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Abstract

This article was previously presented as a paper at the International Conference ‘Ethics and integrity of governance: A transatlantic dialogue’. We focus on families in poverty, a group who is currently often excluded from civic engagement. We want to stimulate thinking about the inclusion of their voices in policy formation, implementation, and evaluation. We go deeper into a new practice of activation of the long-term unemployed, namely community services, situated in the social economy sector in Flanders (Belgium). After introducing the basic concepts, we formulate arguments in support of a competence approach and a participatory approach. Then we touch on the problematic of the translation of this approach into policy criteria.
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Participatory Practices in Community Services for the Unemployed Poor: Policy Implications

This article is an adapted version of the paper presented at the International Conference ‘Ethics and integrity of governance: A transatlantic dialogue’. This first dialogue between US and Europe on ethics and integrity of governance was organised in Leuven, June 2nd-5th, 2005. Since the conference aim was to strengthen co-operation and exchange between European and US scholars, and particular attention was given to the similarities and differences, both in theory and practice, we would like to contribute further to this exchange.
In this article we want to focus on families in poverty. This article goes deeper into a fairly new form of activation of the poor, namely community services. These new initiatives are situated in the social economy sector in Flanders (Belgium). After the introduction of the basic concepts, we formulate arguments in support of a competence approach and a participatory approach in those community services. Then we touch on the problematic of the translation of this approach into policy criteria.
Families in poverty: special attention required

Our current society is characterised by mechanisms and processes of exclusion. Particular groups of people and entire categories of the population have difficulties to participate in the mainstream activities of social, economical and political life. As families in poverty are more dependent and have less power to change their situation and to influence their living conditions than the average citizens, specific strategies and instruments are needed. In the region under study (Flanders in Belgium) the public services and academic institutions distinguish several disadvantaged groups, such as the long term unemployed, the immigrants, single mothers, lowly skilled workers, (former) psychiatric patients, (former) prisoners, etc. These diverse groups have a few characteristics in common.  Most important: many of them live in poverty. They mostly have no jobs, they live in poor housing conditions, and they often have weak social networks. Social isolation is a continuous threat. They have a hard time finding a place in the labour market, or in society at large (Vranken a.o. 1998). For this reason they have been the object of the Belgium welfare policy.
The ‘workfare’ discourse: activating and sanctioning the unemployed poor

The current ‘workfare’ discourse includes all kinds of measures to activate, and if necessary, to sanction the poor. The aim is to enhance the autonomy of the unemployed, while dependency on welfare as organised by the state is discouraged (Snick, 2002; Jacobs & van Doorslaer, 2000; Rosanvallon, 1995). Governments on all levels increasingly use the discourse of ‘workfare’, meaning that only so-called ‘active citizens’ are entitled to the organised solidarity of the welfare state. An important argument for this is that some welfare structures are said to be destroying incentives and making people passive and uncreative. People who are not able or not willing to take responsibility for their employability will lose their rights to welfare benefits in the long run. The responsibility to remain ‘employable’ on the labour market is nowadays increasingly labelled as an individual responsibility. A transition in this matter from collective responsibility to individual responsibility can be observed. When an unemployed person cannot prove that he or she has been actively looking for a job or following a suitable training or education, he or she will be sanctioned. His or her welfare benefits can diminish or eventually be eliminated entirely. Social rights are nowadays increasingly linked up to the duty to look for a job or to engage in an educational trajectory that will improve one’s chances on the labour market. This is in line with an increasing criticism on the passivity inducing nature of the welfare entitlements in the ‘traditional’ welfare state. Merkel (in Giddens, 2001, p. 52) argues as follows: “… it leads to privatism, dependency, a loss of discipline and a lack of motivation to adapt oneself to the new educational challenges of the changing labour market.” In reaction to this, measures are undertaken aiming to prevent abuse and to better distribute social security and welfare to ‘those in real need’. As a consequence criteria for assessing needs are tightened.  In policy measures self-help, personal responsibility and employability obtain a more prominent place.
Policy makers begin to consider the usefulness of ‘workfare’ concepts and practices. They are increasingly urging excluded groups to become more active and take their empowerment process in their own hands. In several European countries, also in Belgium, there is an increased pressure on welfare beneficiaries to enter the labour market, to accept suitable jobs or to participate in training programmes. Activation practices are mainly aimed at participation in the regular labour market. Giddens (2001) – on of the main architects of the ‘third way’ - refers to the need to link welfare rights to employability responsibilities. Welfare rights are linked to responsibilities for one’s own employment. The freedom to pursue individual life projects should be balanced by the responsibility to contribute to the maintenance of public welfare. Therefore, in the ‘third way’ discourse the continuation of welfare benefits is combined with measures stimulating the activity and disabling the alleged passivity of the beneficiaries. Several states nowadays apply such ‘third way’ policies in one or another way, thereby trying to reconcile the objectives of social justice and economic competitiveness.

