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Abstract

It is now widely accepted that public policy development requires both an appreciation of public values and an ability to
involve insights from local people. Operational research (OR) has made some contributions to public policy development, and
there has been a call to use problem-structuring methods (PSM) in this environment. This growing need for greater use of
OR/management science (MS) in policy making is due to its ability to work with insights that are sometimes hard to pin
down. This paper presents some research about values and local people’s voices in public policy making, which the authors
believe present a challenge to OR/MS and to the use of PSM. The paper will describe a framework for understanding values
and exploring insights into including local voices in policy making using PSMs. Key to the framework is in the emphasis on
differences, rather than similarities, in value priorities. A case study in which local people as well as decisions makers and
politicians were engaged in a process to decide the future of a local hospital will be described.
� 2005 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

Today, there is a growing demand for management
science in the area of public policy making in the UK
[1]. This is due to a greater awareness of the complex
nature public policy initiatives (referred to as ‘wicked’
problems [2–4]). Arguments put forward by researchers
[5,6] in support of this include the view that the manage-
ment science processes may offer the possibility of bet-
ter quality decision making, or that better analysis and
application is possible through adopting an approach
which ensures that practice is reflective about bound-
aries and values [7].
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Social and public policy in the UK have focused
on partnership as the mechanism for tackling difficult
issues [8–10], recognising that the ‘wicked’ problems
confronting policy makers require action across what
have previously been separate domains in order to
achieve ‘joined-up’ solutions [11]. This has led to a
plethora of initiatives intended to address community
regeneration, community safety, and so on [12]. It
requires collective action through the involvement of
agencies ranging from the community to the agencies of
government. This view, although not necessarily novel
(e.g. [13]), adds to the complexity of situations where it
is unlikely that members of partnerships share the same
objectives. There may well be conflict, not only about
the policy but also about the nature of the problem,
presenting dilemmas concerning the course of action
to take.

http://www.elsevier.com/locate/omega
mailto:leroy.white@bris.ac.uk


L. White, H. Bourne / Omega 35 (2007) 588–603 589

One dilemma—called here the dilemma of voice—
concerns the involvement of the public in policy mak-
ing, which is widely held to be beneficial in improv-
ing the impact of policy decisions [14]. The consensus
around the value of public involvement and the com-
mitment to listening to the public’s concern in mak-
ing policy decisions has probably never been stronger
[15,16]. But there is a significant gap in our knowledge
about how to ensure effective participation [17]. Fur-
thermore, making a public policy decision frequently
involves giving more weight to one value than to an-
other. For example, reducing risk is often achieved only
by restricting freedom of choice. This gives us our sec-
ond dilemma—the dilemma of values. Such value con-
flicts arising from public involvement are a pervasive
feature of public policy making [18].

Management scientists are interested in the dilemma
of voice (e.g. [19]) and occasionally the dilemma of
values [20], but seldom the two together. This paper
presents some reflections on the issue of thinking about
values and people’s participation in public policy mak-
ing, which the authors believe presents a challenge to
operational research (OR)/management science (MS).
As its focus, this paper will use a case study in which
local people as well as policy makers and politicians
were engaged in a process to decide the future of a lo-
cal hospital. The policy making project took the form
of deliberative workshops and large group processes us-
ing a range of problem-structuring methods (PSM) and
participatory approaches. As might be expected, the de-
bate around values proved highly contentious and dif-
ficult to resolve. The use of the approach emphasised
a focus on differences, rather than similarities, in value
priorities. This paper will focus on how a wide variety
of stakeholders were included in the process and how
value conflicts were resolved in relation to a ‘live’ issue.

2. The dilemma of (public) values

In a pluralistic society such as the UK, the climate
for policy making is becoming increasingly uncertain
[16,21,22]. One response is New Public Management
(NPM), which represents a complex set of ideas from
which a number of themes have evolved [23,24]. In its
most common form, NPM introduces market-like disci-
plines, based on a critique of public services for failing
to be efficient either in saving public money or in re-
sponding to consumer needs. In turn, the critics of NPM
argue that the public realm is different to the commer-
cial: governing is not shopping [25]. The debate has
raised awareness of the tensions between efficiency and

democracy, and it is believed that no resolution will be
achieved without some recognition of the concept of
‘public value’ [26] in terms of the goals and perfor-
mance of public policy. At the root of the public value
concept lie the tensions resulting from a pluralistic soci-
ety’s acceptance of multiple perspectives and agencies,
which makes the issue of incorporating values in public
policy making inevitable [22].

What values should be the concern of policy mak-
ers? Rokeach [27, p. 5] defines a value as ‘an endur-
ing belief that a specific mode of conduct or end-state
of existence is personally or socially preferable to an
opposite or converse mode of conduct or end-state of
existence’. Values are social constructions and, while
personal values relate to individual preferences and cul-
tural values reflect the range of these held within a
culture [28], social values are socially desirable phe-
nomena [29]. Public values can be considered a sub-
set of social values and this, in effect, puts no limit
on which, within a universe of values, might be desir-
able for any particular public group. New [30], for ex-
ample, suggests that public values might include any
of those concerned with equity, altruism, security, effi-
ciency, choice, autonomy and democracy. Meanwhile,
Kernaghan [18] claims that public sector values can be
divided into four categories: ethical values, such as in-
tegrity and fairness; democratic values, such as rule of
law, loyalty, openness, and representation; professional
values, such as efficiency and innovation; and people
values, such as caring and compassion. Kernaghan’s
categories have some similarities with other attempts at
organising a universe of values into meaningful cate-
gories of relevance. Rokeach [27], for example, in ex-
ploring personal and social values, suggests they may
be self-centred or society-centred types in one dimen-
sion, and moral or competence in another. Later, Quinn
and Rohrbaugh [31] developed a theoretical model of
competing values in organisations, which has been ex-
tended by the work of Schwartz [28,32,33], who inves-
tigated extensively the relationships of value priorities
in different populations. He found that “the structure
of relationships among value types is based on opposi-
tions between motivational goals that tend to be mutu-
ally exclusive” [33, p. 22]. Polarity leads to competing
values.

