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"In political administration, no problem is ever simple.
It can never be reduced to the question whether a certain measure is good or not"

Napoleon Bonaparte
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1. Introduction

One of the most manifest technological developments in the last decades is the
growing application of information and communication technologies (ICT). Policy
makers in public and private organizations emphasize the importance of ICT for
our way of living and working (e.g., High-Level Expert Group, 1994). The
Netherlands Scientific Council for Government Policy (WRR) made an inventory
of ICT developments and their ( potential) effects on society and government
(WRR, 1998). The Council emphasizes the ongoing penetration of electronic
networks in the local and global society (e.g., Internet). ICT creates new possibil-
ities for human ( inter-) actions. Examples are geographically distributed business
processes, teleworking, telemedicine, distance learning, virtual communities and
electronic commerce. The WRR also warns for negative effects of computer
networks. For example: moral distancing (e.g., unethical or immoral acting via
computer networks). For the nation state and its government, the rise of computer
networks such as Internet has enormous consequences. One of the most important
consequences is deterritorialization. This is a far-reaching form of international-
ization in which human activities or interactions cannot be deduced from a
territory-based legal system (usually a nation state). Not surprisingly, one of the
most fundamental conclusions of the WRR-report is that not only public policy
will have to change, but also the nation state and its government. Governments
need to adapt their policies to these new circumstances, but they can also use ICT
to improve policy making processes. This thesis is about the use of ICT, and
more in particular Group Support Systems (GSS) (this term will be explained later
on) to improve the quality of policy making processes and policy-analytical
activities related to these processes.

From a(public) policy science perspective, there are at least two important
developments with regard to (information and communication) technology. First,
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ICT has become an object of policy making. The growing importance of ICT in
society makes policy makers aware of the fact that they should provide and
facilitate the best possible ways to exploit the social and economic advantages of
ICT and to eliminate its disadvantages. The result is technology policy.

Secondly, ICT has become a means to support governments and policy making.
Policy makers and policy analysts use a variety of inethods and instruments to
support policy making and policy analysis. ICT is a new tool added to the range
of tools already in use by the policy analyst. From a policy science perspective,
it is interesting whether new ICT improves the quality of policy making and how
ICT should be applied in policy making processes and policy analysis to make it
most effective. This approach is central in this thesis.

In this first chapter, attention is paid to the background of this thesis (sections 1.1,
1.2 and 1.3). The scientific and applied research motives are explained (sections
1.4 and 1.5). In the sixth section, the research goals are explained. The problem
statement will be given (section 1.7), the research questions will be defined
(section 1.8) and the research method will be explained briefly (section 1.9).
Finally, attention is given to the structure of this thesis and a summary of this
chapter (sections 1.10 and 1.11).

1.1. ICT as an object of policy making

During recent years, technological developments have become an object ofpolicy
making. This attention for technology has resulted in the development of a new
policy area, namely technology policy. A few years ago, the European Union
published a white paper about the information society. The white paper considers
the development of an information society a revolutionary challenge to decision-
makers: "Throughout the world, information and communication technologies are
generating a new industrial revolution already as significant and far-reaching as
those of the past" (High-Level Expert Group (HLEG), 1994).' The EU expects
large potentials of ICT for the quality of life of European citizens, the efficiency
of Europe's social and economic organization and social cohesion. This report

1 The 1994 report of the High-Level Expert Group is also referred to as the Bangemann-
report.
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considers the market the driving force behind technological developments. Ac-
cording to the Bangemann-report, technology policy should be aimed at mastering
the risks and maximizing the benefits of the arrival of the information society.
The rise of the information society will change labor legislation and lead to new
professionals and skills. One of the threats of the arrival of the information
society is the risk of the creation of a two-tier society of haves and have-nots. In
this society "only a part of the population has access to new technology, is com-
fortable using it and can fully enjoy its benefits. There is a danger that individuals
will reject the information culture and its instruments" (HLEG, 1994). Another
danger is a polarization between different social groups. The political scientist
Barber described this threat as a struggle between `Jihad' and `McWorld'.
`McWorld' represents international business that cannot be controlled democrati-
cally as a result of disappearing borders caused by ICT. `Jihad' is the fundamental
religious or ethnic reaction to this development (Barber, 1995).

The high-level expert group of the European Union published its final report on
Europe and the information society (HLEG, 1997). This report is a follow-up of
the Bangemann-report. The HLEG replaces the term `information society' by
`knowledge society'.z Technology is not considered an exogenous variable to
which society must adapt, but a social process which "by meeting real or imag-
ined needs changes those needs just as it is changed by them. Society, in this
view, is shaped by technical change, and technical change is shaped by society.
Technical innovation -sometimes impelled by scientific discovery, at other times
induced by demand- stems from within the economic and social system and is not
merely an adjustment to transformations brought about by causes outside that
systems" (HLEG, 1997) (see also Smits, 1994; Smits 8L Leyten, 1991). The
philosophy that technological innovations also are a result of developments within
the economic and social system gives rise to the idea that people (policy makers,
users, developers and so on) can influence the direction in which a technology
develops.

One of the consequences of this approach in technology policy is that there is less
emphasis on ICT as a"market driven revolution" (Bangemann-report). ICT is

2 The reason for this replacement is that "the generation of unstructured data does not
automatically lead to the creation of information, nor can all information be equated with
knowledge" (HLEG, 1997: 15).
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considered "a complex, endogenous process of change, negotiated and mediated
both within organizations and at the level of society at large, it is obvious that
policies cannot and should not be limited to addressing the economic integration
of technological change, but must include all aspects of its broader social integra-
tion" (HLEG, 1997: 18). This approach rejects a minimalist, non-interventionist
role of the government in technological developments, because the government
should play an active role to facilitate the social integration of technologies. For
example, by bringing together the developers and (potential) users of technology.
Policy makers should not only depend on the advice of experts in the development
of technology policies, but also on the advice and information given by lay
people. Remarkably, this new, interventionist state approach in technology policy
can also be found in the United States-~ whereas in Japan, government intervention
in technological developments is common practice.

The purpose of this thesis is not to describe and analyze technology policy.
However, most cases in which the application of a new ICT-based instrument in
policy analysis is investigated have an important common feature: they are part of
technology policy. These cases will mostly present information and communica-
tion technology as an object of policy making.

1.2. ICT as a means for government and policy making

The development of new ICT provides governments with new means to support
a variety of activities. On the basis of the research of Depla (1995) and the Dutch
Ministry of the Interior (1995), various ICT applications can be distinguished in
the public domain and public policy making. ICT can be used for many primary
processes in the internal organization of governments, for example:
~ Improving services for citizens and business organizations.
~ Improving the accessibility and publicity of public information.
~ Protecting privacy and classified information.

3 The United States have a tradition of non-intervention of the government in the market.
Some researchers stress that the Clinton Administration takes a more active role in
technology policy compared with its predecessors ( Ham 8c Mowery, 1995; Vonortas,
1995; Etzkowitz, 1994).
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Improving the management and coherence of public organizations (primacy
of politics).
Articulation of wishes and preferences.
Parliamentary processes, election campaigns and elections.
Internal organization of political parties.

ICT can also support the external organization of the government, namely:
~ Policy making processes: problem formulation, policy alternatives, policy

adoption, policy implementation and policy assessment (Dunn, 1994).
~ Policy-analytical procedures: problem structuring, forecasting, recommenda-

tion, monitoring and evaluation (Dunn, 1994).
~ Involving citizens in policy making and policy analysis (e.g., by improving

communication and interaction between politicians and citizens).

This is not an exhaustive list of possible ICT applications. From the perspective
of the policy sciznces, it is interesting to find out whether ICT provides the
opportunity to increase the quality ofpolicy making and, more in particular policy
analysis. For that purpose, it is possible to use insights derived from the technol-
ogy policy field. In particular, the dilemma of controlling technology is very
relevant. Collingridge (1980) summarized this dilemma as follows: "attempting
to control a technology is difficult, and not rarely impossible, because during its
early stages, when it can be controlled, not enough can be known about its
harmful social consequences to warrant controlling its development; but by the
time these consequences are apparent, control has become costly and slow"
(Collingridge, 1980: 19). The Collingridge dilemma manifests itself in many
technological developments. Also in ICT where discussions about the social
impact often start after the implementation of the technology. In the implementa-
tion stage, it is very difficult to steer the technology in a socially desired direc-
tion. Illustrative of this case is the Internet. Internet became broadly institutional-
ized in the beginning of the 1990s, but there were relatively few debates about its
social and economic consequences. A rare exception was a report on the elec-
tronic highway published by the American Office of Technology Assessment
(OTA) (1990). Only in recent years, there has been a growing debate about the
electronic highway. To discuss the economic and social consequences of ICT, it
is important that developers and users are involved in the debates.
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To structure debates about technological developments (and their social and
economic consequences), methods and tools are needed that enable interaction in
these debates. This process of interaction should provide policy makers involved
with the technological development information to establish their strategic policy.
In other words: technologies need to be assessed on their merits. For that pur-
pose, practitioners and scientists have developed methods to support the process
of gathering, discussing and communicating knowledge about technological
developments. One of the best known of these methods is called Technology
Assessment (Smits c4r. Leyten, 1991). Technology assessment (TA) can, as a form
of policy analysis in the technology field, provide tools to deal with the
Collingridge dilemma by facilitating interaction between developers of technol-
ogy, policy makers and users.4 The ultimate goal of TA is twofold, namely
improving rational and democratic policy making. Rational policy making refers
to the use of (scientific) information in policy processes. Democratic policy
making refers to the involvement of policy-relevant actors in policy processes
(e.g., developers and users of a specific technology).

Various actors are, consequently, involved in the different phases of the policy

making process. These phases are problem formulation, policy alternatives, policy

adoption, policy implementation and policy assessment (Dunn, 1994). Information

and communication technology can serve as a good tool to facilitate interaction

and communication between actors in the policy making phases and policy analy-

sis.

1.3. Policy making and ICT: some developments

The study of ICT is not new, but the approach to the use of ICT in this thesis
differs from other research. Many studies have been carried on information
management, the strategic advantages of ICT and the impact of information and
communication technology on organizations (e.g., Laudon 8r. Laudon, 1996; Scott
Morton, 1991; Earl, 1990; Fulk 8i Steiniield, 1990). Relatively little is known
about the impact of ICT on policy making and policy analysis. There are develop-

4 As a consequence, Technology Assessment (TA) has evolved from a scientific exercise
towards an instrument facilitating participatory policy analysis geared to the introduction
of new technologies in the economy and society (Smits, 1994; Smits 8c Leyten, 1991).
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ments which influence ICT and the role ICT can play in policy analysis and which
may lead to some sort of synergy effect between policy analysis and ICT. First,
there is a shift in the methods used in policy making and policy analysis (section
1.3.1). Secondly, the application of ICT grows exponentially (section 1.3.2).
Thirdly, ICT and other tools can be integrated or combined with each other
(section 1.3.3). These developments will be explored further in the next sections.

1.3.1. From an expert towards a participatory style of policy analysis

There is a remarkable shift in the methods used in policy analysis to analyze and
develop public policies. Dunn defines policy analysis as "[A]n intellectual and
practical activity aimed at creating critical assessing, and communicating knowl-
edge of and in the policy-making process. The process of policy analysis has five
interdependent phases that together form complex, nonlinear cycles or rounds of
intellectual activities. These activities are ordered in time and embedded in a
policy-making process that is complex, nonlinear, and essentially political" (1994:
29). The shift in methods and instruments is caused by the new role of govern-
ment in society. In the (old) expert style of policy analysis, policy analysts devel-
oped policies on the basis of scientific data and rational analysis. They provided
information to the policy makers so these could make the `right' or `best' deci-
sion(s). Policy makers were the central actor in the policy making process (`top-
down'-steering). Communication with parties who were affected by a certain
policy was a secondary activity. In the (new) participatory style of policy analy-
sis, there is more emphasis on communication with and interaction between
policy-relevant actors5 and policy makers. The policy maker is only one actor in
the policy network (`network' steering). The policy analyst is the facilitator or
moderator who designs procedures, methods and instruments to enable participa-
tion of and interaction between policy-relevant actors. It is not that participation
itself is new, (e.g., democratization of decision-making in sixties and seventies
(Arnstein, 1977; OECD, 1979)), but the way participation is organized and the
goals of participation have changed. In the 1960s and 1970s, the participation of
societal groups in public policy making was intended to democratize and legiti-
mate policy making. Nowadays, attention is given to participation of actors to
increase the quality of policy analysis and to increase support for policy making.

5 Policy-relevant actors (synonyms are stakeholders and parties) are organizations and
individuals whose interes[s are affec[ed by [he policy under discussion.
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The assumption is that relevant actors can provide important high quality informa-
tion - besides the use of scientific data - to be used as an input in policy making.
An early involvement of policy actors can also help to make policy implementa-
tion a success. This new participatory approach in policy analysis, which is
labeled as ParticipatoryPolicy Analysis (PPA) (Mayer, 1997; Geurts 8r Mayer,
1996; Geurts, 1993; Durning, 1993) has led to many experiments with new
methods and instruments to make the participation of and the interaction between
policy actors possible (Mayer, 1997). The methods and instruments to enable
interaction between policy actors focus on the relation between: (a) administration
and citizens~interest groups; (b) politics and administration; (c) politics and
citizens~interest groups; and (d) combinations of (a), (b) and (c).`' The methods
and instruments in this thesis focus merely on the relation between administration
and citizens~interest groups (i.e., policy-relevant actors).

1.3.2. The rise of information and communication technologies

Parallel to the rise of new participatory approaches in policy analysis, is the rapid
development of ICT. Very interesting in this development is the integration of
communication and information processing tools in computers. Networked com-
puters such as Local Area Networks (LAN, e.g. Intranet) or Wide Area Networks
(WAN, e.g., Internet) can be used to enable communication between actors in
participatory policy analysis and to process information in a parallel fashion. ICT
which supports group processes probably is the most interesting from the policy
analyst's point of view. The reason is that in the participatory style the policy
analyst brings together groups of policy-relevant actors to discuss and develop
policy options or to structure a policy problem. In particular, Group Support
Systems (GSS) might provide policy analysts tools to enable collaborative work-
ing in groups. A GSS is defined as "an interactive computer-based system to
facilitate the solution of unstructured problems by a set of decision makers work-
ing together as a group" (DeSanctis 8t Gallupe, 1987: 587).' Group Support

6 The second chapter gives attention to examples of participatory methods and instruments.
7 Actually, DeSanctis and Gallupe define Group Decision Support Systems (GDSS). In this

research GSS and GDSS are considered synonyms. The term GSS is preferred above
GDSS, because it includes not only decision-related tools and it is not only used to support
decision-related meetings. In Chapter 3, attention will be given to more definitions of
G(D)SS. The term GSS has two meanings. First, it refers to a technical system. Secondly,
it refers to a method or tool to support collaborative working in groups. In this thesis, the
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Systems can support many different group activities such as communication and
decision-making.

1.3.3. I~itegration and combination of ICT witii other methods a~id tools

A GSS is not only a new participatory tool on its own, but it is increasingly
combined or integrated with existing methods to support policy analysis, for
instance problem structuring ( Ottenheijm, 1996; Mulder, 1998), simulation and
gaming (Haverkort, 1997), scenario workshops (Bongers, 1998) and Delphi
techniques (Kenis, 1995). The relation between GSS and the other instruments is
mutual. The other methods and tools stimulate the further development of GSS.

These developments (from an expert towards a participatory style of policy
analysis, the rise of ICT, and the integration and combination of ICT with other
methods and tools) provide an opportunity to study the impact of GSS on PPA.
First, the shift from an expert towards a participatory style of policy analysis
increases the usefulness of GSS in policy making. Secondly, the rise of GSS and
the accompanying growth of user friendliness of GSS make these more attractive
for policy making and policy analysis. Thirdly, GSS provide the opportunity to
strengthen existing PPA methods. In the next sections, the scientific and the more
applied (or practical) motives for this research will be discussed.

1.4. Scientific research motives

Several reasons exist why a scientific study of GSS and participatory methods can
be very useful. First, there is the enormous popularity of GSS: more and more
policy makers and policy analysts decide to use GSS to discuss and solve complex
policy problems. Many organizations are enthusiastic about GSS. From a policy
science perspective, it is interesting to find out what makes GSS so successful. Is
a GSS indeed a useful tool to enhance participation of policy-relevant actors in
policy analysis? Do GSS help to bridge the gap between policy analysis and
research on the one hand and policy making on the other hand? (Dunn, 1980;
Weiss, 1980) What conditions should be fulfilled to make GSS a success in policy
analysis? (Geurts 8t Mayer, 1996).

emphasis is on the second meaning.
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Secondly, the application of GSS in real life provides scientists the opportunity to
collect field data about the use of these systems in real life policy analysis. Until
recently most GSS were designed and applied at universities and research insti-
tutes. Consequently, much of the GSS research has been carríed out in laboratory
settings using experiments. Relatively few studies in policy sciences which focus
on GSS have been carried out (e.g., Van den Herik, 1998; Sheffield 8z Gallupe,
1995; 1994). The step from the laboratory to a real life situation make GSS
accessible for field oriented disciplines such as the policy sciences. This enhances
the inter-disciplinary perspective on GSS. Policy sciences can gather, reconstruct
and streamline knowledge about GSS-supported PPA (Geurts 8z Mayer, 1996).
The growth of the number of decision rooms (e.g., `electronic meeting rooms')
in government and business organizations also is stimulation for field research.g

Thirdly, GSS research mainly used to be the domain of computer scientists,
management information systems scientists and social and organizational psychol-
ogists. The study of GSS from a policy science perspective enriches the multi-
disciplinary approach to and knowledge about GSS. These disciplines can learn
from each other. In Chapter 4, attention is paid to the policy science perspective
on GSS and policy making. GSS (features) will be related to policy making
phases, policy-analytical procedures and quality criteria.

1.5. Applied research motives

The study of GSS is not only interesting from a scientific point of view. There are
reasons why this research also is socially relevant. The transformation from an
industrial society into a post-industrial or information (knowledge) society is
accompanied with an `explosion' of new information and communication technol-
ogies. Some of these technologies are invented in a business or university labora-
tory and introduced on the market (technology push). Other technologies have
been developed because there was a specific need in society (market pull). Match-
ing technology push with market pull appears to be very difficult. Often potential
gains are not realized and negative side effects appear. The study of the effect of
ICT on society, organizations, groups and individuals provides information to

8 The number of GroupSystems-based Group Support Systems in the Benelux grew very
rapidly between 1994 and 1998 (from 3 to 30).
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improve its application ( i.e. the fit between demand and supply of ICT) to over-
come its negative side effects.

