justfeel unfamiliar,sothey don’tfeel comfortable doingt. Sol know thatwe talked

about wantingo getcommunitymembersputwe alsorealizedthatthereweresome

inherentlimitations,becausét wasoncampusandduring theday.
Locatedon acampusstudentsandfaculty hadeasyaccesgo parkingandtransportationThe
partnersuggestedhatoffering free parkingpassegould be onevayto enablecommunity
membersoutside of the campuse participate Lastly, partnerdgdentifiedthatalack of
transportatiorio theeventwasabarrier.If potential participantsdid not have &aror accesgo a
busbetweercertainhours,attendancevould becomemoredifficult. However,whenattempting
to recruitlow-income seniorwith avariety of ability needspnepartnerattemptedo provide
transportation. She fourtatoffering transporation hadlittle impacton recruitingthesevoices.

The responsés interview questions cannekplainwhy apartnemrmay not have
identified othermaterialcoststo participation.Rather this study could onlydentify thatthere
wereother keybarriersthatpartnersdidn’t bring up duringinterviews.

Limitations of outreach. Partnersoftensaidthatparticipantssimply did nothearabout

theeventandthatresultedn their not attending.
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Thefirst reasorthis could haveoccurredwasbecaus®f thelimited resource®f the
partnerto recruitparticipantsWith theexceptionof afew interviews,mostpartnergeportedthat
their budgetfor theeventconsistef moneydor the roomandfood at theevent.Whenasked
whetherthe XSP hadadedicatedbudget for the event, one partnanswered;We did not have
one.We hadalittle bit of supporfrom a[healthcommunity investmergrant]. Thatcoveredthe
costof meetingroomsandfood.” Funding outside dhesecostswasoftenallocatedfor staff
time to dedicatehoursto recruitmentandfor print materials As is seenin the upcoming
strategiesection thisresultedn partnerautilizing the mostostefficient, accessibleand
immediatestrategiegor recruitmentFor example one partnebeganby engagng the
individualswho wereclosesto theissueat hand ,because¢heyalreadyhadaninvestednterest
andwereeasyto engageAs time wenton, they expandettheir network ofparticipantshrough a
continuousgrocesf snowballrecruitment Eventuallytheyidentifiedkey sectorghatthey
neededo find representativem. However,eachof theserepresentativegerein someway
connectedo theoriginal conveners via relationshipBhis strategyworkedin responseo the
barrierof resourceshatoccurredduring thenitial planningandmadeuse ofavailable
relationshipdor efficientrecruitment.

Per ceptions of participation. Partnersalsoattributedalack of participationto beliefs
theyhadabout how potentigarticipantsviewedtheforums.In paticular, they mentionedvays
thatthe participants'senseof efficacy, interestandneedto mitigaterisks affectedtheir
attendanceTheword attributeis specificallyusedhere becaus®ftentimesintervieweeslid not
have aspecificbehaviorfrom unwilling participantgo supporthesebeliefs.Ratherthesewere

conjectureshatintervieweesnadeabout thattitudesof folks thatdid not show upo events.
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Somepartnerdelt potentialparticipantdearedthat the public conversation would
becometoo contentious and thus they avoiadthttheyperceivedo bepolarizedconversations.
In a conversation arouridcal food regulation, one partnebservedhatmembersof
governmental organizationgereafraidthattheprocessvould be too polarizeth favor of
regulationor opposedo regulation.This observatiorwasspecificto the contextof the topic.
This hadbeenanissuethatwasconsistentlydebatedn the communityandthe keypartieswere
well-establishedHowever therewerealsotimesthat partnes attributeda lack of participationto
asimilar fear,eventhoughtherewasn’taspecificfearof polarizationbetweertwo parties.One
partnerconjectured:

| sometimesvonderif onthesetopicsthatwe’re bringingup,thatcanhave a polarizing

nature,f peoplearejustfearful of having uncomfortable conversatioifsthey'venever

been they don’t know howt's managedandtheythinkit's goingto be thisdebate
situation.Theirlack of familiarity with theprocessandthe tonenaykeepthemaway.
In this situation,thepartnerassessethatagenerareticenceo participatein conversationghat
couldresultin conflict or theneedto engagewith opposing viewpoints made peopiewilling to
show up.In somecasesintervieweesommentedn an ovelarchingculturethatmadepeople
lessandlesswilling to engagen theseconversations.

Intervieweedlidn’t use thevord efficacy, but theydescribedabeliefthatdisempowered
groups did noattendbecausehey did noseethemselvessanessentiapat of theprocessor
felt the process would nogsultin realaction.On partnerarguedthatherprocessvassuccessful,
becauseheytook efficacyinto account;’l think there’snothingthatbothers adultsnorethan
beingaskedtheir opinionandseeingit absolutely ignoredlhe conversatiomashelpful for our

community, but thevenbiggerpartwasthattheywereableto see-- you saidyou wereunhappy

with theway thingsareregulatedwe’re goingto go aboutchangingthat.” Herethe partnerputs
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a highvalueonactionresultingfrom aprocessSheargueghatalack of actionwould have
preventedgarticipantdrom attending dorum.

In additionto alack of efficacy,someXSPsfelt that potentialparticipantssimply didn’t
have a significaninterestin the conversatiorOnepartnerexplainedthat:

In generalhumansarefunny people. Peopleally aren’tthatinterestedn participating

in the topic they didn’t comi talk about.Soeventhoughwe try andtry andtry to geta
differentvoicethere,peoplereally aren’tthatinterestedn participatingat thatlevel.