The potential for conflict among public values is high,
and it is common for situations to arise where satisfy-
ing one particular value, for example equity, necessarily
means dissatisfying an opposing value such as auton-
omy. In such situations, trade-offs are usually required
if groups of people with diverse value priorities are to
reach common solutions. Schwartz [33] indicates that
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the extent to which values can be traded-off in a nego-
tiated settlement is likely to be related to how centrally
individuals hold such values. More centrally held val-
ues carry a greater emotional significance, so the cost of
trading-off is higher than situations where less centrally
held values are concerned. Baron and Spranca [34] ar-
gue that for some people, certain ‘protected’ values may
be so centrally and certainly held that they resist trade-
offs altogether. In such situations, agreement may only
come about if interested parties are able to interpret the
decision in such a way that the protected value is not
contravened.

3. The dilemma of voices

In recent years there has been growing concern about
the effectiveness and legitimacy of public decision mak-
ing or policy making [35]. Many, often inconsistent,
criticisms have been aimed at the processes of policy
making. In particular some say that decision making
is insufficiently precautionary, others that it stifles in-
novation. Some argue that standards need to be tight-
ened; others that they need to be made more consistent
[36,37].

One view is that the legitimacy and sustainability of
policy decisions increasingly depend on how well they
reflect the underlying values of the public [38]. Experts
and stakeholders provide essential technical input but
their role is distinct from that of the public and cannot
replace it. However, while it is recognised that the pub-
lic needs to be more effectively engaged in the process
of policy making [39], there is little understanding of
how best to do this. It could be argued that a rational
approach is appropriate, but scientific findings cannot
substitute for the value judgements that need to be made
[20]. Furthermore, policy may need to be informed
by ordinary citizens as well as by organised interest
groups.

Given the above, the case for public involvement in
public policy making is difficult to challenge [39]. From
the literature (e.g. [40]), public involvement in policy
making is often supported on the grounds that it can
provide a better understanding of the public’s concern,
promote renewed interest in civic responsibility, offer
power to otherwise disenfranchised people, and ensure
that debates are conducted in an accessible way. On the
other hand, there are many recognized pitfalls and con-
cerns: lay people lack knowledge, especially about com-
plex or difficult policy issues; they are likely to be sub-
jective and self-interested, so unlikely to see the ‘bigger
picture’; they might be biased or prejudiced; and they

might be too emotive and incapable of rational analy-
sis. Nevertheless, on balance, the case for greater public
involvement holds sway and attention is now centred
on overcoming obstacles to greater involvement, rather
than on the merits of the principle itself. A common
thread weaving through current debate is the need for
new approaches that emphasize two-way communica-
tion between policy makers and the public as well as
deliberation among participants.

The expression ‘public involvement’ is vague in that
it could refer to either the involvement of individual
members of the public (as citizens) or the public as a
community (a collective body). The first conception usu-
ally refers to the individuals as consumers and/or users
and gives rise to the problem of aggregation. This has
emerged, in part, from the neo-liberal consumerist and
customer-centred public sector management philosophy
that has dominated the 1980s and 1990s [41,42], and
from a governance philosophy that fosters an obligation
between individuals as citizens and government, and is
closely associated with rights [43]. The second concep-
tion gives rise to the questions of representation: if it
is not possible for all people to participate, who should
represent them and how? Or do we hope that the peo-
ple will participate as communities? This could be seen
as a communitarian view which emphasizes participa-
tion for the collective rather than for individual purposes
[44,45].

4. Towards an appreciation of (public) values in
decision making

We now turn to linking the discussion on voices with
the debate on values in public policy decision making.
The link can be fruitfully developed by cross-classifying
ideas derived from the literature discussed above ac-
cording to two dimensions: voices and values. In the
following pages we explain the dimensions and con-
struct a values graph.

Voices dimension: individual vs. community. Public
organisations can no longer sustain the ideal of being
solely professionally focused as they have before, be-
cause users demand choices and the recognition that
their views matter. However, if user opinions are to be
given formal authority or weight (i.e. to ensure gen-
uine participation) then value conflicts become unavoid-
able. Representation as individual members of the pub-
lic places self-centred values, such as rights, choice and
freedom in the frame, while representation in the form
of the public as community does the same for society-
centred values such as equity, cooperation and social
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justice. One area of conflict, therefore, occurs between
the poles of individual vs. community values.

Values dimension: democratic vs. efficiency. A sec-
ond dimension of conflict occurs between those values
concerned with the democratic process, and those con-
cerned with organizational efficiency. Values associated
with the democratic process include openness and con-
sensus, while those associated with efficiency include
autonomy, control and accountability. For example, a
highly democratic process that involves several rounds
of consultation with representatives from all parts of
the community may be viewed as ‘too expensive’ or as
‘not efficient’ at getting things done by those who value
efficiency. Alternatively, and conflictingly, a democrat-
ically made decision, one that paid attention to the
process of openness and consensus, may mean that
different decision-making bodies varied in their conclu-
sions, or may mean that a morally indefensible decision
is made.

Together, the dimensions of individual vs. commu-
nity and democracy vs. efficiency can be combined to
form the values graph, as shown in Fig. 1. This sketches
out four types of values, which for convenience will be
labelled here (a) community-based democratic values,
(b) individual-based democratic values, (c) community-
based efficiency values and (d) individual-based effi-
ciency values.

To summarise the discussion so far: associated with
the need for more effective public policy making (or
governance) is the need to handle public values (partic-
ularly the tension between democracy and efficiency)
and bring in local voices (whether as individuals or as
a community). This gives rise to a challenge on the
conventional understanding of the inter-relationship be-
tween efficiency and democracy. The formulation of
what constitutes the way forward will raise new dilem-
mas, which can only be resolved through deliberation
involving a wide range of stakeholders, and actions that

depend on mixing in a reflexive manner a range of in-
tervention options. The question is how to elicit these
values.

5. Developing OR/MS approaches to tackle voices
and values

The OR/MS community has not ignored the issues
of values and voices. In an indirect way, these issues
have played an important part in the development of the
discipline (see [46–51]).