Secondly, empirical research suggests that managers spend approximately 50 to
80 per cent of their time in meetings. There is a growing attention for tools that
improve the efficiency and effectiveness of ineetings. GSS may help, but it has to
be explored how these can be applied and what conditions have to be fultïlled to
use them most effectively.

Thirdly, GSS are one of the instruments that may help to bridge the gap between
politics and public administration on the one hand and the citizens on the other
hand. The main concern of this thesis is not the use of GSS to bridge this gap.
That mainly is the domain of political science. Citizens may be a policy-relevant
group, but that is not always the case. This approach is not central in this disserta-
tion, but the results of this thesis could probably contribute to the use of ICT to
bridge that gap. For an extensive overview and discussion of the possibilities of
ICT to strengthen democracy, the reader is referred to Depla (1995).

Finally, GSS increase the flexibility of organizations, because they can be applied
independent from time and place. By doing so, managers and employees can
reduce (travel) time and work at home or other locations while still connected to
their (virtual) organization. Research of these applications is still in its infancy.

1.6. Research goals

The research is part of the TELOS program9 to study complex intra- and inter-
organizational policy and decision making in various policy fields, such as techno-
logy development, environment management and health care. The central focus
of this research group is the design, application, evaluation and improvement of
methods and instruments to support participatory policy analysis. This thesis
builds upon the study of Mayer (1997) on participatory policy analysis and PPA
methods and tools. Mayer already mentioned GSS as a PPA tool, but did not

9 TELOS is the name of the PPA research group at Tilburg University and at IVA (the
Tilburg Institute for social-scientific policy research and advice).
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investigate it. Therefore, this research can be considered a reflection on the idea
of GSS as a PPA tool.

A great deal of research has already been carried out on the use of GSS in small
group decision making (e.g., Coleman 8t Khanna, 1995; Kenis, 1995; Howard,
1994; McGrath óz Hollingshead, 1994; Jessup 8z Valacich, 1993; Bostrom,
Watson 8t Kinney, 1992). This Ph.D.-project aims to extend knowledge on the
use of GSS as instruments in PPA. How could these new information and commu-
nication technologies be applied as participatory instruments? The first research
goal reads as follows:

1. To gain insight into the use of Group Support Systems to support
participatory policy analysis

Until recently, a systematic study into the impact of GSS as a PPA tool has not
been conducted. ICT applications such as GSS became part of a family of PPA
instruments, because it was assumed that they increase the quality of policy
analysis (Geurts 8z Mayer, 1996). Consequently, the second goal of this thesis is
concerned with the question how GSS enhance the quality of PPA.

2. To gain insight into the impact of GSS on the quality of participatory
policy analysis

In participatory policy analysis, many different methods and instruments are used
to support groups involved in complex policy problems (Mayer, 1997). Geurts
(1993) mentions policy exercises, gaming and simulation, scenario workshops and
group support systems. A policy analyst and a problem owner have to decide
which problem-solving tools should be used in a participatory process. A GSS
may not always be the right participatory tool, but it could support other methods
and tools. "' It is possible to combine (or integrate) GSS with other participatory
instruments. So the third goal of this thesis is to learn how:

]0 It even can be argued that GSS are an automation of existing methods and tools. GSS
include for instance brainstorming and voting tools.
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3. To cornbine GSS with other participatory methods arrd instruments

The application of GSS in policy analysis is a process of trial and error. The
systematic study of GSS in policy analysis has to provide knowledge about the
best way to use it as a participatory instrument. `Learning by doing' and tacit
knowledge will eventually lead to a deeper insight into how GSS can support
policy analysis and, consequently, improve the quality of PPA. If it is decided to
use a GSS, the policy analyst has to design and apply GSS meetings in order to
solve the (policy) issue. It also gives the opportunity to evaluate and improve GSS
meetings. In summary, the study of GSS does not only focus on the GSS meeting
as such, but also on the (design) decisions made before the meetings and the
impact of the meetings on the policy process. The fourth goal is:

4. To design, apply, evaluate and improve methods, instrurnents and
proceduresfor GSS-supported PPA meetings

These are the four most important goals of the research project. The next section
focuses on the problem statement.

1.7. Problem statement

There are four concepts that play a central role in this study: Participatory Policy
Analysis, PPA methods and tools, Group Support Systems and quality of PPA.
These four concepts are incorporated in the following problem statement:

Whar is the contribution of group support systems, as a participatory tool, to the
quality of participatory policv analysis?

This problem statement distinguishes this thesis from other GSS research. First,
this problem statement puts GSS in a context of other tools used as participatory
means. GSS are not considered an individual instrument, but part of a`family of
instruments'. GSS have been added to the tools of the policy analyst. These can
be used in combination with other participatory instruments. Secondly, GSS are
not only investigated during the GSS-supported PPA meeting, but these also are
studied as part of a broader PPA trajectory and a policy making process. This
means that attention is given to the policy context of the GSS meeting(s), the
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decision why a GSS was used, and what impact the GSS-supported meetings have
on the policy making process. Thirdly, the problem statement enables the study
of GSS in real life situations using a perspective derived from policy sciences. As
will be shown in Chapter 5, much GSS studies have been conducted in laboratory
situations. The cooperation of TNO-STB provided an opportunity to carry out
field research. This cooporation also resulted in the investigation of GSS in a
specific policy area: technology policy. By this, the opportunity came up to study
GSS as an instrument to enhance communication and interaction in technology
assessment.

1.8. Research questions

The research questions can be derived from the problem formulation. The re-
search questions focus on the concepts used in the problem formulation, the
integration of these concepts in a model, and the operationalization of these
concepts.
1. What is participatory policy analysis?
2. What are group support systems?
3. How can group support systems and participatory policy analysis be inte-

grated into a theoretical model?
4. How can the impact of GSS on the quality of PPA be measured?
5. What impact have GSS on the quality of participatory policy analysis?

These five research questions will be the guidance for the research.

1.9. Research method

In this thesis the emphasis is on field studies. GSS have been studied in real life
situations in different settings. The methods used are three case studies and one
tïeld experiment. There are two reasons for the emphasis on field studies. First,
most GSS research is done in experimental laboratory settings. This research tries
to add to the knowledge about GSS in practice. In Chapter 5, the advantages and
disadvantages of field studies and laboratory experiments in GSS research will be
discussed more deeply. Secondly, the study of groups involved in real life policy
analysis limits the opportunities for (laboratory) experimentation.

14



1.10. Structure of this thesis

This thesis consists of three parts: a theoretical part (Chapter 2 to 5), an empirical
part (Chapter 6 to 9) and conclusions and recommendations (Chapter 10).

Theoretical part
The next chapter (Chapter 2) deals with the first important concept in the problem
statement: participatory policy analysis. PPA is the focus of this thesis, i.e., the
theoretical tradition in which this research is placed. This chapter builds upon the
work of Mayer (1997) and Geurts and Mayer (1996). Chapter 3 deals with the
other important concept: group support systems. The knowledge and literature
about GSS have grown rapidly. In this chapter, attention is given to a definition,
the history, the development and research of GSS. In Chapter 4, PPA and GSS
are combined in one theoretical model and the research questions are specified.
The fifth chapter focuses on the research strategy used.

Ernpiricalpart
In this part, the GSS cases investigated are presented. Chapter 6 is devoted to the
first case: the technology scans at the Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs. In the
second case (Chapter 7), three GSS meetings were used to develop a new strategic
policy for an organization in the agricultural sector. Chapter 8 focuses on the use
of a GSS to support a discussion about the introduction of a personal clubcard for
football matches to keep hooligans out of the stadiums. Chapter 9 gives attention
to the field experiment.

Conclusioits
In Chapter 10 conclusions about the use of GSS in PPA are made. Furthermore,
recommendations for the design and application of GSS-supported meetings in
PPA are presented.

1.11. Summary

This chapter paid attention to the scientific and societal motives to carry out this
research. It also explained the context and the goals of this thesis. The problem
statement was given: What is the contribution of group support systems, as a
participatory too[, to the qualiry ofparticipatory policy analysis?. Attention has
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been given to the research questions and the research strategy has been described
briet7y. Finally, an overview was given of the structure of the thesis.
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2. Participatory Policy Analysis

2.1. Introduction

In Chapter 1, attention was given to an important development in the policy-
analytical practice: The shift from an expert towards a participatory style of
policy analysis. This chapter focuses on the first research question: `What is
participatory policy analysis? ' To answer this research question, three PPA-
related concepts are explained: policy making, policy analysis, and policy prob-
lems (section 2.2). The third section focuses on PPA and the PPA research
model. This model is presented as a way to describe and analyze PPA. The fourth
section illuminates one aspect of this research model, namely PPA tools. This
chapter concludes with a description of the context, i.e., the policy area in which
PPA is studied: technology policy. The growing use of participatory techniques
in technology assessment, which is aimed to support (societal) decision-making in
technology policy, makes this area particularly interesting for the study of PPA
and GSS.

2.2. Innovations in policy making and policy analysis

This section pays attention to three strongly related concepts: policy making,
policy analysis, and policy problems. These concepts help to shape the context
and explain the traditions from which PPA evolved.

2.2.1. Policy making

The first concept to be explained is policy making. Policy making is an activity
that (participatory) policy analysis is supposed to support. Many policy scientists
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have defined policy making. It is beyond the scope of this thesis to go back to the
origins of this concept. The reader is referred to Dunn (1994), Van de Graaf and
Hoppe (1992) and Hoogerwerf (1989). For the purpose of this research, a com-
monly quoted definition of policy making among policy scientists will be used:
"[A] political process incorporating interdependent phases of policy making:
policy agenda settíng, policy formulation, policy adoption, policy implementation
and policy assessment. The policy-making process may be represented as a non-
linear cycle or round of activities ordered in time" (Dunn, 1994: 29). This defini-
tion includes two perspectives on policy making. On the one hand, it underlines
the political characterof a policy making process in which actors through interac-
tion and communication try to influence each other. This approach emphasizes a
social and political perspective on policy making. On the other hand, this defini-
tion stresses the sequential phases of policy making that can be distinguished: a
rational-analyticalperspective. It will be shown later on that both approaches are
important in PPA.

At first sight, this definition of policy making tells nothing about the shift in
methods used in policy making. To understand that shift, it is necessary to study
the changing role of government in society. In the policy sciences and the policy
practice, governments were usually considered the central actor in a policy
making process. In this `one-actor-model' , which was accompanied with an expert
style of policy analysis (i.e., policy making is based on scientific analysis),
communication with actors that were affected by a public policy was a secondary
activity. Communication with these parties mainly was aimed at gathering and
distributing information in order to formulate andlor implement public policies.
The appeal for more participation in policy making was, in the beginning of the
1980s, already made by, for instance, Mason and Mitroff who stated that major
implications of increasing complexity are that "[T]here must be a broader partici-
pation of affected parties, directly and indirectly, in the policy-making process...
Policy making must be based on a wider spectrum of information gathered from
a larger number of diverse sources. "(1981: 13). In the participatory approach in
the policy sciences, government has become one of the actors in policy making
next to other policy-relevant actors who are involved in the policy making process
as well. This approach in policy making often is labeled as a shift from `top
down' policy making to `network' policy making. Policy networks can be defined
as "social systems in which actors develop sustainable interaction and communica-
tion patterns around policy problems or policy programs" (Hufen 8z Ringeling,
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1990: 6(translation FB)). The important governance processes in society take
place in these policy networks and these networks, as a consequence, are a
starting point for the development of procedures for policy and decision making.
The government should mainly be concerned with the management of a policy
making process (Koppenjan, 1993). Governments invite relevant policy-actors to
participate in early stages of the policy making process (e.g., problem formulation
and the development of policy options) in order to create support among actors
for later stages of policy making (e.g., policy implementation). Government
creates the conditions in which policies are developed and implemented. The
government becomes a`broker' in the policy making process. Frissen (1991)
labels this `governing of governance' as `metagovernance'. Policies are a result
of cooperation between a variety of actors (co-production).

This shift in public policy making implies that governments need new policy
instruments to shape their broker role and which fit in the institutional context of
policy networks. Policy instruments should enable interaction, communication,
and participation. As a consequence, policy analysts must develop and apply new
methods and tools to support policy making and, therefore, policy analysis
changes as well.

2.2.2. Policy analysis

Research in order to support policy making is labeled as policy analysis. Policy
analysis is an applied social-science discipline. Dunn defines policy analysis as
"[A]n intellectual and practical activity aimed at creating, critical assessing, and
communicating knowledge of and in the policy-making process. The process of
policy analysis has five interdependent phases that together form complex, nonlin-
ear cycles or rounds of intellectual activities. These activities are ordered in time
and embedded in a policy-making process that is complex, nonlinear, and essen-
tially political" (1994: 29). Dunn emphasizes the relevance of communication,
because he uses concepts such as `argument' and `communicating knowledge' .
Communication between actors, in addition to (scientific) research, is important
in policy analysis, because it helps to discuss the solution of policy problems in a
policy network. Policy analysis is embedded in a policy making process. In this
process, the policy analyst has to deal with three kinds of complexity (Geurts 8c
Mayer, 1996):
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1. Cognitive complexity refers to the cognitive and informational aspects of a
policy problem in the light of a rapidly increasing but also ambiguous,
controversial, and uncertain stock of knowledge.

2. Social complexiry is about the social and political aspects of a policy prob-
lem. Many institutional relations and interdependencies (i.e., networks) exist
between various actors.

3. Normative complexity refers to the different norms and values of the actors
with regard to a policy problem. These differences originate from different
cultural backgrounds of the actors.

The mix of these three types of complexities will vary for different policy prob-
lems. The policy analyst should use policy instruments that fit the needs of the
policy network and the different complexities of a policy problem. For that
purpose, the analyst can choose from a range of policy-analytical procedures or
methods (see Table 2.1). Behind every procedure, a large scale of (participatory)
instruments (or tools) exists. For example, VanGundy (1988) made an extensive
stock-taking of problem-structuring tools for groups. Many of these tools can
support participation in policy analysis. Table 2.1 includes examples of policy-
analytical tools that can support sequential phases of policy making.

Given Dunn's emphasis on the essentially political character of policy making, it
should be noted that policy analysis can be a highly political process as well. For
example, the results of a participatory procedure depend strongly on who has been
invited to participate. That choice depends on criteria used to determine who
belongs to a policy network that evolved around a policy problem. The question
`who belongs to' hardly is ever a pure objective one and the invitation to partici-
pate in PPA can be more or less practical. The initiator of PPA (usually one or
more policy makers) invites the participants. This can be a political choice. The
policy analyst should be aware that the participants invited are a representation of
the policy network. This can result in conflicts between the initiator and the policy
analyst, because scientific selection procedures do not always satisfy an initiator
(and vice versa). Policy makers often rely in their decisions on policy research.
Policy analysis was usually based on `traditional' scientific methods (e.g., statisti-
cal analysis, `hard' operations research). In the new approach, policy makers need
information about questions such as: `What are the specific needs of the other
actors?' or `How do the other actors perceive the policy problem?'. This implies
that the policy analyst should also use more `soft' research techniques. Policy-

20



Table 1. l. Appropriateness ofpolicy-analytic procedures to dlfferent phases orpolicy making
(Dunn, 1994,~ 17)

Policy-anal~~tical procedures

Problem structuring

Forecasting

Recommendation

Monitoring

Evaluation

Policy making phases

Agenda setting

Policy formulation

Policy adoption

Policy implementation

Policy assessment

analytical research methods used to support policy making will, therefore, be
based on participatory approaches as well. Consequently, there is not only a shift
in policy making, but also in policy analysis that supports policy making. Parallel
to this shift is the growing complexity of policy problems. This growing complex-
ity is strongly related to the growing complexity of our (information) society.
However, the complexity of policy problems varies and that will be explained in
the next section.

2.2.3. Policy problems

Modern Western societies are increasingly confronted with complex, interdepen-
dent, social problems (e.g., pollution, poverty, and unemployment). Policy
problems are derived from these social problems. Different actors (e.g., politi-
cians, interest groups, and citizen groups) put them on the political agenda. Social
problems become policy problems when they attract the attention of policy mak-
ers. They decide (sometimes under pressure from social groups or political
parties) whether public policy making processes will be initiated to deal with
social problems. Dunn (1994) distinguishes three classes of policy problems:
Well-structured, moderately structured, and ill-structured policy problems. The
structure of these categories "is determined by its relative complexity, that is, the
degree to which the problem is actually an independent variable" (Dunn, 1994:
145). The difference between categories can be illustrated by considering varia-
tions in their common elements (Table 2.2).
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Tc~bel 2.2. Differences in the structure of three classes of policy~ problems (Dunn, 1994; 146)

Structure of the problem

Element

Policy maker(s)

Alternatives

Utílities

Outcomes

Probabilities

Gi'ell-structured Alodcrutelt II!-structured
sn-ucttu~ed

One or few One or few Many

Limited Limited Unlimited

Consensus Consensus Conflict

Certainty of risk Uncertainty Unknown

Calculable Incalculable Incalculable

This approach to policy problems resembles the distinction made in the previous
section. Ill-structured problems usually are, for example, characterized by high
cognitive, social, and normative complexity. Policy problems are dealt with in
policy networks and it is almost inherent that "[P]racticing analysts normally face
a large, tangled network of competing problem formulations which are dynamic,
socially constructed, and distributed throughout the policy-making process. In
effect, analysts are faced with a metaproblem - a problem-of-problems that is ill-
structured because the domain of problem representations held by diverse stake-
holders seems unmanageably huge" (Dunn, 1994: 148). This quotation shows that
a problem definition is not static. It changes during a policy making process.
Different actors have different perceptions of the problem. Problem perception is
the mental process in which state of affairs or trend in a policy field is judged as
negative according to certain standards. The judgments depend on the norms and
values of the policy actor.

Mason and Mitroff labeled ill-structured policy problems as wicked problems.
Features of wicked problems are: (1) interconnectedness: problems are closely
linked to other problems; (2) complicatedness: problems contain many variables
including feedback loops; (3) uncertainty: problems exist in a dynamic and largely
uncertain environment; (4) ambiguity: actors have different perceptions of the
problem; (5) conflict: different interests of persons and organizations compete;
and (6) societal constraints: social, organizational, political and technological
constraints and capabilities are central to the feasibility and desirability of solu-
tions.
So, certainly in a number of policy domains, the role of the government in policy
making changes from a central actor to a broker role. This role shift requires new
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methods and instruments to deal with complex ( ill-structured or wicked) policy
problems. More interaction and participation is needed. Consequently, policy
analysis (which is aimed to support policy making) is also faced with a shift in
methods used to help policy makers solving policy problems.