Critical observers of this policy discourse are sceptical about its hidden agenda. They fear it promotes a new kind of flexible and mobile worker while it simultaneously discourages him to make use of his welfare rights. These policies tend to problematize the socially excluded rather than the process of social exclusion. Critics of these new policy measures claim that the excluded groups are increasingly blamed for their own misfortune. This results into a further stigmatisation. The unemployed sometimes feel treated as ‘second class’ citizens who yet (or again) have to learn to become ‘full’ citizens through engagement in trajectories of education and training. Fulltime employment on the formal labour market increasingly is seen as a precondition for ‘full’ citizenship. This shows how such practices of activation are no neutral operations.

Paradoxes of activation

The activation strategies in various policy domains are currently being criticised in multiple ways. Snick (2002) summarises a few key points. Activation practices are no neutral technical operations: they often define people as deficient who lack the necessary skills and values to participate in society. The cause of the problem is located in the features of the excluded groups, while the underlying mechanisms, which create social exclusion, remain unproblematized. The activation discourse overlooks the fact that there are currently not enough jobs available for the category of the lowly skilled members of our society. Activation of the unemployed doesn’t change much about the structural limitations of the labour market. The consequence of such discourse is that it tends to ‘blame the victim’. Their exclusion is in the first place interpreted as a lack of the right personal attributes and capacities. A repeated emphasis on these shortcomings inevitable results into a negative identity construction.
The activation discourse is not a new phenomenon. Various researchers have analysed its long historical tradition (Lis & Soly, 1986; Foucault, 1965; Lis & Venthemse, 1995; Snick, 2002). They also point to its paradoxical character. On the one hand activation aims at emancipation. Efforts are made to include disadvantaged groups, by supporting their struggle against their underprivileged situation. On the other hand the activation discourse simultaneously functions as a disciplining and moralising reaction to the dependency on welfare. It is also inspired by a certain fear for the ‘underclasses. The ‘elite’ reacts to poverty and the existence of a growing underclass because it fears public disturbance, diseases, criminality, and insecurity. Policy makers want to avoid what they perceive as a threat to the social and political stability by promoting a strong work-oriented system of moral values and principles. What the elite defines as a social problem often isn’t poverty itself, but a few specific consequences of it (like rising crime or prostitution).

Most the present day measures of activation contain elements of both policy rationalities, emancipatory and discipling. They refer to traditions of welfare statism and combine it with more neo-liberal understandings of policy making. This is definitely the case of the ‘third way’ discourse. Rights and duties are to be brought more into balance, as argued in the article of Latham (in Giddens, 2001, p. 27):
“The third way sees politics as an exercise in conviction and the teaching of values. (…) A revitalised welfare state has just two purposes: to move people into work and into new skills. (…) Unless welfare recipients are willing to take responsibility for improving themselves and the society in which they live, they have no right to permanently live off society.”
In line with this it is important to realise that also community services are no neutral instruments. As all practices of education and activation, also community services are both emancipating and moralising or disciplining. Community services can create empowering learning opportunities through participation, while at the same time their actions inevitably discipline the (un)employed participants. Participation doesn’t offer neutral opportunities, but rather determined or conditioned opportunities. People are stimulated to think and act in specific ways. Power is even more effective when it is internalised, when people regulate themselves through self-discipline. This way ‘participation’ in neighbourhood services can also be seen as a form of self-disciplining. Inspired by Foucault, we ask the question how community services come to terms with these ambiguities. Education and activation cannot only be associated with enlightenment, personal development, and economical growth. All education and activation practices entail a paradox: they empower while they disempower. While they enable people, at the same time they also limit their freedom and reduce their options. All pedagogical interventions are always double edged – they have an inevitable paradoxical nature (Weil, Wildemeersch, & Jansen, 2005).