In a recent report, Butler and Williams [52] discussed
the problem of reconciling fairness and equity with ef-
ficiency in attempting to split costs for shared facilities.
The problem was formulated as a Linear Programme
with an objective function minimising the maximum in-
equity. This way of handling the values trade-off has
been discussed and criticised at length by Ackoff [46].
In relation to public policy making, he states that values
should be incorporated in the theories of decision mak-
ing. He also states that public policy strategy must not
only identify conflicting values, but must also delineate
those values that are important.

Ackoff’s views on voices was seminal in that he
claimed that decision makers should seek to involve
stakeholders as participants rather than treating them as
constraints. In the same way, many management scien-
tists (e.g. [53]) have drawn on the insights of Vickers
who states that ‘many who have been affected by the
choices of the few have become increasingly able and
ready to insist that their manifold interests be taken into
account’ [48, p. 31]. This has led to a call for processes
to be more democratic and participative.

In linking voices and values, Ackoff, through his con-
cept of an idealised design, states that the incorporation
of stakeholder’s values in planning is crucial [20,46,47].
It provides an opportunity for participants to express
their own preferences and values, removing the need for
others to do so for them. Further, participation is cru-
cial to generate consensus by allowing the stakeholders
to focus on values rather than short-run objectives. He
claims that here is usually more agreement about values
than there is about short-run objectives and means. He
also claims that when agreement is reached over values,
differences over objectives are more easily resolved.
However, this version of stakeholder involvement has
been criticised by Eden and Ackermann [63] as ignor-
ing the complexity of values within a multi-stakeholder
policy-making environment. In particular, they state that
stakeholders have varying degrees of power and inter-
est which will place them in conflict with one another.
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They argue for a managed response aided by stakeholder
analysis.

In the UK, problem-structuring methods (PSM)
emerged in recognition of the fact that many prob-
lems are ill-defined, have many stakeholders, and
exhibit complexity and uncertainties [54]. Although
taking a number of different forms, PSMs involve the
building of visual models to help understanding, and
operate in group settings to encourage participation
and learning. Some years ago, Rosenhead made the
case for the use of PSMs in the public policy arena.
There may, however, be some doubts to whether PSMs
have lived up to their promise. There are very few re-
ported applications of PSMs in the policy arena (with
exceptions—[19,55–57]) and there is the difficulty in
distinguishing success and failure in relation to policy-
making problems [58]. However, it is claimed that
PSMs were designed to assist policy makers in agree-
ing the nature and limits of the complex problems they
faced, and to secure shared commitment to action [59].

A central feature of PSMs is their emphasis on the
participation of a wide range of stakeholders [9]. Indeed,
for practitioners of PSMs, decision making and partici-
pation are linked in such a way as to render the idea of
consensus or accommodation of decisions unachievable
without processes of participation to reinforce and de-
velop a collective sense of identity, interest and place.
The argument is that participation is good both for in-
dividuals and society. Eden and Ackermann [63] argue
that the justification for participation is so that proce-
dural justice and rationality are assured in the decision-
making process. Participation, however, can mean dif-
ferent things to different people or groups.

Thus, in OR, the issue of voices cannot be overlooked
in developing the decision makers’ ‘ownership’ of the
process outputs. It has been claimed that through their
transparent tools and participative process, PSMs have
the capacity to build trust and understanding between
culturally diverse parties [9,59,60]. However, there is a
limited discussion on voices in the OR literature where a
much wider group must be considered or where decision
making involves the wider public. Of the few that have
addressed this issue, it is claimed that as the groups
get larger the whole question of voices becomes more
complex and more critical [19,61]. There is still much
more research needed in this area.

Regarding values, it is often claimed in the OR liter-
ature that differences are embraced and complexity is
managed through careful facilitation. Values are explic-
itly addressed in OR methodologies such as the Strate-
gic Choice Approach (SCA) [62], JOURNEY [63] and
Soft Systems Methodology (SSM) [64].

In SCA, one of the three major ‘uncertainty cate-
gories’ is the uncertainty due to related values (or UV
for short). This is recognised as a political response to
conflicting objectives and interests where there is no
clear enough view of the direction to take [62]. In SCA
it is assumed that decision makers continually face prac-
tical choices about how far to invest in different levels
of response to uncertainty. The benefits are conceived
in terms of more confident decision making, whereas
the costs may be the delay in taking the decisions.

Differences in values will normally surface in the
‘comparing mode’ of the methodology, where decision
makers address concerns about the ways in which con-
sequences or courses of action should be compared. Any
differences of opinion are indicative of competing val-
ues and a need to manage uncertainties due to values. In
the methodology, facilitation and pair-wise comparison
(i.e. comparing pairs of different options, and eliciting
reasons why the choices were made) may surface these
values, but in general they are deduced through attention
to the views and artefacts produced from the interven-
tion process. The facilitator seeks to understand values
through an indirect approach of interpreting the words
and actions emerging out of the intervention [65].

With JOURNEY, values of individuals are elicited
by means of a process of laddering [63,66], which al-
lows for the development of cognitive maps represent-
ing ‘that part of a person’s construct system which they
are able and willing to make explicit’ [63, p. 97]. The
maps seek to represent the beliefs and values of the
individual. The method relies on identifying elements,
then finding a point of entry into an individual’s per-
sonal construct system, typically by means of a triadic
sort of the elements [66,67] and tracing the hierarchy
of evaluative constructs to the most superordinate level.
The method is most effective in making explicit parts
of individuals’ construct systems and eliciting the val-
ues that are found at the top. It is stated that ‘the most
fundamental property of the map is the value systems
embedded within it’ [63, p. 95]. The map should reveal
the value system of the individual.

For work in a group setting, a composite map can
be constructed from the individual maps. It is claimed
that the group map formed will contain the core belief
statements and an emergent aspiration system. If indi-
vidual interviews are not possible, it is suggested that
group interviews could be guided by the same ladder-
ing principles as for individual mapping, although it is
acknowledged that in a group setting it will not be pos-
sible to collect the richness of individual maps. The pro-
cess is described as using a combination of ‘nominal
group technique’ and oval maps called Oval mapping
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technique [63]. This will produce ‘cause maps’ which
can be explored to detect clusters of constructs, and or-
ganisational values and beliefs [63, p. 101]. However,
there are potential weaknesses in using the method for
eliciting value priorities in a group situation. The devel-
opment of a shared cognitive map or ‘cause map’ means
that the sense of the idiographic can become lost [68],
and the process of aggregation may involve discarding
certain values not shared by enough of the group, re-
gardless of the intensity with which they are held. This
last point is particularly important where the values con-
cerned may be of central importance to those who hold
them.