2.3. PPA and the PPA research model'

To study the role of participatory methods in policy analysis, a research model is
needed. It is first necessary to describe participatorypolicy analysis. In participa-
tory policy analysis, various policy-relevant actors participate and communicate
actively during the policy-analytical process. DeLeon (quoted in Durning, 1993)
described participatory policy analysis as "[A] process that expands the range of
actors... involved in the making and execution of policy in a discursive or deliber-
ate mode. (A related strategy would be to expand the range of actors consulted by
the analyst or expert). Succinctly it would require the inclusion of greater repre-
sentation of those who affect or are affected by a given policy or, on a more
concrete base, programme. The actual mechanisms would be through an extended
series of public fora prescribed rules of evidence and argumentation" (1993: 30-
31). This definition is not related to the definition of traditional policy analysis.
That is why Geurts and Mayer (1996) defined PPA as "an applied social science
discipline, which uses multiple methods of inquiry, argument, and process facili-
tation, to assist a pluriform set of stakeholders in a policy network, to explore and
exchange in a direct interaction with each other their different mental maps
regarding values, definitions, causes and solutions ofproblems and to develop and
test as effective as needed a shared and robust policy theory on an issue. The
ultimate goal is to improve the problem solving capacity of the individual stake-
holders and the policy network as a whole" (1996: 11). This definition combines
insights from Dunn's and DeLeon's definitions. Key elements of Geurts' and
Mayer's this definition are:
~ It refers to concepts such as process facilitation and to assist. These terms

are closely linked with the new role of government and the consequences of
this new role for the methods and instruments used by the policy analyst.

1 The following two sections are based on Geurts and Mayer (1996) and Mayer (1997). For
an extensive discussion of these authors' conceptual model of PPA and the related perspec-
tives, the reader is referred to these authors.
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The analyst is a facilitator who brings together the actors in a policy net-
work.

~ It considers PPA a means to exchange information between actors in a
policy network in order to develop a shared and robust policy theory.
Emphasis is on divergence and convergence. Furthermore, a sharedpolicy
theorv refers to the handling of social complexity, while a robust policy
theorv refers to cognitive complexity. Normative complexity is dealt with in
the exchange of the different mental maps regarding values, definitions,
causes and solutions.

~ It refers to multiple methods af inquirv, argument and process facilitation.
Methods are not only aimed at gathering knowledge, but also at communi-
cating knowledge. This distinguishes PPA from more traditional forms of
policy analysis.

In a later publication about PPA, Mayer redefined PPA as "a practical discipline
which contributes to policy making by designing policy-analytical forums, provid-
ing favorable conditions for participation and facilitating, and supporting the
relevant debate and argumentation within this forum" (1997: 81). This definition
is much shorter than the earlier definition of Geurts and Mayer (1996), but it
includes the same aspects. It also refers to facilitation, participation, and argu-
mentation. For the purpose of this research, the definition of Geurts and Mayer
will be used (see also Chapter 4), because it includes concepts derived from
policy sciences as well as from the policy making and policy analysis practice.
DeLeon's and Mayer's definitions are also useful, but they define PPA from a
very `practical' perspective.

Participation is a broad concept. It has been developed and applied in earlier
years. Especially, during the democratization waves of the 1960s and 1970s.
Participation in ihose years was not the same as participation in policy analysis
nowadays. Participation in those years was intended to democratize decision
making. The main object of current PPA is "to enable politicians and policy
makers to make better and more informed decisions" (Mayer, 1997: 75). PPA is
not aimed at replacing democratic policy making. Participation in policy analysis
refers to something else, namely: (1) to generate and exchange information among
policy-relevant actors in a network; and (2) to create support among important
policy actors. These are two acclaimed benefits of PPA. Geurts and Mayer (1996)
describe the theoretically acclaimed benefits of stakeholder or other types of
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participation during a process of policy analysis as "more creativity, an improved
production and diffusion of knowledge, integration of different sources of infor-
mation~knowledge, better mutual understanding between opposing groups, early
political coordination, improved legitimacy or enhancement of democracy, the
elimination of separation between diagnosis and action, improved decision qual-
ity, commitment of participants and more effective communication of results
between analyst and users" (ibid.). PPA also has its disadvantages. PPA is re-
source and time consuming, there are cognitive limitations on the information
processing capacities of non-experts and interaction may be ruled by hidden
agendas. Geurts and Mayer (1996) developed a theoretical frame (or conceptual
model) to describe and analyze PPA (Figure 2.1).

This conceptual model describes outcomes of PPA as depending on the nature and
quality of a PPA trajectory, which is "an interlinked set of tools, recipes and
processes for participatory policy analysis aimed at a well-defined contribution to
the resolution of a policy issue of an initiating actor" (Geurts 8c Mayer, 1996:
52). The choice for and design of a PPA trajectory are assumed to depend on the
initiators strategic position, the initiators current strategic needs or policy issues,
and the initiators orientation towards a participatory style or policy development.
Organizations and policy networks use their own mix of problem-solving styles.
A participatory style is not always one of them. The position and needs of the
initiator can be explained by looking at the institutional and strategic develop-
ments in the sector of society in which the initiating organization finds itself.
These developments will be, partly, a reflection of trends in society at large
(Geurts 8t Mayer, 1996). According to the model, there are four different `per-
spectives' or categories of research questions for the empirical study of PPA (see
also Mayer (1997: 241-260)). The perspectives include variables that play an
important role in the design and evaluation of PPA trajectories. Each perspective
focuses on a subset of variables that play an important role in the design of PPA
trajectories.
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Figure 2.1. A conceptual model ofparticipatorypolicy analysis (Geurts 8c Mayer, 1996: 24)
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1. The comparative and historicalperspective
Participation in policy analysis will not always be the (socio-)logical choice in
every society, in every sector, in every period and for every problem. There are
(policy) contexts in which one can hardly institutionalize participation. There are
also many conditions under which participation may not be effective, efficient or
legitimate. Therefore the central issue in this perspective is under what conditions
PPA is desirable, appropriate, and effective. It is possible to compare historical
periods, countries, and policy contexts. Research in this part of the model mainly
is historical, political, and sociological. A distinction is made between the general
context and the specific context.

General context
The general context refers to the historical, geographical, and policy context. A
historical analysis of PPA is concerned with a comparison of participatory initia-
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tives over a period of time (`Have societal objectives and motivations for partici-
pation changed?' or `How have participatory methods evolved?'). The geograph-
ical situation refers to specific national, cultural, political, and demographic
factors which influence (the use of) participatory methods. For example, "[M]any
national socio-political factors may influence the development of PPA including
population size, an open grass-root democratic culture such as in Denmark or in
contrast, reliance on elite consensus and official authority such as in France"
(Mayer, 1997: 243). Finally, the policy context addresses the question whether a
participatory style is preferable to an expert style of policy analysis (`In which
policy making phase can PPA best be implemented?' or `Should PPA have a
direct link with decision-making?').

Specific context
The specific context refers to the immediate situational context of the project that
is defined by "the characteristics of the policy problems, policy making processes,
and actor-networks" (Mayer, 1997: 242). For example, one can investigate
whether participatory methods developed in technology assessment are applicable
ín other policy issues that are not related with technology.

2. The strategic or contingency perspective
The specific needs for PPA can only be analyzed if one takes the strategic position
and the strategic orientation of the initiator of the participation as starting points.
The initiator copes with three important facets of policy making (Mayer, 1997):

~ Knowledge management: how to handle the cognitive and informational
aspects of an issue in the light of a rapidly increasing but also ambiguous,
controversial and uncertain stock of knowledge (i.e., how to manage cogni-
tive complexity).

~ Process management: how to come to effective, efficient, and democratic
decisions in a context of action (i.e., how to manage normative complexity).

~ Network management: how to manage the institutional relations and inter-
dependencies involved in acting on the issue at hand (i.e., how to manage
social complexity).

Each PPA trajectory has an initiator and participants. The quality of the interac-
tion between the initiator and the participants depends upon clear answers to
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questions such as: `who invites whom and for what purpose and why would the
invitees respond positively to the invitation?'.

This perspective distinguishes the initiators strategic needs from the initiators
strategy. It answers the following questions: `What is the policy problem?' and
`In what phase of the policy making process is the PPA procedure applied?' .
Questions regarding the initiators are the following: `What are the goals of the
initiator'?'; `Why is a participatory strategy needed?'; `Who will participate in a
process of analysis?'; `What is the level and degree of participation?'; `Which
PPA mode will be followed in the strategy?' . Geurts and Mayer (1996: 37-38)
distinguish seven different modes of participation in PPA:
1. Consu[tation: Generating policy relevant information.
2. Mediation~negotiation: Breaking impasse, achieving compromise, agree-

ments, consensus.
3. Anticipation: Exploring and assessing possible future(s).
4. Information~persuasion: Enhancing acceptance, support, democracy.
5. Transformation: Enhancing flexibility and learning.
6. Coordination: Coordination of knowledge, objectives, and means.
7. Cooperation: Cooperation activities, projects, actions, and initiatives.

From a policy-analytical perspective, it is important to note that each of these
modes of participation will have different needs for the support of knowledge
management (awareness, insights), process management (alternatives, options,
recommendations and decisions), and network management (commitment, ar-
rangements, relations and actions) in the policy-analytical process. For example,
generating policy relevant information in consultation requires more emphasis on
knowledge management (`Where and how do we get the information needed?'),
while cooperation requires more emphasis on network management (`How do we
manage the relations between the actors?'). The influence of the policy-relevant
actors on the policy-analytical process varies in each mode. The strength of the
influence depends on their goal direction, information, power, and the political
structure and culture as a whole (Hoogerwerf, 1992). To arrange these modes of
participation, the policy analyst needs tools. Moreover, participation of policy-
relevant actors in policy analysis manifests itself in the application of tools. PPA
tools are designed and developed by policy makers and policy analysts who work
in a particular context. The choice for a specific tool depends for instance upon
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the dominant policy style at that time and the needs of the initiator of the policy
making process (which are part of the context).

3. The trajectory or design perspective
PPA trajectories involve many design decisions, for example timing, number of
participants, tools, etc. A PPA trajectory is considered a set of interlinked design
decisions. These trajectories are often perceived as being identical to one central
methodological tool (e.g., a scenario workshop or a consensus conference). The
quality of this tool partly explains the success of a PPA trajectory. Much research
has to be carríed out to understand the many design parameters involved and the
way these can be combined into effective, integral, consistent, economical, and
realizable trajectories. This perspective will be further explained in the next
section.

4. 772e evaluation perspective
One has to understand a large number of conditional variables before one can
assess which need drove the design of a PPA trajectory, which path was selected
to fit the needs, and whether the trajectory worked as intended. Consequently,
evaluation research around PPA will be multiple in focus and use. There is room
for different forms of evaluation: evaluation of single methods and tools, evalua-
tion of the PPA trajectory, evaluation ofeffects, and impact studies. This perspec-
tive will be explained in the fourth chapter. In that chapter, attention is given to
the question how the application of GSS as a PPA tool has been evaluated.

In this section, the PPA research model was described in general. GSS are consid-
ered a PPA tool or a tool that can be combined with other PPA tools. The trajec-
tory~design perspective and the evaluation perspective are most relevant in this
thesis, because GSS will be evaluated as a PPA tool. The trajectoryldesign
perspective will, therefore, be discussed more deeply in the next section while the
evaluation perspective will be an important part in the empirical chapters. This
approach does not imply that no attention is given to the other perspectives. In the
case studies and the field experiment (Chapters 6, 7, 8 and 9), the context (com-
parative~historical and strategic~contingency perspective) of the PPA trajectories
will be described and discussed as well.
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Figt~re 2.2. Trajertorv of design perspective (Geuns 8~ Mmrer, 1996: 54)
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2.4. The trajectory or design perspective

Owcomcs

1

The participatory processes have to be organized. Therefore, the policy analyst
should develop one or more tools in order to organize participation. Central in the
trajectory or design perspective are the tools being applied. Mayer deiines a PPA
tool as "an internally consistent and replicable set of practical and procedural
decisions regarding elements such as the organizational conditions, the type and
number of participants, timing, procedures, rules and moderation of the partici-
pants interaction, subject matters, analytical support, appropriate forum, etc. "
(1997: 254). For a better understanding of the variables that play a role in this
perspective, the squares `other trajectory variables' and `PPA tool' in Figure 2.1
can be retïned (see Figure 2.2).

According to Geurts and Mayer (1996), PPA trajectories have to be designed with
the following criteria in mind:
1. Effectiveness (or relevance): PPA has to support problem solving.
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2. Consistency: each element in a PPA trajectory has to fit into an overall
pattern that leads to the goals selected.

3. Integrality: a good design of a trajectory takes all the parameters of choice
into account.

4. Efficiency (or parsimony): A PPA trajectory should not include elements that
do not contribute to the goal.

5. Realizability: a logical criterion is whether a PPA trajectory is in all its
(sometimes costly) ideas realizable: does it have the commitment of the
parties involved, is the necessary expertise available and are there sufficient
resources?.

6. Flexibility: can the PPA trajectory be adapted when the strategic need or
context changes?

Other trajectory variables (see Figure 2.2)
Besides tools, also other elements are important. First, the analyst should design
the appropriatearrangement (ad hoc or permanent) that enables participation. In
some situations these arrangements are already part of the overall network struc-
ture in which the PPA trajectory will be organized. However, many of these
arrangements prove to be PPA and issue-specific and are quite often only created
when a PPA trajectory is initiated.

Secondly, the policy analyst should design a proper procedure. The desired
outcomes have to be operationalized in terms of specific contributions to the
solution of cognitive, social, andlor normative complexity of a policy problem. It
should also be specified what the participants have to do to reach the desired
outcomes of the trajectory. The design of PPA depends heavily on who partici-
pates in the process of analysis. Participants can be distinguished accordíng to
various criteria such as type of participants, level and type of expertise, motiva-
tion, nature and the extent of the involvement, group characteristics, interaction,
type of participation and type of representation (Mayer, 1997). In this procedure,
attention is also given to time and place of participation (e.g., new information
and communication technologies make different time and different place participa-
tion possible).

Thirdly, the results of the PPA trajectory often have to materialize in some kind
offormalproduct (e.g., a policy document or consensus). It is not always easy to
define and measure the exact outcomes. Outcomes may be related to the cognitive
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maps of the participants or the quality of the network, while other outcomes are
more tangible (a report or a strategic alliance). The role of the product in the
policy making process must also be made clear by the initiator.

Tools (see Figure 2.2)
The arrangements, procedures, and formal products influence the choice for a
specific tool. Success of tools depends on the selection of an appropriatemethod,
a correct design and a high qualiry of application.
With regard to the appropriate method Geurts and Vennix (1989: 45-48) devel-
oped eight quality criteria for methods for policy analysis:
1. Long-term and policy-oriented future explorations should be decision-ori-

ented and should stimulate broadframing of the policy problem.
2. Long-term explorations should be based on a well-assessed and broad (`state

of the art') overview of available scientific insights.
3. The methods should stimulate the development of policy options that are

creatively different and internally consistent.
4. The methods should allow the manipulation of complex information from a

policy perspective. That is, they should allow the derivation of logically
indisputable statements on the relation between policy options and their
consequences, in which both short-term and long-term consequences should
be weighed.

5. Policy analysis of complex problems should allow step-by-step learning.
6. The policy-analytical process should be participatory, (i.e., the relevant

stakeholders in a policy process should be engaged in all phases of a long
range policy study).

7. Instruments of long range explorations should not only help to communicate
scientific knowledge to professional policy makers, but also stimulate the
communication between a pluriform set ofparticipants (`multilogue' commu-
nication).

8. The instruments of policy analysis should be hybrid from an empirical~
analytical point of view, because different types of data have to be inte-
grated.

These recommendations can influence the choice for a specific tool in a PPA
trajectory. For the productive interaction of actors in PPA, many new participa-
tory methods are being developed and adopted (e.g., Holland, Bongers 8c
Bouwman, 1999; Mayer, 1997; Vennix, 1996; Weggeman, 1995; Verburgh,
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Tabel 2.3. Problems and tools

Correct problem formulation

Correct tool

Incorrect tool

Incorrect problem formulation

(~)
(4)

1994; Durning, 1993; Geurts 8c Vennix, 1989). The choice for a participatory
method depends on many factors, for instance the expected added value of the
application of the method. It may not always be rewarding to use a GSS. For
example, when a(cheap) `ordinary' face-to-face meeting (without GSS) is ex-
pected to have the same results as an (expensive) GSS meeting.

Secondly, a correct design of the tools is needed. The design is strongly influ
enced by the method that has been selected. The tool should be adapted to the
problem statement. For example, a`safe environment' (see Figure 2.2) may be
needed. This can be created with a GSS. In a GSS, it is possible to contribute
anonymously to a discussion. That may stimulate participants to `speak freely'.
Problems and tools should fit. There are four possible situations in which prob-
lems and tools do (not) fit (Table 2.3).

A correct design only occurs in situation (1). It is not very rewarding to use the
right tool to solve a wrong problem or to use an incorrect tool to solve a correct
or incorrect problem formulation. In many situations in PPA, first discussions are
needed among policy-relevant actors to formulate the policy problem correctly.

Finally, the quality of application is very important. The quality of the application
strongly depends on the research and communicative skills of the policy analyst
or process facilitator.Z Process facilitation is important in PPA. There are not
many studies on group facilitation (Schwarz, 1994), but the attention for facilita-
tion in PPA (Joldersma, 1997; Vennix, 1996) and in GSS (Dickson, Lee Patridge
8c Robinson, 1993; Clawson 8t Bostrom, 1993; McGoff 8t Ambore, 1991;
Bostrom et al., 1993) is growing rapidly. Clawson and Bostrom state that "it is
not likely that a group social technology such as GSS in and of itself will be

2 The policy analyst and process facilitator are not necessarily always the same person. The
policy analyst is someone who is familiar with certain policy areas and policy-analytical
methods, while a process facilitator is someone who is familiar with working with groups.
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sufficient to turn meetings into fully satisfying and effective exchanges. Research
and tïeld experience indicates that the quality of a GSS meeting is predominantly
dependent on the facilitator" (1993: 323). A PPA tool such as GSS becomes only
effective in the hands of a skilled facilitator. Consequently, participatory policy
analysis requires not only research skills from the policy analyst, but also social
(or commurticative) skills (especially when the policy analyst also is the process
facilitator in a PPA trajectory). In other words: If a problem is fornzulated cor-
rectly and the tool is designed correctly (i.e. situation (1) in Table 2.3), a bad
process facilitator can still ruin the participatoryprocess.

