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Chapter 1: Introduc琀椀on and Scope

Introduction to the Topic, and its Importance:

The democratic world is in a state of malaise. Almost universally speaking, the world9s established 

democracies are experiencing the lowest satisfaction with representatives and representative 

democracy since records began, having already been on a consistent downwards trend (Wike et al, 

2023). The median level of satisfaction stands at 59%, with South Africans expressing the most 

dissatisfaction at 76% and with Indians the most satisfied at 27%. 

 This democratic malaise is linked to repeated and consistent crises in representation and 

participation which leads to a problem of political legitimacy for the institution of government (e.g 

Kupchan, 2012 or Kamlage and Nanz, 2018). The problem of the democratic malaise has crystallised 

alongside the identification and utilisation of democratic innovations or DIs. These DIs 8reimagine 

and deepen the role of citizens in governance processes9 (Elstub and Escobar, 2019, pp 14). 

Significant investment, both in money and spilled-ink, has been spent on the prospect of DIs to form 

a solution to the crises in democracy and thus the democratic malaise at large (e.g see Smith, 2009; 

Pogrebinschi and Ryan, 2018 ; Kamlage and Nanz, 2018).

 In order to best use DIs as a remedy to the democratic malaise, there must be an 

understanding of how, when, and why they best deepen democracy for ordinary citizens, and what is 

required to do so. However these are questions for which there are currently no, or at least limited, 

answers. Answering these questions forms the crux and justification of this thesis. The findings can 

be used as interpretive lenses to better understand the workings of extant DIs so as to use the 

findings to better design them in the future. Thus, this research is a crucial tool in ameliorating the 

democratic malaise.

The Original Contribution the Research Provides:

Accordingly, this research provides three original contributions to the field. Firstly, this research 

provides answers to all the questions posed above in that it explains how, when, and why DIs best 

deepen democracy. Secondly, this research puts forward the argument that internal considerations 

(such as quality of representation) are important when assessing DIs, but that only by looking at 

actual tangible outcomes like policy impact can we begin to assess them usefully with the aim of 

ameliorating the democratic malaise. Thirdly, this research deviates from existing comparisons of DIs 

by focusing exclusively on British and Irish cases. This is owing to the rich precedence of 



14

experimental public participation in these countries and their overlooked status amongst the 

comparative literature. Lastly, this research does not use primary data, such as interviews, but 

instead relies on the secondary dataset of Participedia and the official evaluator reports. This is an 

important contribution to the field since there is considerable excitement behind the potential of this 

dataset, and this research demonstrates that it can used for robust comparative research designs. 

Finally, this research demonstrates that Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) is not only capable of 

being used to analysis outcomes in a DI-context, but is actually ideally suited to this role. QCA can 

empirically identify causal patterns that are complex and counter-intuitive with data that is 

qualitative. The demonstrated utility of this approach to other researchers in the field is the final 

contribution.

The Approach to the Research:

This thesis uses an approach called Qualitative Comparative Analysis or QCA for short. QCA is a 

simple yet novel condition-based comparative approach which seeks to uncover which conditions or 

configurations of conditions form causal pathways to a given outcome. 35 DI cases were drawn from 

the Participedia project and triangulated using official evaluator reports. These cases were 

qualitatively interpreted and scored based on whether, and to what degree if so, six conditions were 

present. QCA was conducted on the subsequent dataset. The results showed that no single condition 

determined the ability of a DI to impact policy. Instead, five configurations of conditions were shown 

to successfully facilitate policy impact, whilst one configuration of conditions formed a pathway to 

unsuccessful policy impact. These configurations are then offered up back to the 35 DI cases and 

rigorously interpreted with references to the relevant cases.

Overview of Key Findings:

This research answers four research questions:

1) Which conditions, if any, best facilitate policy impact and why?

2) Do any conditions explain when a policy is not set?

3) What do the answers to 1&2 tell us about the participatory environment?

4) What practical interventions could be implemented to improve participatory policy-impact, and 

would these be ad-hoc or blanket interventions?

 Through a comparative analysis of 35 DI cases drawn from the Participedia dataset and their 

official evaluator reports, this thesis answers the first two questions with four important 

contributions to the field. A DI is successful at impacting policy when it has a high degree of contact 
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and connectivity with politicians who are amiable to the goals and intentions behind the DI. In other 

words, a DI impacts policy when it works with a politician who wants it to succeed. A DI successfully 

sets policy when it produces policy recommendations which gel well with the policy preferences of 

target politicians such that institutional friction is low. A DI can otherwise seek to lower institutional 

friction by suggesting policy that is either of very high salience or very low. This unintuitive effect is 

called parabolic salience. Finally, a DI will enjoy high policy-impacting success when it works with a 

politician who has already decided to seek public help, in which case a DI9s destiny is pre-ordained. 

However, a DI with any of these characteristics will still fail if it is dead on arrival. This refers to a DI 

which is never intended to have any political impact. Likewise, a DI which produces a policy 

recommendation with middling salience relative to the two extremes of parabolic salience, will likely 

fail to clear any institutional hurdles and impact political policy. 

 The lessons drawn from this thesis allow us to answer the last two research questions. As it 

stands, the world of DIs is still very new, and politicians are only just waking up to the potential. 

Accordingly, viable practical interventions include a greater use of DIs in political decision making and 

a mechanism of political accountability created to enforce their use.

Overview of Thesis Structure:

This thesis begins with the first of two discussions of relevant literature. The first discussion begins 

with an examination of five contentions and then uses them to build up the justification for this 

research and a framework for the contribution to the field. The first contention is that the existing 

literature tends to assume policy impacting actors to be political elites, and so their insights are of 

limited value for understanding non-elite DIs. Secondly, much of the existing literature only looks at 

state-led DIs. Thirdly, that there is no one exact definition of a successful DI, and the current 

definitions are split along normative lines. Fourth, comparative approaches to understanding policy 

impact are criminally under-utilised, but offer so much potential. Finally, when the literature does 

included comparative approaches, it tends to focus on DIs from Latin American countries and not 

Britain or Ireland. These discussions are the foundations to the research problem. Having now 

hammered out the research problem, this first chapter ends with a discussion of what public 

participation is and is not, and how this extends to a definition for DIs. DIs are defined as: 8processes 

or institutions, that are new to a policy issue, policy role, or level of governance, and developed to 

reimagine and deepen the role of citizens in governance processes by increasing opportunities for 

participation, deliberation and influence9 (Elstub and Escobar, 2019, p11).  The first chapter ends by 

taking a step back and explaining why DIs are emerging in the first place and what the nature of the 

problem they purport to solve is. This section introduces and explains what Kupchan (2012) 
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describes as a 8democratic malaise9 – the current crises in representation, participation, and 

legitimacy which representative democracies across the world are finding themselves in. The 

culmination of this section proposes that DIs are a viable solution to these crises and that this 

research seeks to further this end.

 The second discussion of relevant literature provides the theoretical conditions and 

hypotheses which will establish the policy impacts of public participation. This section begins by 

looking at how the design of DIs theoretically impacts upon the outcomes and how achieving specific 

goals can be potentially achieved by facilitating certain conditions whilst suppressing others. 

However, it is then demonstrated that, whilst DI design donates some useful insights in participatory 

policy impact, design itself is not the silver bullet which can form the basis for future interventions. 

Moving on, the next section begins with an exploration of political theory and real-world case studies 

to derive all the conditions supposed to have causal impact on policy-impact. This chapter 

penultimately ends with a discussion on whether British and Irish cases can be considered together 

in one analysis, owing to differences in the centrality of their political systems, with the conclusion 

that they can. The second literature review chapter ends with a list of all the hypothesised causal 

conditions: 

1) A administerial and government bureaucratic culture open to participatory policy impact

2) The influence of CSOs

3) Policy recommendations which closely resemble the policy preferences of the target policy maker

4) Left-wing politicians

5) Partisan Policies

6) Salient Policies

Simply explaining the background to these six conditions is not enough for a viable analysis. The third 

chapter builds on the previous chapter by slowly and systematically demonstrating their causal 

potential by proposing their policy-impacting mechanisms. This is then the basis for the theoretical 

framework used throughout the analysis. 

 The next chapter introduces the analytical technique used throughout this research: 

Qualitative Comparative Analysis or QCA for short. QCA is a condition-based comparative approach 

which seeks to uncover which conditions or configurations of conditions form causal pathways to a 

given outcome. As stated previously, QCA is a novel approach and, whilst being relatively simple to 

understand, will require explanations of several core concepts. This chapter explains the 

fundamentals to QCA research before demonstrating how case-set qualitative data can be coded into 
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a form suitable for empirical analysis using QCA. QCA will produce three types of results: necessary, 

SUIN, and sufficient conditions. These are then explained using methodological theory, and clear 

examples are given handhold anyone unfamiliar with QCA through the process. Put simply: this 

section deals with explaining what we are looking for in order to answer the research questions. This 

chapter ends by explaining how the QCA results can be validated with robustness tests and how 

potential results can be evaluated. 

 Having thoroughly explained the principles behind QCA the next chapter on methodology 

begins by explaining exactly why it is so well-suited for studying PIs and policy-impact before a frank 

discussion of when it works best and when it does not. There are on-going debates within QCA of 

how exactly to best perform the method, and what the ideal outcomes will look like. Both sides of 

the debate are considered, but this chapter proceeds by explaining why parsimonious (in essence, 

the shortest and simplest configuration of conditions) outcomes are best equipped to answer the 

research questions. 

 The methodology chapter then proposes a metric for selecting DI cases for QCA before 

demonstrating the viability. At this point, the methodology ends with a critical discussion of the two 

main sources of case study data: the Participedia dataset and of the official evaluator reports from 

which Participedia often draws. 

 The next two chapters are for the analytical stage. The first of the two (Chapter 6) draws 

from the theoretical framework of conditions established earlier and begins to build a QCA-

appropriate dataset by coding the presence of the conditions from the cases selected. A discussion 

of the subsequent dataset is then provided. At this point, the dataset is analysed, and robustness are 

conducted. Chapter 7 begins with a discussion of what conditions and configurations of conditions 

are expected to be produced according to the theory. Necessary, SUIN, and sufficient conditions are 

then explored and explained. It was found that only sufficient conditions form causal pathways to 

policy impact. At this point, the findings are then evaluated. Chapter 8 is the concluding chapter. This 

thesis argues that there is no one singular condition which makes or breaks a PI9s success, but a 

combination of conditions. The results show that successful policy impact is largely down to the 

wants and preferences of target politicians, and that facilitating conditions merely act to attract or 

maintain these relationships.

Scope:

At this point we can step back and consider the scope of this research. This thesis does take a deep-

dive into explaining and defining public DIs in the literature review. However, for the purpose of 

understanding the scope and limitations of this research at this pre-literature review introductory 
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stage, certain broad concepts must be hammered-out. DIs is an umbrella term defined as 8processes 

or institutions, that are new to a policy issue, policy role, or level of governance, and developed to 

reimagine and deepen the role of citizens in governance processes by increasing opportunities for 

participation, deliberation and influence9 (Elstub and Escobar, 2019, p11). As such, DIs can take forms 

such as Citizen Assemblies, or voluntary associations (to name but two), with no definitive 

normatively defined form (Jennings and Saunders, 2019; Walgrave and Vliegenthart, 2012; Bevan 

and Rasmussen, 2020). DIs can adopt a bottom-up approach wherein informal groups seek to set the 

policies of low-level local politicians only. Conversely, they can be formal and sophisticated, aiming 

instead to operate within legislative and/or executive branches of the state. Let us now consider the 

scope of this research.

 Given the broadness of DI forms, and given the multi-tiered nature of the political system, 

the scope of this research is therefore also broad, and will examine the differing levels of 

participation operating at differing levels of government equally. In terms of datasets or specific 

countries or regions, this inherent broadness means that there is ample potential to both specialise 

and generalise. There is significant literature focussing on Latin America owing to significant 

democratisation after dictatorships fostering innovations of applied public participation and of 

democratic innovations generally (e.g see Peruzotti, 2007). Indeed, at the beginning of my research, I 

assumed this richness would inevitably make the scope of the research Latin America-centric. Later, 

this richness was determined to be equally represented by the Participedia project, which opened up 

the potential to move beyond Latin America. 

 However, the decision to use a QCA-focussed methodology meant that inductive reasoning 

and personal familiarity with the cases was required to properly assess any causal mechanisms 

present. This means that this research must mirror my Anglo-centric frame of reference since, 

epistemologically speaking, only these such cases could be used to reliably evaluate policy impact. 

Consequently, this research only uses British and Irish cases and only those with their details 

published in English. Therefore, whilst any insights drawn from this research may be useful in 

understanding DI behaviour more generally, they only describe the nature of participatory policy-

impact in specifically Britain and Ireland. A mention of temporality is important here too since this 

research looks at public participation specifically within the context of democratic innovations and 

the shifts in institutional and political perspective which have emerged as a result. The term 

8democratic innovations9 was coined by Graham Smith (2005) 19 years go at the time of writing, and 

so this research only examines cases which occurred after this date and, where possible, occurred as 

close to the time of writing as possible. This provides a very specific ecology of cases where they all 

share a participatory environment shaped broadly by the impact of DIs. Citizens9 Assemblies or 
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Participatory Budgeting DIs were quite unusual before 2005 and consequently rare. Therefore, this 

scope of 19 years does not provide a hindrance to the research in any meaningful way. 

 The need for researcher intimacy and familiarity with the cases puts a practical limit on the 

scope of cases that can be reasonably analysed. This research makes use of a medium-N dataset of 

35 cases. Such a dataset size would be considered unremarkable or even slightly low within research 

using more traditional quantitative techniques, but is actually fairly substantial within standard QCA 

practice. Therefore, the data scope of this research is also quite substantial. The robustness of this 

scope is increased further with practical considerations pertaining to data quality and time frames. 

The use of the Participedia project and of official evaluator reports means that the dataset could be 

built quickly and efficiently from succinct and reliable sources. Whilst it would be technically possible 

to increase the number of cases from 35, each case was deliberately hand-selected to lend 

something to the overall analysis, meaning that the overall dataset accurately and meaningfully 

reflects the participatory world.

 Having considered the scope of the type of data used, let us now consider the scope of the 

type of research this is going to be. A significant body of work within existing literature (e.g. see Link 

et al 2006) looks to internal normative goals as a means of assessment such as the degree of 

demographic representation or an assessment of some quality of the deliberation. This research 

does not reflect this position. This research understands that these concerns are valid and that no DI 

can rightfully be called 8democratic9 without representation and franchise. However, the scope of 

assessment here is to look at the political impact of public participation once policy recommendation 

has been generated. This means that all the cases examined have been 8successes9 in that they have 

concluded and that any DI which, for instance, failed to conclude owing to irreconcilable conflicts 

which degraded the democratic nature of a PI, will not have been included within the dataset. This 

concept will be further fleshed out and justified within the literature review.

 This thesis seeks to position DIs as an understudied, but both necessary and valid, avenue for 

impacting policy. This is deliberately diametrically opposed to traditional conceptions of policy-

impact which assumes a non-public political elite as the main policy-impacting actor. This 

deliberately moves away from interest groups, lobbying groups, or wealthy individuals as the de jure 

agents of policy impacting in academic circles. This thesis contributes to the field by showing that 

non-elites and public participation can, and do, influence the way in which politicians think and 

govern. As such, it is important to understand when and why.
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Chapter 2: Problema琀椀sing Public Par琀椀cipa琀椀on and Its Study

with the 8why9 and 8what9 of this research –

studied now? At the end of this section the reader will understand that DI9s form a plausible remedy 

to democracy9s ills, but the extant theory and literature r

(2.1) Why Can’t Exis琀椀ng Literature Answer the Research Ques琀椀ons?  