The pair-wise comparison in SCA and laddering in
JOURNEY are two approaches for surfacing values.
They are essentially indirect methods which attempt
to identify value priorities through interpreting implicit
symbols and actions, which are often salient as arte-
facts. It appears, however, that in a large group setting,
some value differences that are surfaced may be lost.
For example with JOURNEY, the authors state that ‘the
group map. . . [or] cause map act as a model of some
of the aspects of both individual beliefs. . ., and group
beliefs’ [63, p. 101]. As the group gets bigger or desire
to have local people, losing some aspects of individual
beliefs could be critical and could increase anxiety or
tension within the group.

In conclusion, we have explored the importance of
voices and values in public policy making. The val-
ues graph links two concepts as dimensions of the
graph. The first relates to the tension between individ-
ual and community voices. The second demonstrates
the dilemma represented in the NPM literature of the
tension between democracy and efficiency values. This
graph is a new way of being able to explore the con-
cepts of voices and values together. In particular, in a
(large) group setting it explicitly addresses the need to
hold onto minority value differences. We then explored
how OR/MS has dealt with the problem of voice and
values, in particular the development in the UK of
PSMs. The next section of the paper will be a case
study describing how the issue of voices and values
were dealt with in a ‘live’ public policy study.

The case study presented below serves two purposes.
The first is to describe how the values graph was used
to deal with a difficult public policy decision. In the
case, differing values between the groups involved in the
decision, and amongst individuals within these groups
were explored by using the value map to identify dif-
ferences, and by encouraging differences to be voiced.
Rather than focus on those values that appeared to be
shared by all parties and individuals, the approach here

was to permit those that differed to remain visible. In
this way, the decision-making process revolved around,
and sought to incorporate, different value priorities.

The second purpose is to further develop an under-
standing of the relationship between voices and values.
The case is a piece of action research [69], and thus
derives insights from naturally occurring data. The re-
searcher actually intervenes in the issues studied, work-
ing with the participants on matters of genuine concern
to them. The data has the potential to provide both new
and unexpected insights so theorising prospect is high,
leading to emergent theory. Rigour is ensured through
triangulation and the data (i.e. reports, outputs from the
workshops and reflections) were held in Atlas/ti [70],
a qualitative analysis software package. The software
was used for storing and coding the data. The analysis
involved looking for patterns about the intervention, as
well as the facilitator’s own learning from the interven-
tion. It is felt that this approach is important in that al-
though we started with concepts derived from a review
of the literature, we were interested in building up an
understanding of what worked during the intervention.

6. Case study: community hospital project

The case study described here relates to a proposed
development of a hospital site in South London. Plans
were being drawn up for the site to be developed into a
community hospital, bringing together a wide range of
intermediate and primary care services. A key element
in developing the plans for the hospital was the inclusion
of the views of the local community. The Community
Hospital Project (CHP) was established to develop the
plans. Three groups were set up to deliver the project,
these were

• Strategy Group (SG) made up of board directors from
local statutory agencies including the primary care
trust, the hospital and the local authority,

• Service Delivery Group (SDG) made up of represen-
tatives from the local health and social care services
and voluntary organisations delivering services on
behalf of the statutory agencies, and

• Community Involvement Planning Group (CIPG)
made up of representatives from local groups in-
cluding carers organisations, older people groups,
black and minority ethnic community groups and
the local Community Health Council.

A CHP committee was formed from representatives of
the three groups. The one of the purposes of the com-
mittee was to develop a strategic outline case (SOC) to
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present to the government to review for funding, with
the particular aim of ensuring that all voices were rep-
resented. A public meeting was organised shortly after
the committee was formed. It was held at the site of the
current hospital and the detail of the meeting was ad-
vertised in the local newspaper. The meeting was intro-
duced as a preliminary consultation on the future of the
hospital. It was stressed that it was important to have the
local community’s backing. However, the meeting was
poorly attended and most of the attendees belonged to
a pressure group formed to resist the closure of the hos-
pital. They were highly suspicious of the plans (which
were expressed vaguely to them) and threatened to ex-
ercise a veto, should the plans go ahead. Some of the
participants feared that changes would be made without
the involvement of the community. It was clear to the
committee that any accommodation or consensus on the
way forward was likely to be very difficult.

In recognition of the need for a process to take things
forward, one of the authors (LW) was asked by the com-
mittee to provide advice and support to the project. His
remit was to support the three groups by working with
each other and helping them to take on board the views
of the community in the development of the plans for the
hospital. Some members of the committee already knew
him. He was invited to a couple of committee meetings
and sent documentations on the project. Initially, the
committee thought that it would be best to employ the
author to introduce some processes and techniques for
exploring how the groups could work together in devel-
oping the SOC. It was envisaged that the three groups
involved in the project would use PSM workshops in or-
der to assess how the community views could be taken
on board. The particular challenge faced was how best
the use of PSM was in conjunction with other processes
in order to support the practice of policy development.

It was later decided that there needed to be at least
two phases of workshops: first, to explore the values that
each group brings to the project, and then to identify
the ways to involve the community in the development
of the plans. The terms of reference agreed for the first
phase of workshops included reviewing common and
different values of the different parties, and identifying
how the views and options could be incorporated in the
SOC for the hospital. The second phase of workshops
included improving mutual understanding of the posi-
tions and views of the participating stakeholders, and
the outputs included the preparation of a list of plausible
options for the hospital together with a set of criteria for
evaluating them. The options would then be presented
at the public meeting, the findings from which would
inform the SOC.