This commenteflectshow alack of interestcanaffectparticipation.Intervieweedelt that
peoplein the communityho hadbeenraisedto believethattheir voicewasanimportantpart of
the processaandsawrepresentationsf similar individuals modelinglemocratidoehaviorsvere
morelikely to participate Alternatively,therewerepopulationsdentifiedthatintervieweedelt
wouldn’t seethemselvessacitizenor expertif asked Accordingto oneintervieweethis
included thd_atinx communityandlow income folks.

Stakeholders

RQ2askedhow XSPsconceptualizedtakeholders adeliberativeprocessThewayin
which organizationgonceptualizedtakeholdersanbe understoodithin two frames.Thefirst
is how theydescribedhe stakeholders theymedto segmenandrecruit. Thesestrategieslign
with aLadderof Engagement modeThe secondconceptualizatiomsesthe BennetModel for
Cultural Competencio understand thevay in which partnersdescribedengaginglisempowered
groups.

Ladder of Engagement. Partnerglescribedheir goalsfor recruitmentn away that
oftentimesreflecteda Ladder oEngagementodel. This modeldescribes;the differentstages
peoplego throughto become stakeholdersghdis basedff asimilar business modealledthe
marketingfunnel thedescribegheway thatindividuals move towardseingconsumers of a

product(Kanter& DelahayePaine,2012, p. 78 The marketingfunneltraditionallyusesfour
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stagesawarenessnterest,desireaction(Kanter& DelahayePaine,2012).Similarly, the
Ladderof Engagementoves through 6tepsfrom observingo leadershigKanter& Delahaye

Paine,2012).
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Figure 2. KanerModel (2007)

The Ladder of Engagemediffers from acitizen model of stakeholdedentification,
becausén theformermodel stakeholde@enot pre-existing.Rather,stakeholderare
constitutedhrough gorocesof engagementVithin theKaner(2007)modelof engagment,
individuals have opportunitigs interactwith the processat multiple stagesanddoes not require
thattheyparticipatein everystage.This modelalsoputsemphasi®n theprocesf decision
making,ratherthanthe development of key stakeholdefFhefollowing tablesummarizeshe
keydifferences.

Whenpartnerdalkedabout stakeholders, thegscribedhestrategiesheyusedin ways
thatcorrespondo thestrategiesn the ladder of engagemektanterandDelahayePaine(2012)
explainthat, “the strategybehind using éadderof engagemens thatan organizatioremploys

tactics—messaginggontentandchannels—targetedo audiencesat eachrung oftheladdeft (p.
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84). Throughouinterviews,partnerslescribedstrategiesisedto engagestakeholdersat the

lowestrungs(awarenessandthehighestrungs(action).

Ladder of Engagement Deliberative Stakeholder Per spective

Communitymembersarecapalte of making
decisiondor themselvesndmaygenerate
solutionsthatexpertswouldn’t.

Thedesiredactionis pre-determinedrom the
beginning.

Themoreyou become involved, theoreyou
becomeakey stakeholder. Thoseho have
moreagencyto createchangearehigher up

on theladder.

Everyonewho’s affectedby theissueis a
stakeholdeandshouldhavethe opportunity
to meaningfullyimpacttheprocess.

The Diamond ofParticipationllustratesthe
longtermprocesf comingto a decision.
Stakeholdersnaynot be gartof everystep
of the conversation, batrestill important
contributors.

As alinearmodel, theobjectiveis to getmore
people up the ladder towardstion.

Figure 3. Perspectivesn Stakeholder:

Whenpartnerssoughtto targetaudience$or awarenessheydescribedhe participants
aspeoplewho hadnotyetrecognizedhemselvessstakeholderd-or example oneinterviewee
said,“Really we wantedto getpeoplewho didn’t knowanythingabout humarrafficking into
those roomsothatthey couldgetsomebasicinformationandespeciallylet themknowthatthis
wasa problemn Fort Collins andnot justoverseas...Thisintervieweespecificallyreferenced
participantswith low levelsof knowledgeandinvestmenin theissue.There’'salsoadirectional
componento theidentificationof this stakeholder grouBy describingthegoal of theforum as
increasingawarenesandimmediacyto theissue theintervieweendicateshataprimarygoalis
to move the stakeholdémom awarenesto action.

In anotherforum, a partnerecognizedhattheycurrentlyhada number of groupsho
weremoresignificantlyinvestedn theissueandwerehigher up on thé&adderof engagementn

this case sheconceptualizedtey stakeholderasthosewho wereunawareof theissue.Shesaid,
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“The peoplewho have asignificantstakewe do not have &ardtime hearingfrom, soreally the
overarchinggoalandpurpose othesetypesof forumsis to getthe othewoices,peoplewho
have alifferentsignificantstakeor maynotrealizethey have atake. This statementeflectsa
similar progression towards becomingtakeholderln this descriptionanindividualis unable
to be a stakeholder until understand ithpactof theissueontheir ownlives.