Before moving onto backgrounds and de昀椀ni琀椀ons, it is important to explain why exis琀椀ng literature 

cannot explain the research ques琀椀ons, and why new and unique research is necessary. Below are the 

昀椀ve main points of conten琀椀on introduced earlier within the introduc琀椀on: 

1) Canon literature assumes policy-impac琀椀ng actors to be poli琀椀cal elites rather than 8non-elites9 

members of the public

2) Research on democra琀椀c innova琀椀ons tends to focus on government-led ini琀椀a琀椀ves, de-emphasising 

or even ignoring bo琀琀om-up approaches 

3) De昀椀ni琀椀ons on what cons琀椀tutes a successful democra琀椀c innova琀椀on are split along norma琀椀ve lines

4) Conven琀椀onal sta琀椀s琀椀cal approaches to analysis are unsuitable, and suitable approaches are s琀椀ll 

part of a small and emerging 昀椀eld 

5) Systema琀椀c compara琀椀ve approaches tend to focus on areas like La琀椀n America, rather than the UK 

and Ireland, and lean heavily towards Par琀椀cipatory Budge琀椀ng.

usually considered to have begun in Smith9s 2005 work 8Beyond the Ballot 57 Democratic 

Innovations from Around the World9. This comes well after the publicat

–

. Baumgartner and Jones9 seminal 
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–

– tends to see them as precursors to the 8real9 actors of interest groups or the media. Consider 

Casey9s (2023) examination of the agenda

setting from Burstein and Linton (2002). In this work they don9t consider 

–

meaningfully separate since they assume both to 8affect policy only to the extent that their activities 

provide elected officials with information and resources relevant to their election campaigns9 

8trade9 political access for an actor in exchange for s

their political capital as an 8in9 with a politician. There, the politically useful information could be 

lity. For instance, the Citizens9 
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– an amount based on the Irish Citizens9 

–

To put that into perspective, the entire working budget of the Citizens9 

Assembly of Scotland per year was barely 2% of what the UK9s largest interest groups spend on 

political capital, it would be absurd to assume that initiatives such as the Citizens9 Assembly of 

Even if they could, it9s still vanishingly unlikely that their tiny budget would be sufficient to compete 
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8In order to test among our theoretical traditions, we begin by 

9 

and business. However, given that 8business orientated groups9 (ibid) are 

likely to possess greater financial capital than 8mass based9 groups, and given that business

– –

because 8they understand all too well9 the system of policy creation and implementation and thus 
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(Smith, 2009). However, as DIs have come to encapsulate any 8political practices beyond the 

traditional understanding of democratic participation9 (Veri, 2022, pp171), the literature rarely opts 

where 8there was sufficient information about the case in academic or grey literature to allow 

comparability of the cases9 in order to conduct the strongest possible analy
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they are often finding the importance of 8non institutional intermediaries9 such as charities or CSOs 

8effectiveness9? 

normative 8internal9 goals as contained within the composition of the participatory initiative itself 
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makes a Citizens9 Assembly, a CA), posing difficulties for a researcher who wishes to count and 

–

and factors were and weren9t beneficial in achieving the desired outcome. As such, any approach 

something of an underappreciated niche all on its own. Researchers have criticised the 8within type9 
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comparative approaches focussed on Latin America, such as Brazil9s precedent of Participatory 

More recently, Porto Alegre and the wider Latin American area has been described as 8a 

laboratory of political innovations and participatory governance9 and as somewhere where 

8democracy encompasses more than elections9 (Pogrebinschi, 2020, 

8comprehensive and systematic9 data set on democratic innovations is that of the LATINNO dataset 

behaviours. What9s more, the ecology of DIs is vast, and research needs to be conducted 
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(2.2) Par琀椀cipatory Policy -Impact:  Why Study It?

definitions of 8success9 explored in the previous sub

the way they derive 8policy relevant information9 (Jacquet and van der Does 2021

2023, pp7). Similarly, a DI may impact those institutions which provide 8regulative, normative, and 

cognitive elements that provide stability and meaning to social life9 (Scott, 2013, pp56). For 

thesis, a DI can also impact upon political policy itself. This refers to 8shifts in the 

of these instruments9 (Jacquet et al, 2023, pp6). Further, a DI may impact on policy in the sense of 

existing policy, such as its 8effectiveness or efficiency in 

tackling specific problems9 (ibid)9. Policy impact therefore moves beyond simple agenda
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has an (preferably decisive in the case of DIs) impact on the 8decision making stage of policymaking9 

setting is the process 8which identifies the problem or issue that needs addressing9 

(Giorgi, 2017, pp14) often 8through political and social institutions9 (Birkland, 1997, pp11). In other 

therefore a useful tool for assessing DIs when they do not 8yield authoritative final decisions9 but 

8can at least begin to sway the legislative process9 (Pogrebinschi and Ryan, 2018, pp140). 

8punctuated equilibrium9 wherein the response to agenda changes is disjointed and p

equilibrium is disturbed by 8shifts in framing, venue control, and social mobilization9 (ibid, 2006, pp 

–

<There is a difference between a condition and a problem. We put up with all manner of conditions 

ery day: bad weather, unavoidable and untreatable illnesses, pestilence, poverty, fanaticism [&] 

about them.= (ibid, pp 115)
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innovations and shifts in institutional norms within representative politics. As an example, let9s look 

– literally 8new politics9 (Cairney, 2007, pp1) –

fertile opportunity for action. Eager to, as it were, 8try out9 the new politica

setting circles for being 8peculiarly American9 and rarely a feature elsewhere (True et al, 

superficially unsuccessful DIs 8that fail to achieve policy change can impact public debates in 

important ways9 further down the line (Jacquet et al, 2023, pp130). For instance, this was something 

seen with the ICA9s deliberation on the lega

Just as a DI can impact the wider public, so too can it drive 8individual level changes9 in the 
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more widely. Likewise, such DIs bolster the confidence of 8government agencies, stakeholders and 

bureaucrats in the public9s capacity for deliberation9 (ibid, pp131). 

In doing so, these opponents 8lose the 

foundations of their opposition9 (Parry and Ercan, 2023, pp131). However, since DIs are designed to 

topic, found the recommendations to reflect 8evidence of the jury9s independence from government, 

despite accusations to the contrary9 (ibid, pp132). 

creation itself, Goodin and Dryzek describe a DI9s 

servants in its capacity as a 8means of public oversight forcing 

official accountability9 and collective problem

Chicago, called beat meetings, allowed the city9s citizens and police officers to 8begin by using a 

<brainstorming= process to generate a comprehensive list of crime and safety problems in their 

neighborhood9 (Fung, 2003, pp118). From these problems came strategies for solutions, and from 
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concerns the simple fact that doing so will help fill the gap of 8empirical study of the impact of 

existing practices on policymaking and the public sphere9 (Jac

led to a focus on the 8micro processes of DIs9 (Jacquet et al, 2023, pp4) such as those 

focusses has been the stunted research on DI9s 8impact on the wider political system9 (ibid) and the 

desire to publish answers to pressing questions without damaging 8the reputation of the innovation 

9 (Spada and Ryan, 2017, pp776), many important contributions to understanding policy

consequence of this is that studying 8DIs9 policy impa

methodological insights9 on relevant research (Jacquet et al, 2023, pp5)
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8political window dressing9. Here phrases often found in DIs such as 8good governance9 or 

8deliberative democracy9 were co

recognition amongst democratic practitioners. For instance, in his analysis of the Irish Citizens9 

8elected officials [having] decisive influence over the fate of the democratic innovation9 thus opening 

up the gates for 8self ientations9 and the failure to properly democratise policy creation 

8not sufficient if democratic innovations are expected to solve the crisis of representation9 

DIs 8must also be effective9 (ibid). Not only is studying policy impact the most useful way to assess DI 
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(2.3) De昀椀ning Public Par琀椀cipa琀椀on

elections, they effectively confer 8democratic status9 on those alternate fo

Let us first consider what we mean when we say 8participation9 – –

in the context of democracy generally. Robert Dahl9s book on democratic agenda

"[&] all 

choices at various levels of the political system= (Barnes and Kaase, 1979, p42).

hl9s assumptions about participation in several important 
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the prospect of 8civil disobedience and political violence9 from ever being 

or can it include attempts to 8change the form of government9?
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to just using 8public participation9 as a shorthand for political participation within such a context. 

about democracy9s formality, but it also accommodates the 

participatory formality. This principle also extends to Conge9s fifth contention concerning whethe
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structural aims, seeking to influence the specifics of a politician9s position, rather than 

Citizens9 Assembly as a way of making friends, then any political outcome is unintended. But it was 

should supposedly wrong intentions undermine the legitimacy of any DI. 8Politically expressive9 acts 

haping policies as 8purely instrumental acts9 (ibid). Further, as Conge (1988) 

e writes: 8[political 

political participation (again without accounting for its nature)9 (ibid, pp247).

such an issue won9t be included in this piece9s working definition.
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(2.4) Democra琀椀c Innova琀椀ons

taking cues from 8participatory budgeting in Brazil, Citizens9 Assemblies on Electoral Reform in 

democracy9 

democratic innovations were 8institutions that have been specifically designed to increase and 

rocess9 (ibid, pp1). This definition has 

plurality of processes which 8embody the practice9 (Elstub and Escobar, 2019).

democratic innovations, Smith9s (2009) definition appears to cover certain cases which don9t seem 

Smith9s definition ascribes no importance to temporal implementation. Would then the 

Parliamentary system), but they also highlight a gap in Smith9s current definition: DIs ought to 

ething like Brazil9s first democratic election after dictatorship.

what it is not. For instance, consider this example from Baiocchi and Ganuza: 8Democratic 

circles, collaborative policy making, alternative dispute resolutions, and so on9 (Baiocchi and Ganuza, 
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politicians to reject the traditional 8vanguardist9 model of left

–

helps little. As a further critique to Baiocchi and Ganuza9s (2016) work, their list freely mixes means 

Conversely, consider Geissel9s (2013) literature survey of over 200 European examples of DIs 

wherein 8three types of participatory innovations can be 

deliberative procedures, direct democratic procedures9 (Veri, 2022, p5). Rather than repeating 

Baiocchi and Ganuza9s example by listing means and forms of DIs, she defines a DI based on whether 

–

stepping the inflexibility of Geissel9s (2013) typology, and seeking to capture the spirit 

definition: 8processes or institutions, that are new to a polic

increasing opportunities for participation, deliberation and influence9 (Elstub and Escobar, 2

Overall, this definition does satisfy their state goal. What9s more, the recognition of newness 

as integral to innovation also satisfies my objection to Smith9s definition lacking in temporality. 

What9s more, it distinguishes between purely deliberative i

intended to, impact upon political policy such as study circles, whilst accommodating Smith9s 8co

governance innovations9 and 8direct democracy innovations9 such as Citizen Assemblies (Smith, 2005, 
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(2.5) The Democra琀椀c Malaise – Why Democra琀椀c Innova琀椀ons Ma琀琀er:

increases.  Coining the term 8democratic malaise9 to describe this effect, Kupchan theorises 

ameliorate these problems. However a government9s ability to do so may contradict their 

climate change. In response, a government is trapped in an impossible dilemma. What9
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citizenry <real= representation, partisan politics have only made passing popular and effective policy 

view of 8distrust and disaffection9 towards tangible figureheads in government, but also more 

government must inevitably lose its legitimacy to govern (Kupchan, 2012). If we accept Kupchan9s 

maximum number of voters. Within the crisis of representation, voters have rejected the 8politics of 

ns9 and focussed their attentions on what has been described as 8subterranean politics9 

selected politician with a cynical estimation of the people9s polic
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–

–

–

8class agents and social movements9 – but in the field of 8policy and policy –

technocrats and administrators9 (Warren, 2009, pp38). In his study of governance

8empowered participation, focused deliberation9 and administrative attentiveness to the outcomes –

–
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It seems clear that these 8technocrats and administrators9 are operating on normative 

the public9s involvement in the creation of a policy necessarily forms consent to be bound by that 

policy has and has not been in line with the rubric9s requirements, and thus informing when a policy 
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8revive outdated representative democracies9 with new approaches and assumptions of 

–

(2.6) Conclusions of Chapter 2

elite driven attempts at policy impact to intervene in democracy9s malaise. A DI is 

defined as: 8processes or institutions, that are new to a policy is

increasing opportunities for participation, deliberation and influence9 (Elstub and Escobar, 2019, 
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Chapter 3: How to Best Resolve the Research Problems

Whilst the first literature review deals with the 8what9 and 8why9 of this research, the second 

the two country9s political s

from outside CSOs, degree of policy preference overlap between a DI9s recommendations and that of 

(3.1) Designing Democra琀椀c Innova琀椀ons

done in the spirit of investigating the political world and to 8explain why things are the way they are9 

accusations that 8de

concerned with practical questions of democratic design9 (Dean et al, 2020, pp690). An alternate 

way of conceptualising this research would be to ask: <In what ways are the goals 

institutionalised and reflected by the design of democratic innovations?=

Whilst democratic innovations are generally 8cookie cutter9 in design, with deliberative polling even 
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Baiocchi, 2012). Sherry Arnstein9s pioneering 8ladder of citizen participation9 proposes that citizen 

– –

Arnstein9s ladder presu

policy outcomes.  What9s more, high citizen power ought not even be considered necessarily 

8more ne laden9 (Bobbio, 2019, pp45), but steps which reflect specific roles 

–

Arnstein9s ladder demonstrates an important principle: 8intensity of involvement and the weight of 

influence are not the only sensitive dimensions9 (ibid). 

Fung9s equally pioneering Democracy Cube includes three axes of similar dimensions which 

similar to Arnstein9s ladder, but it is joined with 8participation selection methods9 which stretches 

from 8expert administrators9 forming the bulk of a deliberative committee, to 8diffuse public sphere9. 

The final axis is 8modes of communication and decision9 which stretches from 8technical expertise9 to 

8listen as spectator9 (Fung, 2006, pp67

corresponded to 8legitimacy, justice, and the effectiveness of public action9 and – –

3D arena were 8best suited to specific objectives9 (ibid, pp66).
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–

r policy impact repercussions as a result. Further, Urbinati9s theory supposes that the ratio 

deliberation. Though this wasn9t tested explicitly, and such a statement ought to be taken with a 

pinch of salt, the results from this thesis do suggest the validity of Urbinti9s idea.

with 8

9 (Lightbody, 2024, pp7). DIs such as 

their role is not equal to that of the public participant in that they provide9 evidence and advocacy of 

examined by the lay citizens9 (Escobar and 
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–

What9s more, a purely random selection of participants often entrenches social discrimination of 

8whether participatory forums should be open to partisan actors9 whether that be in the form of 

latter goes thusly: participation ought to be about slowing down heated debate, 8replacing passion 

with reason9, and engaging in something constructive rather than combative (ibid, pp50; Chambers, 

researcher: <Why should [the protesters] think, after months of hard work, that this group of sixteen 

people chosen by a market research firm should have the decisive voice?= (Parkinson, 2006, pp1). It 
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–

ICA on abortion9s legality is held as something of the gold 

standard of a Citizens9 Assembly. What9s more, partisan policy areas raise the stakes of deliberation 

deadlock. What9s more, a lack of partisans and partisan policies is linked to 
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(3.2) Examining and Jus琀椀fying DIs in the UK and Ireland

As detailed in an earlier chapter, some key considerations in the decision to focus on the UK and 

Ireland included the comparative ease in which an Anglophone researcher (such as myself) could 

become intimately familiar with such DIs in order to conduct a rigorous analysis, and the fact this 

geographic area is understudied from a comparative perspective. However, an important other 

consideration, and one which needs an entire chapter to do justice, is the rich history and 

precedence of DIs in these two countries. This chapter will cover the existing literature on DIs in both 

these countries and use it to justify their focus. The UK and Ireland share great similarities, but also 

possess important differences with implications for DI policy impact. This chapter ends with a 

resolution of any such tensions. 

DIs in Ireland
Many scholars hold up the Irish Citizens' Assemblies (ICA) as an indicator of something of a paradigm 

shift (e.g see Dryzek et al, 2019 or Harris, 2019). This means the ICA has arguably become the 

standard by which all CAs are judged, and any explanatory research into DIs (including this thesis) 

must include some of the cases. So why and when did Ireland begin experimenting with DIs in the 

first place? Harris offers up that it was a response to the 'profound crises both in global capitalism 

and in Ireland9s national economic and social situation that strained the relationship between 

government and the people' (Harris, 2021, pp219). It is clear that Ireland's experimentation 

stemmed from a recognition of the falling trust in politicians to govern, their actual inability to 

govern, and the falling levels of political legitimacy which follow. These are, almost verbatim, the 

identifiers of the democratic malaise explained earlier in this thesis, provided as a justification for 

this research. Already this provides good justification to include Irish cases in this thesis: they are 

world-class and paradigmatic, whilst fitting the framework like a glove.  

 Ireland9s first DI was the 2013 Convention on the Constitution (CoC), a CA comprising 100 

participants. 66 were citizens chosen through random selection, whilst 33 were selected from either 

the Houses of the Oireachtas or the Northern Irish Assembly. The CoC deliberated on eight topics of 

high normative value and salience such as laws regarding blasphemy, the recognition of same-sex 

marriage, and the position of women in Ireland9s constitution. In contrast to similar attempts in other 

European countries, such as those in Romania or Iceland, the CoC saw the 8full support of the 

political establishment9 (Carolan, 2015, pp734). Overall, the Government responded to six of the 

policy recommendations produced by the CoC pertaining to 8marriage equality, reducing the voting 

age to 16, reducing the age threshold for candidacy for Presidential elections, removing the offence 
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of blasphemy from the Constitution, enhancing the reference in the Constitution to the office of 

Ceann Comhairle to give it more status, and including a reference to Oireachtas Committees in the 

Constitution9 (Citizens Assembly, 2015). 