In this section, attention was given to one central PPA perspective in this re-
search: the trajectory or design perspective. This perspective deals with the
methods and instruments (tools) that are applied in a PPA trajectory. The policy
analyst can choose from a large set of tools. The success of a tool depends on the
selection of an appropriate method, a correct design and a high qualiry of applica-
tion. The choice for a tool depends on many factors (e.g., the experience of the
policy analyst, the availability, the costs, etc.). It can also depend on existing
traditions in the policy field where the tool will be applied (e.g. technology
policy; see next section). The policy analyst can rely on guidelines developed by
Geurts and Mayer (1996) and Geurts and Vennix (1989). In recent decades, the
development of new ICT provides the policy analyst very advanced tools. One of
these tools are GSS. Before the concept GSS is explored (Chapter 3), the next
section will focus on the policy field: technology policy.

2.5. PPA in technology policy: technology assessment

Up to now, attention is mainly given to methodological arguments to conduct
participatory policy analysis. PPA methods and tools can only be brought to life
when they are developed and applied in a real policy area ( i.e., the comparativel
historical perspective in the PPA model). In this thesis, the policy area is technol-
ogy policy. In this section, technology as an object of policy making is discussed.
It will be explained why participation has become an important aspect of technol-
ogy policy and technology assessment (TA). The last sub section is a summary.
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2.5.1. A short history of technology assessrnent

In the 1960s, the concept technology assessment was introduced in the American
Congress. The introduction of this concept was by no means a coincidence. Rapid
technological developments were forcing many people in business, government,
and social organizations to think about the economic, ecological, social, and
political consequences these developments had for society. The analysis and
evaluation of these developments should produce useful information to support
decision making in politics and in ( public) policies. TA firstly was a manifestation
of the rational planning model. It focused on research in an early stage of technol-
ogy development in order to gather information about the negative consequences
of technological developments and to promote the positive effects of the introduc-
tion of new technologies. Secondly, it was expected to be an instrument to en-
hance democratic and rational decision making about the technology. The philo-
sophical spirit of the sixties played an important role in the introduction of TA.
The legitimacy of social structures and relations became the focus of discussion:
environmental and energy issues, labor relations, employment, and the quality of
labor became increasingly interlinked with rapid changes in technology. Politics
and public policies related to these subjects were put under pressure. There also
was criticism on the deterministic model of technology development (which
considers technology an exogenous variable that cannot be influenced).

TA attracted many adherents because it kept several interesting promises. It
seemed that TA as an explicit and orderly process is better than inactivity, con-
frontation, or unplanned action. Furthermore, the combination of scientific
analysis and societal evaluation in TA justified the complexity of technological
developments with facts, values, discussions, logic, emotion, and communication.
TA could also help to increase the public acceptance of technological rationality
and thus change the growing anti-technology attitude in society. TA might also
stimulate the societal responsibiliry of firms. TA provides a legitimate frame for
environmentalists to institutionalize their ideas and demands in decision and policy
making. TA was inter- and multi disciplinary; it integrated social and technical
disciplines. Last but not least, TA provided opportunities for proponents of the
scientification of policy making: TA as a rational scientific activity that aided
political decision-making by providing objective information. Two waves in TA
are distinguished (Smits 8c Leyten, 1991).
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First wave
In the early 1970s the American Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) was
founded. The OTA was directly linked to the Legislature (i.e., the U.S. Con-
gress). The founding of the OTA was not only the result of the above mentioned
developments. It also resulted from the disturbed balance of power between the
Legislature and the Executive or as Coates described it: "For at least 20 years
before the founding of the OTA, the U.S. Congress was consistently, and fre-
quently lied to and misled by the Executive Branch. The Executive Branch got
away with this simply because the Congress did not have the intellectual and
analytical resources at its disposal to effectively and clearly challenge the claims
of the executive agencies and departments" (1995: 321). The OTA became an
international example of TA for two reasons. First, the OTA was a research and
advisory institution of one the most powerful democratic institutions in the world.
Secondly, the OTA was an `early-warning' institute. It was the embodiment of
many of the basic concepts and ideals: TA as a supplier of information on (future)
ecological, economic, social, and political consequences of technological develop-
ments and projects. In this period there was no emphasis on participation in the
process of analysis. The only important participant was the American Congress.
The founding of a TA organization by the United States Congress3 was not
immediately followed by European parliaments owing to a lack of political
support. Only Sweden institutionalized TA in the government bureaucracy in the
early 1970s.

Second wave
In the early 1980s, the situation in Europe changed dramatically. Several coun-
tries developed new initiatives aimed at establishing TA organizations. This new
interest in TA was prompted by: (1) intensive political debates on technology
(e.g., nuclear power and environmental issues); (2) the rapid development of new
technologies (e.g., micro-electronics, biotechnology) which entailed significant
societal effects; and (3) economic stagnation and rising unemployment and infla-
tion (`stagflation'). During these years, political power to institutionalize TA was
developed and mobilized. TA organizations were founded in Austria, Belgium,
Denmark, France, Germany, the Netherlands, the European Council, and the
European Union.

3 Congress abolished the OTA in 1995, as part of (Republican) congressional efforts to
reduce expenditures.
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Despite differences between European countries in the TA concepts used, the
organizational forms chosen and the points of departure some similarities exist
between these organizations. In some countries, the establishment of TA organiza-
tions was accompanied by political debates, reactions of societal groups and
interest in the scientific community. In other countries, the founding of TA took
place relatively unnoticed. In all cases, high expectations existed about the possi-
bilities of TA to contribute to political decision making on technological develop-
ments and to aid in iine-tuning societal and technological developments. In
Europe, TA research is not only an activity carried out by parliamentary-related
organizations, but also other types of organizations conduct a good part of TA
research. Not all organizations call what they do TA research. Leyten (1995)
distinguished four types of TA initiatives: Parliamentary TA (organizations such
as STOA (European Parliament), POST (United Kingdom), Rathenau Institute
(The Netherlands), OPECST (France), Technology Board (Denmark), TAB
(Germany)), industrial TA (strategic planning departments, strategic technology
management), academic TA (academic cooperation promoted by the European
Union through programs such as FAST and the European interuniversity Associa-
tion on Society, Science and Technology (EASST), and executive TA, e.g., the
TA group in the Federal Ministry for Science and Technology in Germany.

2.5.2. The road to participation

In the late 1970s, a new TA concept emerged. This concept is more user-oriented
and is more closely related to policy making (Smits, Leyten 8r. Den Hertog,
1995). The concept pays more attention to a dialogue between TA researchers and
TA users. In the new TA concept "[P]olicy makers and other potential users are
often intensively involved in the formulation of the problems, frequently partici-
pate as suppliers of information and are involved in determining how the research
process is organized" (ibid.: 280). For example, Smits and Leyten define TA as
"a process consisting of analyses of technological developments and their conse-
quences, plus the discussions in response to those analyses; the goal of TA is to
provide information to those people involved with technological development in
order to help them establish their strategic policy" (1991: 340). This deiinition
differs from former TA definitions that emphasize rational and scientific analysis.4

4 For example, `rational' TA definitions can be found by Coates (1976) (one of the founders
of TA) who defined TA as "the name for a class of policy studies which attempt to look
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Tabel 2.4. The conventional and the new TA-concept (source: Smits, Leyten á Den Hertog,
1995)

Conventional TA concept

Dominant role of science
High expectations of potentials of
technology
TA outpur study report
Little attention for problem definition
One TA research organization
Instrumental use of TA information
TA results incorporated in decision
making
Autonomous technology

New TA concept

Equal role for researchers and users
Modest expectations of TA research
TA output: study and discussions
Much attention for problem definition
Multiform TA research capacity
Conceptual use of TA information
`Tuning' of TA and decision making
Technology as human creation

The shift in methods used in PPA (see Section 1.3.1) is also valid for methods
used in TA. The changes in TA are summarized in Table 2.4.
Several developments cause this shift in TA. In the early eighties, it became clear
that investments in research and development (RBr.D) did not produce an increase
in productivity and enhancement of economic competitiveness. Research showed
that many conditional factors explain the success of RBzD. This comprehensive
system of conditional factors is defined as the National System of Innovation
(NSI). Freeman describes the NSI as "the network of institutions in public and
private sectors whose activities and interconnections initiate, import and diffuse
technologies" (1987: 1). The NSI consists of the quality of existing physical and
knowledge infrastructure, public acceptance and attitude towards science and
technology in a society, and the way in which the scientific, social, political, and
economic sectors in a society can co-operate. Low acceptance by users or con
sumers, a low public understanding of science and technology and none or late
involvement of societal groups in decision making were an important barrier to
use new technologies and scientific discoveries optimally (Mayer, 1997). Conse-
quently, in technology policy the emphasis shifted from supply-side stimulation of

at the widest possible scope of impacts in sociery of the introduction of a new technology
or the extension of an established technology in new and different ways. Its goal is to
inform the policy process by putting before the decision maker an analysed set of options,
alternatives and consequences...[It] is extremely wide in scope; it is not the decision
process itself, but only one input in that process". Tuininga (1979) described TA as "a
systematic process aimed at distinguishing, analyzing and evaluating societal consequences
of the use or implementation of a new technology" (translation, FB).
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RBtD to the interface between supply and demand. This resulted in the need for
a`comprehensive' or `integral' technology policy. Comprehensive technology
policy aims to bridge the gap between socio-institutional and techno-economic
developments and strategies. The new style of TA can contribute to this aim:

~ through generating knowledge and stimulating awareness about social,
economic and material possibilities of choice in relation to technological
developments, in which special attention has to go to the position and inter-
ests of users to improve the process of demand articulation.

~ through stimulating the debate on the direction of technological develop-
ments in relation to socio-institutional questions, to maximize the profits a
particular society (national, regional) with given characteristics and poten-
tials can reap from technological developments.

~ through supporting the development of technological as well as socio-institu-
tional innovative strategies, which guide the process of finding useful and
desirable applications (Smits, Leyten 8t Den Hertog, 1995: 281).

From this perspective, it will be clear that (comprehensive) technology policy and
technology assessment can be linked closely with PPA, because TA has typical
PPA features such as `stimulating awareness' and `stimulating the debate' .

2.5.3. Types of TA

Three kinds of TA types are distinguished: (1) awareness TA; (2) strategy TA;
and (3) constructive TA (Smits 8c Leyten, 1991). In these types, various participa-
tory methods and instruments have been developed.

Awareness TA (ATA)
ATA is TA with the largest time horizon: the potential of new technological
developments is analyzed. The time focus is about 25 years. These analyses are
carried out to inform society about the possibilities of new technologies. It puts a
technological development on the political agenda. In fact, ATA provides the
society an opportunity to influence the development of these technologies by
providing information that can be used to make societal choices regarding the new
technology. It makes people aware of these developments. On the other hand,
ATA also serves to study potential societal developments that can influence the
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choice to be made in regard to certain technological developments or people's
expectations concerning certain technologies (Collingridge, 1980).

Strategic TA (STA)
The second TA level concerns itself with the development of strategies within
sectors of society. The time focus is about 15 years. When potential threats and
opportunities of new technologies are known, it does not mean that the technology
will follow the direction desired by various actors. In every sector of society, a
`strategic technology plan' can be developed.

Constructive TA (CTA)
Finally, the potential technology should often be transformed in successful prod-
ucts, services and solutions for societal problems. CTA focuses on the short-term
(five years). In the early phases of diffusion of an innovation, it is important to
strengthen feedback mechanisms and learning processes. To make this possible,
it is necessary to create strong links between research and development and the
application environment.

2.S. 4. TA methods and instruments

There are various, if not, many methods to conduct TA research. Within the TA
discipline, a strong interest for participatory methods exists. These methods
depend on the complexity of the technological developments to be discussed.
Smits (1994) argued that interaction in TA is hindered by such features of technol-
ogy decision making as:
~ Large differences between knowledge, power and interests.
~ Difficulty in envisioning consequences because technology provides com-

pletely different opportunities and breaks down existing structures. It is
difficult to decide which questions should be asked about the new technology
or to ascertain which actors are involved (or will be involved).

~ A high level of uncertainty because of weak theory development and fuzzy
data. (Smits, 1994: 27, translation, FB)

In the new TA concept (Smits 8c Leyten, 1991), much attention is given to
problem formulation. Smits and Leyten developed the concept of a`start TA' .
The `start TA' consists of four questions that can be used to initiate a TA study
for a specific technological development:
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1. What knowledge is presently available about the technology being discussed
and what is known about its consequences?

2. What `social map' exists around the technology?
3. What is the decision latitude?
4. What gaps exist in the available information?

A brief examination of the questions makes clear that the start TA is, in fact, the
problem formulation phase in policy making. Specifically, the questions are
related to complex problem formulation, because some questions explicitly refer
to the many actors involved. These questions are related to PPA. In many PPA
tools, for example, the researchers or policy makers begin with an inventory of
the state-of-the-art with regard to knowledge about the complex problem (cogni-
tive complexity). The social map refers to the stakeholders and the participation
ofthese stakeholders in TA (social complexity). The decision latitude refers to the
possibilities policy makers have for steering the technology under discussion. The
latitude is determined by technological, economic, social, and political factors. It
is linked to the normative complexity of the problem analysis.

Developments in technology policy practice strongly resemble developments in
policy making. The emphasis on participation is growing strongly. This develop-
ment manifests itself also in methods to support technology policy making,
especially in the case of technology assessment. TA can be considered a form of
policy analysis in technology policy making. The new definition of TA (Smits 8c
Leyten, 1991) in which `discussions between people involved' plays a role makes
clear that participation and interaction in this research field is becoming more and
more important. Therefore, it can be concluded that modern TA is a form of
PPA.

2.6. Summary

In this chapter, the concept participatory policy analysis has been explored. This
gives an answer to the research question: What is participatory policy analysis?
PPA emerged from a shift in methods that support policy making. It is a manifes-
tation of the growing need to involve policy-relevant actors in policy making
processes. The chapter also gave attention to a PPA research model. This model
includes four perspectives to be used to describe and analyze PPA trajectories: a
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historicallcomparative perspective, a strategiclcontingency perspective, a trajec-
toryldesign perspective, and an evaluation perspective. The third and fourth
perspective will play an important role in this thesis, because they focus on the
tool (GSS) being applied. Finally, attention was given to technology assessment,
a form of PPA in technology policy.
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3. Group Support Systems

3.1. Introduction

In the previous chapters, Group Support Systems (GSS) have been mentioned
numerous times, but until now no attention has been paid to a proper definition.
Therefore, in this chapter, an answer is given to the second research question:
`What are Group Support Systems?'. It has been suggested that Group Support
Systems can be used as a PPA tool, usually in combination with other PPA tools.
In PPA, GSS seem useful, because in PPA most activities are carried out in
groups. Consequently, there is reason to assume that Group Support Systems have
some added value for groups engaged in (participatory) policy analysis. To
answer the second research question, the focus is on various aspects of Group
Support Systems. In Section 3.2, attention is given to a deiinition of groups and
what role they play in (participatory) policy analysis. In the third section, the
main object of this research is explained, namely GSS. First, attention is given to
ICT in general. This is followed by a defmition of GSS and concepts strongly
related to GSS. Furthermore, attention is given to the development and diffusion
of GSS in society. The fourth section deals with how GSS can be classified.
Section 3.5 focuses on the tasks a GSS can support in groups. The final section is
a summary and a conclusion.

3.2. Two heads know more than one

Before Group Support Systems are discussed, it is necessary to describe the
phenomenon that GSS are supposed to support, namely discussions in groups.
Groups have been studied by various disciplines such as group dynamics, social
psychology, and sociology. These disciplines provide insight into the functioning
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of groups and it would be unwise to bypass the knowledge of these disciplines in
silence in a study of Group Support Systems. Besides, many descriptions ofgroup
processes in the GSS literature have been directly derived from the group dynam-
ics literature.

In the early 16th century, the Italian political scientist Machiavelli published his
famous work Il Principe (Machiavelli, 1513, reprinted in 1993). This work
provides policy recommendations for an absolute monarch who wants to keep
power. The days of absolute monarchs have gone and decision-making in many
democratic societies has become a collective activity. This is not only the case for
democratic processes such as parliamentary elections in which large collectives
participate, but also for smaller intra-organizational activities such as policy
making in small groups.

Many definitions of a group exist in the group dynamics literature. It is beyond
the scope of this thesis to repeat (the discussion about) these definitions. A group
can be defined as "two or more interdependent individuals who influence one
another through social interaction" (Forsyth, 1990: 7). Other definitions, for
example, can be found in McGrath (1984) and Shaw (1981). Some common
features can be found in each definition of a group. First, there is some kind of
social interaction between the group members. Secondly, there exists a group
structure that includes roles, status and attraction relations, and communication
patterns. Thirdly, groups vary in size, but they always include two or more
individuals. The fourth feature is that members share common goals.' Further-
more, groups have a certain degree of cohesiveness. Finally, these characteristics
change over time. These characteristics are, also to a certain degree valid for
groups engaged in participatory policy analysis. First, there are groups in PPA
that only gather one or two days without knowing each other before (e.g., in a
simulationlgame). In this situation, the group structure exists temporarily. There
are, of course, also PPA tools used in existing groups. In some PPA tools, group
structures are purposefully manipulated (e.g., by changing hierarchies and roles
in a group). Secondly, in PPA, groups are often gathered to develop a consensus

1 Policy analysis is carried out in political contexts. From a group dynamics perspective,
groups members may have shared goals, but this is not always the case in the policy
analysis practice. The group as a whole may have a common (formalized) goal (e.g.,
solving a complex policy problem), but the goals may differ individually.
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about or to support a policy. Individuals who participate in a PPA meeting may
have different goals. A group may not always have a common goal. Thirdly,
cohesiveness in PPA groups is a relative concept. Three kinds of groups exist:
groups which gather only once (not cohesive), groups which gather for a few
meetings (temporarily) and groups which work together for a longer time (cohe-
sive groups). Complications for certain PPA trajectories might be that the persons
who meet are not yet familiar with each other and have to overcome the diftïcul-
ties of becotning a group. On the other hand, well established groups might face
the problem that the existing hierarchy, conflicts or structure of the group ob-
structs open and innovative discussions. So: the PPA design process has to take
initial group characteristics and in-group processes into account. These phenom-
ena are explored in the following pages. Table 3.1 summarizes the differences
between groups in general and PPA groups.