Alternatively,therewerepartnerghatspecificallyidentified strategieso engage
stakeholdersat theactionendof the modelHowever their conceptualizatiouliffers in some
waysfrom thetraditionalLadderof Engagementecauséheyoftenidentified stakeholdersvho
were in actionorientedpositionsratherthanfosteractionorientedbehaviorsn stakeholdersvho
werealreadyinvolved.In onecase:

Thegoaltherewasto really focus ongettingcommunityleaderdo cometo theevent.We

felt like we’d done a lotwith previousforumsin attractingolderadultsthemselveso

give input aboutheir needsanddesiredor thefuture,sothis wasmoreabouttrying to
getthe communityeaderdsn the roonmto really talk aboutwhat[the] countywill look
like in thefutureandthat’s alwaysa bitmorechallenging.
The partneridentifiesthat older adultsvereasignificantstakeholdewith aninvestednterestin
the topic, butecognizedhatadifferentstakeholdewasnecessaryor theactionrungof the
ladder.In this forum, the XSPfelt theneedto engagecommunityleadersat theawarenessung
of theladderto encouragéghemto buyin to theprocess.

While deliberativetheorists havéaid out differentethicalandlogisticalimperativesor
inclusion,there’sadifferentdriverfor recruitmenteffortsfor manyof theseXSPs.Fromtheir
perspectiveaforumis a toolthathelpsthemmovetowardschangeln orderto move towards
thatgoal,theyimplementrecruitmentstrategieshataredrivenby thedifferentphasesn the

ladderof engagementVhenaforum aimsto build awarenessf theissue they use voluntary

recruitmentandtargetindividualswho don’t currentlyknow muchabout thassue After these
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stakeholdertiavebeenconstitutedandtheir investmenincreasestheyengageadditional
stakeholdersvho carryalargercapacityto enactchangeThis linear procesdiffers significantly
from adeliberativeapproactthatnecessitatesclusion on théasisthateveryone shoultave
theright to representhemselvesindtheideathatdecisionsaremorewidely adoptedvhenthe
decisionmakingprocesss fair.

Cultural Competency. Bennett'sdevelopmentaiodel ofinterculturalsensitivityalso
provides drameworkfor understanding responsiesm partnerg1986).This framework
identifiessix keystagesn anindividual's processowardsculturalcompetencedenial,defense,
minimization,acceptanceadaptationandintegration.Bennett’'smodel workgo explainwhy
some individual@reableto interactcrossculturally quite easily,while othersfacedifficulties.
Thefirst threestagesareconsiderethnocentricwhereone’sown culture remainscentralto the
way in which anindividual understands thveorld. In thelastthreestagesindividuals move
towardsanethnorelativeunderstanding of cultureherean individual understands his/hewn
beliefs,attitudesandvaluesto be,“oneorganizationof reality amongmanyviable possibilities”

(Bennett,2004, p.1).
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Figure 4. Bennett'sModel ofInterculturalSensitivity (1986)

This model helpgo explainreasonsvhy deliberativeconvenersometimedail to recruit
participantan waysthatmeetthedeliberativeimperativefor inclusion.Briand statesthat
deliberativeprocesseshould‘demonstrateequalconcernandrespecfor all citizensby ensuring
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thattheyhavea meaningful opportunitip participatein this processaandto havetheir needs,
concernsandinterestaunderstoodndappreciatedy their fellows,” (1999, p. 75)While many
conveners understand ttieoreticaimportanceof inclusionto thedeliberativeprocesdor
ethicalandlogistical reasonstheir ability to practicallyimplementthis tenetmay be affectedby
ability to communcatecrossculturally. The XSPsrelativesuccessat including disempowered
groupsin deliberativeforumscanbe understood usirBennett’'smodel ofintercultural
sensitivity.Interviewsreflectedthatmanypartnerdell within theminimizationandacceptane
stagesandin turn achievedimited succes#n recruitingdisempowere@roups.

Within theminimizationof differencestage individualsemphasizéhecommonalities
betweendifferentgroupsratherthanacknowledging thdifferencesn valuesystemsandcultural
patterngBennett,1986).By focusing on thesimilarities,thosein theminimizing stageavoid
makingadaptationsn crossculturalscenariosMostsignificantly,intervieweesarely mentioned
disempowered@roupswhenaskedabouttheir recruitmen goalsfor theeventor their key
stakeholderdntervieweesnost commonlyproachedhe topicwhenaskedwhatstrategieghey
usedto engageadisempoweredjroups.This reflectedatendencyfor plannerdo focustheir
strategien culturally normativestaleholderspftentimeswithout thinking abouit. In response
the question oflisempoweredroups, onéntervieweesaid,”l don't thinkthatwe thoughtthat
far aheadjf I'm honest."This minimizationcouldalsooccurby lackingameasuremenbol that
couldtrackthis outcome,’By eyeballingthe roomit wasclearthatwe hadcommunitymembers
andstudents, buive did notcollectinformationaboutrace,gendersexuality...”While
minimizationresultedn alack of specificstrategiesor recruitmentthesepatnersalsomade

statementshatreflectedtheacceptancstage.
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In theacceptancstage peoplerecognizethe culturaldifferencesetweenpeople While
theymay exhibit curiosity towards oth@ultures,they do noexpressaagreemenor preference
for dternativevalues(Bennett, 2011)In this stage individualsrecognizadifference butlack
specifictoolsfor adaptingo difference.Thiswasembodiedn the followingcomment:

| think thatthegeneralpublic, we needto invite themto aspacewherethey canactively

engageandfeel like they’remakingadifference,andwe’re still in theprocesof creating

thatspacelt’s notthatthe value oftheir participationwasn’trecognizedit justwasn’t

theright spacdor themto feel valued,andrecognize, andconnected.
This processvasinvite-only for communityleadersHeretheyrecognizetherelativeimportance
of engagingdiverse stakeholders; however, tliely ill -equippedo adapttheir forum spaceo
the needsof thiscommunity.Thisillustratestheway in which intervieweesacknowledgedhat
differentcultural groups wouldcheeddifferentthingsfrom a discussiospaceHowever,no
specificactionwastakento adaptthatspaceo diverseneedsin anotherexample apartner
recognizedheimportance of includingdiversegroups, butaninto difficulties whenattempting
to putthisinto action.In regardgo engagingdiverse groups steaid,