 However, despite accepting six of the recommendations, constitutionally-required 

referendums were only held on the first two topics. Further, the participant selection process was 

criticised for not being reliably representative, the proceedings were seen as opaque, and 

involvement of political-elites was excessive (Carolan, 2015). The Irish Citizens9 Assemblies 

commenced in 2016 and improved upon these critiques. This time, the participants were completely 

comprised of ordinary citizens, chosen through a new firm to ensure that they were representative 

of the population. Crucially, this meant that politicians no longer formed part of the participatory 

group, and their influence was therefore minimal. Because of this, combined with the ability to 

request more time when needed, the ICA was noted for its agency. Though this was further criticised 

with respect to the ability of the ICA to choose the number of topics as compared to the CoC 

(Courant, 2021). Academics were invited back in, but largely only as part of an expert advisory group 

who sketched out a proposed deliberation schedule and made recommendations as to expert 

speakers. 

 On a regional scale, it seems reasonable to argue that the countries of Latin America can lay 

claim to the earliest and most-studied experimentation with democratic innovations. Reeling from 

their dictatorship governments, these countries have seen the 8continuous flourishing of institutions, 

mechanisms, and processes aimed at enhancing democracy through citizen participation9 over the 

past thirty years (Pogrebinschi, 2021, pp4). But on the scale of singular nations, then it is arguably 

Ireland which stands out the most. In just over 10 years, the Irish government has conducted six 

separate CA programmes leading, with some admitted exceptions, to important tangible policy and 

constitutional change. These include the legalisation of same-sex marriage in 2015 and of abortion in 

2018. Such a rigid commitment to deepening democracy emerging from the democratic malaise, 

combined with robust deliberation of highly salient and sensitive policy topics, means DIs from 

Ireland make for highly instructive and useful cases within this thesis dataset. 
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DIs in the UK: Why Study Them?

Whilst the ICA may be considered paradigmatic and the measure by which all over DIs are compared, 

it has been suggested that this characterisation is driven more by the progressive topic area 

combined with tangible political changes rather than the good quality of the deliberation (e.g. see 

Courant, 2021). I would argue that this unfairly overshadows the achievements in democratic 

experimentation of Ireland9s neighbour: the United Kingdom. 

 In fact, almost twenty years prior to the Irish Convention on the Constitution, the UK held 

the very first deliberative poll in the world. This DI came as a response to rising crime levels and 

sought to move away from traditional polling, since it merely described how the public felt at that 

given moment, and establish 8what the public would think if it had a better opportunity to consider 

the questions9. (Fishkin, 1994, pp27). The goal was not to impact policy itself, but to better inform the 

policy preferences of the participants in the run-up to a general election (Fishkin et al, 2002). Widely 

considered a success, four more deliberative polls were established looking at 8Britain's future in 

Europe, the monarchy, the 1997 British general election, and the future of the National Health 

Service on its 50th anniversary in 19989 (Fishkin, 2003, pp129). Whilst never intended to impact 

policy, these are issues of high salience deliberated in a way well-received by the public, and their 

ramifications became central to on-going academic debate (ibid, Sturgis et al, 2005). 

 The UK9s political system is more centralised than that of Ireland (this is discussed in greater 

detail in the next section) in that it lacks public participatory institutions at the heart of government. 

But the early adoption of deliberative polls speaks to a long-extant interest in democratic 

experimentation. This is further evidenced by the UK9s healthy adoption of mini-publics. In 2007, as 

part of somewhat weak democratic reforms, the UK saw some of the earliest usage of Citizen Juries 

concerning national health, crime, and of the position of families (Davidson and Elstub, 2014 ; 

Curato, 2023). However, since then the usage of mini-publics has only increased, and the number of 

initiatives recognised by Involve, a major CSO focused on democratic innovations, currently numbers 

around forty (Involve, 2021). Of these, the majority consist of Climate Assemblies – a form of CA 

concerned specifically with the impacts of climate change. This is no surprise. CAs have more radical 

potential compared to other mini-publics because their purpose is to produce policy 

recommendations explicitly rather than, for instance, produce surveys of opinions like with 

deliberative polls (Elstub and Escobar, 2017). Climate change is an issue that undoubtedly requires 

radical responses from politicians, and so it makes sense to deliberate the issue with a DI capable of 

producing such a recommendation. 
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Similarities and Crucial Political Differences between the UK and Ireland

Owing to their long historical connection (Ireland only gaining sovereignty from the British in 1922) 

the UK and Ireland share many similarities when it comes to their political institutions. Both are, of 

course, modern representative democracies, and both operate within a bi-cameral Westminster-style 

political system. There are some differences of note. Ireland possesses a codified written constitution 

which requires the conducting of a referendum to change, whilst the UK has a non-codified 

constitution. This means it draws fluidly from foundational canon texts (such as the Magna Carta), 

the laws as designed by the judiciary branch of government, the laws as actually adopted by 

parliament, and various treaties. Further Ireland is a republic which retains a president (who 

possesses some formal powers but is largely ceremonial), whilst the UK is a constitutional monarchy, 

currently with a king who is entirely ceremonial. However, despite sharing vary similar political 

systems, the mechanisms available for deliberation and cultures within these systems in regards to 

DIs are very different. 

 Let9s begin by first looking at the UK. At the beginning of the 1990s, the Labour Party began 

to champion new efforts to shake up the highly-centralised Westminster system with new reforms 

aimed at deepening democracy. Under Blair9s premiership, the Labor government pursued the 

introduction of proportional electoral systems at the periphery of politics (such as local politics or 

devolved powers) but stopped short at introducing them at the central government level. With the 

benefit of hindsight, these reforms were promising but rudderless and lacked a clear framework for 

the future of democracy. One academic at the time quipped that these efforts showed 8institutional 

macular degeneration9 (Judge, 2006, pp367) in reference to the obvious central blind spot in Labour9s 

vision. At the end of these efforts, there was still no real change at the central level that would 

facilitate the impact of DIs. Subsequent efforts would echo the goal of deepening democracy at the 

central level. These were justified so as to 8challenge executive dominance, make government

more accountable, and improve direct democracy9 (Davidson and Elstub, 2014, pp371). When the 

Conservative Party was elected in 2010, it demonstrated an unusual level of commitment to 

deepening democracy despite the expected ideological disinterest in such reforms. This expected 

ideological interest was such that this thesis argues that presence of right-wing politicians was 

actually a causally-relevant hindrance to policy impact from DIs. The Conservative Party did this with 

the creation of a specialist taskforce solely committed to deepening democracy. However, 

this taskforce lacked any kind of radical element and considered only minor avenues. Davidson and 

Elstub describe this as being 8straitjacketed by established party policy and, like New Labour, by a 

continuing commitment to the Westminster model9 (ibid, pp 372). As of today (2025) there has yet to 

be any notably radical reform of the British constitutional system, and the political system remains 
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highly centralised without few mechanisms in place to encourage impact from DIs.

 Ireland, like the UK, is also an adherent to the Westminster system. However theirs is a 

system that has seen significant efforts to decentralise government and foster a political culture open 

to deliberative democracy and DIs. As early as 2005, pressure was already mounting from academics 

and CSOs (e.g. the Irish Democratic Audit or the Democracy Commission) to deepen democracy with 

new participatory approaches (Harris, 2005). Reports from the time even make reference to specific 

radical DI designs such as deliberative panels (Courant, 2021). In 2009 the parliamentary Joint 

Committee on the Constitution was advised of the promise of CAs to navigate electoral reform. Not 

only was the committee highly receptive of the idea, but the introduction of CAs actually become a 

top recommendation in subsequent reports. Crucially, by 2010, the adoption of a CA was in the 

political manifestos of Fine Gael and Labor – two of three largest political parties in Ireland who 

would go on to win the next election. Barring a somewhat convoluted birth, the The Convention on 

the Constitution (2012–2014) described earlier commenced. Despite it9s disputed success (e.g. see 

Smith, 2009) this convention proved the utility of CAs and formed the foundations for the later ICAs. 

 The differences in amicability towards DIs is clear, despite the UK and Ireland sharing, on 

paper at least, similar political systems. The UK has seen democratic reforms only at the periphery of 

politics, and still remains rigidly defined by the entirely representative Westminster system of 

democracy. Academics Coleman and Moss note that 8governments tend to be reluctant to expand 

the scope for public deliberation when it is seen to constrain the power of institutional 

representation9 (Coleman and Moss, 2014, pp424) and this principle is perfectly typified by the UK. 

DIs will have find policy impact a challenge owing to a hostile environment not at all set-up to receive 

their policy recommendations, nor used to doing so. In contrast, Ireland saw the adoption of 

centralised reforms comparatively early on and seemingly with little objection. As a result, 

government is now more de-centralised and a culture of deliberation and participation has been 

forged.



56

Resolving the Tension: Why UK and Irish DIs can be Considered Together

However I contend that it is possible to acknowledge the differences in political systems between the 

UK and Ireland and still consider cases from the two countries together.

 Firstly, whilst the UK may suffer from an institutional blind spot in that DIs may struggle to 

impact central government, the difference is not some insurmountable barrier. In fact, in what little 

there is in the way of extant QCA-orientated literature on this topic, British and Irish cases are 

routinely considered side-by-side and even amongst political systems with even greater differences 

(eg, see Ettlinger and Michels, 2024). We shouldn't take the difference to mean impact is utterly 

impossible, nor should we forget that central government is not necessarily the assumed target for 

most DIs. For instance, the Climate Assembly UK was commissioned by six Select Committees of the 

House of Commons, the Citizens' Assembly on Social Care was commissioned by the Housing, 

Communities and Local Government and the Health and Social Care Select Committees together, and 

both had demonstrable impact. Further, the UK has seen numerous Climate Assemblies, such as 

those in Oxford or Camden, where the intended political target was local rather than central 

government, and where policy impact was high.

 Secondly, as discussed earlier, Irish cases are widely becoming considered to be paradigmatic 

and the standard by which CAs as a whole are assessed, to the extent that an Irish model to public 

participation has been suggested (Courant, 2021). Because of this, many CAs in the UK have 

deliberately imitated the ICA in an attempt to replicate their success (e.g. see Harris, 2019 or 

Courant, 2021). Not only is it quite appropriate and useful to directly compare originals to their 

replicas, it also provides us an opportunity to empirically compare and assess the causal impact of 

the differing political systems between the UK and Ireland if a justification arises.

 This is something that is easy to do with QCA since the analysis stage requires reflexivity and 

going beyond strict interpretation of just the conditions contained with a solution configuration. 

Whilst it may be considered unusual to justify location data selection based on method rather than 

the other way around, it will be demonstrated later on that QCA is the ideal approach to analysing 

DIs generally, so this ordering begins to make more sense. Hence it is worth staying with the topic of 

QCA for another important point: many of the conditions tested seek to circumnavigate the barriers 

put up by the UK9s centralised Westminster system. For instance, the condition of state leadership 

brings DIs as close to policy makers as possible under such a system, whilst the presence of left-wing 

politicians create ideological incentives to engage earnestly with DIs.
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(3.3) The Policy Impacts of Public Par琀椀cipa琀椀on

becomes necessary to distil these fields down into key insights when they otherwise wouldn9t 

power is exercised. Lukes9 Three Faces of Power applied to 

– –

–

–

–

–
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– –

Robinson used Lukes9 theory to understand 

and participatory inclusion in policy production 8been 

debated or attempted, but too infrequently realised9 (Holmes, 2011, pp1). He proposes that the only 

way there will ever be 8genuine engagement in the 8co production9 of policy9 by the public will be 

8collaborators9 (ibid). In other words, administerial staff, and thus their culture, must be open to 
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recommendations are then transferred to the second track of 8will formation9 (Habermas, 1989, 

– –

Habermas9 ideas in two main ways. First, by suggesting formal vocabulary for t

communication to build consensus happens in the 8public space9, median actors are the 

8transmission9 stage, and 8empowered spaces9 constitute the politicians or polities able to implement 

–

of public consensus to Habermas9 second track must raise concern about whose 

deliberative democracy9s 8normative and empirical 

considerations9 Neblo theorised that the inevitable distortion of public 
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advantages of common sense and guaranteed to be authentic representations of the public9s policy 

preferences. She noted that this normative prizing of the public9s views mea

coming from 8the usual suspects9 of lobbying groups or elite actors (Hendriks, 2013, pp14). Further, 

on to 8treat their [the public9s] suggestions with respect9 

power so long as any policy suggestions didn9t challenge 8existing 

government policy or party positions9 or otherwise provide a source of complication or friction (ibid, 

from traditional elite actors, and Hendrik9s work 

– –

subdue and reframe a politician9s own policy preferences and expertise to be more amenable 

–

–
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produced policy recommendations with a high degree of similarity to a politician9s policy 

Interestingly, Hendrik9s work als

mechanism. When one MP was interviewed as to if and why the Citizens9 Jury had 

been a success, they answered that the 8the novelty of the process9 meant that there was far greater 

This seems to ring true for all of Hendriks9 observations. Holding the public9s views in high regard, 

ion to treat the public9s preferences with respect, and actively wanting to engage 

Frustrated with Europe9s sluggish response to implementing DIs, Nunez et al analysed party

factors in fifteen countries to see whether there was any explanation. They found that a politician9s 

support for DIs was 8heavily related to anti

with limited access to power9 (Núñez et al, 2016, pp341). This observation makes theoretical sense. 
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–

–

hold in explaining the outcomes for the Irish Citizens9 Assemblies (ICA). The ICA is a grouping of 

wing Fine Gael party, the ICA recommended removal of abortion9s specific inclusion as 

d in the Irish Constitution. What9s more, Fine Gael agreed and took ownership of the policy 

–

–
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power also explains why the ICA9s 

analysis of Article 41.2: <It9s not doing anything, really. Apart from being a bit insulting= 

The success of the ICA deliberation on abortion9s legality may initially appear to have been 
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t as a 8mediator between public authorities and citizens9 (EUR

contact with one another, shared information specific to their 8local contexts9 (Wampler, 2012, 

to two features specific to PBs. He writes: <the annual or bi

range of actors= (ibid). This allows for the creation and subsequent 
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Granted, whilst effective representation and participation in a DI isn9t necessarily the same 

–

(3.4) Concluding Chapter 3:  The First List of Condi琀椀ons to be Tested 
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Chapter 4: Theore琀椀cal Framework – What Ought To Determine Policy-
Impact, and Why Test It?

(4.1) An Administerial and Governmental Bureaucra琀椀c Culture Which is Friendly and 
Engaged with DIs:

bureaucrats to produce ideal policy, they were seen as consumers of policy entitled to 8participate 

8collaboration between governm

individual citizens9 with the aims of producing legitimate and representative policy (ibid). This 

Bureaucratic support acts as an intermediary 8that can act as a brake or catalyst for 

participatory reforms9 (Ryan and Smi

e most successful 8when staff were passionate and 

prepared9 even going on to imply that the policy
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–

–

institutionalisation by administration or state actors ensures that 8discussions are facilitated to 

rative norms9 (Elstub and Kohban, 2023, pp116) and that important normative 

excessive state control over the 8process and discourses9 (ibid) and tamping down the more radical 

control will be less of a factor for the condition. What9s more, the reiterative process of QCA means 

conclusions. Finally, whilst such a concern is valid, it doesn9t not alter the focus of this thesis. It is 

– –

(4.2) The In昀氀uence of Civil Society Organisa琀椀ons (CSOs)

and assess three core principles behind CSO9s influence on polic

in order to maximise the initiative9s success (Schrama and 
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impacting influence of CSOs is conditional on states9 8bureaucratic capacity to 

accommodate societal interests9 (ibid, pp1) wherein such an ability is highe

– –

a CSO9s desire to see a politician9s policy changed. For instance, and 

wasn9t a desire to see climate change prevented. A CSO which concerned itself with cli

– –

those with access to 8conventional political actors9 such as political parties or interest groups (ibid, 

into the work of Schrama and Zhelyazkova and the influence of a CSO9s social capital. It is impossible 

ke it happen. Further, a CSO must hold 8regular consultations9 Schrama and 
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understanding of CSO9s policy

This principle borrows heavily from Wampler9s (2012) work on CSOs involved with participatory 

budgeting. Accordingly, the influence of CSOs drawn from Wampler9s work seems to depend heavily 

partially empowered, but it is through repeated 8annual or bi annual cycles9 (Wampler, 2012, pp11) 

Secondly, a CSO9s political and social capital as a catalyst of policy
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What9s more, whilst this argument doesn9t invalidate the importance of social and political 

impact depends less on a CSO9s ability to 

When CSOs form part of an initiative9s organisational team, they are ideally placed to 

personally dictate 8rules and procedures and can therefore significantly inf luence its process9 

ementation of an initiative9s policy recommendations from the target politicians (ibid, 2018). 
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The more control a CSO has over an initiative9s organising committee, the greater the policy

principle by examining whether CSOs form the majority of an organising committee9s members, and 

the crossover threshold (that is to say 8more in than out9) and then concept

(4.3) Policy Homogeneity:

the current government9s policy, or 

tap into their future policy aspirations. The third way is through the process of what I coined 8pre

determined destiny9 or the notion that DIs are engineered from the very beginning to produce 

and Caluwaerts9 model of disentangled public policy setting which incorporates the policy 

either 8continuous9 or 8enriching9 (Vrydagh and Caluw
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dn9t be a question of successful policy

X YX Z Y

Figure 1- Representa琀椀on of Con琀椀nuous and Enriching Policy Homogeneity
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supplementing the 8decision makers9 initial preferences9 (Vrydagh and Caluwaerts, 2020, pp127). As 

, 2008). It9s hard to argue tha
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policy recommendations espousing 8liberalism, cosmopolitanism, and social justice for all9 (Junius et 

they do still face resistance from politicians who aren9t left

policies who 8may require

legislators to propose bills9 (Pogrebinschi and Ryan, 2018, pp148).
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–

–

and likely explained by Radical Right9s anti

attitudes 8more positive toward democratic refo

society9 than otherwise contextually similar right

existing 8institutional arrangements9 (Junius et al, 

is the 8values driven motive9 (Bol, 2016, pp94) for electoral reform and has 
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the aim of producing policy of maximum utility, but to engage for 8normative or ideological reasons9 

p42) in his explanation of Hisschemöller and Cuppen9s (2015) work put it, 8participation can s

inputs from citizens9 knowledge when facing complex or badly understood problems.