The case of community services

The focus of this article is on community services, a new phenomenon in the sector of the Belgian social economy. This emergent practice of activation of long-term unemployed is rapidly growing and offers a wide variety of services ranging from social restaurants, to aid for senior citizens (transportation, reading help…), and even projects for the maintenance of green spaces. Community services claim to combine three functions: services, employment, and participation. These functions were recognized in the first policy texts on community services by the Flemish Minister of Social Economy (Van Brempt, 2004), and were inspired by the advice of the umbrella organisation of community services (Koning Boudewijn Stichting, 2003).
1. A community service delivers services in order to improve the viability of the consumers by responding to relevant collective and individual needs. Community services aim at meeting (new) individual and collective needs. Those needs often weren’t acknowledged before, or the services weren’t adapted to the specific target group of people in poverty. A community service can be a concrete solution for a particular challenge, for example the need for a tailor made child care centre.

2. Community services aim at creating sustainable employment. Therefore at least 50% of the employees are recruited from the target group of families in poverty.
3. Community services want to accomplish the two above mentioned functions by working in a participatory way. They presume that such an approach has several advantages.  They try to take into account the needs and wants of many different stakeholders, like employees, clients, volunteers, people who live nearby, and other local (social) actors. The ambition is to let both the clients and the employees participate in the whole process of getting the community service started and further developed. Even after the community service has started, they want constant feedback to make sure the service can be improved and adapted to fit the ever-changing life circumstances of the disadvantaged people involved. Community services claim that a participatory approach is necessary to make sure that the service is tailor-made to the specific way of life of families in poverty. The particular way in which the first two functions (services and employment) take shape is influenced by this participatory process.

There are two different forms of community services: on the one hand there are neighbourhood services and on the other hand there are proximity services
. A specific form of a community service is a neighbourhood service. Neighbourhood services do not deliver services to the wider public in the first place, but rather focus on the needs of the people in poverty on a local base. These services are expected to improve the viability of disadvantaged neighbourhoods. Additionally they should increase the quality of life of the people that live in those neighbourhoods, and they should strengthen the social cohesion. The neighbourhood services want to combine the struggle against poverty, the creation of work for the unemployed and the development of the available economical and cultural potential in the neighbourhood. Other community services that are not linked to a specific neighbourhood are referred to as proximity services. They deliver services to the wider community.
We translate the definition of ‘being active’ some families in poverty in Leuven constructed throughout a three-month reflection process on ‘activation’ in Leren Ondernemen vzw (2002), a neighbourhood service in Leuven
. When constructing activation measures it seems important to pay attention to the informal definition of the target group itself:
“Being active is to use as much as possible your talents, to engage yourself to claim your rights, and to mean something for others and for society. It’s important that it isn’t obligatory or mandatory, but something you like to do, something that gives you pleasure. Essential is the social aspect: working in group, having fun together and learning to cope better with each other.”

The community services want to reinforce the competences of the people in poverty they work with. The starting point is said to be the capacities that people already have. Therefore they create labour opportunities in line with the competences that are available. Challenges are created and/or made visible through work. The process of labour aims at supporting the wishes and possibilities of the employees. The work that is created is said to be sustainable, it has to bring certainty in the often-uncertain living conditions. The community services hope to empower the most vulnerable groups in a variety of ways. They want to foster material empowerment through a higher income, in combination with improved security and a better social esteem. They also want to stimulate personal empowerment.  People are expected to build self confidence (the feeling of being a competent actor) through their engagement in activities, which they consider socially relevant. Especially neighbourhood services claim that the work created, is adapted to the experiences and competencies of the people in the neighbourhood. The employees get sufficient training and support to deliver quality services.