Thatwasimportantto me. | believel reachedout] to [the founder of datinix cultural

museumjandl reachedutto [the Vice Presidentor Diversity] oncampusand[the Vice

Presidenfor StudentAffairs] butthatis sucha minorway of trying to reachout,andlI’'m

alwaysvery, very, very frustrated...buthis is a bigconcernof mine.
Throughouthis commen, thespeakeemphasizeghe value omultiple culturesbeingat the
table.Shealsoacknowledgethathertoolsfor engagingcrossculturally wereinsufficient.

In additionto reflectingthedifferentstagespnepartnendentifiedthewayin which the
movemenfrom one stagéo anotheris a continuouprocessShesaid:

Thesethings evolveAt first you're justtrying to figure out howto includedifferent

people’svoices.Like how dowe askquestionghataregoingto engenderrealdialogue.

And then, nothatyou havethatfigured out, butyou havethatenoughfigured out. Then

you startsaying,who’sin the room“.ike there’ssortof anaturalevolutionto these

processes acommunity.l think eachcommunityis goingto go throughtheir own path
onthis.

25



Sheidentifiesthataspartnerorganizationadaptto thedeliberativeprocesschangeswill occur
incrementally. Sheargueghat makingculturaladaptationgomesasasecondarytepto
engaging normative groupsdeliberativeconversations.

Strategies

RQ3askedwhatstrategies<SPsemployedo recruitparticipantdor deliberativeevents.
Thestrategieemployedcanbecategorizednto threedistinct methodsmarketing,networking,
anddesigning.

Marketing. Whenaskedto describehemethalsusedto recruitparticipants,
intervieweedirst describedheir marketingtechniquesMarketingtechniquegncompass
strategieshatsoughtto promote theeventby conveying anessageo their targetaudience.
Thesestrategiesncluded the following:

Email

Posters

Flyers
Newspapendvertisements
Newspapeeditorial
Radioadvertisements
Word-of-mouth

T-shirts
Sidewalkchalkadvertisements
Presgelease
Sponsorshipackage

With theexceptionof afew partnersmarketingeffortswerelargelylimited to marketing
strategieshatwouldn’t havea costassociatedtherthanstafftime. Whenaskedf therewasa
budgetassociateavith theforum, stafftime, roomrental,andfood for the eveniverethe most
common budgepriorities. To help supplement budgetpartnerssought thdinancial support of
organizations odepartmentshatwerecloselylinkedto theevent.For example partners

receivedfundsfrom student groupghe Centerfor PublicDeliberation,or adjustedine itemsin
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their currentgenerabudgeto fund theevent.The exceptiornto this modelwasan organization
thatwasconducting a longerm, regionalprocesgshatincorporatednultiple forumsover a
decadeandresutedin a partnership aiultiple organizations.

Throughoutdifferentforums, thanarketingwasdirectedat one ortwo specificaudiences
to engagaunderrepresentegroups.n onecasethe partnemadethe eventinvite-only to insure
thattheywereableto meetquotador stakeholdershathadbeenpreviouslymissingin the
discussionThis alsoallowedthepartnerto limit the number ofstakeholdersvho would
ordinarily arrive voluntarily simply because¢heyhadasignificantstakein theissueandthe
greatestresourcegor attendingBy extendingan openinvitation to thosewho would voluntarily
attend,convenersvouldrisk havingan over+epresentationf justthis one kind of stakeholder.
Alternatively,anotheiXSP alteredtheir forum ratherthanattemptingo markettheir event
towardtraditionally underrepresented populatiohkere, theforumwasdesignedo be
representativef their targetpopulation because¢heyexpectedertaindisempowered groups
would be unlikelyto attend.In placeof membersf disempoweredjroups, theartnerinsured
thatavariety of nonprofitserviceproviders would b& attendanceéo representheperspectives
of their disempoweredlientele.

Networking. Eachpartner’'soutreachwascontingent upotheir pre-existingnetwork at
the outset ofecruitmentMultiple intervieweesattributedtheir succes®r failure to meet
recruitmentgoalsto thesocialnetwork ofthe planningcommitteeln a contentious discussion
aroundlocal food, one partneattributedher unique position aggmploymento herability to
bridgepolarizedgroups. Employedby an educationainstitution, shehadpreviouslyestablished
relationshipawithin county governmerdandagriculture eventhough theéwo weretraditionally

atodds. Sheaid:
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| think that's howwe got the county peoplandtheagriculturetogetherTheydon’t

usuallyencounteeachother [otherthanwhenoneis trying to regulatethe other. | think

thatbecausextensions well-regardedn bothrealmswe wereableto getbothto the

table...Wewerethetype of commonthread.
This partnerdescribes bridgingrelationshipthatenabledhe participationof two opposing
groups. Putnamefersto thesenetworktiesassocialcapital(Putnam, 1993)n particular,
individualsmayexperiencéridging or bondingcapital.Bondingcapitalexistsbetweersocially
homogenous group$his could bewithin aworkplace,a neighborhood, or @ultural group.
Alternatively, bridging capitaloccurswhenindividuals build relationshipgith differentgroups.
In this case the XSP hadexistingsocialcapitalwith two oppositional groupandusedtheir
capitalto bridgetiesacrosghose groups.