– –

y coined 8party reactions9 (Berker and Pollex, 2022, pp 1). These party 

reactions constituted the degree to which a party approved of the FfF9s methods (as opposed to the 

exact message) and their willingness to engage with the initiative9s recommendations.

party9s position on environmentalism, 8all left

only minor differences between green, socialist and social democratic parties9 (ibid, pp11). This last 



77

–

ideas to 8changing electoral arrangements9 and forms of democracy which 8provide for greater, 

direct citizen influence over government9 (Bowler et al, 2006, pp 437). Junius et al theorised that the 

8Ideological self

(socialist and green parties) were most supportive of democratic innovations.9 And that 8we did not 

wing parties9 (ibid). Further, 

8As expected, 

referendums9 (ibid).
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–

The only slight complication refers to the meaning of <target= in 8target politician9 since 

(4.5) and (4.6) Par琀椀san and Salient Policies

–

the Irish Citizens9 Assembly (ICA) on the potential legalisation of abortion demonstrates perfectly 
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power (Guardian, 2019; O9Leary, 2019). Further, though still highly con

(Bobbio, 2019). Politicians find utility in participation9s practical 8cognitive resources9 such as 

knowledge and insights, but also through what Bobbio described as 8political 

resources9 (ibid, pp42). These political resources consist of the ability for DIs to hand political 

support for 8contentious measures, avoid[s] conflicts, reduce[s] the disaffection of the public9 (ibid). 

Whilst the aspect of politician9s own preferences may imply that this model operates 

paradoxically lie in the political risk of a policy. From a politician9s per

a politician to 8kick the can9 of an issue to an outside political agent who can deliberat



80

impact. I have coined this theoretical behaviour as the 8can

principle9.
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–

–

Thorne, 2020; Tormey, 2019). What9s more, there is

However, for the purposes of this research, salience9s policy

ramework for salience9s policy

impact 8dead zone9 in the middle. This principle is demonstrated 
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–

(4.7) Theore琀椀cal Framework Conclusions

Figure 2 - Representa琀椀on of parabolic policy salience.
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utional friction that a DI9s policy 

– exactly like high salience. I coined this principle 8parabolic salience9.
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Chapter 5: The QCA Process. What It Is, and How It Works

how this data is created through a process called 8calibration9.

(5.1) QCA Process

esenting 8Genetics9, 8Physical Exercise9, 

and 8High Protein Diet9. If the sets for 8Genetics9 and 8Physical Exercise9 intersected, then the area of 

crossover could be called 8High Muscle Mass9. However, this is true if 8Physical Exercise9 

with 8High Protein Diet9. This is called a set relation. Similarly, an intersection of sets 

within Europe are subsets within the set 8European countries9 j

exist within the entirely separate set 8African countries9. However, the Spanish Canary Islands, 

–

theoretic methods 8perceive relations 

between social phenomena as set relations9 (Schneider and Wagemann, 2012; pp3). Third, set 

–
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–

lumped into three chunks: 8before the analytical moment9, the 8analytical moment9, and 8after the 

analytical moment9 (ibid; pp4). Before QCA can be

nditions which form a causal pathway (or 8solutions9) to the outcome are established. 

(5.2) Before the Analy琀椀cal Moment:  Calibra琀椀on

set data if it is 8is generically 
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binary9 (Rohlfing, 2020; pp76) and no reasonably avoidable loss of data is incurred by calibrating it as 

coded 1 for the condition 8tall9 and anyone below could be coded as 0 or 8not tall9.

at retaining 8each9s cases relative distance to each other9 (Schneider and Wagemann, 2012; pp33). As 

impact is more in the set of 8policy impact9 than out by its very 

food is necessarily more in the set of 8tasty food9 than out, but something truly de

more in than out compared to something that9s mostly tasty –

thresholds. The first is 8the obvious fact9 (ibid; pp32) which refers to a threshold determined by 

wished to calibrate a condition of 8Has completed mandatory minimum qualification9 then the 

conventions and norms within the researcher9s specific field of social science which can be drawn 
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wing beliefs, into the set of 8left wing politicians9 would be wholly 

(5.3) During the Analy琀椀cal Moment:  Necessary, SUIN, and Su昀케cient Condi琀椀ons

proportion the 8degree to which solution terms and the solution as a whole are subsets of the 

outcome9 (Rodrigues, 2022, pp2; Ragin, 
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Baumgartner9s proposal is an attractive one in social science. However, the process of 

SUIN conditions must 8pass the hurdle of empirical relevance and theoretical soundness9 

argue that 8in every QCA solution that exhibits perfect consistency and coverage, the disjunction of 

g required9 –
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consider. If we can make conceptual sense of the 8either/or9 nature of a SUIN condition, then this 

concept of 8apple9, and if one is not present, then the other logically has to be. 

–



90

the outcome will occur, there is no 8logical expectation9 that the inverse is 

with SUIN conditions. SUIN9s interc

t for the outcome can be accepted 8as is9 without any higher –

depend on the combination of other conditions to 8activate9 its sufficiency. Consider this example: 
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conditions 8activate9 smoking into becoming a sufficient condition. 

– –

(5.4) A昀琀er the Analy琀椀cal Moment: Valida琀椀ng QCA with Robustness Tests and Set -
Theore琀椀c Theory Evalua琀椀on

selected cases to <pad out= the negative influence of outliers. This would obfuscate and potentially 
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QCA argue the detractors have missed the point; that QCA forms a 8dialogue with cases9

8diversity between cases9 (Skaaning, 2011, pp392). However, whatever the purpose of QCA, without 

–

to code any state with a score above or equal to 7 as 819 in the crisp

–

or 0.66 denoting its 8fuzziness9 between the two extremes. This is the process of calibration 
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threshold for 8more wealthy than not wealthy9 in a similar f

8wealthy9), and if this occurs in conjunction with no changes to the outputted solutions (the 

considered robust and dependable. To put it bluntly: if the results don9t radically change when the 

calibration stage and before the results stage. The consistency value is 8the percentage of causal 

me value9 wherein a low 

thresholds. However, Oana et al describe 8research realistic situations9 wherein a nuanced 
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built from theoretically plausible thresholds, a researcher should look for the 8robust core9 (ibid). 

solution. What it doesn9t do, however, is tell the researcher which specific cases move from being 

part of the configurational solution (a 8typical9 case) to being irrelevant to the solution when the 

Figure 3 - Robust core from sensi琀椀vity test
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–

–

but don9t form part of the robust core of cases. Their status as either being typical or deviant –

–

– –

minTS IS

Outcome

Robust
Typical

Robust
Deviant

Shaky
Deviant

Shaky
Typical

maxTS IS

Outcome

Robust
Typical

Robust
Deviant

Possible
Typical

Possible
Deviant

Figure 4 - Robust typical cases
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–

Figure 5 - Example XY plot showing relevant case from the robustness test
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–

theoretical theory evaluation (STE) 8is a procedure for identifying which parts of the 

theory are supported by empirical evidence and which ones are not9 (Oana et al, 2021, pp172). STE 

four 8logically possible scenarios9 (ibid) to put cases into. Note, ~ denotes the NOT function so ~T 
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–

outcome. As Oana et al (ibid) put it 8These cases are puzzlin

support for the theory is undermined9. This same logic of case membership then applies accordingly 

(5.6) QCA Process:  Conclusions
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Chapter 6: The Suitability of QCA, the Dataset, and Par琀椀cipedia

(6.1) Jus琀椀fying QCA

QCA9s comparative approach being adept at identifying the complex and/or counter
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QCA9s adeptness at using small and medium

–

–

same set 8Features of Hot Weather9, but their combination may onl

of 8Conditions for Combustion9. Likewise, the theoretical framework explained earlier makes 
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wing politicians would 8activate9 

8one size fits all9 approach would overly simplify and obfuscate important contextual differences 

participation is very promising. Such an approach is, to borrow philosopher von Wright9s (1971) 

terminology, 8finalistic9 in that it seeks to uncover facts and is 8anchored in the problem of making 

facts understandable9 (Ragin, 19
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– –

– so why wasn9t such a method used?

Before demonstrating QCA9s suitability here, consider some of the advantages and abilities 

series analysis which a comparative approach wouldn9t provide so easily. Time

–



103

date of the campaign9s commencement. But this would position decades between the evidence 

impact to any such examples of Greenpeace9s 

short, and so form a distinctive 8spike9 in activity intended to impact policy, one which would easily 



104

neither an advantage nor a disadvantage, and so shouldn9t enter into consideration.

(6.2) Problems with QCA

understanding its limitations. Let9s start with one which 

8obscures the sequential paths of causation9 (Caren and Panofsky, 2005, pp147) in favour of a model 

–

columns for the temporal conditions of 8A THEN B9 and 8B THEN A9. This would then exist as a stand
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rs for, say, 8within a year9 or 8the 

hour following the event9 but this would only compound the number of possible configurations. 

to pivot on how the conditions changed over time. Hino9s method was simple: take temporal data 

– –

intimate with, thus making QCA 8unfit for larger N studies9 (Finn, 2022, pp1
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of conditions is possible doesn9t mean that a case demonstra

N studies doesn9t seem insurmountable. Collaborative or dialogue

present problem of subjectivity. What9s more, this critique seems to assume that the QCA 

–

(6.3) Simplicity or Complexity? The Jus琀椀昀椀ca琀椀on for Parsimony

³

³

³

³

Case Condi琀椀on 1 (C1) Condi琀椀on 2 (C2) Condi琀椀on 3 (C3) Outcome

Case 1 1 1 1 1

Case 2 0 0 0 0

Case 3 0 1 1 1

Table 1 - Example of mul琀椀ple condi琀椀ons making a series of OR condi琀椀ons for an outcome
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come closest to 8the true, underlying causal structure9 (Dusa, 2022, pp541) of a dataset. The reality is 

What Do We Mean When We Say 8Strategies9? –

The QCA method for uncovering causal pathways relies on one of Mill9s (1843) definitions of 
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Sonnett9s (2005, pp2) excellent example, but with conditions from this thesis:

The conservative solution strategy contends that, since the fourth row9s logical combination 

isn9t represented in the dataset, there is no justification for including it as part of the analysis. As 

coded from 8?9 to 0 then the resulting 

Since this configuration is simpler it is thus more in keeping with parsimony9s aims. The intermediate 

CSO Le昀琀-wing Poli琀椀cians Policy-Impact

1 1 1

1 0 0

0 0 0

0 1 ?

Table 2 - Example of a logical remainder in a truth table
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–

parsimonious solution is that it is 8forced to make untenable simplifying solutions9 (Baumgartner, 

with the researcher9s theore

minimisation strategy9s ability to reflect truthful causal pathways. Predictably, the parsimonious 

or 8from falsehood, 

anything9. I

The potential for a repeat of a 8pregnant biological man9 situation within an analysis shouldn9t 
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As with the previous tabular data, the two logical remainders are signi昀椀ed through red ques琀椀on 

marks. The conserva琀椀ve solu琀椀on would choose to only include the 昀椀rst two rows of data in the 

analysis. This would conclude that both CSOs and the presence of Le昀琀-Wing Poli琀椀cians are necessary 

and su昀케cient components to a con昀椀gura琀椀on which explains policy-impact, or: CSOs * Le昀琀-Wing 

Poli琀椀cians  Policy-impact. This is, of course, a direct contradic琀椀on of what we know about the 

hypothe琀椀cal research from what is apparent in the table – only CSOs are necessary and su昀케cient. 

The conserva琀椀ve solu琀椀on would state that the presence of Le昀琀-Wing Poli琀椀cians isn9t always 

necessary for policy-impact to occur but, because it cannot judge from what happens when Le昀琀-

Wing Poli琀椀cians aren9t present, the conserva琀椀ve solu琀椀ons would assume it to be causally relevant 

un琀椀l proven otherwise. However the parsimonious solu琀椀on, through re-coding policy-impact with an 

eye for simplicity, would produce the correct causal pathway in that only CSOs were necessary and 

su昀케cient for policy-impact. Likewise any number of u琀琀erly arbitrary condi琀椀ons can be introduced to 

the dataset and, so long as they coincide with CSOs, would be conferred causal necessity and 

su昀케ciency as part of a conserva琀椀ve solu琀椀on. Tighter causa琀椀on is maximised through parsimony9s 

recogni琀椀on of the prac琀椀cality of a cau琀椀ous ontology wherein there is no reason to expect every 

tested condi琀椀on to have an impact on policy-impact. This means that the inclusion of a great deal of 

condi琀椀ons in a solu琀椀on – whether they feature as present or negated – ought to be treated with a 

healthy dose of scep琀椀cism. 

 I 昀椀nd that this cau琀椀ous ontology 昀椀ts be琀琀er with the re-itera琀椀ve and interpre琀椀ve process of 

QCA. By knowingly under昀椀琀�ng a model, a researcher is jus琀椀昀椀ed in presuming every component of a 

solu琀椀on con昀椀gura琀椀on to possess some causal relevance. The researcher is at minimal risk of 

misa琀琀ribu琀椀ng causality. Further if, at the interpre琀椀ve stage of the analysis, the details of a case seem 

to speak of condi琀椀ons beyond those contained in the under昀椀琀琀ed model, it is no hardship to expand 

CSO Le昀琀-Wing Poli琀椀cians Policy-Impact

1 1 1

0 1 0

1 0 ?

0 0 ?

Table 3 - Example of limited diversity in a truth table where a parsimonious solu琀椀on can establish causality
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and include them in the discussion. But when a researcher is le昀琀 with an extraneous or spurious 

condi琀椀on which just doesn9t 昀椀t into the narra琀椀ve of the case, then an a琀琀empt to shoehorn in an 

explana琀椀on which 昀椀ts with the empirics may result in an interpreta琀椀on which just isn9t true or 

jus琀椀昀椀able. It is for these reasons that this thesis uses the parsimonious solu琀椀on throughout.  

(6.4) Construc琀椀ng the Dataset – Why Use Non-Random Case Selec琀椀on?

outcome and/or that outcome9s negation. QCA requires the reflexive reinterpretation of cas

QCA9s discussion of issues concerning robustness, data skewness, or numerical measures of 

the framework of a broad theory. As a result of this, the social sciences cannot produce 8context
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independent knowledge9 (Flyvbjerg, 2006, p222) like the harder sciences, and that learning from 

complex cases is often 8the only route to knowledge9 (Campbell, 1975, pp191) available to the 

ems obvious to say but it9s worth emphasising that as researchers we 

don9t always know what9s important until after an initial analysis. When we strip down and purify a 

study research, a 8representative 

case or random sample may not be the most appropriate strategy9 when seeking to maximise 

s its paradigmatic Irish Citizens9 Assembly, and England has 
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–

defining referenda on abortion9s legality. 

(Flyvberg9s preferred phrase instead of 8hand selection9) selection of cases meant that the dataset 

in the Popperian sense. Hempel9s famous raven paradox demonstrates the ambiguity beneath the 

innocuous hypothesis: <All ravens are black= and then demonstrated that this hypothesis is logically 

equivalent to the hypothesis <All non black things are not ravens=. Since the two hypotheses were 
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trying to falsify it. By transforming Hempel9s original hypothesis into something like <Black ravens do 

not exist=, then the existence of a single blac

(contrary to random selection) and so forms a way of guaranteeing that if a 8black raven9 case exists, 

Isaac Newton9s 

(2006, pp232) writes: 8A scientific activity is acknowledged or rejected as good science by how close 

work9. The process of 

importance of the 8critical case9 in any case study. This critical case allows for a degree of 

a critical case allows for 8logical 

deductions of the type9 (ibid) such that it can be applied to other cases. Fo

–
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(6.5) Feasibility of the Dataset: How the Dataset Re昀氀ects the Five Requirements of the 
Hand-Selec琀椀on Criteria

–

To demonstrate variation, consider two cases: 8Space Weather Dialogue9 and the 8Public 

use, and Data Management9 or shortened as simply 8Data 

Dialogue9. The first dialogue sought to inform the public and politicians abou

8Adur & Worthing Climate Assembly9 is an excellent example of a black raven case. Here, Adur & 

Worthing declared a climate emergency and conducted a citizens9 assembly to establi
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the lines of <Left impact= can be suitably falsified. 