7. Methodology

The premise of the approach adopted was that a fo-
cus on values in a group setting provides the actors with
both a cognitive and affective appreciation of the issues
that they confront. In a group setting they would gain an
appreciation of those values that are shared, and those
values that are fundamentally different. However, it was
felt necessary to bring the three groups together care-
fully in order to encourage them to understand the sim-
ilarities and differences of interest of the other groups.
For the earlier stages of the project, it was seen by the
committee that the management of the process was far
more significant than management of the substantive
content. However, although the focus of the brief was
the production of the SOC, the content would also need
addressing. Thus, the project required a careful, phased
approach with firm outcomes for each phase. The ap-
proach was represented in the following three phases:

Phase 1: dealing with values Phase 2: dealing with different voices Phase 3: developing the SOC

Event Individual interviews Community workshop Public meeting
3 independent workshops
1st inter-group workshop
2nd inter-group workshop

Process Semi-structured interviews Modified form of open Modified open space
Values surfaced through pair-wise space technology
comparison and use of values graph SCA
Elements of SCA

Outputs and Concept map Modified matrix Reports
outcomes Values graphs SOC

Matrix of options
Progress package

Involvement Professionals from the 3 Members of the public, members from Local MP, members of the
planning groups community groups and members public and members from

from the 3 planning groups the 3 planning groups
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8. Phase 1: dealing with values

8.1. Interviews

A period for holding interview meetings allowed the
process for the interventions to be developed. It was
felt that interviews provided added value to the design
of the process, making a better informed and hence
more inclusive use of process facilitation possible. They
allowed a considerable degree of access and openness
to be gained resulting in an amplified understanding of
the issues. Interviews were conducted with a purposive
sample from the three planning groups and included
senior managers, community sector representatives and
local activists. In total ten interviews were undertaken. A
lot of information was gathered on what services should
be provided in the new hospital and what could be the
main issues in blocking any proposals developed by the
CHP committee. It also led to the identification of four
other stakeholders to be interviewed.

8.2. Initial workshops with the three planning groups

The interviews were summarised in report form and
distributed to the three groups. A further summary in
the form of a concept map [66] was developed for the
workshop. The concept map was a graphical represen-
tation of the report which organised the ideas into a
commonsensical and flexible structure, which allowed
the connections to be visible. The map highlighted that
there were two clear differences of opinions. The SDG
wanted autonomy over the final decisions and they mis-
trusted the views of those who claimed to represent the
community. The CIPG wanted a transparent, inclusive
process and the widest representation possible of the
community’s interest. Given these differences the com-
mittee agreed that initially, separate workshops with the
three groups were the best way forward.

The workshop design aimed to provide an opportu-
nity to discuss what principles and values the project
shared or did not share. The process used was a ‘dia-
logue’ approach; small group work and action planning.
The small group work involved the ‘comparison’ and
‘action-planning’ sessions used in the SCA. In partic-
ular, pair-wise comparisons of certain options for the
hospital were used to elicit opinions and values held by
the groups. The method works by comparing pairs of
different options, and by eliciting reasons stated for the
choices made. In the workshops a list of options were
developed from debates among the participants focusing
on the concept map. The options were generally a mix-
ture of needs and problems. The pair-wise comparison

was explained with examples, i.e. people must choose
between two options with respect to which is the great-
est need or greatest value and why. Once the idea of
pair-wise comparisons was grasped, the process worked
very well and efficiently and people provided very ra-
tional reasons for their choices. In one of the groups
(CIPG), the list of needs and issues was too long and
so the exercise took quite a long time to complete. Al-
though a long list is not recommended, as the number of
comparisons would be vast, it seemed that the method
was effective for identifying needs and eliciting values
statements within a common interest group. Problems
may arise with this technique if the participants have
conflicting interests. In each of the three workshops, a
list of values was drawn up as well as a tentative list of
options.

8.3. First inter-group workshop

The groups were brought together for the first inter-
group workshop in this phase. In total 35 people at-
tended the workshop. It was necessary, at this stage, to
design the process in order to bring the three planning
groups together to convey their views of the project and
the values. The first part of the workshop involved shar-
ing the findings from the previous workshops. The key
concern here was to ensure that the three groups shared
and absorbed the perspectives of the other groups. In
order to support the sharing of perspectives it was im-
portant to manage the circulation of participants. This
was done via three simultaneous discussion sessions
whereby each planning group was allocated a space
within the workshop room, a spokesperson from one
of the other groups provided feedback, then the group
were allowed to ask questions or challenge premises.
The process was repeated and each spokesperson ro-
tated to the group they had not yet fed back to. In the fi-
nal rotation, the spokesperson returned to their original
group to provide feedback from the discussions. This
form of rotation allowed and supported non-conflictual
sharing of information that is particularly useful when
there is a large group of people with varying perspec-
tives, issues, values and power.

The next part of the session involved exploring the
values that emerged. The values graph (see Fig. 1) was
introduced to facilitate this part of the session. It was
used in a similar way to the uncertainty graph in SCA
for work on community involvement conducted for an
area-based initiative [71]. Along one dimension are the
competing organisational public values of democracy
vs. efficiency, and along the other dimension are the
public values, with individual and community as polar
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opposites. At this stage, the values graph served primar-
ily as a map; later it became a sense-making device and
a learning system. Each of the values (as statements)
was explored and the group was asked to place them
in a quadrant and highlight how they were important to
the project.

There were differences found between the state-
ments produced by the CIPG and the SDG, but as will
be shown below, there were also differences found
within each of the groups. Most of the value statements
produced by the CIPG were placed in the democ-
racy/community quadrant. The members of the group
called for a need for greater emphasis on openness and
transparent decision making and a process that could
be trusted. Here, the CIPG saw these values, and saw
them as most important, as also contentious, protected
and difficult to shift. They feared that the SDG would
want autonomy over the decisions on what should be
included in the SOC. In fact, many of the values state-
ments produced by the SDG were also placed in the
democracy/community quadrant. The statements pro-
duced by some members of this group indicated the
need to have transparency and a process that people
could trust. However, other members of the SDG were
worried that any attempt at openness might be hijacked
by a minority, through an individual interest which
would not be in the interest of the community or the
project. Therefore, these members of the SDG posted
values in the efficiency/individual quadrant, wishing the
group to maintain autonomy over the decision-making
process.