Formanygroupsthis kind of foundatiorwasnot presentin oneinterview, the partner
wasableto identify thewaysthatrelationshipsaffectedoutcomes throughoumultiple stageof
theprocessEarly on, thepartnerhadmanyrelationshipsvith the senior community biiadfew
relationshipswith business owner§Vhile inviteswereinitially deliveredto the business
community, theeffort largelyfailed. Sincethis partnerworked onmultiple forums over the
following decaderelationshipsverebuilt overtime andproduced a morsuccessfuturn out
yearslater.Building relationshipgsequiredone-on-oneneetingswith busnessowners:

Theotherthingis, we actuallywentandmetoneon onewith key peoplen the

communitythatwe wantedto bemoreinvolved.Like we metwith the president of the

Chambemnf Commercefor example andaskedhim to publicizeby emailto his

members.

Partnersof theprocessalsorecruitedarespectedusinesseaderto write aneditorialarticlein
thelocal newspapeto establishcredibility with thelargercommunity.In this case the XSPused

the busineskader’sreputationto createbridging capitalon alargerscale Ratherthan

developing relationships ori®~one,the editorial allowedthemto significantlyincreaseheir
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bridgingcapitalby making usef the busineskaderdondingcapitalwith other business
owners.

Theimportanceof networkrelationships couldlsobeseenn the groupshatendedup
participatingin theevent.Despiteadesireto have theentirecountyrepresenteth oneforum,
one partnereportedthattheparticipantdargelyreflectedthe geographic netwoties of
conveners:

A lot of the organizationgendto belocatedin Fort Collins, evenif theyrepresenthe

county.It’'s alwayseasyto getpeoplein Fort Collins involved.Leveraginghat network

is easybecausé think a lot of the partnershipembersarein Fort Collins, their network
tiestendto be strongethere.SogettingLoveland or otheplacesinvolvedis more
phallengingbecausq'ou’re looking at the outettayersof your networklt's alwaysan
issue.
This partnerobserved that not only did convieg partnerseedto havenetworkrelationships,
but thestrengthof thoseties determinechow effectivetheir recruitmenteffortswere. This
examplereflectstheimportanceof bondingcapitalin determiningwhois likely to attendan
event.The bondingrelationshipsthatalreadyexistedwithin geographicalocationsnaturally
swayedthe eventualparticipant turnout.

Partneroverallwereableto accessnetworkof the communityhatthe Centerfor
PublicDeliberationwould not beableto reachonits own. Partnergelied on theexisting
networks theyveretappednto, whetherthatwasin termsof their contactlists, location, or
formal organizationapartnersin orderto reachadditional stakeholderpartnersaccessed
alternativenetworksbasedon ther professional or personal relationshiper examplea partner
may notwork directly with transportation, but knew someonbo workedon a transportation
board orcommissionn thecity. Whenpartnersdid not have airectpersonakonnection,

sometimegheyattemptedo contacta prominenfigure within thatstakeholdegroup.When

attemptingto engagaldisempoweregbeople of color, onpartnercontactedheVice Presidenfor
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Diversity andVice Presidenfor StudentAffairs at the universityHowever,partnersreported
thattheseeffortsto contactprominent individualsarelyled to successn recruiting
disempowere@roups Within thiscommentthepartnerassessethis strategyasineffective,but
alsoemphasizetheimportanceThis indicateshataninability to recruitdisempowere@roups
maybe aresultof alack of network connectionsatherthanalack of intereston thepartof
partners.

Designing. Partnersndicatedthatdesigncontributedo their ability to recruitcertain
participantseven thoughit wasrarelyidentifiedasa primarystrategy Designingrefersto the
way theeventstructurewasplannedn aneffort to attractspecificparticipantdo attend.Partners
implementediesignrecruitmentwhentherewasasignificantstakeholdethatwasunlikely to
attendtheevent,becausealack of interesttrust, or efficacyaround therocess.

Oneeventsoughtto gatherinput on a number of communiigsueshatwerein needof
future action.Ratherthanhostinganindividual forumfor eachtopic, theeventwasdesignedo
gatherinput onthreedifferenttopicsat once:

We sortof intentionallyjuxtaposelifferentissuesogethetto getpeople thaaremore

interestedn somethingelseto comeandlearnmoreabout oursSinceit wasstill in the

earlystageswhatwe did waswe collecteddemographicataat eachstagein thegame—

| can’tsaywe expectedhiswidely diverse group of peopte cometo the[forum], but

we thoughtwe’d getmore[than]if [we] just did asingleissuetopic. Sowe wantedto

collectdatasowe could knowwho aregetting,who arewe notgetting?
Partneremployedhis designto diversifythe stakeholdergpresenfor eachdiscussionThey
anticipatedhat communitymemberswith the strongestestednterestin eachtopic wouldarrive
attheevent.ldeally, thesestakeholders would not onparticipatein the discussion arourtbeir
centraltopic, but wouldalsoengagen discussions about other community topRartnershoped

thatthrough discussion some commurmitgmberswould recognizethattheissuedid affect

themandwould subsequently becornmevestedn theissue evenif theyweren’tyetinvested
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enoughto activelychooséo join in conversations on the topior example oneforum asked
participantgo discuss howio regulateshorttermrentals(STRs)(i.e. Airbnb). Partnersexpected
thatowners ofSTRswould attend because¢heyhadaninterestin protectingtheir business.
However,neighbors o6STRIocations would béesslikely to attend(unless theynadalready
experienceaonflict), becauseheywould be unlikelyto think about the issue untilaffected
them.By designing the eventith threecentraltopics,someonavho did notown a STRwould
alsopatrticipatein the discussiobecaus¢heywerealreadyat theevent.

Thedesignof theeventwasalsousedto reducetherisks of participatingfor certain
stakeholdersThis occurredwhenpolarizationon theissuewasa significantarrierto specific
groups’participation.Waterissueshadbecomea significantareaof concernfor community
residentspecausanewreservoirhadbeenproposedo meetincreasedlemand. Engineeend
environmentalistsvere positionedaskey enemieswithin this conversationln orderto address
this, thepartnerbrought both protagonisis to helpplantheevent,“We workedwith the
protagonists omll [informationalmaterialsjto comeupwith the prosandcons,sol feel thatthat
[informationalpacket]wasreally well, well done.”Thiswasdesignedo preventeithergroup
from beingoverrepresentedt theforum becausef anassumption ofonvenerbias.In asimilar
situation,the partnerassignegarticipantsspecifictablesto insurethatmembersf each
stakeholder group would lpgesentat atable. This wasintendedo satate thefearsof
governmenbfficials who worriedthatthey would beverballyattackedoy local farmersand
local food advocatesvho werefrustratedwith regulationsThesestrategiesndicatea desireto
mitigatethe negativémpactsof participationthatspecificstakeholdersnayfeel whenenteringa

forum.
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Discussion

This study took ssystemgerspectiveo understand theelationshipbetweerdeliberative
andpartner organizations recruitingstakeholdersor deliberativeforums.In part,this study
soughtto find out howpartnerconceptualizationsf inclusion compaedwith those of
deliberativetheory.From a practitionerstandpointthis study soughto find practicallessongo
improverecruitmenteffortsfor partner organizations.

Resultsfrom RQ1lindicatethatpartnersdentified barriersthatwere consistentwith those
identifiedin theexistingliterature,though theyweremorelikely to discusdimitationsbasedon
time andtransportatiothanothertypesof materialresourcesThesesupport thdrameworkof
Fungetal. (2014)for understandingnternalandexternalbarriersto participationbutindicate
thatpartnerorganizationsnay notfully anticipatethebarriersto inclusionthatworry
deliberativepractitionersHowever,partnersalsoconsiderednternalbarriersbasedon some of
their strategiedor recruitmentlIn particular,usingelementsof designto recruitparticipants
indicateda consideration ahternalbarriers.This happeneavhenpartnersuseddesignto
mediatethe perceptiornof biasor alack of interestin a topic.

Evenso,therewerequite afew barriersto participationthatintervieweeddid not bring
up. Theseincluded, butverenotlimited to, childcare financialincentivesmaterialsto increase
knowledge of the topic, aratcesdor multiple languagesThe absencef thesebarrierscould
be aresultof threedifferentscenariosFirst, thebarriersmay not havebeensalientto thespecific
stakeholders thewererecruitingor the forum theyweredesigning For example someforums
attemptedo addresselationalgoals,which would onlyaffectcertainsectorsof the public
(Karpowitz & Raphael2014).In this case theconvenersverenot intendingo maketheir forum

representativef entirecity or county.As aresult,they would encountepecificbarriersto
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participationfrom the uniquesectorgheywereengagingandwould havemissedbarriersthat
otherpartnersexperiencedhroughout planning.

Alternatively, partneranaynothavebrought upcertainbarriers becausef theway that
theyconceptualizedtakeholderfor agivenprocesslf agivendemographievasnotconsidered
a key stakeholdethenapartneralsowouldn’t considerkeybarriersto participationfrom this
group.Whenit cameto engaginglisempowere@roups manypartnersmadestatementshatfell
into theminimizationof differencestagefor culturalcompetenceDuring theminimizationstage,
individualsarelikely to focus on theommonalitiedbetweengroups ratherthanthedifferences
(Bennett,1986).As aresult,theymaynothaveconceptualize@ddaptationshat neededo be
madeto addresdarriersfor differentgroups.

Lastly, partnersmaynot have brought upertainbarriersbecauseheylackedthespecific
resourcesieededo addresghoseissuesAs aresult,theymayhaveignored theneedfor that
stakelolder orintendedto engagehemat alaterdate.This theoryis supportedy thefact that
while partnersdentified a number oftrategiedo reducethe costsof participation they did not
often consider increasing theenefitsof participation(Karpowitz & Raphael2014).Increasing
the benefitsfor low SESstakeholders could incluadfering materialincentivego attendan
event(i.e. gift cards,payment) or insurinthatthe decisionsnadewouldresultin directpolicy
change Sincemost organizationBadalimited budgetfor changesndoftenrequiredthe
participationof key stakeholder® affectdirectchangethesestrategiesnay nothavebeen
consideredeasibleoptionsfor partners.