As alluded to before, the case of the Irish Citizens9 Assembly (ICA) is included as a 

–

frequently asked whether the ICA could constitute something of an 8Irish Model9 to mould future DIs 

concluding that the ICA 8is clearly a reference and an inspiration at the global level9 (ibid, pp17). 

– –

–

–
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– the UK9s continued 

– –

–

–

–
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every single conditional factor. As a result only the parsimonious solution is 8broad enough to cover 

types of cases which have not been observed empirically9 (Glasesser, 2022, pp

(6.7) Introducing and Jus琀椀fying Par琀椀cipedia

–

The Participedia dataset explicitly deals with 8the rapid development of experiments in new 

forms of participatory politics and governance around the world9 and itself identifies and seeks to 
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the Irish Citizens9 Assembly, the ability to impact polices stemmed from politicians wanting to hand 

researchers. This means that researcher prescriptivism does not have a hold on Participedia9s 

empirical data on democratic innovations, Smith et al asked of Participedia three questions: 8what 

, and under what conditions?9 (Smith 

only further cementing Participedia9s use. Using a questionnaire to code the data (an approach 

support 8systemic comparative analysis9 of cases (ibid, pp245). Veri (2022) used Participedia to test a 
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found that Participedia allowed him to 8evaluate democratic in

view9 (ibid, pp2) and that the cases provided sufficient contextual richness to allow for retroactive 

thesis. Using inductive interpretation of each case9s features based on its position 

8normative categorization of participatory and deliberative democracy9 (ibid, pp1) and a weaker less 

factor in choosing the Participedia project. Of note is Participedia9s extensive filtering system 

Participedia9s filter system, it was possible to show only those DIs which actively sought to set the 

(6.8) Valida琀椀ng Par琀椀cipedia

However given that the project is open to contributions from 8researchers, students, practitioners, 

public officials, and interested publics9, there are
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means that 8it is reasonable to assume that the 

itical system9 (ibid, pp4). Or, in other 

–
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Lastly, taking influence from Smith et al and their own evaluation of Participedia9s potential, 

– –

–

case explored extensively in the literature review. In this case, we9ll use the Irish Citizens9 As

Ireland. The criteria will firstly consist of whether Participedia9s write up includes details which can 
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Secondly the Participedia case describes how the outcome of the ICA 8proved invaluable in 

recent decades9 along with how the ICA strongly communicated the public9s demand for the 

Lastly, Participedia9s entry on the case is typical in that it contains rich sectioned details 

Condi琀椀on Par琀椀cipedia Case Notes

Prescence of 

Condi琀椀ons

 Expressed as 
Either 1 or 0

Policy Salience

Par琀椀cipedia describes abor琀椀on in Ireland as 'Being 

an issue of public 

debate and controversy' as a reason for its 

considera琀椀on by the ICA 1

Poli琀椀cal Risk/Par琀椀san 

policy

The case describes strong formal resistance from 

'opposi琀椀on party 

members and an琀椀-abor琀椀on ac琀椀vists' 1

State-led Ini琀椀a琀椀ve

Yes, the ICA was established 

 with a parliamentary resolu琀椀on 1

Access to Le昀琀-Wing 

Poli琀椀cians

The case describes the ICA's implementa琀椀on by

 Fine-Gael - a centre/right leaning poli琀椀cal party 0

Government Policy 

Homogeneity

The case study men琀椀ons that the ruling party at the

 琀椀me was able to 'pre-emp琀椀vely support the 

amendment's repeal' 1

Table 4 - Table showing the representa琀椀on of condi琀椀ons within a Par琀椀cipedia case
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(6.9) Problems with Par琀椀cipedia

little about Participedia9s – –

In what they coined as 8The failure to examine failures in democratic innovations9 Spada

publishing 8exciting9 articles about genius innovation and their world

democracy9s ills. Accordingly, DIs which failed to live up to expectations will struggle to generate the 

Participedia9s cases can be filtered based on the 

number of unsuccessful cases. There are two obvious possible conclusions here. Firstly, that DI9s 

– –

spend the time writing up a 8boring9 unsuccessful case.
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not 8ideal9, this was sufficient to proceed with the analysis. Another approach, again strongly utilised 

ccessful cases or their official reports. The entry for the Irish Citizens9 Assembly extolls the 

influence had on Ireland9s abortion policy but provides a somewhat hurried account of similar Irish 

Citizens9 Assemblies conducted on the issues of referendums

(6.10) Methodology Chapter Summary
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Chapter 7: Analysis Part 1 – Building Founda琀椀ons

thing which is 8true9. At the end of this chapter, the resulting 

(7.1) Condi琀椀on Coding Scheme and Logic 

– –

nced discussion and reference to further theory. Let9s start with the simplest conditions 

impacting potential of partisan policy areas works on the 8can kicking9 principle described 

sider without the public9s input, thus motivating the 
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politician in such circumstances 8kicks the can9 to a DI and makes it responsible for generating policy 

● Full Out) <Anything not considered in line with the 8fully in9 qualitative anchor=

● Fully In) <The topic of discussion behind the initiative was a recognition of social,

their premiership defined by their involvement.=

– –

● Full Out) <Anything not considered in line with the 8fully in9 qualitative anchor=

● Full In) <Is this topic of high importance for someone with median knowledge and median

quo to be a policy problem?=

leadership is present is arguably a binary one (that is to say, either it was or it wasn9t), a crisp

impact. Some DIs, such as the Irish Citizens9 Assemblies, are the direct 
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8fully in9 whilst the latter cases would be considered 8more in than out9. Obviously completely 

grassroots DIs would be coded as 8fully out9. Since the question of state leadership is binary, it makes 

● Fully Out) <Initiative was purely grassroots and the state had no hand in planning or

implementing the initiative=

● More in than Out) <Initiative came via a public body with links and/or funding to

government body= 

● Fully in) <Initiative came straight from government (either local or national) or Parliament=

coding ought to be closer to the crossover threshold than to the 8fully in9 coding of 1. I have elected 
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● Full Out) <Was there zero CSO control of the DI?=

● More In than Out) <Did CSOs form a minority of control?=

● Even more In than Out) <Was there no clear majority of CSOs in control, or was their

CSOs?=

● Significantly more In than Out) <Was there majority CSO control?=

● Fully In) <Was there full CSO control?=

politician9s rational behaviour. 
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● Full Out) <Did the target politician demonstrate zero ownership or interest in the policy

recommendations or, alternatively, did they expressly disapprove of it?=

● More In than Out) <Was there some indication that the policy recommendations aligned

with the policy preferences of the target politician?=

● Fully In) <Were the broad details of the policy, including the policy topic itself, pre

details?=

influence of any DI9s policy recommendations on the 8 9 by 

ious: if a DI didn9t receive any of the 

● Fully Out) <No sign of politician acknowledgment, nor any sign that political

d into policy discussions=

● More Out than In) <Political recommendations were acknowledged by politician=

● More In than Out) <Political recommendations were acknowledged by politician and were

included, or will be included, however spuriously, in policy discussions=

● Significantly More In than Out) <Signs that policy recommendations formed an integral
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part of policy discussions=

● Fully In) <Policy recommendations became actual policy=

–

–

Let9s look back to the theoretical framework. I discussed how Junius et al (2020) 
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–

–

● Fully Out) <Right wing=

● More In than Out) <Party which shows a concern for post materialist values=

● Fully In) <Left wing party=

possible, whilst being just into 8more in9 territory to reflect the caution that should be taken not to 

since doing so constitutes something of a 8I don9t know9 coding figure. However, I maintain that this 
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(7.2) Discussion of the Dataset

scheme9s particulars. At first glance, the prospect 

al or paradigmatic case, and of being a 8black raven9 case. Further, those cases with explanative 

Whilst I9ve dis – –

dialogue with policy makers. The vague nature of the term 8dialogue9 here is no accident. 

outcome is purely the production of the public9s observations (be they positive or negative) having 

policy makers with the public9s view. A Citizens9 Assembly (CA) follows a similar format up until the 

differing normative reasons. A PD is something of an 8open house9 wherein any member of the 
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the one hand we have those CAs like the Irish Citizens9 Assemblies, 

the Sheffield Citizens' Assembly on Devolution, the UK Climate Assembly, or the Citizens9 Assembly 

see the representatives of the 8pre determined destiny9 cases discussed in the theoretical framework 

Assembly or the Camden Council9s Citizens9 Assembly on the Climate Cris

Condi琀椀on Ra琀椀o out of 35 Cases Skew (%)

State Led PI 28 80

CSO 20 57.14

Policy Homogeneity 20 57.14

Presence of Le昀琀-Wing Poli琀椀cians 20 57.14

Salient Policy 24 68.57

Par琀椀san Policy 14 40

Policy Successfully Impacted 27 77.14

Table 5 - Skew of condi琀椀ons and outcomes within the dataset



135

(7.3) Analysing the Truth Table and Understanding the Implica琀椀ons of Coding

–
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penalty but didn9t express much desire to see such a policy implemented since the participants 

didn9t feel that the curre
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standard expectation, and we shouldn9t expect such cases t

CSOs forming part of the DI9s organising committee, or comes about as a resu
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Table 6 - Dataset truth table with 昀椀ve explana琀椀ons for logical remainders removed
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The majority of cases within this entry are what I define as 8pre determined destiny9 cases. 

Participedia is a Citizens9 Assembly regarding the environment or climate change. This is a classic 

implausible combinations. However, I don9t see any entries which im
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– –

It is possible that such cases were never uploaded to Participedia in the first case. It9s also equally 

3) It could just be that such specific DIs weren9t selected for analysis because their inclusion in the 

increasing skew of a condition9s coding meant that I was 

way to better detailed cases. Whilst it wouldn9t be true to say that all cases in the Participedia 

true that there was no systematic bias in excluding certain cases. What9s more the analysis of the 

inevitability for even the tightest of analyses using QCA and don9t have to constitute a major 

problem. Besides, the whole ethos behind constructing robust data suitable for QCA isn9t to fulfil 

–
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8out9 conditions could now be 8in9 and vice versa. As will be expanded upon in the next chapter on 

impact are 8more in than out9 and so coded as 0.6

–

–

that I could triangulate each condition in a robust manner. If I didn9t see these concepts expressed in 

– I didn9t include them. However, this doesn9t 

mean that they weren9t there, but rather that the

evaluator report didn9t or couldn9t include them. If I was to overrule the written facts of a case and 

–
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–

cases. It9s worth emphasising here that it would be absurd to sug

particularly if said opinions aren9t compatible with the theoretical framew

(7.4) Prime Implicants

explanative worth. The rest 8share9 their explanative worth as part of a logical OR relationship with 
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17 24 28 31 33 38 40 44 46 47 48 50 59 63 64

~STATELED*LEFTWINGPOLITICIANS x x

STATELED*POLICYHOMOGENITY x x x x x x x

STATELED*PARTISAN x x x x x x x

~CSO*~LEFTWINGPOLITICIANS x x

~CSO*SALIENT x x x x

POLICYHOMOGENITY*LEFTWINGPOLITICIANS x x x x x x

POLICYHOMOGENITY*PARTISAN x x x x x

~LEFTWINGPOLITICIANS*~SALIENT x x x

LEFTWINGPOLITICIANS*PARTISAN x x x x x x

Table 7 - Prime Implicant chart for successful policy-impact
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17 24 28 31 33 38 40 44 46 47 48 50 59 63 64

~STATELED*LEFTWINGPOLITICIANS x x

STATELED*POLICYHOMOGENEITY x x x x x x x

STATELED*PARTISAN x x x x x x x

POLICYHOMOGENEITY*PARTISAN x x x x x

~LEFTWINGPOLITICIANS*~SALIENT x x x

Table 8 - Fully minimised Prime Implicant chart for successful policy-impact
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(7.5) Robustness Tests

that condition was 8there9 or not. Adjusting this measurement in order to be more or less judicious 

37 53

CSO*LEFTWINGPOLITICIANS*~SALIENT x

LEFTWINGPOLITICIANS*~SALIENT*~PARTISAN x x

STATELED*CSO*~SALIENT*~PARTISAN x

~CSO*~POLICYHOMOGENEITY*LEFTWINGPOLITICIANS*~PARTISAN x

Table 9 - Prime Implicant chart for unsuccessful policy-impact

37 53

LEFTWINGPOLITICIANS*~SALIENT*~PARTISAN x x

Table 10 - Fully minimised Prime Implicant chat for unsuccessful policy-impact
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However, a 8cheat9 to understanding these results is to remember two rules:

solutions for sufficiency (IS) to be 8what we hope to argue in the thesis9 and the robust resul

8what we can almost guarantee to be true9. Hopefully they both agree with one another. Higher 
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package within the R environment includes the 8rob.inclrange9 function which takes 

– –

practice to conduct fit orientated robustness tests using consistency thresholds which 8challenge as 

substantively possible9 (ibid) the boundaries of plausible thresholds, even if it means choosing new 

RF Coverage RF Consistency min Test Solu琀椀on max Test Solu琀椀on

Robustness of Fit 1 1 1 1

Table 11 - Results for 昀椀t orientated robustness test for successful policy-impact conducted using the 0.7 to 0.84 threshold
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–

–

RF Coverage RF Consistency min Test Solu琀椀on max Test Solu琀椀on

Robustness of Fit 0.829 0.978 0.811 1

Table 12 - Results for 昀椀t orientated robustness test for successful policy-impact conducted using the 0.7 to 0.9 threshold
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couldn9t take the same punishment as those for successful 

of consistency thresholds and largely fell apart at the more rigorous thresholds. But let9s stop for a 

RF Coverage RF Consistency min Test Solu琀椀on max Test Solu琀椀on

Robustness of Fit 1 1 1 1

Table 13 - Results for 昀椀t orientated robustness test for unsuccessful policy-impact conducted using the 0.78 to 0.99 threshold

RF Coverage RF Consistency min Test Solu琀椀on max Test Solu琀椀on

Robustness of Fit 1 1 1 0.484

Table 14 - Results for 昀椀t orientated robustness test for unsuccessful policy-impact conducted using the 0.7 to 0.99 threshold
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orientated robustness tests describe the limits and statistical features of the data9s 

Figure 6 - XY plot showing results of case-orientated robustness test using the consistency thresholds of 
0.7 and 0.84 for successful policy-impact
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they were effectively ignored in favour of the more 8flagship9 ICA deliberations such as those on 

abortion9s legality in Ireland. 