Competency approach versus deficit approach

Community services espouse a competence approach, enabling experiences of actorship. They emphasise that people in poverty also dispose of competences and qualities (for example inventiveness, self-will, perseverance, care, and courage), which can be relevant in a variety of situations. They try to connect, use, and work with the available potential. Learning processes start from the competencies that people already possess. This acknowledgment of the strength of the knowledge, experiences, and competencies of people forms the breeding ground of a participative approach. This positive attitude results into the belief ‘that everybody can make a difference’ in his or her own way. Many community services also aim to develop further the survival competences and qualities which their clients are claimed to possess: inventiveness, self-will, perseverance and courage. The acknowledgment of the strength of their knowledge, experiences and competencies forms the breeding ground to look at the support activities differently. This approach is also said to be used for clarifying the desirability and value of particular learning and training paths. Community services want to look for the meaning and usefulness of knowledge, capacities and practices and claim that this happens in a dialogue between social workers and the people in poverty themselves. Several other arguments are used to promote this competency approach. Through positive experiences in a familiar environment people are said to learn to define themselves as problem-solvers. In this way they would develop the feeling of having a grip on their lives and leave their role as ‘victims’ behind. Especially in neighbourhood services people can see results of their commitment in a very concrete way in their own neighbourhood (Mathijssen, Wildemeersch, Stroobants, Snick, 2003).

During our observations we immediately noticed that paid employment is not the only way to be engaged in a community service. There is also attention for less labour oriented forms of participation and volunteering. Community services want to give meaning to social commitment in various ways. They want to create opportunities to actively participate in society. One of the recurring themes is ‘breaking down barriers’, for creating low and accessible thresholds. People can start with a limited engagement, even for a few hours a month, and grow at their own pace, according to their possibilities and restrictions.

Relevance of a participatory approach

According to Reason (1998) participation involves peoples’ right and ability to have a say in decisions, which affect them. Therefore, participation is a political imperative.  Educational processes linked to participation need to open up a space in which participants are invited to engage in work or study, which is important and meaningful for them. When they reflect on the manner in which they perform, together they can learn how to move toward a more genuine collaboration. Reason (1998) insists on defining the boundaries of participation on the one hand, and to open up a space in which creativity is demanded on the other hand. He advises facilitators to create democratic structures and relationships, and behave in ways that invite reciprocity and dialogue. Facilitators need to take authority, but with the aim to enhance the self-directing capacities of others. People are invited to take greater responsibility for their own development and education. This can be severely challenging for the facilitators, because at times it will be required to relativize their own vision to create space for the multiple visions that the participants may develop.
Also in the writings of Lave and Wenger (1991) on situated learning, ‘participation’ plays an important role. They describe participation as:
“the stage on which the old and the new, the former and the unknown, the established and the hopeful, act out their differences and discover their commonalities, manifest their fear on one another, and come to terms with the need for one another” (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 116).
In the vision of Lave and Wenger (1991), learning is situated in certain forms of social participation. Learning is a process that takes place in a participation framework.  People learn because they already participate, not because they have been prepared to participate at a later stage. “Conceiving of learning in terms of participation focuses attention on ways in which it is an evolving, continuously renewed set of relations. This is consistent with a relational view of persons, of their actions, and the world” (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 50). Learning can be seen as a dynamic relationship between people and the context in which they participate. “Learning is a way of being in the social world, not a way of coming to know about it” (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 24). “It combines personal transformation with the evolution of social structures” (Wenger, 2000, p. 227). Participatory practices are assumed to offer opportunities to people to determine themselves and their context, to express their feelings and interests, to gain self-esteem, and to enhance one’s well being.