In regarddo RQ2,resultsindicatedthatpartnersconceptubzed stakeholderg different
waysthandeliberativetheoristsdid. This differenceoccurredbecausgartnersdid notindicate

thattheyviewedstakeholderg termsof accommodatiofDegelingetal., 2015).In a
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governmentasetting,accommodation wouldntailmodifying anexistingstrategigplanto
accommodatéhefeedbackof stakeholders orderto garnerpublic supportor thegiven plan.
Ratherthewayin which partnersdescribedstakeholderdentificationreflectedaladderof
engagementodel. This modeliewsengagemerdsa process of acquirirgndconstituting
individualsasactivestakeholderg anissue.Theidealwithin this modelis thatthecommitment
of individualsto anissueincrease®vertime to ensurehatactionandchangeakesplace.In
somecasesthis mayhaveoccurredoecausehe goals of theventwerenot purelydeliberative.
If a partner sough simply raiseawarenesabout agivenissue thentheir goalsalignedwith a
ladderof engagemerttecausell groups could be includexhdthe XSPswerespecifically
interestedn recruitingthosewho may betraditionallyunengageddowever,in othercases,
XSPswantedto work with participantdartheralongtheladder.If seekingo include thosevho
arealreadyat theactionrung oftheladder,marginalizedgroupswho tendto beunderrepresented
in traditionalmeansf engagementhay be subsequentlxcluded.This contrastsieliberative
theory,whichrequiresthatall affectedstakeholders have the opporturttyneaningfully
participatein the conversation.

Within aculturalcompetencyramework,most of thepartnerdell within the
minimizationandacceptancstagegBennett,1986).Thesestagesisk the participationof
disempoweredtakeholderdyecausendividualsin thesestagesavoid makingadaptationgor
othercultures.Bennett(1986)adviseghatto overcomehesehurdles individuals engage
“difference seeking” behaviorthatilluminate cultural differencesprovideintercultural
experience®r role playsto increaseempathy,andenableautonomousgearningwherein
individuals useesearcho increaseunderstanding. Applyinthislens,deliberative

organizations wouldeedto modelculturally competentecruitmentstrategiegor partnersThey
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couldalsoprovidelocalizedresource®ndifferentcultures havethemparticipatein
conversationsvith non-dominant groupgndleadthemin reflectionsontheimpactof their own
culture ontheir practiceto help promotelearningarounddifferenceandadaptation.

This model provides one tofdr understandinghe challengesndbarriersto recruiting
disempowere@roupsto deliberativeforums.Whenlooking at theimperativefor inclusionin the
largercontextof deliberativetheory, using a prescriptivegtherthandescriptive framework
createdensionswvith otherdeliberativevalues.Bennettargueshatonemovesthroughthe stages
in alinear progressiorandthefartheronetravels,themorecultural competentheybecome.
However for thedeliberativepractitioner,overtly prioritizing the value of inclusiogonflicts
with competingvaluesof impartiality andneutrality. This tensionhasoccurredandreoccurred
throughouteliberativetheory Fung,A., etal. (2004);FraserN. (1990); Young]. M. (2000);
Parkinson,). (2012).This currentstudy doesn’seekto addresghe tension, butaisest asa
continuedareaof study.

Regardlessf its limitations, Bennettoffers usefulinsightwithin the constraints of the
currentstudy.Currentresearchasidentifiedthattherearekey barriersto engaging
disempowered@roupsin deliberativeprocesseg¢Fung, Young, &ansbridge 2004;Fung,2003;
Karpowitz & Raphael2014;Petts,2008;Su 2014).This makest difficult to practically
implementinclusionthatallowsall affectedpersongo meaningfullyparticipate Sincethe
affectedpopulationhasbeenidentifiedin theissue,it is reasonabléo useBennettasa
frameworkfrom outside ofdeliberativetheoryto betterimprove deliberativeractice.

Fromthe response® RQ3,researchersanbetterunderstand howo helppractitioners
implementtheoreticaldefinitions of inclusionTheresearchguestioraskedwhatstrategies

partnerausedto recruitparticipantsTheseeffortsfell into threecategoriesmarketing,
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networking,anddesign.Theway in which partnergecruitedrevealssome key lessorfsr
recruitmentMost of thepartnersverelimited in termsof their resourcesOftentimesyesources
wereprimarily usedto host theevent.Therewerevery few instancesn which partnes hada
dedicatedbudget towardsecruitmentln orderto meetdeliberativegoalsfor inclusion,
practitionersandtheoristsneedto do one otwo things.Theycangeneratdow costsolutionsfor
recruitingdiverse groupsAlternatively,theoristsmayneel to provide a substantiveasefor
inclusioneffortsthatpractitionerscanuseto advocatdor resourcesvithin their organizations.

Theimportanceof the partner'snetworkwasasalientfactorfor manyof the partners.
Theynot onlycitedit asa compoentof their recruitmentstrategiesbut oftenattributedtheir
relativesucces®r failure to therelationshipties theyhadwith the key stakeholdergvhile one
partnercitedthe relationshipvith the Centerfor PublicDeliberationasafactorthatincreased
organizationatredibility, most ofthis discussiorwascenterecaround the interpersonal
relationships of theecruitingpartner.The partnersndicatedthattheyoftenhadstrong bonding
capitalwith similar organizationslike othereducationalponprofit, orgovernmentaéntities.
Alternatively,bridgingcapitalwith business organizatiomg@softenmuchharderto developand
affectedtherecruitmentoutcomes.