It emerged through discussion that the groups were
willing to hold the values of openness, democracy and
trust as central, and that there was a fragile consensus or
accommodation in accepting that these were common
values to the project. This accommodation, however,
was tested by a minority interest which threatened the
whole project. The issue of how the land would be used
was, for two representatives of the CIPG, a pertinent
issue, although the majority at the workshop perceived
this as relatively unimportant. However, the two mem-
bers of the CIPG felt very strongly about this issue. For
them, it was about who would own the land and how
it would be used (e.g. would it be sold off to private
developers). It was difficult to discuss this issue, which
was placed in the democracy/individual quadrant and
was referred to as rights. As the majority of the group
did not support it, any trade-off here appeared difficult.

If one imagines the values graph as a compass,
it would appear to be pointing towards the democ-
racy/community quadrant, indicating that the dominant
value in the group was openness. During the discussion

of the values graph a number of principles were sur-
faced. For example, the participants accepted the need
both to justify decisions publicly and to explain how
the public’s concerns had been addressed. It was here
that the participants began to explore where the trade-
offs in values were going to occur. One, in particular,
concerned the trade-off between including planned
components and offering choice for the community, i.e.
between organisation autonomy and public preference.
The groups agreed that this needed to be done so as
not to raise expectations too high. Another trade-off
discussed was between the public’s perceived view that
the decision makers should make the decisions, usually
heard as, “you know the answers so get on with it”,
which needed to be balanced with a demonstration that
the public had been involved in the decision-making
process. Overall, however, it was accepted by all groups
that there was a clear need to acknowledge the different
values between and within the groups, and to explore
how they could collectively make decisions while
pulling all the views together. There was a clear recog-
nition that the acknowledgement meant that protected
values were not actually being compromised, leading
to a sense of a group value and a re-interpretation of
the outputs and outcomes of the project.

At the start of the process the groups were concerned
about how they would work more together. By the end,
the groups decided that the way forward would be build-
ing on those values they shared, deciding on the prin-
ciples and determining how to priorities the proposals.
It was a situation where some values were shared and
others were not. Yet, this would not impede progress
provided they were acknowledged and given voice. It
was clear that the participants shared values relating to
openness, trust and equity, and that trade-offs between
autonomy and choice, and accountability and authority
were needed. The specific roles for each group in the
development of the SOC were also clarified and agreed.
Thus, it was felt that the integrity of each group was
maintained. Finally, it was felt that the project was gain-
ing momentum and that trust between most of the par-
ticipants was developing.

8.4. Second inter-group workshop

The material produced from the first inter-group
workshop was distributed to participants and comments
were requested. This led to a paper on values and prin-
ciples for the project being produced. It was reported
back to the CHP committee that the groups were less
fearful of each other and that the key players were won
over (particularly from the SG). It was observed that
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Options

Existing services- on site or relocated 

Service reconfiguring- reconfigure or change

Aspirational- new services

Fig. 2. Service options.

certain minority views were beginning to take root,
and some options that were not considered before were
being discussed (e.g. complementary medicine and a
birthing centre). Given this, it was expected that the
second inter-group workshop would be important and
the committee wanted it to involve a wider membership.

Thus, the second series workshop had strong repre-
sentation from each of the planning groups. In total 45
people were involved in the workshop. In order to bring
everyone up to speed, the paper on values and princi-
ples was sent out prior to the workshop, and the facil-
itator (LW) encouraged the CIPG to begin the day by
responding to the principles produced, followed by the
SDG presenting a list of possible services for the hos-
pital. Thereafter the format for the day was as follows:

• discussion on the list of principles,
• discussion of the service options and the val-

ues/principles in small groups,
• consolidation of the day’s outcomes using the SCA.

The principles were discussed at length and there was
a great deal of agreement among the participants with
only minor amendments made to the list. Many people
from the CIPG commented on how close their principles
were to the SDG.

The participants were organised into two groups com-
prising representation from each of the planning groups.
One of the groups worked on the services list, which
was discussed using pair-wise comparison, and the other
groups discussed the values/principles using the values
graph. In the service-list group there was an engaged
discussion about the options which illuminated some of
the issues confronting the choice of services. In terms
of options for the hospital they saw that there were
three groups of choices (Fig. 2). These were: to keep
the existing services (on-site or relocated); to reconfig-
ure the services; and to identify new services (bring in
services that do not exist yet). From the discussion it

D

E

I C

Inclusive but lengthy

Quick but not meeting the
community’s requirement

Fig. 3. A values graph produced in the small-group session.

was possible to draw up a list of tentative criteria (in
SCA these would be comparison areas). Some of these
were: whether the choice(s) would meet local needs or
have local support; whether they would likely to be suc-
cessful; and whether they would be affordable. These
were recorded on a flip chart and it was stated that they
could prove relevant to the choice between alternatives.

The values/principles group discussion led to topics
with aspects that seemed relevant but not currently pos-
sible to resolve. These aspects were captured on the
values graph. In particular, there was pressure on the
service providers to be democratic and to have an in-
clusive process while at the same time needing to be
efficient (see Fig. 3). The group discussed the need for
a trade-off between being open and inclusive, and min-
imising the length of time for conducting the process
of consultation and producing the SOC. There was a
strong feeling that the sooner the decisions were made
for the hospital the better this would be for the planners
and the community. However, the process should not be
rushed to ensure that there was proper consultation.

During the break between the small group sessions
and the plenary, the facilitators produced an option
graph of the three main areas of discussion from the
small group sessions (Fig. 4). A matrix was also pro-
duced with a list of possible services along one dimen-
sion and the criteria (comparison areas) along the other.

In the plenary session held after the break, the facil-
itators started with a short feedback from each of the
groups. The option graph was then presented and the
participants discussed it and agreed that it was a useful
representation of the current problem focus. There were
options available within each of the decisions, though
no attempt was made to identify which combinations
were infeasible. The option graph served its purpose by
ensuring that the decision area—land use—was still in
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focus. During the discussion of the option graph, a few
more comparison areas (criteria) were identified. The
matrix was then introduced and the discussion that fol-
lowed made no attempt to evaluate the services against
criteria, because it was felt that there was a need to
get the community’s input on the options. An action
plan was produced (in SCA terms—a commitment or
progress package) and the participants agreed that the
‘matrix’ should be an on-going (living) tool. The matrix
became the means for collaboration.