We want to point out the importance of considering the learning process itself as a democratic process. To quote Benn (2000, p. 241): “Participatory democracy is learned through practice and therefore the adult education experience should itself be and experience of participatory democracy”. It is difficult to stimulate participation in a society or in an organisation that does not function democratically.
Community services, and in particular neighbourhood services, don’t want their activities to be reduced to mere employment schemes. Rather than exclusively focusing on the activation of people towards the labour market, community services want to develop a more complex, integrated and holistic activation strategy, involving people as producers and consumers of services they urgently need. They want to enable experiences of actorship, of solidarity, and of commitment to a joint project that is related to, but simultaneously, transcends their everyday survival strategies. Next to the mainly economical activation initiatives (for example recycling centres or bicycle and car repair shops), community services want to construct a broader definition of activation. Community services want to be open places for participation in society and a way to involve people in shaping community life (Mathijssen & Wildemeersch, 2003).

Community services want to stay close to the issues that concern families in poverty. Field workers in community services proudly tell that their starting point is the systematic exploration, together with their target groups, of needs, necessities and possible solutions. Rather than introducing themes and issues from a top-down perspective, community services say to take as a point of departure the issues that keep people busy and that appeal to them. They try to put these topics on the agenda and look for ways to take them further and to link them with more abstract and global issues. Daily life concerns of people related to food acquisition, waste disposal, mobility, a shortage of playgrounds in the neighbourhood can be taken seriously as life political issues. In this way community services assume to answer to needs that beforehand weren’t (sufficiently) acknowledged (Mathijssen & Wildemeersch, 2003).

Problematic implementation of policy criteria

An important problem is that this competency and participatory strategy has not yet been translated into policy criteria. The policy criteria are mainly based on product outcomes, while the community services report a need for criteria based on the quality of the process, not in the least the participation processes. Policy makers are said to attach too much importance to product outcomes (the number of people that acquire a job or the quantity of the delivered services). For example, activation initiatives are rewarded once they have proved that they are effective in activating the unemployed towards the formal labour market. It is becoming increasingly difficult to get funding when there is no guarantee of success in terms of employment. With a participatory approach you cannot prove in advance what the outcomes will be. It is difficult – even impossible – to predict beforehand what kind of service will be developed. A participatory approach is to a certain extent at odds with a linear output oriented strategy. Community services require more freedom, openness and opportunities for experimentation. Community services want to obtain structural support from the government, while at the same time they want to safeguard their freedom to operate as laboratories in which new social-economic experiments can take place.

In the Flemish context, the community services are part of the ‘social economy’. This sector tries to operate on a market of new services. Yet, it needs the support of the state for the employment of a major part of the lowly skilled employees. This position creates a tension between the social and the economical objectives of the community services. Practitioners in community services are worried about the new policy developments who strongly emphasize the link between ‘services’ and ‘employment’. ‘Participation’ is under threat of becoming empty rhetoric. They fear a future where community services will only be rewarded (receive funding) for the service and employment function. They feel this will ruin the very essence of community services. When asking for funding, all criteria stress the priority of creating employment. It is difficult to take into account aspects like wellbeing, safety, and social cohesion. An important question arises: What will happen to the volunteers, when formal employment is the most important criterion for receiving funding? A big worry for the future is that on the account of ‘hard figures’ policy makers will choose for the most cost-effective community services. This almost certainly means that the space for proximity and social cohesion will suffer due to pressure to deliver more services in less time. Community services want to show the consequences of this ‘cost-effectiveness’ for the most vulnerable groups in society.

We found that it was more fruitful to consider community services as practices of active citizenship and participation rather than ‘participatory employment bureaus’. Providing services and creating employment should rather be seen as mere instruments to support the goal of opening ways for participation and citizenship.
Cleaver (2001, p. 37) sees a difference between participation grounded in efficiency arguments and participation grounded in equity and empowerment arguments. While the latter sees participation as a process that enhances people’s capacities to improve their lives, the first sees participation merely as a tool for achieving better project outcomes.