A lack of bridging capitalwith disempoweredroups couldffecttheability to recruit
themto eventsLarsenetal. (2004) foundhatresidentavith moresocialcapitalaremorelikely
to participatein civic behaviorIn particular,they foundthatindividualswith higherlevelsof
educatiorandlongerratesof residencypossessetligher bvelsof socialcapital(Larsenetal.,
2004).This correspond$o Ryfe etal.’s (2010) findingghatindividuals of higheSESaremore
likely to participatein publicforums.Larsenetal. (2004)suggesthatin orderto increasehe

participationof disempoweredyroups partnerseedto helpincreasdheir capacityto turn
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bondingcapitalinto bridgingcapital.In addition,partnergendedo identify stakeholdersvith
pre-existingsocialcapitalaskeytargetsof bridgingrelationshipsAs aresult,significanttime
andresourcesverespentdeveloping relationshipsith theseindividuals.Thereforejt mayalso
be advantageousr partnergo spendsimilar effortson bridging relationshiplsetween
disempowere@roups.
Limitations and Future Directions

Dueto therelativelysmallsamplesizeincludedin this study,theseresultscannot be
generalizedOverall,therewere9 intervieweeaho participatedn thestudy.While the
participantscamefrom awide variety of organizations, they do nobnstitutearepresentative
samplen size.Additionally, this studyis limited in the scope oits context.The studywas
conductedn onegeographicalocationandall intervieweesverepartnerswvith thesame
deliberativeorganization. Demographically, the countynhich the studywasconducteds
predominantlyCaucasiarfcensus.gov)Dueto relativelow ethnicandracial diversity,resultsof
this study cannot bappliedto othercommunitiesconsistentlyAs aresult,anareafor future
researclwould be exploring theelationshipbetweerpartneranddeliberativeorganizationsn
othercitieswho areworkingwith differentdeliberativecentersThis would allow usto seeif
differentstrategie®or barriersaremoresalientin differentcontexts.

Conclusion

As deliberativetheoryincreasinglybecomesppliedin local governments, school
systemsandcommunity groupst becomesmportantthatpractitionersandtheoristswork
togetherto understand growingdeliberativesystem Interviewswith partnersmadeclearthat
those workingn conjunctionwith deliberativeorganizationgacemanyof thechallengeshat

theoristsprojected However,manypartnerdvoecomdimited by organizationahndmaterial
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restraintsastheyattemptto recruitparticipantsThis maymeanthat they don’t have the
necessaryesourcegor robustrecruitmentat theonsetor arepressuredo produce outcomesat
will resultin action.Additionally, theyapproachrecruitmenthrough a moré&raditional
marketinglens,which differs from the delibeative definition of inclusion.Overall, thisresearch
reaffirmsthenecessityfor partnershipetweertheorists practitionersandcommunitypartners,

becaus®f the importance of both bondimagdbridgingtieswithin thedeliberativesystem.
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Appendix

Interview Questions

Pleasgakea momento considemwhenyou workedin conjunctionwith the Centerfor Public
Deliberationon agivenforum. The following questionsvill regardyour organization’solein
gatheringparticipantdor thatforum.

1. Describeyour goalsin gatheringattendeesor theforum.

a.

b.

Whatwasthe populatiorthatthedesiredforum participantsvouldrepresent?
How manyattendeeslid youwish to recruit?

I.  About howmanyattendedyourforum?

ii.  Why doyou think contributedneeting/nomeetingyour goalsfor the

number ofattendees?

Did yourorganizatiorhave a budgetedicatedo producingthis forum?

I.  Whatportion ofthis wasdedicatedo recruitmentstrategies?

ii. How did you utilize thatbudget?
Whatwasyour mosteffectiverecruitmentstrategy

I.  Whatgroupsseemedo attendbecausef this strategy?

ii. Arethereanygroupsfor whichthis strategywasineffective?
Wereanyspecificstrategiesmplementedo recruitminoritiesor disempowered

groups?

2. Thinking about thessueyour forum addressedyho didyou consideito be groupsith

significantstakein the conversation?

a.

b.

Weretheseindividualsalreadya partof your organization’socialnetwork?
Whatrecruitmenteffortswereaimedat gatheringheseparticipants?

I. How effectivewerethesestrategie®
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ii.  Werethesestrategiesnoreeffectivewith some groupthanothersVhy?
c. Werethereanystakeholdersvho wereintentionallynotinvited to theeventor
slatedto be includedn the discussionat alaterdate?
I. Whatthereasoningehindthesedecisions?
3. Following theforum, werethereany groupsthatyoufelt alsoshould havéeenincluded
to addto the conversatiowho didn’t attend?
a. Did you makeaneffortto recruitthesegroups?
I Why doyou think theymay nothaveattended?
ii.  How mightyou changeecruitmentstrategiebasedonthis?
4. Whatconstraints ochallengeslid your organization encounterrecruitingparticipants?
a. Werethereanyspecificchallengedo engagingninoritiesor disempowered
groups?

I.  Whatwerethey?
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