9. Phase 2: dealing with voices

9.1. Community workshop—a modified open space

Working with large groups, particularly those that in-
volve the public and/or the community is non-trivial
and problematic [19]. There are normally two fears that
go with large group work: anxiety of individuals in
the group and the loss of individuality. Experience has
shown that, with regard to public involvement, those
working with large groups need to pay attention to the
social processes in order to ensure that there is an equi-
table sharing of information and openness for social ne-
gotiation. This is key for the participants to learn about
the problem situation and understand the values and
perspectives of the other stakeholders [19,61].

It was clear that the process used up to this point had
worked with the widest representatives possible and in-
cluded professional interests (SG, SDG and voluntary
sector) and non-professionals views (through the CIPG
which had members from group which were under-
represented). Local peoples’ interests were also repre-
sented in the discussion and indicated in the principles
and values paper produced and in the comparison area
of the matrix, i.e. local acceptability, and inclusiveness.
The next phase was to incorporate more community
views. Through the work on values and principles, the
issue of involving local people did not appear to be a
problem with the CHP group members. There was a
clear shift in attitude of the group members and the
committee. Also, the committee acknowledged that a
trade-off was needed between inclusivity and openness,
and the need for a fully engaged dialogue, which may
not be possible in a large group. Thus, a modified Open
Space was suggested, for which some members of the
committee were trained by LW to be facilitators. This
was a process used by LW in a previous study [72].
The event was advertised locally, in community centres
and local shops and also by the members of the CIPG
through the networks of their members.

The event itself presented an opportunity to share in-
formation and discuss options in small groups. It took
place a few weeks after the previous workshop and
over 100 people attended, representing over 30 interest
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groups ranging from the elderly, people with chronic ill-
nesses, people with mental health problems, black and
minority ethnic groups and local members of the com-
munities. The matrix was circulated to the known in-
terest groups before the event. They were also given an
opportunity to present their views in what was designed
as a ‘market place’ of ideas. The market place gave any
participants who wished space in the hall of the event to
set out their ideas (like a market stall) for what should
be included in the hospital. The other participants, in-
cluding the members of the planning groups, would be
free to make choices about which issues they wish to
engage with and work on. During the event, the market
place was simulated and the participants were allowed
to roam around and join any debate they wanted. They
were encouraged to circulate and learn and comment
on the ideas that were presented by different groups.
The participants were free to visit whichever stall they
wanted and could even set one up themselves if they
felt that a particular issue or option was not represented.
Overall, there were over 30 different issues and options
discussed in the market place. Following this, small
groups were arranged to discuss the merits of the ideas
presented. The groups were self-facilitating, thus they
used different logic in arriving at the recommendations.
The plenary session that followed discussed the options
to put forward in a matrix.

Key to the success of the workshop was that the pro-
cess was open and transparent. There was a clear and
explicit sharing of the principles and values and the de-
sign of the workshop endorsed these principles by giv-
ing voice to a number of different groups. It was clear
by the end of the workshop that the principles were fully
endorsed by the participants.

10. Phase 3: the public conference

The public conference was organised in order to dis-
cuss the options and to gain the views of the local peo-
ple. The aim was to arrange an event different to a pub-
lic meeting, where typically the public is invited to hear
about something that has already been decided. The de-
tails of the options and the project had been publicised
and circulated via the stakeholders. The format of the
day involved presentations by the three working groups
followed by small group work and a subsequent plenary
session. Over 200 people attended the conference in-
cluding the local MP and the statutory commissioners.
The conference, and indeed the process, had been char-
acterised by a high degree of anxiety in that there had
been doubts as to whether an outcome would emerge.

As might be expected, a great many issues and differ-
ences in options and values were being debated. How-
ever, without underestimating the degree of difficulty
associated with the process, a large number of positive
suggestions were made and differences acknowledged.
There was a strong support for many of the options
presented while others emerged through the course of
discussion and reflection, and particularly through the
attention paid to those voices that might normally be
ignored. The issue of land use, which threatened to un-
dermine the whole project, was well-handled by the
participants, who demanded that any decision about the
use of land be transparent and morally defended. Many
minority interests were taken on board.

11. Impact of the project

Two reports of the study were produced, a short ver-
sion, for general distribution to the public, and a longer
version for the CHP committee. The latter was used by
the committee to draw up the SOC, which was sent to
the Department of Health within a month of the final
public meeting. The CIPG commissioned nine commu-
nity development workers to outreach local community
groups and discuss the findings of the study and its rec-
ommendations. The project committee decided to dis-
band shortly after the production of the SOC. The CIPG
became the steering group for the Patient and Public
Involvement initiative (PPI) for the local primary care
trust. The results from the study were fed into Patient
and Public Involvement Strategy. In fact, the new man-
ager for the PPI initiative was drawn from the CIPG.
Although public involvement was stressed as key in the
plans for the Primary Care Trust (PCT) [73], the idea of
a public and patient involvement initiative was accepted
with relative ease as a direct result of the study, and the
newly appointed manager had a direct link to the board
of the PCT. Finally, the SOC was approved in 2004.

12. Discussion and conclusion

Greater involvement of stakeholders in public policy
making adds further complexity to the process of de-
cision making by increasing the potential for conflict
about the nature of the problem. This give rise to dilem-
mas concerning the extent of public involvement in the
process and the weight given to inevitable differences in
values resulting from greater involvement, here called
the dilemmas of voice and values. The case study de-
scribes a situation involving a large number of stake-
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holders in a process that makes use of the values graph
in order to manage the many voices and values through-
out the decision-making process, and allows differences
in value priorities to be kept visible.

A key objective of the approach was to ensure that
all voices were heard and the full range of values ex-
plored. At the start of the work there was concern that,
because there was a heavy weighting of representatives
from statutory agencies, alternative views may not be
considered. In fact, alternative and minority interests
did come to the fore and even the ones that might have
threatened the process were addressed. Although it may
be difficult to make conclusions in the absence of a full
evaluation, it was observed that a great deal of the suc-
cess of the process was in part due to the flexible and
adaptable nature of the mechanisms introduced, and to
the attention given to different voices and values which
was explicit from the outset. The experience points to
the need to approach the process of working with large
and diverse groups of people in an inventive manner.