–

Using the same 8trial by fire9 consistency thresholds as before, a new XY plot (figure 

Ra琀椀o of Typical Cases Ra琀椀o of Deviant Cases Robustness Case Rank

Robustness Case Ra琀椀o 1 1 1

Table 15 - Results of the robustness case ra琀椀o test for successful policy-impact
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Figure 7 - XY plot showing results of case-orientated robustness test using implausibly extreme 8trial by 昀椀re9 
consistency thresholds for successful policy-impact
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But it9s important to emphasise, once again, that this is only the case when using the trial by fire 

–

cases have become shaky is highly encouraging. Let9s examine the results of the robustness case 

– –

Ra琀椀o of Typical Cases Ra琀椀o of Deviant Cases Robustness Case Rank

Robustness Case Ra琀椀o 0.88 0.5 3

Table 16 - Results of the robustness case ra琀椀o test for successful policy-impact using implausibly extreme 8trial by 昀椀re9 
thresholds



154

– dubbed the 8trial by fire9 figures. Since it has 

we can conclude that 8LEFT WINGPOLITICIANS*~SALIENT*~PARTISAN9 is also a causal pathway to 

Figure 8 - XY plot showing results of case-orientated robustness test using implausibly extreme 8trial by 昀椀re9 consistency thresholds 
for unsuccessful policy-impact
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– –

Finally, let9s examine the results of the robustness case ratio test for the trial by fire 

–

–

–

any values drawn from the theory or from wider literature. What9s more, when these results were 

Ra琀椀o of Typical Cases Ra琀椀o of Deviant Cases Robustness Case Rank

Robustness Case Ra琀椀o 0.75 NaN 2

Table 17 - Results of the robustness case ra琀椀o test for unsuccessful policy-impact using implausibly extreme 8trial by 昀椀re9 
thresholds
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Chapter 8: Analysis Part 2 – QCA and Formal Theory Evalua琀椀on

necessary and SUIN conditions, of which there were found to be none. This isn9t unusual within QCA. 

tituents the 8theory9 aspect of Formal 

–

at middling or 8dead zone9 levels. A
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to face significant friction. Therefore, it can also be expected to see policy homogeneity9s causal 

are essentially two sides to the same theoretical coin. If a DI isn9t dealing with a partisan policy area, 
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re motivated to 8kick the can9 to a legitimising source of policy such as a DI. 

to act is minimised. Thus, a politician sees zero impetus to 8kick the can9 to

(8.2) Necessary Condi琀椀ons

Let9s begin this section with a re

instance, 8Condition A * Co ÿ Outcome9. However a necessary condition is just a single 

condition by itself achieving the same outcome as in 8Condition A ÿ outcome9.
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–

8One of the participants of the DI has brown hair9. It is overwhelmingly likel

– –
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Let9s start with the most important finding here –

Condi琀椀ons ConsN CovN RoN

STATE LED 0.764 0.762 0.615

CSO 0.509 0.719 0.773

POLICY HOMOGENEITY 0.604 0.88 0.895

LEFT-WING POLITICIANS 0.555 0.847 0.879

SALIENT POLICY 0.715 0.754 0.651

PARTISAN POLICY 0.407 0.736 0.85

~STATE LED 0.278 0.706 0.895

~CSO 0.508 0.752 0.808

~POLICY HOMOGENEITY 0.46 0.66 0.743

~LEFT-WING POLITICIANS 0.524 0.719 0.762

~SALIENT POLICY 0.285 0.655 0.863

~PARTISAN POLICY 0.593 0.714 0.7

Table 18 - Table showing Necessary condi琀椀ons for successful policy-impact

Condi琀椀ons ConsN CovN RoN Skew

STATE LED 0.764 0.762 0.615 80%

SALIENT POLICY 0.715 0.754 0.651 68.57%

POLICY HOMOGENEITY 0.604 0.88 0.895 57%

Table 19 - Table showing the three highest consistency Necessary condi琀椀ons for policy-impact along with the skew of data
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strong commitment to implementing any policy recommendations. Likewise, a DI which didn9t deal 

frequency of state led cases within the dataset. It9s a simple fact that a significant proportion of DIs 

8One of the participants of the DI has brown hair9 introduced earlier in this chapter. If this skew were 

– – 8true9. 
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– let9s quickly recap what a SUIN condition is and how they can be 

configuration of 8~State led + Left wing Politicians9 ÿ

act as the replacement in its capacity as the other 8half9 of the higher

concept to explain the failure to impact policy. If we don9t have the first bit of the SUIN condition

Likewise, if the analysis suggested a configuration of 8State Led + CSO ÿ impact9 then these 

tch the conceptual breadth of the higher order condition of 8requires competent 

leadership9. If there is no state oversite, then there –
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criteria. It9s inclusion figure crosses the 0.85 threshold (albeit barely), and its measures of relevance 

–

homogeneity, and thus little politician support in DI9s policy recommendation, then in order to 

wing parties is the political centre. If it9s not left wing, then it9s right

wing politicians when policy homogeneity isn9t 

present doesn9t logically follow from the theoretical framework. Likewise, suppose the inverse. If 

the umbrella of 8Politician investment in the DI9s success9? This line of reasoning falls

reasons. Firstly, this analysis contends that a SUIN condition only exists if each condition is one 8half9 

order concept exists, then it doesn9t matter if both 

SUIN Condi琀椀on Inclusion CovN RoN

POLICYHOMOGENEITY + ~LEFT-WING POLITICIANS 0.854 0.776 0.536

Table 20 - Table showing 昀椀rst SUIN condi琀椀ons for successful policy-impact
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concept works 8both ways9. The higher order concept 8Politician investment in the DI9s success9 only 

works in one direction. If we don9t have policy homogeneity (the first condition) but we 

cannot accept one 8direction9 of the SUIN condition whilst rejecting the other. They both must work. 

8Politician investment in the DI9s success9 is a 

oncept because it works solely under 8POLICY HOMOGENEITY + LEFT

POLITICIANS9 then this is simply not the same SUIN condition as we started out with. It has been 

order concept which intuitively follows from the theoretical framework, we wouldn9t expect 

SUIN Condi琀椀on Inclusion CovN RoN

~STATE LED + POLICYHOMOGENEITY + PARTISAN 0.884 0.808 0.581

Table 21 - Table showing second SUIN condi琀椀ons for successful policy-impact
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Figure 9 - XY plot for SUIN condi琀椀ons for successful policy-impact

every single instance of what I have termed 8pre determined destiny9 cases –

–

policies. These include Citizens9 Assemblies dealing with climate change or insta

Budgeting. Likewise, we also see cases such as the Irish Citizens9 Assembly on the legalisation of 

–
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impact. The spuriousness and 8one size fits all9 nature of this apparent SUIN condition does 

SUIN Condi琀椀on Inclusion CovN RoN

 ~STATE LED + ~POLICYHOMOGENEITY 0.865 0.406 0.540

Table 22 - Table showing only SUIN condi琀椀ons for unsuccessful policy-impact
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For 8STATE LED + ~POLICY HOMOGENEITY < 19, then there is a myriad of choices within the 

Likewise, for 8~STATE LED + POLICY HOMOGENEITY < 19 there are al

Citizens9 Assembly on Brexit or the Nanodialogues Public Engagement on Nanotechnology (UK). This 

Figure 10 - XY plot for SUIN condi琀椀ons for unsuccessful policy-impact
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candidates standing in their constituencies and ask them to 8make a public commitment —

— to clean up and reform9 (POWER2010, 2010). The POWER2010 Participedia entry summarises the 

result: 8

business as usual9 (ibid).
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termed 8pre determined destiny9 cases. It is a product of a left

Camden Council9s health and well –

8The purpose was to shape health and care policy in Camden. It seems this purpose was never 

government and NHS, who hold the responsibility for policymaking.9 (Camden Health and Care 

consultation rather than a true a Citizens9 Assembly. Whilst I do not dispute this, I argue that this 
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Case 33 is The UK Citizens9 Biometric Council (UCBC) commenced by the Ada Lovelace 

high public salience. However, it9s lack of policy

part of the overall SUIN condition, and the 8either or9 aspect of the lack of policy homogeneity means 

that there isn9t sufficiently good reason to suppos

Cases 8 and 9 refer respectively to the Irish Citizens9 Assembly (ICA) deliberation on 

lient nor partisan, and both saw 8more out 

than in9 policy
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homogeneity? It seems reasonable to suppose, hypothetically since this wasn9t the case with the 

ICA9s own official report for thes

be 8lack of politician Interest9. 

to the 8lack of politician interest9 condition is that Fine Gael has demonstrated strong progressive 

a case without Fine Gael we would expect to see 8a lack of politician interest9 include a lack of left



173

–

Agency9s River Basin Management Plans. Since it was under the ove –

–

8The process has instilled significantly more confidence in the EA to work with the public in future as 

s at national and catchment levels9 (Public Dialogue 

such a SUIN condition of 8lack of politician interest9 without at least some reference to left

likely more of a 8sweetener9 to entice participants rather than a plausible avenue to policy
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cases. After all, isn9t it true that a lack of political interest includes apathy and a lack of earnest 

–

– –

and the Parliamentary process. Perhaps a similar DI which conformed more to the norms of 8real9 

As with the previous chapter, let9s begin with a re

outcome occurred doesn9t mean that the sufficient condition was present. For instance, eating 

excess calories is a necessary condition to the outcome 8gain weight9 whilst eating excessive burgers 
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t9s impressively high consistency and PRI scores warrant further investigation. Drawing from the 

Su昀케cient Condi琀椀ons ConsS CovS PRI

~STATELED*LEFT-WING POLITICIANS 0.957 0.088 0.953

STATELED*POLICY HOMOGENEITY 0.909 0.516 0.890

STATELED*PARTISAN 0.822 0.293 0.784

POLICY HOMOGENEITY*PARTISAN 0.849 0.202 0.779

~LEFT-WING POLITICIANS*~SALIENT 0.835 0.213 0.771

Solu琀椀on Formula 0.8740 0.9090 0.848

Table 23 - Table showing Su昀케cient condi琀椀ons for successful policy-impact
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wing politicians 8activates9 the policy

master and slave dynamic where only by combining with the 8master9 condition of left

politicians can the 8slave9 condi

8The project successfully influenced the Environmental Agency (EA), Engineering and Physical 

People9s Inquiry were invited to present the outcomes of the Inquiry to DEFRA9s Nanotechnologies 

nanotechnology.9 (Nanodialogues Public Engagement on Nanotechnology (UK), 2017)

on the DI was its role as an 8experiment in upstream engagement9 where it was the citizen9s natural 

the DI noted that public engagement in the issue fed into 8Public trust in the political decisions and 

sses surrounding the development and application of novel technologies9 and was 

an 8essential element in ensuring a healthy democracy9 (
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fundamental measure of the DI9s success, and its only means of evaluation. The report summarises: 

8In other words, engagement isn9t just about shoring up 

means of enlightening government and improving policy9 (ibid, pp24). 

– –

ed a meeting <between some of the participants and key policy makers, where they could 

submit their recommendations=, and it was DEMOS who reached out to the Environmental Agency 

itizens9 Assembly (ICA) work on repealing the 

–

partisan policy area. In explaining this mechanism, let9s quickly re

8can kicking9 principle from the theoretical framework behind a partisan policy.

–

–
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motivated to eagerly 8kick the can9 of the problematic issue ove

creates distance between the problematic issue and the policy maker. If the public9s deliberation 

avoidance is highest in each whilst 8credit g9 is 
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8kick the can9 of an issue into the hands of a DI, whilst being eager to receive the policy 

off datasets to 8create new and innovation information services and products –

commercial9 (

release, along with a strong economic counterargument. Naturally this selling of the public9s data by 

the government was seen with suspicion and, judging by Participedia9 e

generated if any decisions were made 8behind closed doors9 and out of the public9s hands. However, 
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Whilst suggesting some caveats, the PDDODRDM9s policy recommendations allowed the 

government9s plans to release publi

gelled well, and so formed significant policy homogeneity, with the government9s own code of 

Councils UK9s data policies, and the recommendations were distributed to go
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asks for the public9s input in regulating 

future geoengineering technology when (or, indeed, 8if9) such technology is invented, case 17 

public9s views on a report to help merely guide future policy making on a topic many, MANY years 

Figure 11 - XY plot for the su昀케cient con昀椀gura琀椀on of condi琀椀ons 8~LEFT-WING POLITICIANS * ~SALIENT9 for successful 
policy-impact
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middle 8dead9 zone where policy

Whilst salience in its negated form here fits within the theoretical framework, it9s unity with 

telling that the conjunction of 8Left * Salient Policies9 was neither a sufficient 
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impact can continue irrespective of the target politicians9 ideologies.

values. Of these six cases, five are all Citizens9 Assembli

inciple of 8pre determined destiny9 as an explanation for policy

Figure 12  -XY plot for the su昀케cient con昀椀gura琀椀on of condi琀椀ons 8STATE LED * POLICY HOMOGENEITY9 for successful policy-
impact
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Let9s firstly compare these CA and juries to the Irish Citizens9 Assembly (ICA) convened to 

– – 8undeclare9 the 

declaration beyond the remit specified. With the concrete 8seeding9 of policy already sown, the CAs 

ambitious they thought the council9s reactions should be, 

8rubber stamp9 pre
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that: 8public participation can contribute to the process of authorising and legitimising what public 

managers do9 (Albert and 

Action on climate change is necessary, but that isn9t to say that it isn9t contentious amongst 

rings to one of Scotland9s most 

Su昀케cient Condi琀椀ons ConsS CovS PRI

LEFT-WING POLITICIANS * ~SALIENT * 

~PARTISAN
1 0.208 1

Table 24 - Table showing Su昀케cient condi琀椀ons for unsuccessful policy-impact
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parliaments, and case 34 is the Camden Health and Care Citizens9 Assembly. These all point towards 

discussion like abortion or climate change, whilst the Camden Health and Care Citizens9 Assembly 

Let9s

clearly of secondary interest compared to the ICA9s deliberation on t

Camden Health and Care Citizens9 Assembly. I

may (emphasis on 8may9) have been more successful had they used their political capital to 

en Health and Care Citizens9 Assembly found some resolution to a highly partisan 
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Citizens9 Assembly, there simply wasn9t the institutional apparatus in place to impact the health 

ons9 

–

–

wing politicians9 ideological sympathies for the principles of public 

(8.5) Formal Theory Evalua琀椀on: How Well Can the Theory Explain the Results?

QCA is a constructive rather than deductive analytical approach. What9s more, singularly necessary 

–

–

Then, to reiterate from the methodology: 8Since it is usual for some cases which reflect a 
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–

) put it 8These cas

theory is undermined9. This same logic of case membership then applies accordingly to the logically 
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Table 25 - Formal Theory Evalua琀椀on scenarios and their explana琀椀on
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analysis. Note: the percentages do not add up to 100%. This is because the number of cases isn9t a 

Table 26 - Formal Theory Evalua琀椀on for unsuccessful policy-impact
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Health and Care Citizens9 Assembly. These cases were covered in more detail within the section on 
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Table 27 - Formal Theory Evalua琀椀on for successful policy-impact

t. What9s more, there are zero cases which 
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–

Table 28 - Formal Theory Evalua琀椀on for successful policy-impact with the addi琀椀on of a parabolic salience condi琀椀on
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With this theoretically-sound addition, the theory and empirics can now explain policy-impact for 

92.59% of the cases within the dataset. If we include the minority of unsuccessful DIs included for 

the first FTE, then the number of cases explainable by the theory and empirics is over 80% of all 

cases. With this new analysis, we also see cases 8, 9, and 34 have shifted from row 8 to row 4. 

However, these cases have also been thoroughly dissected within this thesis and their explanations 

follow the same patterns. Case 34 was the well-intended but essentially impotent Camden Health 

and Care Citizens9 Assembly which lacked the remit to change the health policies of central 

government. Cases 8 and 9 are those Irish Citizens9 Assemblies on referendums and fixed-term 

Parliaments. These cases covered cases which were certainly salient but lacked the enormous 

salience of the 8rockstar9 ICA case concerning the Eighth Amendment and the legalisation of 

abortion. If the policy-impacting potential of salience forms a parabola and thus has a dead-zone in 

the middle, then cases 8 and 9 certainly fall into this category.

 Case 3 is intriguing. It remains alone in the puzzling row 7 of each of the FTEs for successful 

policy-impact. It is unshifted by the inclusion of negated salience, and its policy-impacting influence 

cannot be explained by either the theory or the empirics. Case 3 is the UK Citizens9 Jury on Air 

Quality (UKJAQ). This case was a state-led DI with heavy influence from CSOs which targeted left-

wing politicians with a salient and non-partisan policy area. The Department of Food and Rural 

Affairs (DEFRA) arranged for 22 jurors to deliberate on what direction air quality should take and 

what DEFRA specifically should do to achieve these deliverables. It saw modest policy-impacting 

success wherein the policy recommendations were submitted and considered by DEFRA in their 

decisions – though ultimately there was little indication of direct and explicit policy uptake. 

 There are two conditions notably absent from the theory and empirics in any form – whether 

that be in a negated state or not: the influence of state oversite and of CSOs. I propose that it was 

state oversite which ultimately explains Case 39s policy-impacting success. State oversight assumes 

that close proximity to policy makers along with administerial and governmental staff closely 

invested and interested in DIs will facilitate policy-impact. The official UKJAQ report notes that DEFRA 

actually nominated a representative to follow the Citizens9 Jury and to be the one to receive the 

recommendations. Further, this representative was tasked by DEFRA themselves in ensuring that the 

recommendations would be included in any future internal reports and, where the policies were 

seen as outside the remit of DEFRA, that the representative pass them on to the relevant policy 

makers. DEFRA here showed a genuine intent and administrative investment in the DI to influence 

their policy. The result was minimal institutional friction, minimal distance between the public and 

policy makers, and a high regard for the policy recommendations produced. Thus, policy-impact was 

facilitated. The fact that Case 3 didn9t have its policy-impact coded higher is simply down to the fact 
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that many of the recommendations were seen as unworkable by DEFRA or outside of their 

immediate remit.

(8.6) Assessing DIs:  Beyond the Con昀椀gura琀椀ons and Reviewing the Literature

Thus far this analysis has been conducted without a consideration of normative concerns. That is to 

say, this section has concentrated solely on which configurations of conditions determine policy 

impact, with no examination of whether the DIs in question solve any of the issues associated with 

the democratic malaise described earlier. To end the analysis here would be to make a potentially 

grave error since, in theory, we may well conclude that the best way for a DI to impact policy is to 

design it so it does not deepen democracy at all and does not deviate from existing democratic 

institutions or practices in any meaningful way. Since the spirit of this research is to use lessons 

learned to improve future DIs to solve the democratic malaise, such a conclusion would be 

indefensible. This section re-examines the DIs covered in the analysis to assess the intention behind 

their creation by asking a simple question: was this DI conducted to deepen democracy, or was it a 

facade for existing policy-impacting avenues?