Tab[e 3.1. Group characteristics and PPA groups

Groups in general

Social interaction

Structure (role, status, attraction
and communication)

Size (n ~-2)

Common goals

Cohesive

Characteristics change over time

PPA groups

Yes

Yes, but strength depends on the maturity of the group

Policy making groups (smaller than 10 participants)
Group in PPA tools (can be larger than ] 0 participants)

PPA tools are developed to achieve specific goals, but
participants may have (hidden) individual goals

Yes, but cohesiveness depends on the `age' of the group

Yes, but not in groups who meet only once. A good
example is the change ofpolicy networks (e.g., with
regard to members)

Many policy scientists emphasize the importance of (small) groups in policy
making and policy analysis. For example, two Dutch researchers state that small
groups (two to ten persons) play an important role in the policy making practice.
It is not exaggerated to state that most policy proposals are developed in project
groups, task forces, and small committees. One of the main advantages of groups
is that they can process information better than individual policy makers can.
They also are more effective in solving complex problems (Van de Graaf 8t
Hoppe, 1992). Other researchers also underline the importance of groups in
public policy making and analysis. Some have developed special group technolo-
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gies to support policy analysis, for example group model building (Vennix, 1996).
Policy scientists also have studied the problematic role of groups in policy mak-
ing. One example is the study of the phenomenon `groupthink'Z in policy making
groups (Janis, 1982; `t Hart, De Jong 8c Korsten, 1991). Other scientists stress
that the interface of group dynamics on the one hand and policy sciences on the
other hand promises to be a fruitful ground for further scientific research (`t Hart,
De Jong 8z. Geveke, 1993). Practitioners of participatory policy analysis also
stress the importance of groups (Geurts, 1993).

From the description of PPA (tools) in the former chapter, it can be concluded
that PPA leans heavily on groups. One of the features of every PPA meeting is
the fact that a group meets to discuss a policy problem. PPA without groups is
unimaginable. Not surprisingly, in many PPA trajectories policy analysts make
use of techniques that have been developed in group dynamics, for example, the
Nominal Group Technique and brainstorming. Many of these methods and instru-
ments have been developed to overcome factors that influence group processes
and outcomes negatively and to enhance the factors, which influence group
processes and processes positively. GSS are one of the instruments, which is
aimed at improving the functioning of groups by reducing potential process losses
and stimulating potential process gains (Nunamaker, Dennis, Martz, Valacich 8c
Vogel, 1993).

Process gains
Individuals join groups to fulfill speciiic needs. Groups fulfill survival, psycho-
logical, informational, interpersonal, and practical needs (Forsyth, 1990). It is
often assumed that groups perform better than individuals. One of the reasons is
that in groups social facilitation occurs. That is a situation in which the perfor-
mance of an individual is enhanced when another person is present (Forsyth,
1990). However, Steiner (1976) stressed that a productivity increase in groups
depends on the type of task a group has to perform. Not all group tasks inevitably
result in higher group productivity.3 Factors which cause higher productivity in

2 Groupthink can be defined as "a mode of thinking that people engage in when they are
deeply involved in a cohesive in-group, when the members' striving for unanimiry
override their motivation to realistically appraise alternative courses of action" (Janis,
1982: 9).

3 Steiner makes a distinction between additive, compensatory, disjunctive, conjunctive, and
discretionary tasks.
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groups are, for example, arousal (the presence of others stimulates a group
member to perform better), evaluation apprehension (group members anticipate
positive or negative responses; the fear for failure), and distraction (the presence
of other group members changes the capacity to process information adequately).
There is no agreement on these issues, but they help to explain why groups
perform better than individuals. Other important advantages of groups are that
groups can process more information and interaction among group members may
stimulate synergy. Individuals have different perspectives on the policy issue that
is discussed in a group. By this group members can also learn form each others
contributions.

Process losses
Some processes potentially have a negative influence on the productivity of
groups. There is, for example, a tendency for groups to become less productive
when they increase in size, i.e., the Ringelmann effect. Coordination losses and
social loafing cause this effect. Coordination losses refer to the coordination of
efforts of the group members individually. Social loafing occurs when group
members reduce effort when they work in groups. This is also labeled as free
riding (Forsyth, 1990). Other factors which may influence group productivity
negatively are the band wagon effect (i.e., domination of some group members),
conformance pressure, information overload, and evaluation apprehension (group
members do not contribute `creative' ideas in fear of negative feedback from the
other group members). In order to overcome these potential process losses, many
methods and tools have been developed and Group Support Systems are an ICT
contribution to this stock of inethods.

3.3. Group Support Systems

Historically, GSS are not developed to support participatory policy analysis.
Nevertheless, the diffusion of GSS resulted in their application in a variety of
group processes including participatory policy analysis. Group Support Systems
are an example of an information and communication technology. GSS are not the
first application of ICT applications in policy making and policy analysis. In
recent history, numerous ICT applications to support policy making and PPA
have been developed. In the first sub section, some examples will be described.
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In the following sub sections, attention is given to deiinitions, related technolo-
gies, and development and diffusion of GSS.

3.3.1. Examples of ICT

Information and communication technologies offer organizations a large assort-
ment of instruments to support decision making. Until recently, most technologies
were developed to support individual decision makers, for example management
information systems and executive support systems (Laudon 8c Laudon, 1996). An
important feature of these computer-based technologies was that they were mainly
designed for data processing (e.g., computers were used to calculate the effects
of decisions made by policy makers and managers).

This section briefly pays attention to ICT tools that have been used in technology
assessment and (participatory) policy analysis such as computer simulations,
system dynamics, participatory policy modeling, and the Internet. By this it
becomes clear that GSS do not come out of the blue, but that these systems can be
placed in a longer tradition of the use of ICT to support policy analysis. The
degree to which these ICT instruments are suitable for PPA varies.

Computer simulations
Simulations make extensive use of computer applications. Computer simulations
can be defined as step by step solving of a formal and dynamic model with the aid
of a computer. A computer simulation offers, for example, a good tool to study
the effects of policy options. Computers help to calculate the positive and negative
impacts of various policy options (Geurts 8c Vennix, 1989). This helps policy
makers to choose the most desirable policy option from a set of alternatives. One
well-known computer simulation is the Club of Rome or `limits to growth' model
(Meadows, 1972). This model is a typical example of expert policy analysis,
because only experts participated in the development of this model.

Interactive simulations
In interactive simulations, a social system is not entirely simulated with the aid of
a computer. Only the aspects of a social system that can be formalized in a
mathematical or statistical model are put into the computer. The elements that can
not be formalized are simulated with the aid of traditional means such as verbal
discussions, cards, whiteboards and so on. Typical elements that can not be
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formalized are negotiations and discussions. Individual or group decisions are fed
into the model via an interface and the computer calculates effects of the deci-
sions. Team tasks and computer runs step by step generate a simulation of pro-
cesses in a system. Not surprisingly, interactive simulations are more suitable
than all-computer simulations to support PPA.

System dynamics and participatory policy modeling
Simulations are based on models that describe relations between different vari-
ables in a social system. To describe the system, the policy analyst can use
participatory modeling as a group technique. However, it is not always necessary
to develop a simulation. For a problem owner, a conceptual model of the social
system can already result in an `aha-erlebnis'. Participatory policy modeling is
carried out in a group of stakeholders who have knowledge about the problem or
a specific vision on the problem. Participatory policy modeling is rooted in system
dynamics (Forrester, Club of Rome). In recent years, Verburgh (1994) and
Vennix (1996; 1990) studied participatory policy modeling. They made intensive
use of computer technologies to support participatory policy modeling. Special
software programs have been developed to support this process in groups (e.g.,
Stella). In participatory policy modeling, systems and problem analysis is carried
out by a broad group of policy actors. A process facilitator assists these groups.

Cognitive nrapping
Eden and Ackermann (1999) use Decision Explorer, which is a software program
to support cognitive mapping in groups. Cognitive mapping is strongly related to
participatory policy modeling. Cognitive maps are a visualization of the problem
perceptions of individuals or groups of stakeholders. They have been used inten-
sively to describe a problem. Just like in participatory policy modeling, the policy
analyst can integrate the individual cognitive maps into a group map. By this, a
`holistic' view on the problem may arise and the group can start a discussion
about the problem formulation and develop solutions. Whereas participatory
policy modeling results in a visualization of a social system with system elements
and the relation between these elements, a cognitive map results in a visualization
of causal relations between problem variables and solutions. It resembles the
`causal diagram' in the system dynamic modeling process.
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Digital debates
Recently, governments increasingly use computer networks such as the Internet
to discuss policy issues. The electronic highway provides an opportunity for
governments to involve policy-relevant actors in policy making processes. How-
ever, the use of Internet to support PPA is still in its infancy and the results of the
contribution of Internet debates to PPA are (as yet) not very promising. The
added value of Internet debates compared with other PPA instruments is still very
low, especially when one compares the financial and organizational investments.
The participants of these discussions mostly are individuals and organizations who
have an Internet connection and who have some interest in the policy issue being
discussed.4 Probably, the added value of Internet for PPA can be increased when
it is combined with other tools such as GSS and videoconferencing. Furthermore,
in the growing penetration of Internet in society will make it more suitable for
PPA. In the Netherlands, the body of knowledge about digital debates is growing
rapidly (e.g., Van Dijk, 1999; Bongers et al., 1998; Ministry of the Interior,
1998; Wels, 1997; Van Doorn 8z Enthoven, 1997; Scheele, 1997).

The presented overview of applications of ICT in participatory policy analysis is
not exhaustive. Some of these ICT-based instruments have features of a group
support system. However, one of the features of GSS is that they include tools to
support group processes, while the ICT applications described above mainly focus
on particular aspects. Other ICT applications enter the field of participatory policy
analysis such as virtual reality (3 dimensional simulations) and geographical
information systems (GIS). There is interesting research on the connection of
different systems, especially those systems that integrate communication, decision
making, and visualization (e.g., integration of GSS and GIS) (also see Holland et
al., 1999). The next sub sections explore Group Support Systems more deeply.

3.3.2. Technology versus function

There is no generally accepted definition of G(D)SS (GSS and GDSS are consid-
ered synonyms) among GSS scientists and practitioners. McCartt and Rohrbaugh,
for example, conclude that "[A]ny application of information technology to
support the work of groups may be considered a Group Decision Support Sys-

4 One of the current limitations of the Internet for PPA is that the `standard background' of
an Internet surfer is a highly educated male person between 30 and 50 years old.
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tems" (1989: 243). This conclusion is supported by George who states that the
term G(D)SS "has become widely used for any computer-based system that
somehow provides support for groups working together on a common task"
(1992: 150). According to Pinsonneault and Kraemer, "there is no consensus in
the literature on what exactly constitutes a GDSS. Qualitatively different informa-
tion systems have been included in GDSS" (1989: 198). This view is supported by
other authors who stated that "the term GDSS is applied to systems with a variety
of capabilities... almost every experimenter has drawn conclusions about GDSS
in general based on his results. For these reasons, the conclusions presented are
often contradictory" (Gray, Vogel 8t. Beauclair, 1990: 162). For the policy
scientist or analyst entering the field of GSS, the rich pallet of definitions can be
confusing. To get a grip on these definitions, he should use a definition that is
closely linked with policy analysis, because such a definition makes it easier to
communicate about GSS with policy makers, policy-relevant actors, policy
analysts, and scientists. Especially in the GSS practice, the policy scientist or
analyst must not be confused by technical jargon. It might become a barrier for
those who can potentially gain benefits from using GSS and who lack technical
knowledge. Definitions of GSS can be distinguished into two groups: Technology-
oriented and function-oriented definitions.

Technology-oriented definitions of GSS
Earlier definitions of GSS mostly focused on the technological aspects of the
computer-based systems for collaborative working. These definitions were in-
spired by the current research at that time. A few years ago, some GSS research-
ers concluded that the "study of group support systems has been much more about
technical developments and applications than about identification and exploration
of basic theoretical issues involving the functioning of working groups" (McGrath
8t Hollingshead, 1994: 2). Therefore, GSS researchers used technology-oriented
definitions. In early GSS definitions, terms such as `hardware' and `software'
appeared regularly. For example, Huber deiined a GDSS as "a set of software,
hardware, and language components and procedures that support a group of
people in a decision-related meeting" (1984: 195). Huber's definition of GSS is
one of the first defmitions and many researchers quote him or base their GSS
definition on his work. For example, Zigurs and Kozar define GSS as "an inte-
grated combination of specialized hardware, software and procedures to support
group activity" (1994: 278). The disadvantage of these defmitions is that they
primarily focus on technological characteristics of the system (Ackermann 8c
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Eden, 1994). The diffusion of GSS (research) also resulted in other definitions of
GSS that are closely linked with the functions of a GSS. Consequently, definitions
that describe the functional features of a GSS have become the fashion.

Function-oriented definitions of GSS
Several GSS definitions do not emphasize the technology of a GSS, but stress the
functions of a GSS. GSS are, for example, defined as "computer-based informa-
tion systems used to support intellectual collaborative work" (Jessup 8z Valacich,
1993: 5). Another commonly quoted definition of GSS is the following: "GDSS
combines communication, computing, and decision support technologies to
facilitate formulation and solution of unstructured problems by a group of people"
(DeSanctis 8z Gallupe, 1987: 589). These definitions pay more attention to the
functions of a GSS. In general, these functions are: improving task performance,
overcoming time and space constraints on collaborative efforts and increasing the
range and speed of access to information (McGrath 8t Hollingshead, 1994).
Function-oriented definitions become more useful for researchers and users of
GSS who are not very familiar with the technology itself, but who must advice or
decide whether GSS should be applied to support a group. This probably is the
main reason why many researchers prefer these defmitions or base their defini-
tions on DeSanctis and Gallupe (e.g., Alavi, 1994; Samamurthy 8z Chin, 1995;
Eden 8r. Ackermann, 1994; McCartt 8r Rohrbaugh, 1989).

Despite the different definitions, both approaches underline the same goals that a
GSS can pursue. Huber pointed out that GDSS are intended to "increase the effec-
tiveness of decision groups by facílitating the interactive sharing and use of
information among group members and also between the group and the computer"
(1984: 196). DeSanctis and Gallupe stated that "[A] GDSS aims to improve the
process of group decision making by removing common communication barriers,
providing techniques for structuring decision analysis, and systematically directing
the pattern, timing, or content of discussion" (1987: 589). In this research,
DeSanctis' and Gallupe's defmition is preferred. It takes into account all tech-
niques (communication, computing, and decision-related). It pays attention to all
aspects of decision making (problem formulation and solution). Furthermore, it
emphasizes the functions of a GSS.
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3.3.3. GSS, Electronic Meeting Systems and Groupware

Not only definitions of GSS vary, but also the term GSS itself. For example,
researchers also use terms such as `groupware' and `electronic meeting systems'
(EMS) instead of GSS. Both terms are quite often used as synonyms for GSS.
This can be illustrated by a definition of an EMS, namely an "information
technology-based environment that supports group meetings, which may be
distributed geographically and temporally. The IT environment includes, but is
not limited to, distributed facilities, computer hardware and software, audio and
video technology, procedures, methodologies, facilitation and applicable group
data. Group tasks include, but are not limited to, communication, planning, idea
generation, problem solving, issue discussion, negotiation, conflict resolution,
systems analysis and design, and collaborative group activities such as document
preparation and sharing" (Dennis, George, Jessup, Nunamaker 8r. Vogel, 1988:
593). It seems that EMS are more comprehensive than GSS, because EMS include
technologies that enable distributed group meetings, whereas DeSanctis and
Gallupe only refer to `communication' in their definition of GSS. However, a
broad interpretation of `communication' also includes such distributed and a-
synchronous meetings. It is decided not to use the abbreviation EMS in this thesis.
First, the term `meeting' is too limited for a policy view on electronically sup-
ported PPA tools. There are many different kinds of ineetings: workshops,
conferences and so on that are also important in PPA. Secondly, it does not
include the term `group (support)' while one of the most manifest features of PPA
is: problem solving in groups. Thirdly, from the literature it can be concluded that
policy scientists prefer the abbreviation GSS (e.g., Van den Herik, 1998; Geurts,
1993).

Another commonly used term is `groupware'. There also are many definitions of
groupware: "Ask any five groupware experts for a definition of groupware and
you are likely to get five different definitions" (Briggs 8c Nunamaker, 1994: 61).
These researchers define groupware as any technology that improves group
productivity. Another definition of groupware is "a collective term for a range of
tools which allow people to work together across different dimension of place,
team size and time" (Davenport 8t Travica, 1995: 57). Although `groupware'
seems a suitable definition for this thesis, it is not preferred over GSS. The main
reason is that it sounds too much like `software' and `hardware' . By this, it
focuses too much on the technique. Secondly, the term is too broad for the
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purpose of this research. GDSS, GSS and EMS at least have in common that they
focus on groups carrying out decision-related tasks such as problem solving, idea
generation and so on. Groupware includes all tools for collaborative working in
groups, for example, working in electronically shared documents (reports, books
and so on). Much of these tools have nothing to do with policy making or policy
analysis.

To conclude, the abbreviation GSS is preferred here over other terms such as
EMS and groupware. The function-oriented definition of GSS is considered more
suitable for this thesis from a policy science perspective.

3.3.4. Developrnent and diffusion of GSS

Group Support Systems include methods and instruments that have been used for
many years. Tools such as brainstorming and voting have been used for many
years in `traditional' group meetings (i.e., without computer support). The use of
computer-based group support systems has grown rapidly during recent years.
This growth can not only be explained from the fact that nowadays groups have
become more important than a few decades ago.