The case study indicated that the stakeholders have
different power bases yet at the same time share an in-
terest in the process. While other researchers [63,64,74]
adopt a more formal analysis of power and interest
in order to prevent the decision-making process being
blocked by stakeholders exercising a veto, in this study a
more implicit approach was adopted. From discussions
with the committee a three-phase approach was devel-
oped for the decision-making process, which helped
retain inclusion while keeping the issues focused and
allowing for some process management. This process
ensured that policy was informed by the community as
well as by organised interest groups. In the workshops
it was found that power and interest were contained.
It would be interesting to compare this outcome to the
kinds produced by stakeholder analysis used in other
processes [74].

In feedback about the processes, many of the mem-
bers of the three groups found the work stimulating
and encouraging, as well as wholly appropriate to the
project’s aims. In particular, they found that the method
of continually developing the process—to reflect devel-
opments in learning—a more useful approach than one
which would have been prescribed and inflexible from
the beginning. Although the use of post-its and the ma-
trix were perhaps a little simplistic, many agreed these
devices provoked good inclusive dialogues.

Pair-wise comparisons of options proved effective in
allowing the different values held in the group to sur-
face. In larger groups, the number of issues raised for
comparison can be huge, requiring so many compar-
isons that the process can become tedious; facilitators

Democracy

Efficiency

Individual Community

OpennessRights

ChoicesAutonomy

Fig. 5. A modified values graph.

may need to manage the initial lists to avoid this situa-
tion. The process does help ensure, however, that a full
range of values is elicited and, as none are discarded,
minority values are given voice.

Significantly, the values graph provided a framework
that aided thinking about values. The values graph sets
out the key dimensions of democracy vs. efficiency val-
ues, and individual vs. community values, which are
critical in conceptualising public policy making. It was
found that the values graph provided the means for the
groups to keep in mind all values while exploring areas
of conflict and congruence. In turn, the process of using
the graph allowed for a refinement of the framework to
emerge, as it became clear through the process that each
quadrant focussed on a key public value. In quadrant (a)
(from Fig. 1), the dimensions of democracy and commu-
nity emphasise involvement and society orientation, so
focus on the public value of openness. Quadrant (b), on
the other hand, emphasises the individual and democ-
racy and focuses on rights, while quadrant (c) gives rise
to autonomy out of the dimensions of individual and
efficiency. Finally, quadrant (d) reveals the tension be-
tween community and efficiency, which results in the
need for choices to be made. This revised framework
is shown in Fig. 5. It was found in the case study that
when this framework was used as a values graph, the
service providers tended to focus their values on auton-
omy and control, whereas the community-based group
focused on openness and equity. It could be seen that the
different participants were able to position themselves
in relation to the graph. This was possible because, in
surfacing the values held, space and time were allowed
for each group to review their own ones among them-
selves. When they used the framework/graph to review
the values held they were able to articulate what needs
to be shared by making it about action that needed to
be taken.

In involving stakeholders as participants, Ackoff
[20,46] favours focusing on values in idealised design,
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because that helps stakeholders to find agreement on
objectives. Eden and Ackermann [63] are concerned
that this ignores the complexity of values in multi-
stakeholder policy-making environments. The decision-
making process employed in this case study follows
Ackoff’s principle while at the same time acknowl-
edges Eden and Ackermann’s concerns. By ensuring
that competing values and those held by only a minor-
ity were kept in the frame throughout the process, this
approach accommodates both perspectives.

A key to the process is in the emphasis on differences,
rather than similarities, in value priorities. This con-
trasts to those processes that focus entirely upon shared
values from an early stage, and which therefore discard
those values not obviously shared by other groups or
individuals involved in the decision making. There are
dangers in ignoring values that may only be held by
one or two individuals. First, although only a small mi-
nority of those may hold such values, they can actually
represent the voice of a minority who need to be heard
if public policy making in a pluralistic society is to be
representative. Secondly, as was apparent in this case,
such values may be held with great intensity such that
they are not open to trade-offs [34], which may result
in the decision-making process being blocked through
a refusal to cooperate. Furthermore, if they are ignored
there is potential for continuing resentment, which may
have future repercussions for the implementation of the
decision, and for future decision-making processes in-
volving the community.

The advantages in keeping differences in value pri-
orities visible through the process are plentiful. This
approach gives permission to individuals and groups
involved to hold different values, so validating alterna-
tive perspectives. This is particularly important in en-
suring that minority voices are heard in public policy
making. When differences are explicit and acknowl-
edged, the process of decision making may at times be
uncomfortable and time consuming, but equally, it is
likely to be more honest, with fewer hidden emotions
and agendas. Importantly, keeping differences visible
allows a process of adjustment to take place. Individuals
and groups do not change their core values easily, but
are more open to changing the association of a particu-
lar phenomenon from one value to another [75]. Open
dialogue, therefore, can result in individuals or groups
reinterpreting the concept of, for example, the issue of
choice in public service provision so that it becomes
associated with democratic, rather than individualistic,
values. It is through such transformation that attitudes
alter and consensus is achieved amongst diverse groups
in pluralistic societies.

The case demonstrates, however, the need for ade-
quate time to be made available so that the groups are
able to work with value differences. As was seen, the
extended process of discussion during which conflict-
ing values were kept to the fore meant that the values
were acknowledged, and then became accepted so that
they were eventually incorporated into the decisions.
This was, however, a slow process, and one that may
be considered expensive or inefficient. We argue that,
when the whole process is considered, the time invested
at this stage can mean that the decision-making process
is no less efficient while being much more democratic,
as demonstrated by the relative ease that final approval
has gained.

In terms of policy and decision making, the pro-
cess was a powerful experience for those taking part
and it created an atmosphere where constructive dia-
logue could take place and was actively encouraged.
The emphasis on exploring different values and pub-
lic involvement proved to be key in providing a situa-
tion where participants held effective decision-making
power, particularly around options for the site. The out-
come in the case described here provides encouraging
support for a ‘voices and values’ approach in public de-
cision making, and it promises a way forward in en-
gaging the public in the process of policy making while
enhancing the dialogue amongst different stakeholder
groups.
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