 These facades can take multiple forms, and this thesis reviewed several of them in the 

literature review chapters. Papadopoulos and Warin (2007, pp459) coined the term 8political 

window-dressing9 to describe the creation of a DI which, to the causal observer, looked like an 

earnest attempt to deepen democracy, but which under the surface hid the same 8elitist 

policymaking9 as before (Elstub and Khoban, 2023, pp118). In such circumstances, deliberation on a 

policy may superficially take place, but the general direction of deliberation, and even the final policy 

decisions, had already been made prior. Along the same lines, elite-led DIs run the risk of becoming 

colonised (Habermas, 1987 ; Blaug, 2002) by policy makers by way of their influence over the 

initiative design and therefore the 8issues, information and witnesses9 which are deliberately 

8mobilised out9 of the DI (Smith and Wales, 2000, pp58). In such cases, public deliberation may very 

well take place, and any recommendations taken-up may be organic, but these too are largely pre-

determined. Second, DI9s policy recommendations may well look like they have been taken up by 

policy makers, when in fact the recommendations have been cherry-picked according to the policy 

makers9 prior preferences (ibid). 

 From these critiques we can begin to form a metric of assessment. Excessive control of DI 

design likely to inform the final result, cherry-picking of policy recommendations, and otherwise any 

evidence that a DI was conducted to legitimise elite policy makers rather than empower the public, 



197

all form a means of assessing the normative quality of a DI.

 With this metric in mind, it becomes clear that many of the mechanisms associated with 

those DIs which saw successful policy-impact rely on the façade of deepened democracy. Most 

brazenly has been the mechanism of pre-determined destiny associated with the configuration of 

STATE LED * POLICY HOMOGENEITY. This mechanism describes policy makers creating or significantly 

controlling a DI such that any outcome inevitably reflects the policy makers9 pre-existing plans or 

policy preferences. In essence, this is merely a re-phrasing of the first part of the metric of 

assessment. Further, the fact this solution had a coverage score of >0.5 means that just over half the 

cases in the dataset display elements of this façade. Admittedly, in my analysis I did describe how 

such DIs can still hold democratic goods by lending democratic legitimacy to policies usually seen as 

holding normative goods, but facing significant criticism of institutional friction, thus allowing them 

to traverse these obstacles and become implemented policy. However this only holds up if we 

suppose the pre-existing policy to truly be representative of the policy preferences of the wider 

population – and we have no reason to suppose this would always, if ever, be the case. Likewise, an 

academic concerned with internal goals like representation, participant learning, or quality of 

deliberation may hold such DIs in high regard (e.g. Syme and Sadler, 2004 ; Link et al, 2006 ; Fung, 

2006). However, in the context of this thesis and policy-impact, this complete lack of functional 

autonomy on behalf of the participants is the antithesis of participatory democracy. 

 The second metric concerns cherry-picking of policy recommendations. This analysis has 

shown cherry-picking to not only occur frequently, but to exist in two main forms. Firstly, for the 

purpose of reflecting the pre-existing policy preferences of policy makers. Secondly because of 

differences in the perceived importance of each policy recommendation. For instance, the team 

behind the Scottish Coronavirus (COVID-19): framework for decision making public dialogue, again 

represented by the pre-determined destiny configuration discussed above, quite freely admit that 

particular policy-making attention was given to those topics already 8being worked on by policy 

teams9 and which 8seemed to adhere quite nicely to what the public were saying9 (Topaz, 2020). 

Combined with the fact that certain topics were pre-seeded so as to encourage deliberation on the 

pre-existing preliminary Test, Trace, Isolate, Support Strategy, it seems reasonable to attribute the 

policy-impacting success to the deliberate cherry-picking of policies aligning with pre-existing policy 

preferences. 

 Secondly, whilst I extol the successes of the ICA on abortion, and attribute the policy-

impacting success to the can-kicking principle, it has also become clear in this analysis that not every 

ICA was treated equally by the Irish government. Vital deliberation time was re-allocated from lesser-

perceived topics to those better-received, as with the ICAs on future referendums and fixed-term 
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Parliaments. In theory this would have been defensible had these supposedly lesser ICAs seen similar 

policy impact. However, this was also not the case. It seems clear in this analysis that the policy-

impact of each ICA was contingent on the desires of policy makers rather than some attribute 

emerging from deliberation. 

 Thirdly, even the can-kicking principle itself is drenched in similar normative implications as 

pre-determined destiny DIs. Fine Gael was a minority government immediately preceding the ICA 

and could only govern with the assistance of independent but socially progressive politicians (Reidy, 

2023). Katherine Zappone, who would play an instrumental role as a minister in the government, 

made her support contingent on a 8referendum to liberalise abortion provision9 (ibid, pp 246). This 

means that the decision to hold the ICA was less about a concern for deepening democracy and 

more about a politically convenient route to an outcome pre-determined and pre-approved by 

figures within Fine Gael. Not only was the ICA conducted to legitimise pre-existing government 

policy, but it arguably was also conducted to legitimise the government itself.

 However, at this stage it is also important to acknowledge that some DIs do not fit easily into 

this pessimistic mold, and some absolutely were instituted with the intention of deepening 

democracy. 

 The Camden Health and Care CA was held up as an explanatory for unsuccessful policy 

making because it was effectively impotent, and was only conducted due to a sense of inflated 

optimism for the role of DIs. This latter aspect is the pivotal point here: this CA was conducted 

because Camden Council truly believed in 8using citizens9 assemblies to support policy development9 

(Camden Health and Care Citizens Assembly (Participedia), 2020) inspired by the success of several 

other prior CAs. This is compounded by the influence of Councilor Georgia Gould – a member of the 

left-wing Labour Party – who when speaking about the success of one of these CAs said: 89I think 

citizens9 assemblies are absolutely the future of democracy9 and 8My ambition is that everyone in 

Camden is part of a citizens' assembly about an issue that is important for our borough9 (Hill, 2019). 

These are not the words of a politician interested in conducting a DI for any reason other deepening 

democracy. 

 Whilst it is hard to argue that the can-kicking principle behind the ICA on abortion was done 

with altruistic intentions, it is harder to argue that it was an example of political window-shopping. 

DIs often rely on existing political institutions as a means of creating political change (Elstub and 

Khoban, 2023), and the ICA on abortion was no different, since it was immediately followed by a 

referendum. Again, this is not the actions of a government interested in the facade of deepened 

democracy. In fact, CAs are more immune to being used as legitimising facades than other DIs (Boker 

and Elstub, 2015) because they produce clear policy deliverables. These clear policy deliverables 
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form a clear rubric for assessing government action and inaction, meaning governments are held to 

account (Elstub and Khoban, 2023). It seems unlikely that a government only interested in the facade 

of democracy would conduct a DI which would make them look so inept.

(8.7) Analysis Part 2 Conclusions

impact. What9s more, the theory behind the can
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Chapter 9: Conclusion: The Policy Impacts of Public Par琀椀cipa琀椀on

ct from DIs. The 8spirit9 of the research was to use these findings to learn lessons as to the 

This chapter begins with a discussion of what wasn9t found. Chief amongst which is that 

general question of: ”What do these findings mean?” I propose

(9.1) Discussion of Implications:  What Wasn’t Found

Let9s start with what wasn9t found. Firstly, there are no singular conditions in isolation (Necessary 
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CSOs 8struggle to have tangible impact because of looser or no links with centres of power9 (ibid, pp 

CSOs just didn9t have that much influence, and the empirics are 100% correct. The Participedia team 

of descriptors of the 8who, what, when, why, where, and 

how9 of the proceedings, and so we would expect details of CSO and their work to be present in the 

Thirdly, whilst there certainly were instances were a DI was conducted in the 8correct spirit9 

showed signs of being fronts and instances of 8political 

window shopping9 (
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category of being 8pre determined destiny9 cases, whilst the two solutions which reflected the can

In the majority of cases there was no persuasion or 8bringing round9 of a politician, and the 

selected and 8seeded9 by the target politician, with the result being a high likelihood of policy 

didn9t want to deal with a certain policy themselves. In other words, the kind of politician to 

doesn9t show that DIs are particularly able to impact the policies of politicians not already 

significantly invested or 8sold9 on the idea of a DI. Policy

of a context of 8sold9 politicians prior to the DI rather than any sort of influence which developed 
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associated with excessive political control of a DI9s proceedings likely to produce a predictable final 

set of 8successful9 p impact could be categorised as examples of political 8window shopping9 

or as examples of politicians having effectively 8colonised9 

and the public9s input is minimal. 

t constitutes the 8final <fate= of citizen ideas9 (Vrydagh, 2022, pp69).
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DI9s policy recommendation.

Thirdly came the influence of what I coined 8parabolic salience9. The operating princ

–

e.g see Moat et al9s (2003) work on linking local knowledge and context together with policy 

capabilities. Let9s reiterate that exp
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salience, then they shouldn9t recommend radical policy changes. This seems to be just common 

principle of 8low salience = low political commitment = low political risks9 to the target politician.

ticians can 8activate9 the facilitatory process, and provide 

wasn9t whether it would impact policy, but rather what would have to happen for it to 
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It9s worth reiterating again that the nature of QCA and the still

simply the inverse of the successful conditions, and ideally we9d learn something completely 

impact by looking at the negation. At this stage I think it9s clear that we9ve 

–

lessons from parabolic salience9s influence on 
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(9.3) What Does This Mean About Public Par琀椀cipa琀椀on, and What Lessons Can We 

Draw?: Answering Research Ques琀椀ons 3&4

The third and fourth research ques琀椀ons might pose di昀昀erent queries, but the answers to one will 

feed into the other. Let9s answer both ques琀椀ons simultaneously.

 Throughout this thesis I have emphasised that certain elements to the research should be 

taken at face-value and any norma琀椀ve aspersions should be put aside for a moment. This is when we 

pick these aspersions back up. The prevailing narra琀椀ve through this thesis, and corroborated by the 

analysis in Chapter 8, has been that DIs are s琀椀ll very much under the control and desires of target 

poli琀椀cians, and o昀琀en it was the poli琀椀cal context which determined policy-impact rather than 

strategy. It was o昀琀en easy to tell which DIs would be successful merely by looking at who ins琀椀gated 

and arranged it in the 昀椀rst place. Our norma琀椀ve perspec琀椀ves here dictate what lessons we should be 

drawing.

 Cynics might say that this high degree of poli琀椀cian control means that DIs are o昀琀en simply 

legi琀椀mising e昀昀orts which bolster the posi琀椀on of representa琀椀ve poli琀椀cians and make no progress in 

ameliora琀椀ng the democra琀椀c malaise. They might point to the heavy-handed seeding of delibera琀椀on 

topics by local councils who have already declared poli琀椀cal responses, or to the ICA9s success in 

mucking out the Irish Government9s problem with abor琀椀on who were soon then abandoned on 

issues less pressing for poli琀椀cians. The analysis shows that these cri琀椀cisms do apply in many of the 

successful DI cases. Unfortunately, it seems bizarre to argue that the con昀椀gura琀椀ons which re昀氀ect 

successful policy-impact are indica琀椀ve of earnest a琀琀empts at deepening democracy. 

 However, we might point to a more op琀椀mis琀椀c future, if not an ideal now, by poin琀椀ng out a 

clue in the term 8democra琀椀c innova琀椀ons9. The fact of the ma琀琀er is that democra琀椀c innova琀椀ons are 

going to be brand new to many poli琀椀cians and, by default, are only going to be successful with 

poli琀椀cians who are already familiar with their proceedings and aware of their successes. At this early 

stage it is only reasonable to expect that a DI capable of forming even the weakest of bonds with 

poli琀椀cians (let alone policy-impact) is one which is enjoying close links to poli琀椀cians already familiar 

with the concept of a DI. I take this la琀琀er posi琀椀on. One of the striking things about reading the cases 

from the Par琀椀cipedia dataset was how o昀琀en DIs were an experiment, and that the policy makers 

simply had no idea how to respond to their recommenda琀椀ons. What was readily apparent was that 

no case seemed to show that policy makers found the experiment to have been a failure. At this 

stage of the thesis I don9t really see much of a public par琀椀cipatory environment – I see more of a 

poli琀椀cal world learning what public par琀椀cipa琀椀on is. Nothing will change about overt poli琀椀cian 

in昀氀uence un琀椀l DIs are seen as just another unavoidable part of the democra琀椀c process.
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 At this point we can begin to discuss some of the expecta琀椀ons outlined in the chapter 

jus琀椀fying a focus on just Bri琀椀sh and Irish cases. This chapter explained that, despite some promising 

cons琀椀tu琀椀onal reforms, the Bri琀椀sh poli琀椀cal system is highly centralised and, unlike Ireland, lacks both 

a culture of delibera琀椀on and the apparatus to do so at the government level. From this, there were 

two expecta琀椀ons:

 1) Irish cases being more successful than Bri琀椀sh cases at changing policy at the central

 government level.

 2) That we see greatest delibera琀椀on at the periphery of Bri琀椀sh poli琀椀cs owing to the 

 8ins琀椀tu琀椀onal macular degenera琀椀on9 (Judge, 2006, pp367) of reform.

The dataset was not randomly selected, and so general observa琀椀ons about the distribu琀椀ons of 

outcome should be taken with a grain of salt, but it is clear just from the dataset that both these 

expecta琀椀ons hold up. The majority of DIs from Ireland show substan琀椀al, and frequently fully-in, 

policy impact when targe琀椀ng central government, whilst the same cannot be said about similar 

Bri琀椀sh a琀琀empts to do the same such as the Ci琀椀zen9s Assembly on Brexit. Further, the dataset is full of 

excellent examples of Bri琀椀sh DIs conducted at the periphery of poli琀椀cs. These include the numerous 

climate assemblies conducted by local government, such as the Camden Council's Ci琀椀zens' Assembly 

on the Climate Crisis. However, we also see that these generali琀椀es are not 昀椀xed laws. The ICAs 

covering referendums or 昀椀xed term Parliaments failed to yield any substan琀椀al policy impact despite 

the centrality of the DI. Further, whilst s琀椀ll not yielding complete 8perfect9 policy impact, the Climate 

Assembly UK (CAUK) s琀椀ll led to some impact on policy discussion, and that cannot be ignored. 

 However, these inconsistencies aside, a look at the key 昀椀ndings does suggest the importance 

of a less centralised central government. Chief amongst which is the causal con昀椀gura琀椀on of STATE 

LED * PARTISAN, where we see the can-kicking principle in ac琀椀on. It seems almost redundant to say, 

but if there is no target DI, then a poli琀椀cian will never kick it the can. Since Britain lacks any sort of 

go-to state-sanc琀椀oned DI with bi-par琀椀san support, a BCA rather than an ICA so to speak, then it 

cannot u琀椀lise the can-kicking principle to the same degree. It is not di昀케cult to suppose that the 

Ci琀椀zens9 Assembly on Brexit, with its highly par琀椀san and poli琀椀cally toxic policy area, would have been 

more successful had it been situated amongst cons琀椀tu琀椀onal reforms allowing DIs to impact central 

government. Given the poli琀椀cal climate at the 琀椀me, it seems reasonable to suppose that a poli琀椀cian 

would be all too pleased to kick the can of responsibility regarding Brexit to a publicly respected and 

e昀昀ec琀椀ve DI in much the same way as the Irish government handled the ques琀椀on of abor琀椀on9s 

legality. 

 QCA is a construc琀椀vist approach and only seeks to make sense of cases within a speci昀椀c 

context. It does not necessarily intend to produce results which are generalisable outside of this 
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context. However, we can s琀椀ll make cau琀椀ous comment on other poli琀椀cal systems abroad so long as 

we keep this limit in mind. We would expect these 昀椀ndings to be relevant for any country with 

similar levels of cons琀椀tu琀椀onal reform allowing delibera琀椀on in the policy crea琀椀on system. For 

instance, whilst the UK lacks such reforms at the central level, and instead sees them primarily at the 

periphery, this is not an unusual state of a昀昀airs globally. Georgia has a hybrid and highly centralised 

system but one which regularly uses DIs at the local government level (Kakhishvili, 2022), as does 

Nigeria. We can also cau琀椀ously say that less centralised systems are more likely to see greater 

delibera琀椀ve policy impact. Having said that, reform alone is not a silver bullet. In the wake of the 

Yellow Vests protests, the French government created the Ci琀椀zens Conven琀椀on for Climate (CCC) to 

place 8ci琀椀zens9 voices at the centre of na琀椀onal conversa琀椀ons on climate policy9 (Courant (Delibera琀椀ve 

Democracy Digest), 2021). This ought to have been the perfect 琀椀me for the Macron government to 

kick the can of this conten琀椀ous issue to the people. Indeed, this was what ini琀椀ally appeared to be 

happening. However, rather than seeing substan琀椀al policy impact, the CCC9s 8recommenda琀椀ons were 

eliminated or watered down9 (ibid) and a required referendum was 昀氀atly shelved. France is an 

excellent reminder that some reform and some de-centralisa琀椀on of government is not su昀케cient 

unless it reaches the sort of threshold a琀琀ained by Ireland.  