Van Genuchten, Vogel and Nunamaker ( 1998) distinguish three diffusion waves
of GSS.S The first wave started with scientific research and is innovation driveti.
This research is by nature multi-disciplinary, involving social sciences and tech-
nology and engineering perspectives. The importance of different perspectives on
complex research issues cannot be overemphasized. As a consequence, a team
approach and integrated studies developed. Originally, the emphasis was on
systems development, but it was quickly followed by support for a broader variety
of organizational applications. The second wave, inspired by consultants, was
facilitator driven. The attention shifted to the use of GSS in organizational con-
texts. Especially, consultants applied GSS in internal and external organizational
advice trajectories. GSS were often used in meetings with a low frequency such
as strategic workshops and multi-stakeholder problem solving. Organizations
hired external knowledge or special internal support to manage the meeting. The

5 Van Genuchten et aL (1998) apply these waves to the GSS GroupSystems. GroupSvstems
is an example of a GSS that is applied in many organizations around the world and which
is the central GSS s[udied in this thesis.
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vast majority of the GSS meetings are run by external or internal consultants in
face-to-face meetings (i.e., same time and same place meetings).`' The last wave
is the primary process wave and this wave is application driven. GSS are applied
to support daily work processes of an organization (e.g., share knowledge, inform
each other). This wave focuses on support for more operational groups who meet
frequently with a more or less standardized format.

Parallel to these waves, various developments cause the diffusion and growing
popularity of GSS in society. Huber (1984), for example, states that the develop-
ment of GSS is a result of two important driving forces: (1) the need for more
information sharing in organizations; and (2) the resistance to allocating more
managerial and professional time to attending meetings. Some developments will
be mentioned briefly.

Organi2ationaland work-related developments
Computer-based technologies used to be aimed at supporting individual decision
makers. Nowadays, one can hardly assume that employees in an organization are
able to deal with complex problems individually. Organizations establish more
and more task groups, project teams and so on to deal with speciiic problems.
Consequently, the needfor information sharing between members of these groups
and teams increases. GSS enable communication and facilitate group meetings.
For example, business teams play an important role in effective Total Quality
Management (TQM). GSS can increase the efficiency and the effectiveness of the
teams and results in a better TQM (Aiken, Hasan 8t Vanjani, 1996).

Empirical evidence suggests that managers spend a relatively large share their
daily work on meetings. The amount of time managers spend on these meeting is
estimated at 50 to 80 per cent. Among managers and other employees there is a
growing need to reduce the number and duration ofineetings. GSS provide a good
tool to attain this goal. First, GSS can be used independent from time and place.
Secondly, GSS increase productivity of the group members during meetings
which offers opportunities to reduce the length of ineetings.

6 This thesis can be placed in this wave, since the focus is on participatory policy-analytical
trajectories in which internal and~or external policy analysts assist different multi-stake-
holder groups to solve complex policy issues (i.e. applied scientific research).
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There is a growing need for flexibility of daily working routines. For example,
employees want to work at home or be able to access their organization virtually
when they are in a meeting with a client. Consequently, there is a growing need
for technologies that facilitate these new ways of working (or to create the virtual
organization). GSS can be one of them.

Economic developments
The price of hard- and software for GSS used to be very high. Buyers of GSS
mostly were large organizations. During recent years, the price of hardware and
software decreased dramatically which caused an increase in the sales of hard-
ware and software for GSS.

In many branches, there is a growing competition between organizations.
Organizations are forced to make their production process cheaper and to increase
the quality of the production processes and their products. One of the means to
achieve these goals, is the use of GSS. For example, some large companies were
able to reduce the time spend on meetings.' GSS can also accelerate and improve
product development, e.g., GSS supported Fagan inspections of new software
help to trace significantly more mistakes in early software versions than non-GSS-
supported Fagan inspections (Van Genuchten, Cornellisen Bc Van Dijk, 1997). By
this, the software version released to the market has a higher quality.

Social developments
Information sociery confronts people and organizations with a growing flow of
information. Information is becoming an increasingly important factor in our daily
life. It will not be surprising that the interest for technologies that help to deal
with these information flows grows rapidly. Especially the interest for technolo-
gies which help to search, exchange, select and order information grows. GSS
provide tools to handle a lot of information.

Concern in our society for the quality of our living environment increases. The
increase in mobility causes congestions in the infrastructure. Especially in the
Netherlands there are many traffic delays every morning and evening. Means,

7 For example, IBM is reported to have successfully sold computer conferencing (GDSS)
to all levels of its enterprise, making estimated man-hour savings of 56 per cent (Wyllie,
1994).
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which would decrease the need for mobility without causing negatives effects on
the quality of life are welcomed. GSS, like other ICT, enable teleworking that
reduces the need for mobility. The institutionalization of the use of computers in
society grows. Younger generations entering the labor market have increasingly
better computer skills. They also make higher demands on the quality of their
(future) working environment, especially with regard to information and commu-
nication technology.

Technical developments
Nowadays computers are relatively fast compared with computers of ten years
ago. This has been caused by technical developments that increase the user-
friendliness (e.g., higher speed, larger memory, better computer screens and so
on). As a consequence, GSS have also become more suitable to support groups
and, especially, participants of GSS sessions who sometimes are computer illiter-
ate.

3. 3.S. Summary

A closer study shows that technology- and function-oriented GSS definitions exist.
This thesis is concerned with functions a GSS can fulfill as a tool or in combina-
tion with other tools in participatory policy analysis. Therefore, GSS are defined
as a combination of "communication, computing, and decision support technolo-
gies to facilitate formulation and solution of unstructured problems by a group of
people" (DeSanctis 8c Gallupe, 1987: 589). The differences between G(D)SS,
EMS and groupware are gradual. There are three waves distinguished in the rise
of GSS: (1) an innovation driven wave; (2) a facilitator driven wave; and (3) a
primary process driven wave. Various factors are responsible for the rise of GSS.
There are organizational, economic, social, and technical developments that cause
this rise. In the next section, the ways to classify GSS will be described.

3.4. Classifications of GSS

In recent years, many kinds of group support systems have been developed.
Although the number is still growing, several generally accepted models to
classify GSS are available. These classifications make it possible to compare GSS
with each other. They also provide better insight into the group processes and
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outcomes that can be supported with a GSS. In this section, four classifications
will be described. These classifications are based on:

L Time and place (Johansen, 1992).
2. Member proximity and group size (DeSanctis 8t Gallupe, 1987).
3. GSS levels (DeSanctis 8r. Gallupe, 1987).
4. Coordination levels (Nunamaker, Briggs 8z Vogel, 1995).

3.4.1. Time and place

The classification of GSS using time and place dimension probably is most often
used by GSS researchers. In this classiiication, GSS can be supportive to four
meeting settings (Johansen, 1992).

Tabel 3.2. Decision ntaking group needs and GSS solutions (adaptedfrom Johansen, 1992)

Same time

Same place

Different time

Need: Face-to-Facemeetings

~ Copy boards
~ PC projectors
~ Facilitation services
~ Electronic Meeting Rooms
~ Polling systems

Need: Cros.s-distanee meetings
~ Conference cells
~ Graphics and audio
~ Screen sharing
. Video
~ Teleconferencing
~ Spontaneous meetings

Different time

Need: Administrative, f lling
andf Itering
~ Shared files
~ Shift work
~ Kiosks
~ Team Rooms
~ Group displays
Need: Ongoing coordination
~ Group writing
~ Computer conferencing
~ Conversational structures
~ Forms management
~ Group voice mail

Originally, this classification was developed for groupware applications, but it can
be applied to GSS as well, because GSS also include features that enable different
time and different place meetings.8

8 The dimension `different or same time' is also labeled as 'a-synchronous or synchronous'
and the dimension `different or same place' is also labeled as `distributed (dispersed) or
non-distributed'.
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This thesis focuses on `same time I same place' meetings. Figure 3.1 is a picture
of such a meeting at Tilburg University.

3.4.2. Member proximity and group size

DeSanctis and Gallupe developed a taxonomy of GSS settings based on member
proximity and group size (Table 3.3). If necessary, this taxonomy can be ex-
tended by the type of task a group has to perform. One should keep in mind that
the settings presented are not mutually exclusive.

The `member proximity' dimension (`face-to-face' and `dispersed') is the same as
the `place' dimension in the former sub section. Group size refers to the fact that
some GSS are especially developed for larger groups while other GSS are mainly
developed for smaller groups. In this thesis, all GSS meetings are attended by
small groups (in terms of Table 3.3).

Table 3.3. A taxonomy of GSS settings representing the ends points of scalesfor group size and
proximity of group members (DeSanctis á~ Gallupe, 198~

Small groups ( G 20 members)

Face-to-Face

Dispersed

Decision Room

Large Area Decision Network

3.4.3. GSS levels

Large groups (7 -20 members)

Legislative session

Coputer-Mediated Conference

DeSanctis and Gallupe (1987: 593-95) presented an information-exchange view of
group decision making to support the group. They distinguished three GSS levels.
The first level (Level 1) provides technical features like large screens for instanta-
neous display of ideas, voting solicitation and compilation, anonymous input of
ideas and preferences, and electronic message exchange between members of the
decision making group (e.g., an Electronic Meeting Room). All these features
aim to remove common communication barriers. Level 2 group support systems
offer decision modeling and group decision tools which intend to reduce uncer-
tainry and `noise' that occur in the decision process of the group (e.g., automated
Delphi method and the Nominal Group Technique). Leve12 is an enhanced GSS,
as opposed to Level 1, which is a communication medium only. The third level is
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characterized by machine-induced group communication and includes expert
advice on the selection and arrangement of rules to be applied during a meeting
(e.g., computer-mediated communication systems (CMCS)). DeSanctis and
Gallupe concluded that "the higher the level of the GDSS, the more sophisticated
the technology must be and the more dynamic the intervention is into the group's
natural (unsupported) decision process" (ibid.: 595). Table 3.4 summarizes the
GSS levels.

Figure 3.1. A face-to face n:eeting in the portable Electronic Meeting Roonr at Tilburg
Universit)~
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Table 3.4. Examp[es and needs of decision-making groups with corresponding features for
levels 1, 2 and 3(DeSanctis Bc Gallupe, 1987: 59.?-4)

Group problem or need GSS feature

Level 1 Sending and receiving information Electronic messaging,
efficiently between all parties or specific broadcast, or point-to-point
group members

Level 2 Need for problem structuring, planning, Planning models
and scheduling

Leve13 Desire to select and arrange an array of Rule base; facility for rule
rules for discussion selection and application

This thesis focuses on Levels 1 and 2. Level 3 includes GSS that provide expert
advice. In cases described in this thesis, expert advice was sometimes only given
verbally.

3.4.4. Coordination levels

Nunamaker, Briggs and Vogel (1995) distinguish three levels of group work. The
first level is labeled as the individual work level. People carry out tasks individu-
ally without no coordination. The second level is the coordinated work level. The
members of a group work independently, but some coordination exists between
these individual members. The last level of work groups is the group dynamics or
collaboration work level. At this level, groups work together in a concerted
effort. It will be clear that this level is central in this thesis.

Tabel 3.5. Levels of technological support for groups (adaptedjrom Briggs dt Nunamaker,
1994: 65)

Group dynamics level

Coordination level

Individual level

Parallel communication, sttuctured processes, idea triggering and
anonymity

Keep team and data in sync and order (e.g., team database, e-mail
and project management)

Improve individual productivity (e.g., text editing and spread-
sheet)
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3. 4. S. Summary

In the former section, it has been made clear that various ways to classify GSS are
available. With these classifications in mind, it is possible to reflect on the kind
of GSS meetings that will be studied in the empirical chapters. From the classifi-
cation based on time and place, on forehand, it can be concluded that the GSS
meetings in this thesis are `same time ~same place '(face-to-face) meetings. With
regard to the second classification (member proximity and groups) it can be
concluded that all GSS meetings in this thesis are meetings with snuzll groups
(with a maximum of 20 participants). Two of the three GSS levels that are men-
tioned in 3.4.3 are relevant in this thesis: Levels 1 and 2. Some GSS meetings
explicitly focused on problem structuring (Level 2) while other sessions were
aimed at sending and receiving information (Level 1). With regard to Level 3, it
can be concluded that some meetings were assisted by experts, but there was no
expertise given electronically which participants could look into during the GSS
meetings. However, GSS include possibilities to structure and arrange an array of
rules for discussion. It will not be surprising that the group dynamics level of
group work (3.4.4) is central in all GSS meetings that are reported in the empiri-
cal part of this thesis. Participants work together to achieve a common task. The
two lower levels are of minor importance.

3.5. Improving group processes: the tasks a GSS can support

In section 3.2 it was explained that groups have advantages and disadvantages in
terms of process losses and gains. The deiinition and the classifications of GSS in
the following two sections give a hint about the possible group processes and tasks
a GSS can support, but these are still very broadly defined (decision making,
communication). For the purpose of this thesis, it is important to describe the
tasks a GSS can support precisely.

The GSS that has been used in this research is GroupSystems for Windows.
GroupSystems includes specific features that support groups in carrying out their
tasks. Usually a distinction is made between ( 1) process support, (2) task support,
(3) task structure and (4) process structure (Nunamaker et al., 1993: 150-154).
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Process support
Process support deals with the infrastructure that facilitates communication (use
of specific media) between the participants such as electronic communication.
Specific features of GSS are anonymity, parallel communication, group memory,
and media effects.

Anonvmiry
GSS include tools to gather and exchange information. The information entered
by the participants is stored anonymously. This means that it is impossible to trace
the person who entered an idea. One of the advantages of anonymiry is that it
enhances objective evaluation of ideas, because the judgment of an idea is sepa-
rated from the person who entered the idea. Anonymity also encourages partici-
pants to `speak' freely. This reduces conformance pressure and stimulates creativ-
ity. Anonymity can also have negative effects. Participants may be unwilling to
share their best ideas with the rest of the group if they feel they will not get the
credit for it. Participants may also be reluctant to reveal their identity after
submitting information that hinders subsequent work (De Vreede 8z Briggs,
1997). It can also encourage free riding, because it is impossible to trace whether
everyone entered ideas.

Parallelcommunication
In a`traditional' meeting (without computer support) with ten participants each
participant theoretically has six minutes of speaking time per hour (also referred
to as `air time'). The reader who is familiar with these `traditional' meetings will
confirm that such an ideal situation hardly occurs. There are dominant participants
and participants who hardly speak at all. There is no equal participation. Parallel
communication means that the participants enter ideas simultaneously which
implies that, theoretically, each participants has sixty minutes of speaking time
per hour. Of course, this is not an ideal situation as well, because parallel input
may - even in small groups - lead into a very high production in lines of text (i.e. ,
information overload). Nevertheless, parallel communication equalizes the contri-
bution of silent and dominant participants. It also enables the participants to read
and comment on each others ideas in parallel. This means that one can learn from
each others input, but it can also stimulate input of related or better ideas. In this
situation, a synergy-effect can occur. On the other hand, it should also be noted
that this electronic way of communication depersonalizes interaction, especially
in dispersed meetings. Parallel communication reduces the chance of participants
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forgetting interesting ideas or comments in `traditional' meetings when they are
not able to contribute verbally (attenuation blocking). In a GSS, participants can
immediately enter their ideas. It also helps to reduce attention blocking.

Group memory
GSS enable immediate storage of information that participants entered electroni-
cally. As a result no information is lost and it can always be recalled when
necessary. By this, the participants do not need to remember everything. This
group memory results in more information and as the group proceeds, new ideas
can be added to this information. This may lead to some kind of synergy-effect.
This group memory is not always a blessing, because it can result in an informa-
tion overload.

Media effects
In general, participants in a GSS meeting use three communication media: elec-
tronic, verbal and non-verbal communication. The use of electronic media such
as computers depersonalizes communication, which enhances the chance for
flaming. Flaming is hostile and conflicting behavior expressed via electronic
communication media (such as GSS). A correct use of ICT can result in more
precise communication and a reduction of information overload. The use of inedia
should be adapted to the need for information exchange. This means that the
richer the information to be exchanged the richer the medium should be.9 Com-
munication scientists have developed a model (Figure 3.2) about the use of inedia
and information exchange (Fulk 8t Steinfield, 1990).

Media richness ranges from poor media (e.g., memos, notes) to rich media (e.g.,
face-to-face meetings). The size of the computer screen or the public screen is an
important factor as well. Not all information entered can be víewed at a glance on
the computer screen. This is a very practical barrier that might result in an
incomplete use of information during a meeting.

9 Media richness depends on: (1) the speed of feedback (is the communication (a-) synchro-
nous?); (2) the number of cues (i.e. the use of various expression means such as verbal
and non-verbal communication); (3) the richness of the language which can be used; and
(4) the public or private character of the information (is the information only accessible
for communication partners or for a larger (unknown public) (Fulk 8c Steinfield, 1990).
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Task support
Task support concerns the information and computation infrastructure for task-
related activities. For example, the participants can use external databases during
the meeting. These databases can be provided electronically (spreadsheets or
electronic reports of former meetings) or non-electronically (hand-outs, reports,
papers). On the one hand, this leads to more information and (potential) synergy-
effects. On the other hand, it can result in more and better use of information.
However, the larger the number of databases or software programs (e.g., word
processors) a participant can access individually, the larger the chance that he is
distracted away from the actual group process.

Task structure
Task structure refers to methods, tools and models for the analysis of task-related
information for gaining new insights in the (policy) issue under discussion. It may
improve group performance by reducing losses that are caused by incomplete task
analysis or it may increase process gains due to synergy and the sharing of
information. Typical methods that are used in the structuring of tasks are group
model building, voting and multi criteria decision making.

Process structure
Figure 3.2. Media richness and information complexity

High ~ Face-tot-face

Telephone

E-mail

L.etter

Note

Memo
Special report

Brochure

Low
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A Process structure
Process structure refers to process techniques or rules that structure the meeting
(timing, pattern or content of the communication). In this respect one should think
of an agenda or an explicit methodology such as the Nominal Group Technique or
a Delphi procedure. The process structure in `traditional' groups (i.e., without
computer support) has been studied for a long time by social psychologists in
order to reduce process losses. For example, the development of a strategy or
agenda to carry out a group task is valid for all meetings. A GSS could contain
specific features that support specific group processes. The effect of these (local)
features (e.g., anonymity in GroupSystems) on group processes depends, there-
fore, on the specific technique which is used.

Figure 3.3 summarizes the potential effects of GSS on process gains and losses in
groups.