In their aspirations community services describe ‘participation’ as a tool for providing better services and creating tailor-made employment. It is considered an instrument for taking into account the needs and wants of different stakeholders, aiming to build a broad social base. Through receiving feedback, the community services want to be able to continually improve and adapt themselves. We suggest to call this ‘participation for cost-effectiveness’.
Nevertheless, there is more than only this form of ‘participation for cost-effectiveness’ to be found in community services. We also observed ‘participation for active citizenship’ grounded in empowerment arguments. In a presentation previous to this research project, the community service professionals invited us to conduct a lecture on the ETGACE-research on active citizenship (Holford et al., 2003), since they found some of the insights of this research inspiring. In ETGACE, active citizenship is seen as “a variety of ways to take up social responsibilities and engagements, with the aim to make an active contribution to the building of a democratic and inclusive society” (Mathijssen, Wildemeersch, Snick, & Stroobants, 2003, p. 1). The community services under research all stress the importance of stimulating active citizenship in different forms. Both forms of participation can be found in the community services involved in this research. Participation for cost-effectiveness is easier to legitimate due to its direct influence on improving project-outputs. Community services can deliver better tailor-made services due to the participatory involvement of clients and employees. They can create tailor-made employment due to the participatory involvement of employees and volunteers. On the other hand, it is far more difficult to legitimise the time and efforts spent on ‘participation for active citizenship’. The earlier mentioned discussion on the problem of ‘measurability’ is relevant in this context. While it is possible to measure the added value of ‘participation for cost-effectiveness’, it seems impossible to measure the added value of ‘participation for active citizenship’. The practitioners stress that this aspect of their work is under constant threat of budget-cuts.
As Cooke and Kothari (2001, p. 14) argue, the language of participation can mask a real concern for managerialist effectiveness. What is seen as participation, and what is seen as positive outcomes from participatory processes, depends on ideological positions (Cooke, & Kothari, 2001, p. 119). When inspired by a ‘workfare’ discourse, ‘participation’ mainly refers to inclusion in the formal labour market. Sometimes also participation of clients in the decision making process is mentioned. Yet, in this case, the participation remains limited to issues of ‘choice’ on behalf of the employees and the customers. Positive outcomes are mainly framed in terms of increased labour market participation rates, and decreases in social security expenditures. Cost-effectiveness is a major concern, marginalising other perspectives on participation. There is a promise of emancipation for the employees involved, but emancipation is defined here as inclusion in the formal labour market. Yet, ‘participation’ can also be seen to enhance active citizenship. Positive outcomes in this discourse are more diverse. Not only engagement in the formal labour market, but any involvement giving shape to a democratic community is considered important.
In a manual on the learning of active citizenship (Mathijssen & Van Raak, 2003)
 which we developed in the context of another research project, we argued that it is important to create room for different forms and levels of participation, keeping in mind several risks attached to such a strategy. This manual aims to stimulate and facilitate policies and learning strategies, which encourage tolerant, inclusive, and accountable approaches to governance and active citizenship. The chief aim is to support professionals and policy-makers involved in various branches of citizenship learning to reflect on – and improve – practice in the field. Professionals are invited to reflect on their work and practice, to develop new and critical perspectives, to identify a more diverse range of opportunities for active citizenship, and to review and modify their practice. Particular forms of participation can be demotivating and should be avoided. First there is the so-called ‘playground participation’. This would-be participation takes place in isolation from the real public debate and decision-making processes.  Second there is ‘compulsory participation’. When there is an obligatory participation structure following predetermined rules and conditions, the ongoing participation of people and their needs and aspirations can be overseen. This is the case especially when the outcome is defined beforehand. Participation is inevitably a risky activity. The ambition to control the whole process from beginning to end is at odds with the open-ended character of participatory processes. Participation can lead to structures tending to instrumentalize free initiative and informal participation by the urge to control and foresee everything.
Some points of attention may help to overcome such problems. In an open and flexible atmosphere, creating space for a continuous dialogue, the (informal) definitions, experiences, meanings, and activities of partners can be taken into account. In this way, the actors can decide together what challenge they go for, how they want to make a difference, what participation means, and what the limits are. Concrete examples on how to create a wide range of opportunities for participation can be found in the following toolkit for participatory methods. To facilitate practical knowledge sharing, the King Baudouin Foundation (2005) and the Flemish Institute for Science and Technology Assessment decided to edit a publication with the ambition to create a hands-on toolkit for starting up and managing participatory projects. This incorporates 50 methods and techniques. Per method there is a description of when to use, the different steps, best practices and budget.
The relevance of ‘participation’ in public administration

Blumberg (1996) recommends cooperation as one of his humanistic guidelines for public administration professionals. We agree with this author that the most effective decisions are not made in isolation. He also recommends openness and encouragement of input from others. “Citizens will have more trust and confidence in our public organisations if they believe that public officials and public employees are truly behaving with openness as one of their guiding principles” (Blumberg, 1996, p. 74). We recommend participation and input from people in poverty in matters that are relevant for them.