 I think this is a good point from which to answer ques琀椀on 4. What can we do to improve 

public par琀椀cipa琀椀on in the future? I think it9s obvious that familiarity with DIs needs to be increased 

amongst poli琀椀cians. Only by being properly understood and integrated into the policy-crea琀椀on 

process will DIs be able to exercise their own authority and, as it were, 8throw their weight around9 

without having to rely on friendly or scheming poli琀椀cians to do all the work. So, on this front I have 

two recommenda琀椀ons. The 昀椀rst is that we need to push for cons琀椀tu琀椀onal reform in rigid 

Westminster poli琀椀cal systems including in the UK. As it stands, par琀椀cipatory policy impact is 

iden琀椀昀椀ably achievable at the periphery of poli琀椀cs, but in the UK struggles to do similarly at the 

central level. Whilst this may seem a lo昀琀y goal, it is important to remember that Ireland9s use of DIs 

at this level kicked o昀昀 with pressure from academics whose open discussion of par琀椀cipatory reforms 

entered into the mainstream (Courant, 2021). My second recommenda琀椀on would be to further the 

good work already been done by democra琀椀c theorists by encouraging the use of DIs and of their 

experimental use in policy crea琀椀on. I see this as having two e昀昀ects. Firstly, obviously, it should lead to 

a greater use of DIs. Secondly, it should normalise the sugges琀椀on within representa琀椀ve democracy 

culture that par琀椀cipatory democracy is an asset that can be used and indeed should be used. 

 However, familiarity with DIs is one thing, whilst accountability to their recommenda琀椀ons is 

another. If DIs are to ameliorate the crises in democracy, then they must eventually lose the tag line 

as being a product of innova琀椀on and experimenta琀椀on as I just recommended, and become a core 
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part in governance as a general norm. The only way I see to formalise the use of DIs is to hold 

poli琀椀cians accountable when they had the opportunity to with DIs but opted not to. For instance, in 

Gdansk, Poland the local government has stated that any policy recommenda琀椀on from a DI which 

achieves more than 80% public approval will be implemented (Carson and Gerwin, 2018). This is a 

posi琀椀ve step since it builds a road for normalising DIs as a means of crea琀椀ng policy. However, 

accountability is s琀椀ll very low here since the promise has not been set into law and so only binds the 

decisions of poli琀椀cians if they wish to be bound. This principle would be considered u琀琀erly tyrannical 

if applied to representa琀椀ve democracy. Imagine a government which can only be changed if 80% of 

the popula琀椀on agrees and only if the government wants to leave?

 I don9t o昀昀er up any comment as to whether this shi昀琀 towards the normal use of DIs should 

be slow and reformed based or more radical. However, what should be obvious is that DIs do work, 

and do produce useful policy that surprises even those cynical to the involvement. It is my personal 

belief that the use of DIs can only go up because of this and that accountability is a demand which 

naturally grows in tandem. The future is bright for DIs. At the 琀椀me of wri琀椀ng there is a Ci琀椀zens9 

Assembly on tackling climate change within my university city of Southampton, which I believe to be 

the 昀椀rst. From what I have seen so far, I predict signi昀椀cant levels of policy-impact and therefore, 

hopefully, a good reason to adopt more in the future.  

(9.4) Discussion of Limits

redundant to say that this research will not examine DIs which don9t target politicians, nor will it 
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– –

of this research will be of relevance to any researcher working within this or adjacent fields. It9s just 

reinterpretation of the cases9 pro
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Appendix

(A.1) Table Showing Case ID, Full Case Name, and the Coding for each Condi琀椀on Along 
With the Outcome
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Table 29 - Table showing each case ID, the case name, and the coding for the condi琀椀ons and the outcome
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(A.2) Demonstra琀椀on of How a Case was Coded

The purpose of this section is to demonstrate how and why a condition was scored a certain way in a 

given case. This scoring process is all about identifying an attribute, or set of attributes, then using 

political theory and case knowledge to make a judgment as to what extent these attributes are 

reflected in a case. 

 The political theory in this instance is the theoretical framework in Chapter 4. This chapter 

took each causal condition and explained how and why it would influence the policy impact. 

Accordingly, this could be translated into a description of what each condition would look like in a 

maximal 8perfect9 sense and a minimal 8borderline9 sense. Put loosely, this formed a description by 

which we can say that a condition was present, and to what degree. 

 Chapter 7 then began (in 7.1) with a conversion of these description into useful qualitative 

anchors where each anchor revolved around a point where the explanative worth of a condition 

changed based on its changing extent. For instance, the theoretical framework supposes that CSOs 

can use their influence to impact policy when they are present on the organising committee of a DI, 

and that this influence is maximised when they form the majority of committee members. Likewise 

their influence was theorised to be much lower when they form a minority of committee members, 

but their influence was still present and active – just to a lesser degree. Here, there are five clear 

qualitative anchors which describe the changing influence of CSOs:

1) Evidence that CSOs were completed absent from a DI organising committee

2) Evidence that CSOs were present but in the minority

3) Evidence that CSOs were present equally proportionate to non-CSOs.

4) Evidence that CSOs formed the majority of the organising committee

5) Evidence that CSOs completely comprised the organising committee

 As can be seen, these anchors describe the presence of a condition and its extent. Fuzzy-set 

QCA would assign anchor 1 above as 8Fully Out9 of the condition of CSO, anchor 5 as 8Fully In9, and 

anchor 2 as the crossover threshold. Anchors 2, 3, and 4 would then describe degrees of 

membership of the condition. Anchor 2 describes circumstances where the condition of CSO is more 

in than out, anchor 3 describes the circumstances where the condition is even more in than out, and 

so on. Likewise, if the theoretical framework supposed that CSOs influence policy impact by simply 

being present in a DI organising committee, then we would use crisp-set QCA and there would be 

two qualitative anchors:

1) No evidence of CSO being present

2) Evidence of CSOs being present
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 Fuzzy-set QCA ascribes numerical scores between 0 and 1 to each qualitative anchor, and 

specifies anything to be more in than out of the condition set to be coded anything above 0.5. The 

gap between scores isn9t necessarily proportional or linear. It depends on the theoretical 8space9 

between each qualitative anchor according to the theoretical framework. Likewise, crisp-set QCA 

simply assigns a score of 0 or 1 depending on whether evidence exists that a condition is present in 

the case

 The case chosen to demonstrate the coding process is that of Climate Assembly UK – or 

CAUK. This is a good case to demonstrate the coding principal because it is well-known to democratic 

innovation researchers and uses a mix of fuzzy-set and crisp-set coding conditions. Again, the 

theoretical framework used for assessing this case is found in Chapter 4 and the discussion of 

modifying the framework into qualitative anchors along with numerical scores is found in Chapter 

7.1. Coding using qualitative anchors is elegant and simple. However, for the sake of clarity and 

credibility, I will go into particular detail when coding for the first condition as a real-world example. 

The sources of information are the Participedia Project and official DI reports. For some conditions, 

largely those which require little interpretation, it will be sufficient to consult just Participedia in 

order to plausibly and robustly code. Other conditions require more examination and case 

knowledge in which case both Participedia and the reports will be consulted.

Coding for State Leadership

The theoretical framework here supposes that state leadership and influence is likely to make a DI 

have greater potential for policy impact. However, state leadership and influence exists in degrees, 

and these degrees are likely to be important. Three qualitative anchors were chosen:

 ● Fully Out) <Initiative was purely grassroots and the state had no hand in planning or

 implementing the initiative=

 ● More in than Out) <Initiative came via a public body with links and/or funding to

 government body= 

 ● Fully in) <Initiative came straight from government (either local or national) or

 Parliament=

In layman9s terms, we will be offering up these anchors to CAUK to see which best describes the 

extent of state leadership. Chapter 7.1 explains that there is a significant normative gap between 

More in than Out and Fully In wherein the latter is disproportionately more ideal. Therefore it makes 

sense to ascribe More in than Out a score closer to the threshold than to the 1 of Fully In. Once we 

see which anchor best reflects, we will then use this insight to ascribe it a score accordingly.

 Immediately, it is obvious that CAUK is Fully In the condition of state leadership. For this to 
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be the case, CAUK would need to come straight from government or Parliament, and this is exactly 

what we see. The Participedia case details: 

8In May 2019, the UK Parliament declared an environment and climate emergency, which paved the 

way for the government to pass a law in June 2019, committing the UK to reach net-zero greenhouse 

gas emissions by 2050. Six Select Committees of the House of Commons (Business Energy and 

Industrial Strategy; Environmental Audit; Housing, Communities and Local Government; Science and 

Technology; Transport; and Treasury) commissioned a citizens9 assembly to inform how the UK can 

reach that target.9 (Climate Assembly UK (Participedia), 2020).

  Such unambiguous language hardly needs greater investigation, but the official evaluator 

report goes on:

8CAUK is the first nationwide CA in the UK, the first national climate assembly in the UK, and the 

second CA to be commissioned by House of Commons select committees following the Citizens9 

Assembly on Social Care in 20189 (Elstub et al, 2021, pp13). 

 Whilst the official report itself describes:

8Sign off on the assembly's plans rested with Parliament, including House of Commons select 

committee staff and officials from the Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology (POST). These 

individuals have considerable experience of putting together balanced panels and evidence for 

Members of Parliament and select committees.9 (Climate Assembly UK, 2020, pp51)

 And

8Parliamentary officials were also able to input to all aspects of the assembly's plans at earlier stages 

in their development.9 (ibid)

 These excerpts need little interpretation. From them we know plainly that the DI was 

commissioned straight from Parliament, that the execution of the DI was ran past Parliament first to 

gain its approval, and that Parliament was able to determine large aspects of the DI9s overall nature. 

It is clearly an example of a DI that was state led and unambiguously Fully In the condition at that. 

Therefore, we give it the coding score of 1.  
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Coding for the Presence of CSOs

The coding scheme in Chapter 7.1 provides the following coding scheme to accurately capture the 

influence of CSOs acting in a DI9s organizing committee on policy impact:

 ● Full Out) <Was there zero CSO control of the DI?= 

 ● More In than Out) <Did CSOs form a minority of control?= 

 ● Even more In than Out) <Was there no clear majority of CSOs in control, or was their

 control equal to non-CSOs?= 120 

 ● Significantly more In than Out) <Was there majority CSO control?= 

 ● Fully In) <Was there full CSO control?=

Much like coding for the condition of state leadership, this assessment is quite simple and requires 

little to no interpretation. We simply need to establish whether CSOs were present in CAUK9s 

organizing committee and the overall proportion if so. The Participedia entry describes the 

organizing of the CAUK: 8Its activities were run by Involve, the Sortition Foundation, and mySociety. 

Involve was the lead organizer and was responsible for ensuring the quality of the process. They 

worked on the assembly design (structure, timings, accessibility) and provided the facilitation team. 

Involve was also the main point of contact for assembly members. For their part, the Sortition 

Foundation was responsible for recruiting the participants, while mySociety created the assembly 

website and branding.9 (Climate Assembly UK (Participedia), 2020).

 As can be seen from this short extract, the organisation of CAUK was solely down to Involve, 

the Sortition Foundation, and mySociety – all examples of CSOs. Owing to the utility of this extract, 

there isn9t a plausible reason to look beyond Participedia and into official reports in order to glean 

any more information. It is already clear that there was full CSO control, and so again this condition 

receives a coding score of 1. 

Coding for Policy Homogeneity

The theoretical framework in chapter 7.1 behind this condition supposes that it comes in two 

primary forms. The first supposes that significant overlap between the policy preferences of the DI 

and policy makers will make policy impact more likely. The second supposes that policy makers pre-

determining the destiny of a DI will make policy impact all but guaranteed. Thus there are three 

qualitative anchors here: 

 ● Full Out) <Did the target politician demonstrate zero ownership or interest in the policy

 recommendations or, alternatively, did they expressly disapprove of it?=

 ● More In than Out) <Was there some indication that the policy recommendations aligned

 with the policy preferences of the target politician?=
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 ● Fully In) <Were the broad details of the policy, including the policy topic itself, pre-

 determined, and the public only offered the chance to comment or contribute to smaller

 details?=

In order to at least code for More in than Out, it is necessary to find some indication that the CAUK9s 

policy recommendations broadly line up with the preferences of relevant lawmakers. The 

Participedia entry does somewhat tenuously hint towards this being the case. It describes how upon 

receiving the details of the CAUK9s policy recommendations the 8Government invited the Expert 

Leads to give briefings to government officials9 Climate Assembly UK (Participedia), 2020) which is 

something only likely to happen when policy homogeneity is present. At the very least this  hints 

toward the two policy sets being considered as compatible by the Government.

 However, the official evaluator report goes one further and provides a robust justification for 

coding this condition as Fully In with a score of 1. It explains in its background to the CAUK that: 

8Parliament commissioned Involve to organise CAUK and provided them with a list of topic areas, 

agenda-setting questions, and areas to prioritise and deprioritise, which collectively covered the six 

select committee9s interests on climate change and Net Zero9 (Elstub et al, 2021, pp17). Here, we can 

see that the CAUK fulfils all the requirements laid out in the Fully In qualitative anchor. The broad 

details such as topics of discussion and areas of most and least concern were pre-determined, and 

agenda-setting questions were provided to keep discussion on a highly-curated track. It is unlikely 

under these circumstances that the participants would have been able to recommend anything 

notably radical or unexpected, and this appears to be by design. This is reflected by a general sense 

from many of the participants that the recommendations lacked ambition (ibid, pp83).

0. After all, if they aren9t a member of a left wing party, then they don9t reflect the causal 
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● Fully Out) <Right wing= 

● More In than Out) <Party which shows a concern for post materialist values= 

● Fully In) <Left wing party=

● Full Out) <Anything not considered in line with the 8fully in9 qualitative anchors 

● Full In) <Is this topic of high importance for someone with median knowledge and median

quo to be a policy problem?=

British population as a whole. To this end 8The selected group of citizens
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area, and their level of concern about climate change9 (Climate Assembly UK (Participedia), 2020). 

consider the topic of CAUK9s discussion to be highly salient. Therefore, the c

● Fully Out) <Anything not considered in line with the 8fully in9 qualitative

anchor=

 ● Fully In) <The topic of discussion behind the initiative was a recognition of

 social, ideological, and/or ethical implications with irreconcilable differences

 being a consequence of all policy outcomes. A politician or party involved with

 such a policy would likely have their premiership defined by their involvement.=

 Partisan policies are those which we suppose to invoke the can-kicking principle discussed in the 

theoretical framework. As was explained in chapter 7.1, a Partisan policy is either politically risky for 

policy makers due to significant social, political, and institutional friction, and/or if something that 

would be perceived as grossly inappropriate if the public weren9t heavily consulted. 

Consider how the legalisation of abortion in Ireland, with its enormous normative and ethical 

dilemmas demanding soul-searching and long mental consideration, would easily be coded as Fully 

In of the condition. Likewise, consider how the Play England – Street Play Project, a DI looking at 

building playgrounds for children, would easily be considered Fully Out. When looking at the details 

of the CAUK, the researcher must ask themselves: did the topic split the country in half along a deep 

and seemingly-irreparable divide? Is the CAUK in the same category as legalising abortion, or say 

bringing back the death penalty? 

 I argue that if a researcher needs to spent more than a minute thinking whether a DI9s topic 
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is partisan, then it probably isn9t. Partisan policies are self-evident and we would expect to see 

significant mention of the real-world controversies included in the Participedia entry and the official 

evaluator report. But there is none, and its conspicuous absence means we have no good grounds to 

code this condition as Fully-In, and so must code as Fully-Out with a score of 0.  

position to implement its preferred policy, impact9s ultimate and most purest form will therefore 

interest as with 8 dressing9 (Papadopoulos and Warin, 2007, pp459). However, it is 

not necessarily true to say that a DI9s policy recommendation had zero policy impact in the event 

that it failed to be implemented. A DI9s recommendation that was highly influ

a policy maker to integrate the views of a DI into policy discussions, and 8political window dressing9 

wherein the policy maker9s goal is to feign such intention to cloak themselves in democratic 

● Fully Out) <No sign of politician acknowledgment, nor any

recommendations were entered into policy discussions=

● More Out than In) <Political recommendations were acknowledged by

politician=

● More In than Out) <Political recommendations were acknowledged by politician and were

included, or will be included, however spuriously, in policy discussions=

● Significantly More In than Out) <Signs that policy recommendations formed an integral

policy discussions=

● Fully In) <Policy recommendations became actual policy=

The Participedia entry states 8Following the report9s publication, the six Select Committee Chairs 

Assembly9s contribution and ask them to consider its recommendations9 (Climate Assembly UK 
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saying of the recommendations 8I think that will be the basis for our [future] inquiry. ... it won9t be 

just one other piece of evidence. It will be the basis.9 (Elstub et al, 2021, pp88). Whilst another stated 

e fact that 8550 stakeholders and government officials have attended in

Assembly9s recommendations9 Climate Assembly UK (Participedia), 2020) speaks to the strong level 

explanations for this: 9Moreover, it was clear that the committees had not

with elements of the parliamentary system9 (Elstub et al, 2020, pp106

despite not being a case that fully displays the condition, it is clear that the CAUK9s policy 
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