Figure 3.3. Potential GSS effects (Nunamaker et al., 1993: 153)

Effects depend upon
specific techninque
used

Task support

Task structure

Process structure
~Global
~Local

Process losses
Attention blocking
Failure to remember
Conformance pressure
Evaluation apprehension
Free riding

Air time fragmentation
Concentratíon blocking
Socializing
Domination
Information overload
Flaming
Slower feedback
Fewer information cues
Incomplete use of
information
Incomplete task analysis

Coordination problems
Effect depend upon
specific technique used

-~:Increases
----- i:Decreases
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3.6. Summary

This chapter explained and explored the many dimensions GSS. By this an answer
was given to the second research question (`What are Group Support Systems?').
A description of a group has been given. From social psychology (and more in
particular group dynamics) it can be concluded that the phenomenon of groups has
been studied for a long time. Throughout history groups played an important role
in policy and decision making. Many (ICT) methods and techniques have been
developed to support decision making groups. GSS on the one hand are a automa-
tion of existing techniques to support groups, but on the other hand GSS include
special (new) features which extend the range of tools to support groups. A closer
examination of GSS makes clear that several definitions of GSS exist. For the
purpose of this research a function-oriented definition is preferred namely that a
"GDSS combines communication, computing, and decision support technologies
to facilitate formulation and solution of unstructured problems by a group of
people" (DeSanctis 8c Gallupe, 1987: 589). It has also been explained why the
abbreviation GSS is preferred above other abbreviations for computer technolo-
gies that support group work such as EMS. In the third section, the factors that
cause the rise of GSS have been analyzed. These factors are related to organiza-
tional, labor, economic, social, and technical developments. Furthermore, it has
been explained how GSS can be classified within dimensions such as time, place,
group size, and the level of group work. Finally, specific features of GSS have
been described. The most important ones for the GSS GroupSystems for Windows
are anonymity, parallel communication, and group memory. In the next chapter,
GSS and participatory policy analysis will be combined in a model that enables a
structured approach for research and development of GSS meetings in PPA.
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4. Theoretical model of PPA and GSS

4.1. Introduction

Participatory Policy Analysis research and Group Support Systems research have
evolved independently. This chapter combines PPA and GSS into a theoretical
model. It answers the third research question: How can participatory policy
analysis and group support systems be integrated into a theoretical model? The
model makes a policy science approach towards the application of GSS in partici-
patory policy analysis and in policy making possible. Therefore, the added value
of this chapter lies in the development of a model for the study of GSS, which is
inspired by the policy sciences. The model will be developed along the following
way:

In Section 4.2, various policy making models will be discussed (e.g., the rational
model (Dunn, 1994; Hoogerwerf, 1989), the garbage can model (Cohen, March
8t Olsen, 1972; Kingdon, 1984), and the `round' model (Teisman, 1995; 1992)).
Numerous tools to support policy analysis have been developed. Nevertheless, not
every is automatically aparticipatory tool. It is only participatory when it includes
specific features that support participation in policy analysis. The extent to which
a policy-analytical tool realizes these features determines whether it is participa-
tory. In other words, these features can be considered quality criteria for PPA
(tools). In Section 4.3, the quality criteria will be described on the basis of the
PPA definitíon of Geurts and Mayer (1996). In this section, it also is explained
how GSS can support or contribute to attain specific quality criteria. This results
in a model that helps to describe, categorize, and analyze GSS-supported PPA
meetings. Finally (the fourth section), it is explained how this model will be used
in this thesis. The model makes it possible to categorize GSS-supported PPA
meetings and to formulate more specific research questions. The fifth section
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describes the consequences of the model for research to be carried out. The final
section includes a summary.

4.2. Policv making models

Numerous models describe policy making. In Chapter 2 policy making was
defined as "[A] political process incorporating interdependent phases of policy
making: policy agenda setting, policy formulation, policy adoption, policy imple-
mentation and policy assessment. The policy-making process may be represented
as a non-linear cycle or round of activities ordered in time" (Dunn, 1994: 29).
This definition unravels policy making as a process of sequential phases: agenda
setting, policy formulation, policy adoption, policy implementation, and policy
assessment (Dunn, 1994; Hoogerwerf, 1989). This rational model of policy
making deals primarily with cognitive complexity of policy problems and pays
less attention to social complexity (i.e., the policy network in which various
policy actors have different problem visions, goals and so on), because it assumes
that policy problems can be solved by using (scientific) information in sequential
phases.

In their comparative study of policy making processes, Hickson, Butler, Cray,
Mallory, and Wilson (1986) found that the rational model does not accurately
describe what goes on in strategic policy making. However, rational policy
making proves to be an aspiration that guides many of the steps taken in a strategy
process. In real-life situations this model seldom occurs, but practical policy
makers use it as the guiding principle according to Hickson et al. (1986). One of
the assumptions of the model is that the more real-life policy making approaches
the ideal type, the better the policy making process is. The model is most valid
and useful when there is a central policy maker. Usually, more actors are in-
volved in the policy making process, even when a central actor decides which
means (e.g., policy instruments) are to be used to attain the defined goals. If one
takes a policy network as the context in which policies are developed, the role of
a central actor becomes less important. He may initiate and manage a policy
making process, but the outcomes of this process are inevitably shaped by the
interaction between actors in a policy network.
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The rational model relies heavily on the use of (scientific) information in the
policy making process. Various policy scientists have stressed that it is almost
impossible for a policy maker to have `holistic' or `rational-comprehensive'
information processing capabilities that this model assumes. The information
processing capabilities of policy makers and their organizations are limited. As a
result, policy making models have been developed that incorporate the `bounded
rationality' of a policy maker (Simon, 1947). Variations of this model are labeled
as incrementalism (Lindblom, 1958)' and mixed scanning (Etzioni, 1967).`
Despite the criticism on the information processing aspects of the rational model,
these `new' models still rely on the central actor assumption and the phase ap-
proach in policy making. One of the new elements in later models is pluralism
(Dahl, 1971). Pluralism denies the central actor assumption. It implies that
various groups can have different interests in policy making. These groups
compete for support and power in a policy process, of which the outcome is
decided in a multi-party power game.

Dunn's definition explicitly labels policy making as a political process. This
means that the role of various actors in policy making is recognized. Conse-
quently, the rational model does not abandon the importance of participation,
communication, and interaction completely. However, the rational model of
policy making does not describe these processes or gives recommendations for the
process of interaction.

Several policy making models abandon the phase approach and put emphasis on
interaction between various policy-relevant actors and the dynamics of problem
formulation. For example, the garbage can model (Cohen et al. , 1972; Kingdon,
1984) is based on the assumption that policy making consists of three parallel
streams: problems, solutions, and participants. According to Cohen et al. the
"garbage can process is one in which problems, solutions, and participants move
from one choice opportunity to another in such a way that the nature of the
choice, the time it takes, and the problems it solves all depend on a relatively

1 Incrementalism has been described by Lindblom (1958). He states that policy making is a process of
small steps made by the policy maker who is unable to gain a holistic or rational-comprehensive view
on the policy issue.

2 Mixed scanning was developed as a criticism on the rational model and on incrementalism. In this
mixed scanning model, policy actors distinguish contextuating (or fundamental) decisions from bit
(or item) decisions. Contextuating decisions are made on the basis of the main alternatives, while bit
decisions are made incrementally within the context set by the fundamental decisions (Etzioni, 1967).
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complicated intermeshing of elements" (ibid.: 16). In this model, participants take
part in (or leave) the policy making process on the basis of their priorities, means,
positions, and interests. Phases of policy making are not sequential, but simulta-
neous. Progress in policy making originates in the making of decisions and these
are made when problems, solutions, and participants (the three streams) meet.
This model abandons the relation between the central actor, the problem, and the
solution. One can gain insight into policy making by investigating how and why
the three streams meet. The model stresses that participants, problems, and
solutions are no stable entities and that they change over time.

Teisman (1995; 1992) developed another model of policy making. He labels his
model as the rou~id model.3 In this model, policy making is defined as a flow of
decisions made by different actors in a network. Also in this model actors are
central in a policy making process. These policy actors interpret policy problems
and policy making phases differently. In contrast to other models the round model
assumes that objective features of problems, solutions, and participants do not
exist. In this model, policy actors have different roles in a`policy arena' (or
network) such as initiator, supporter, adapter, critic, intermediary, arbiter,
broker, and facilitator. Policy actors are free to take initiatives and adapt existing
policy proposals. The interaction of the actors determines the outcomes of policy
making. This model combines concepts from two former models. On the one
hand, policy making is presented as a flow of decisions that can be compared with
phases in the rational model. On the other hand, policy making is considered a
process that consists of simultaneous games (or rounds). Different actors partici-
pate in different games at the same time. An important explanation of the actors'
behavior can be found in the perceptions of the game in which the actor is in-
volved. Concepts such as strategy, interaction, and perceptions are used to under-
stand the course of policy making. The round model provides a perspective on
policy making in which the capability ofdifferent actors to deal with their depend-
ence on other actors is explained and where attention for concepts such as inter-
action and communication exists. The various policy making models have their
strengths and weaknesses with regard to the use of PPA (Table 4.1.).

3 Teisman developed the round model using insights from the garbage can model (which he labels as
the stmnm model) and insights from the rational model ( which he labels as the phase model) (see
Teisman, 1995: 33-56).
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Table 4.1. Strengths and weaknesses ofpolicy making models with regard to PPA~`

Strengths

Weak-
nesses

Rational model

Analytical strength by
unraveling policy making
in various phases that can
be linked with typical
(P)PA activities such as
problem structuring

It is an ideal type of
model that hardly occurs
in real life. No attention
is given to concepts such
as policy networks,
communication,
interaction, and
participation

Garbage can model

Dynamic approach to
problems, solutions,
and participants.
Problems, solutions,
and participants are no
stable entities. They
change over time

There is hardly any
attention for methods
and instruments.
Problems, solutions,
and participants `meet'
coincidentally in
contrast to PPA which
explicitly uses methods

Round model

Emphasis on inter-
action and different
roles participants can
play in a policy
making process

Much attention is
given to strategic
behavior of actors in
`games' or `rounds'.
There is hardly any
atention for methods
and tools.

T'he incrementalist and mixed scanning models are not included in this table. They are
considered refinements of the rational model (they also emphasize the one actor and phase
approach).

From a PPA perspective the policy making models have various elements that can
be useful to shape (methods and tools) for participation, interaction, and commu-
nication. It is not the intention to develop a new policy making model, but to
emphasize the elements of the policy making models that can be used in the study
of PPA and GSS. From the rational model, the phase approach is useful to
examine the place of GSS in PPA. It helps to understand which policy phase PPA
could or should support. The following strengths of the rational model from a
PPA perspective are distinguished:

~ Analytical strength: It offers a very good frame to label and analyze various
activities in a policy making process and PPA. The activities of the partici-
pants can be related to a phase in the policy making process. The rational
model emphasizes that policy making must be based on (scientific) informa-
tion. This helps to reduce cognitive complexity of a policy problem and,
consequently, helps to solve a policy problem.

~ Methodological strength: The rational model emphasizes the use of scientific
data collection in order to solve policy problems. The use of science implies
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the use of (scientific) methods. These methods can be used in the sequential
phases in a policy making process. This approach helps to reduce cognitive
complexity in PPA (but it does not help to reduce social or normative com-
plexity).
Comparative strength: One can compare different phases and related PPA
activities in different policy making processes. This makes it possible to
study and compare the role that GSS played during these phases in different
policy processes.

Despite these useful elements of the rational model of policy making, this model
does not satisfy completely when studying GSS and PPA. The most important
reason is that there is hardly any attention for concepts such as policy network,
policy actors (`stakeholders'), participation, interaction, and communication. The
purpose of (scientific) information gathering is to reduce cognitive complexity.
There is hardly any attention for information gathering aimed at reducing social
complexiry (viewpoints from various policy actors in a network, their power and
interests and so on). Elements (strengths) from other models, especially the round
model, can be used to complete a policy science approach towards GSS.
~ Interactive (or participatory) strength: The model stresses the role of mutu-

ally dependent actors in a policy network who make decisions interactively.
These decisions result in a policy program. Interaction is needed, because it
helps to make perceptions, visions, and behaviors of these actors in a policy
network more congruent. It underlines that information gathered should not
only focus on the reduction of cognitive complexity. It also stresses the
importance of information about the interests, power, goals, norms, visions
and so on of the members of a policy network (i.e., information to reduce
social and normative complexity). Furthermore, the PPA locus of this
research fits the interactive approach in the round model. PPA methods and
instruments are especially designed to facilitate interaction between and
participation of actors in a policy network.

~ Methodological strength: The round model assumes that policies are a result
of (structured) interaction between a group of policy actors. Consequently,
a round model approach in policy making stresses the need for methodolo-
gies that facilitate this interaction (but the `round model' literature pays
hardly any attention to methods). GSS include group methodologies that
facilitate interaction. In other words, GSS not only include methodologies
that support information gathering to reduce cognitive complexity (the
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advantage of the rational model), but also methodologies that support inter-
action between policy actors to reduce social complexity.~

Finally, from the garbage can model, the following strength can help to develop
a PPA perspective on GSS, because of its:
~ Dynamic strength: The model assumes that participants, solutions, and

problems are no stable entities and that they change over time. This fits the
idea of PPA in which various actors should discuss problems and solutions.

Each model stresses different aspects of real-life policy making. The rational
model approaches policy as a complex cognitive puzzle to be solved by following
several phases. Incrementalism describes policy making as a process of small
steps. The garbage can model stresses that policy making is difficult to manage
due to the existence of many problems, solutions, and participants. The round
model assumes some kind of sequential steps in policy making, but many actors
try to influence decisions. The policy context influences which policy model is
more or less valid and each model has implications for the role of the policy
analyst. However, a contingent view on policy contexts, policy models, and
policy advice shows that there are many situations in which a policy analyst can
practice PPA. Some of these characteristics are: the presence of a fair~consider-
able number of policy-relevant actors, the taking of a decision, the presence of
power and knowledge as influences in the process, the need for a dialogue and,
finally, the presence of one actor constituting himself as the initiator. In the next
section, the PPA definition will be unraveled into quality criteria.

4.3. PPA quality criteria

This section derives four PPA quality criteria from the PPA definition. In the
second chapter, PPA was defined as "an applied social science discipline, which
uses multiple methods of inquiry, argument, and process facilitation, to assist a

4 Van den Herik (1998) distinguishes problem solving GSS-supported policy meetings (i.e., reduction
of cognitive complexity) and social interaction GSS-supported policy meetings (i.e., reduction of
social and normative complexity). From a methodological viewpoint this is a useful distinction,
because it helps policy analysts to deal with different kinds of complexity in a policy making process.
It should, however, be noted that problem solving and social interaction play a role in every GSS-
supported policy meeting.

75



pluriform set of stakeholders in a policy network, to explore and exchange in a
direct interaction with each other their different mental maps regarding values,
definitions, causes and solutions of problems and to develop and test as effective
as needed a shared and robust policy theory on an issue. The ultimate goal is to
improve the problem solving capacity of the individual stakeholders and the policy
network as a whole" (Geurts 8t Mayer, 1996: 11). This complex definition can be
unraveled into separate parts that are the basis for determining quality criteria for
PPA. In the next sub-sections these PPA quality criteria are developed. At the end
of each sub-section, claims and insights from practitioners and hypotheses from
literature how GSS can support those PPA criteria are described. These claims
and hypotheses form the research focus of the empirical chapters of this book.

4. 3.1. Interaction

The PPA definitlon unraveled
PPA (methods and tools) are developed `... to assist a pluriform set of stake-
holders in a policy network, to explore and exchange in a direct interaction...'.
This part is the core of the definition, because it refers to a pluriform set of policy
actors in a policy network as well as to interaction. Participation of various actors
in PPA meetings is explicitly emphasized to make interaction between these actors
possible. From this part of the definition the quality criterion interaction is
derived.

On which activities interaction should be focused during each phase of policy
making (and the related policy-analytical methods) (see Table 2.1)? In the prob-
lem formulation phase, participants exchange their vision on the problem in order
to structure the problem. In the second phase (policy alternatives), interaction is
focused on the development and discussion of possible future policy alternatives.
In the policy adoption phase, the participants need interaction to influence each
other and to form coalitions in order to choose a policy alternative that they think
is the best. The implementation of decisions participants made in earlier phases of
policy making is the focus of interaction in the policy implementation phase.
Especially in this phase it is important that participants monitor the implementa-
tion and they can correct the policy if necessary. Finally, in the policy assessment
phase participants use interaction to discuss the results of the policy process and
to develop improvements.
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Relation with GSS
GSS have been designed to support communication in groups. From this perspec-
tive it can be assumed that GSS enable interaction in groups. For example, GSS
can structure interaction between all the relevant actors in a policy making pro-
cess. The initiator (or the policy analyst) is responsible for the fact that the `right'
pluriform set of stakeholders attends a GSS-supported PPA meeting, otherwise the
result of interaction will be useless.

PPA is mostly carried out in a political context in which actors have different
problem frames or support different policy alternatives. In a traditional meeting
(i.e. , without GSS), verbal contributions of one participant can be `misinterpreted'
because other participants know the sender of the information. Participants may
be reluctant to listen to each other or to one particular person. This reluctance can
be based on personal grounds or a reluctance to listen to a particular actor is
based on the organization or group that he represents. Anonymity of input in a
GSS focuses interaction on the content of an idea or comment and not on the
person or `organization' who entered it. By this, GSS support a more broader and
open exchange and evaluation of opinions. Policy-relevant actors can support
each other's ideas anonymously even if they would never have supported each
other if they had to reveal their identity in a verbal face-to-face discussion.
Consequently, the role, status, and attractivity of communication in a GSS session
will be different from communication in real-life policy networks.

PPA meetings are often attended by actors that have hierarchical relations with
each other, especially when PPA is carried out in an intra-organizational setting.
For example, participants may represent employees from the work floor as well
as managers. The participants can feel reluctant or hindered to speak freely,
because their hierarchical superior is also present. They can anticipate the opinion
of the manager and by doing so only come up with `politically correct' ideas
about policy alternatives and so on. Conformist behavior hinders creativity in
participatory policy analysis. Anonymity of input in a GSS helps participants to
`speak' freely.

In every kind of ineeting some participants dominate the meeting because they
speak more than others do. This limits interaction to only a few dominant actors.
Other actors might hardly speak at all, while they also represent an important
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interest, stake or organization in the policy making process. A GSS meeting
facilitates an equal contribution of all the participants.

GSS enable discussions about different policy issues simultaneously. Due to
parallel communication it is possible that participants discuss different policy
issues at the same time without hindering discussions of other participants. How-
ever, also in GSS meetings, enough time must be allocated to carry out all re-
quired activities. First of all the GSS technology has several options for electronic
interaction (i.e., reacting on the ideas of the participants). However, if the GSS
process is not clearly structured there might be a tendency in participants also to
use the input-mode and not the option for reacting and debate. Also, enough time
is needed to guarantee other forms of interaction between participants, i.e.,
plenary presentations and verbal statement. This balancing of different modes of
communication is a very important element in success of GSS sessions. The
process has to be well structured towards this purpose.