There seems to be a general concern about the increasing democratic deficit – the feeling that established mechanisms of government no longer work effectively, and that people no longer trust them. In recent years, most European countries have wanted to encourage citizens to participate more in political and social affairs. Citizens are encouraged to become more committed, active, and responsible, at work, in society, and at home. Also Roberts (2004) suggests citizen participation in decision-making is becoming an imperative of contemporary society. For the first half of the 20th century, citizens relied on administrators to make decisions for them. Nowadays we see a shift towards greater citizen involvement, not only in decisions that directly affect their lives, but also in public policy and its implementations in general. Roberts (2004) expects this trend to grow as democratic societies become more centralised, interdependent, and challenged by so-called “wicked problems”. More specific, Rice (2004) states that promoting social equity in public service delivery requires citizen input and participation. Future public administrators, managers, and public service delivery personnel “must be taught that a traditional bureaucratic culture can be modified to reflect a citizen-oriented or social equity-oriented service delivery culture” (Rice, 2004, p. 147). Korten, Mander, Cavanagh and others (2003, p. 40) ask the following questions:
Will ordinary people have a democratic voice in deciding what rules are in the best interest of society? Or will a small ruling elite, meeting in secret, far from public view, be allowed to set the rules that shape the human future? If the concern of the decision makers is only for the next quarter’s corporate profits, who will take care for the health and well-being of the world’s people and the planet?

Kasemir (a.o., 1999) stresses that the nature of the democratic processes asks for taking into account views of a diversity of actors. Kasemir (a.o., 2000) claims that participatory techniques for the involvement of stakeholders are needed, ranging from ordinary citizens to business people. Cooper (1998) wonders whether it is essential for administrators to understand the perspectives, problems, perceived needs, and priorities of citizens. “Are they not obliged to reach out beyond their clientele groups and political allies to help cultivate a public conversation” (Cooper, 1998, p. 62)? “Should we not agree that the administrative role also carries with it a central obligation to stimulate this conversation among citizens and to learn from it” (Cooper, 1998, p. 63)? Bilhim and Neves (2005) point out that the New Public Management stresses the importance of citizen participation. According to them, the widening of ideas of governance includes democratic and participative values. They articulate a demand for decision processes that are more thoroughly participatory. This requires a stronger appeal to the active participation of citizens.
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Footnotes

� These are translations from Dutch.  The official terminology in Dutch for ‘community services’ as used by the Belgian and Flemish government, by the umbrella organisation of community services, and by the community services in the field of practice is ‘Buurt- en nabijheidsdiensten’.  The translation of ‘Neighbourhood services’ is ‘buurtdiensten’, and the translation of ‘Proximity services’ is ‘nabijheidsdiensten’.





� In Dutch: ‘Actief zijn is zo veel mogelijk gebruik maken van je talenten, je inzetten om op te komen voor je rechten, en iets te betekenen voor anderen en de samenleving. Belangrijk is dat het niet opgelegd of verplicht is, maar iets wat je graag doet en waar je plezier aan beleeft. Onmisbaar is dat het sociaal is: werken in groep, samen plezier hebben en beter met elkaar omgaan is belangrijk.’





� More information on the ETGACE-research can be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.surrey.ac.uk/Education/ETGACE/" ��http://www.surrey.ac.uk/Education/ETGACE/� .  The manual can be downloaded at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.surrey.ac.uk/politics/ETGACE/SEC3-D2.htm" ��http://www.surrey.ac.uk/politics/ETGACE/SEC3-D2.htm� .  