In summary, a GSS enables (or supports) interaction between policy-relevant
actors in PPA, because it:
~ reduces negative influences from the political context through which actors

may have biased opinions about each other or the organization or interest
they represent. Information is discussed on the basis of its contents and not
on the basis of its sender.

~ provides an infrastructure in which every interest has an equal opportunity
to be heard (e.g., blocking effects from existing formal hierarchical relations
are diminished).

~ structures interaction economically and various modes of interaction can be
used at the same time.

4. 3. 2. Information

The PPA definition unraveled
Participants in a PPA meeting exchange goals, solutions and problems. In other
words, they exchange information (the second quality criterion) such as: `...their
different mental maps regarding values, definitions, causes and solutions of
problems... '. Just like in the expert style of policy analysis (see Chapter 2), in
PPA, information plays an important role. In the rational model (see previous
section), information is ideally based on scientific knowledge. Less attention is
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given to non-scientific or `tacit' knowledge. Other policy making models empha-
size that policy actors have different views and perspectives on policy issues,
solutions and so on. This need asks for `soft' information. This is one of the
reasons for the development of inethods that gather both kinds of information. Of
course, `hard' information (i.e., based on scientific analysis) will play an impor-
tant role in policy making, but in certain situations `soft' information (about
policy perspectives, points of view and personal experience) will be as important
or even more important. In terms of quality this means that a PPA tool should
enable the gathering, exchanging and ordering of a`hybrid' information base
from relevant participants. This means that the information criterion has a broader
scope than information in the rational model. It includes `hard' and `soft' infor-
mation.

In the problem formulation phase, participants exchange information about the
characteristics of the problem. These characteristics do not only include informa-
tion about causes and effects of problems and the actual problem situation, but
also statements on the norms and values the different participants have with
regard to the problem. In the policy alternatives phase, the participants gather
information about the possible consequences of policy alternatives. By doing so,
they can discuss the positive and negative effects of a certain policy. These
discussions may result in a decision (the policy adoption phase). In this phase, it
becomes clear how participants value policy alternatives. During the implementa-
tion phase the participants need information about the progress of the decisions
made before. Finally, in the policy assessment phase the participants need infor-
mation about the successes and failures of the policy process. In each phase a
good PPA process will stimulate a broad or `hybrid' knowledge base to become
developed.

Relation with GSS
Computer-based systems were originally developed to process information.
Computer-based systems such as GSS still have this function, but the information
processing capabilities have been extended, not only from a technical side (infor-
mation storage capacity or speed), but also from a group dynamics perspective.
GSS enable information exchange in groups that attend a GSS-supported PPA
meeting.
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In order to deal with complex policy problems groups can use GSS to gather more
(creative) ideas in order to solve these complex problems. Participants may feel
free to enter each idea that comes up due to anonymity of input. Creative ideas
may be the result. Simultaneous input in GSS can quickly result in a lot of infor-
mation, consequently GSS will also increase productivity. Participants can elabo-
rate on each other's ideas with the aid of GSS. Reading the contributions of other
relevant actors, a participant can come up with better or improved ideas (a
synergy-effect in the ideal situation). GSS stimulate serendipity. GSS also help to
prevent premature closure, that is when a group in an early policy making phase
develops too narrow a focus on the policy problem. Some perspectives are missed
and valuable policy alternatives are skipped at an early stage.

Different groups can work cumulatively on the same information processed with
the aid of GSS. Of course the same group can also use the information several
times. GSS enable immediate storage and fast processing of information. For
participants this is very helpful. In a traditional meeting, in the ideal situation,
only one person can speak at the same time. Other participants have to memorize
valuable information. With a GSS, it is not necessary to memorize the informa-
tion, because the participant can enter the information and give attention to the
person who is talking.

In summary, a GSS supports information processing of groups of policy-relevant
actors in PPA because it:
~ stimulates creativity in problem framing and generating solutions to policy

problems.
~ stimulates the production of more ideas for the solution of policy problems.

provides an objective evaluation of policy information.
~ structures and improves information processing (i.e. gathering, exchanging,

ordering, elaborating, and storing information).

4. 3. 3. Involvement

The PPA definition unraveled
An important reason to involve policy actors in early stages of the policy making
process is to increase support for and involvement in policies that are developed.
PPA tools are a good platform to stimulate `ownership' of problem formulations
and solutions. The definition of PPA puts it into words as follows: `...develop and
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test as effective as needed a shared and robust policy theory on an issue... '. The
emphasis on `shared' makes clear that not only views, problems, and solutions are
gathered, but that also is the intention to develop a shared problem perception.
This can help to commit the different policy-relevant actors to the policy making
process and therefore reduce the chance of obstruction or hindrance in later stages
in the policy making process. Involvement can be considered the third PPA
quality criterion. Involvement refers to two levels: the policy-analytical GSS
meeting itself and the policy making process as a whole.

Complex problems are characterized by normative complexity. Many actors have
different views, perceptions, strategies, goals etc. Conflict situations are inherent
in policy making. PPA methods structure contacts between actors and can help
overcome conflicts between these actors. PPA methods are not always necessarily
aimed at the development of consensus or agreement. Sometimes a PPA method
can be very helpful to develop `consent': to agree to disagree on the basis of
correct insight into the different opinions of policy actors. It is utopian to suppose
that all actors will agree with regard to all goals. Actors may disagree with certain
goals, but they can commit themselves to the implementation of partial policies.

In the problem formulation phase, involvement of actors to the policy making
process can be enhanced by the development of a common problem formulation.
This problem formulation is the starting point for the rest of the policy process.
It is used for the selection of the best alternative(s) in the policy alternative phase.
Involvement with an alternative selected does not only depend on the content of
the alternative, but also on the selection procedure followed during the policy
adoption phase. Decisions have to be carried out in the implementation phase. In
this phase involvement depends on the (correct) implementation of the decisions.
This is a crucial phase, because in PPA actors who are responsible for the imple-
mentation of a policy are explicitly involved in early stages of the policy making
process in order to prevent obstruction in latter stages. In the final stage, policy
assessment stage, actors are involved on the basis of the achieved results and the
proposed improvements.

Relation with GSS
Due to the fact that a GSS enables equal participation, every participant can at
least give his ideas about a policy issue electronically. In the following verbal (or
electronic) discussion each idea will have the same chance that it will or will not
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be discussed. This may give participants the feeling that they are heard during the
meeting. This applies to the dominant as well as to the silent personalities. Due to
equal participation they may also feel more involved with (the results of) the
meeting.

The involving effects of GSS-supported PPA meeting can also help to commit
policy actors to the whole policy process and not only to the results of the meeting
itself. In most cases, a(GSS-supported) PPA meeting is part of a broader policy
making process in which various actors have a stake.

GSS store every bit of information that is entered in the computer. After the

meeting, participants can get a report that includes all their contributions. The
report is not written based on the written minutes of the meeting, but based on the

output of GSS. Each participant can view exactly the same information as he
entered it.

In summary, a GSS helps to increase involvement in PPA, because:
~ It equalizes the opportunity of participants to contribute (electronically) to

the meeting.
~ It guarantees that all contributions are stored in the report of the meeting.
~ Many GSS meetings are part of broader PPA trajectories. GSS meetings are

a good means to involve participants in the entire process and not only in a
meeting.

4.3.4. Learning

The PPA definition unraveled
The final quality criterion that can be derived from the PPA definition is learning.
Geurts and Mayer stress that `.. . The ultimate goal is to improve the problem
solving capacity of the individual stakeholders and the policy network as a whole '.
Improving the problem solving capacity implies that in the optimal situation the
individual policy actor and the policy network as a whole learn from the PPA
trajectory. This means that the application of a PPA tool should not only help the
initiator or policy maker to learn about the policy issue and the point of views of
the various policy-relevant actors. It should also enable learning by the partici-
pants who attend a PPA meeting. They must be able to learn from each other
(what are the individual views) and learn from the group (which is a representa-
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tion of the policy network) as a whole. Learning in PPA will in this thesis be
defined as the improvements in the perceptions of a policy issue which partici-
pants experienced and reported as a result of new information.

Relation with GSS
GSS offer the opportunity to read and comment on each other's ideas about a
policy issue. By this the participants can learn about the insights on the policy
issue of the other participants. The information they read can reduce the cogni-
tive, social, or normative complexity. On the other hand, they can also learn from
the policy-analytical process they are part of. In PPA problem structuring is a
dynamic process, which means that new insights can lead to new problem defini-
tions. These insights can come up when the participants are, for example, in a
more advantaged stage of the policy process.

With the aid of a GSS it is possible to create a data structure in which the results
of the participatory method are stored. By this the participants can always retrieve
the electronic discussions of earlier meetings. Group memory can be considered
the `memory' of the policy network or the organization, which is engaged in
PPA.

In summary, a GSS supports learning because:
~ Participants can read each other's ideas and comments and by this learn

about different discipline and stakeholders perspectives on the policy issue
and develop a shared policy theory.

~ It creates an electronic `group memory' that can be accessed, adapted and
extended during the whole policy making process.

4.4. A policy science model for the study of GSS

In the former sections, four PPA quality criteria have been distinguished on the
basis of Geurts and Mayer's definition of PPA, namely: interaction, information,
involvement, and learning. These quality criteria can be supported with specific
features of GSS. Table 4.2 summarizes the findings of the previous section.
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Table 4.2. PPA definitron, qualiry criteria and e.xpected GSS contributions

PP.4 definition

PPA is an applied social
science discipline which
uses multiple methods of
inquiry, arrangement, and
process facilitation

`... to assist a pluriform set
of stakeholders in a policy
network, to explore and
exchange in a direct
interaction...'

`... their different mental
maps regarding values,
definitions, causes and
solutions of problems ...'

... develop and test as
effective as needed a
shared and robust policy
theory on an issue...'

`... The ultimate goal is to
improve the problem
solving capacity of the
individual stakeholders
and the policy network as
a whole'

`group memory

~~ Int-interaction; Inf-information; Inv-Involvement; L-leaming

Quality Expected contribution of
criteria GSS
~r

- limited negative influence
of political context and

Int equalizing hierarchical and
formal relations in PPA

- infrastructure for inter-
action

- structurization of
interaction

- creativity and productivity
in PPA

Inf - objective evaluation of
policy information

- information processing
(gather, exchange, order,
elaborate, and store)

Inv

- equal opportunity for each
actor to contribute
more involvement during
meeting and entire PPA
process
every contribution is
stored

- gaining insight into actors
and discipline perspectives

L on the policy issue
- step by step learning in

policy making processes
- creation of an elcctronic

E~amplc~ of
items to mcatiure

- anonymity
- open discussion
- parallel input

and
communica[ion
time for
interaction

- gather
information

- exchange
information

- rank ( or order
information

- production and
creativity

- involvement in
meeting

- involvement in
PPA trajectory

- insight in
individual
opinions

- insight in the
group's opinions
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The previous table should be read as follows. The first column unravels the
distinctive elements of the PPA definition into four quality criteria that are listed
in the second column. The third column lists the most important expected contri-
butions of GSS towards the quality of PPA. These can be considered hypotheses
to be tested in the empirical part. In the final column the items are mentioned that
will be used to measure the impact of GSS on the quality of PPA. Finally, it must
be stated that some extra items will also be measured. These items are related
with the general attitude of participants toward GSS. The extra items are: goals
and design of the meeting(s), expectations, and distraction by the use of GSS. The
research methods used to measure these items are explained in the next chapter.

The quality criteria can be related to the sequential phases in a policy making
process and the accompanying policy-analytical procedures. By this, a policy
science perspective emerges on the use of GSS in policy analysis and policy
making. This results in the following table (Table 4.3).

At the top of the four last columns of Table 4.3., the quality criteria that play a
central role in participatory policy analysis are mentioned. The terms `policy-
analytical procedure' and `(PPA) method' are considered synonyms. GSS can be
expected to support various PPA methods (problem structuring, forecasting and
so on). The PPA methods supported with GSS should support the quality of PPA
along the criteria interaction, information, involvement, and learning in all phases
of a policy making process. With regard to interaction it is assumed that a GSS-
supported PPA method should enable discussions between actors during a PPA
meeting. The second criterion is information. This criterion refers to the fact that
during PPA relevant information should be processed. Information should not
only be aimed at reducing uncertainties (cognitive complexity). It should also be
focused on a broad view of the policy issue. Different discipline and stakeholders
perspectives should be included in the policy-analytical activities. Involvement
refers to the timely participation of relevant policy-actors during PPA. Early
involvement increases the chance for a successful implementation of a policy.
Therefore, actors that play an important role in the policy implementation phase
are often also invited to discuss problem formulations and alternative options.
Finally, learning refers to the fact that participants of a GSS-supported PPA
meeting must be willing, if necessary, to adapt their points of view due to (new)
insights on the policy issue. They must also be willing to learn form each other's
stakeholders and disciplines perspectives.
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Table 4.3. Policy making, policy analysis and quality criteria

Policy
making
phase

Policy
agenda and
problem for-
mulation

P~~lic}'
altcrnatives

Policy
adoption

Policy
imple-
mentation

Policy
assessment

(Participat.) Interac[ion Information Involvement Learning con-
pol.-analytical focused on: about: the basis of: cerns:
procedure (or
method)

Problem struct. Exchange Characterist- Common Structurization
(e.g., group problem ics of the problem for-
model build- visions problem mulation
ing)

Forecasting Developing Consequences Best alterna- Structurization
(e.g., scenario and discussing of altenatives tive(s) and alternatives
workshops) alternatives

Recommend- Mutual Points of view Procedure Structurization,
ation influence and alternatives,
(e.g., multi- coalition and adoption
criteria evalua- forming
tion in groups

Monitoring Implementing Progress Fulfilling Structurization,
(e.g., Quality decision(s) decision(s) adoption, and
circles implementation

Evaluation Discussing Successes and Achieved Structurization,
(e.g., Expert results and failures results and alternatives,
panels) developing proposed adoption,

improvements improve- implementa-
ments tion, and

assessment

For each phase in policy making and the related PPA procedure(s) the four
criteria have a different content. For example, the quality of interaction in the
problem formulation phase depends on the extent to which the PPA method
supported a good exchange of problem visions, while in the policy alternative
phase the quality of intelaction depends on the ability to discuss and develop
alternatives. It also depends on whether all relevant actors were invited. The
assumption in this study is that GSS-supported PPA meetings can support more
combinations of phases and quality criteria in Table 4.3 during one meeting. A
meeting can be aimed at more than one phase of policy making and on more than
one quality criterion. The distinction between the criteria and phases is not always
as strict as the table suggests.
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Table 4.3 together with Figure 2.1 (the PPA trajectory) are considered the start-
ing points for the research. The PPA trajectory visualized in Figure 2.1 parallels
the second column of Table 4.3 (where examples of PPA methods and tools) are
described). A collection of these tools can be considered a PPA trajectory.

4.5. Conseyuences of the model for PPA research on GSS

The model described previously helps to put GSS in a policy context. This has
several advantages:
~ It is a communication medium for policy makers, policy analysts, process

and technical facilitators, participants, and GSS experts. It does not empha-
size the technological features of GSS, but the goals and quality criteria a
GSS can support. This makes it easier to communicate the (potential) contri-
butions of GSS to participatory policy analysis and policy making.

~ It provides a policy-scientiiic frame in which GSS meetings can be catego-
rized, described, and analyzed. Furthermore, it creates the possibility to
compare different GSS meetings and to develop guidelines for the organiza-
tion of these meetings (a meta-evaluation).

~ From a research perspective, this model enables the formulation of more
precise research questions that guide research about the impact of GSS on
the quality of PPA.

Table 4.3 guides the study of the impact of GSS on the qualiry of PPA. In the
empirical part of this thesis (Chapters 6 to 9), this model will also be used to
explain which policy making phase, which PPA method(s) and which quality
criteria the project studied was supposed to support.

The fourth research question (see Chapter 1) reads as follows: `How can the
impact of GSS on the quality of PPA be measured? '. To answer this question, a
subset of questions can be defined on the basis of Table 4.3.
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The tïrst sub-question reads as follows:

1. In what policy making phase has the PPA method been used?

This question relates to the first column of Table 4.3. For each case in the follow-
ing chapters it will be analyzed when and by whom the PPA trajectory was
initiated, what place this PPA trajectory had in the entire policy making process,
and which PPA method has been used (see also Table 2.1). On the basis of this
information, the second sub-question can be formulated (based on the second
column of Table 4.3):

2. How did GSS support the PPA metlzod used during the PPA trajectory?

Finally, it is interesting to study whether the application of GSS in a PPA trajec-
tory really improved the quality of PPA. This is the content of the fifth research
question in Chapter 1. Therefore, it is necessary to measure the impact of GSS.
This leads into the following four sub-questions that refer to the remaining col-
umns of Table 4.3, namely:
3. Interaction: did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate interaction

focused on: (1) exchanging problem visions; (2) developing and discussing
alternatives; (3) mutual influence and coalition forming; (4) implementing
decisions; andlor (5) discussing results and developing improvements?

4. Information: did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate information
processing about: (1) characteristics of the problem; (2) consequences of
alternatives; (3) points of view; (4) progress; andlor (5) successes and
failures

5. Involvement: did the GSS-supported PPA meetings help to involve actors on
the basis of: (1) cornmon problem formulation; (2) best alternative(s); (3)
procedure; (4) fulfilling decisions; and~or (5) achieved results and proposed
improvements?

6. Learning: did the GSS-supported PPA meetings enhance learning with
regard to: (1) Structuration; (2) alternatives; (3) adoption; (4) implementa-
tion; and~or (5) assessment?

The next chapter presents the research strategy followed to answer the research
questions.
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4.6. Summary

In this chapter, an answer is given to the third research question, namely: How
can participatory policy analysis and group support systems be integrated into a
theoretical model? The link between PPA and GSS has been made by the follow-
ing steps. First, various policy making models have been discussed. Secondly, the
strengths and weaknesses of the models have been described in the light of PPA.
This forms the basis to link PPA quality criteria with specific features of GSS.
The combination of these concepts results in a matrix that enables a systematic
policy-scientifc approach to GSS-supported PPA meetings. The matrix provides
a frame for categorizing, describing, and analyzing GSS-meetings in PPA. It also
provides the opportunity to formulate more specific research questions that link
GSS to PPA quality criteria. In the next chapter, attention is given to the research
strategy that has been used to answer these questions.
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5. Research strategy

5.1. Introduction

This chapter deals with the research strategy used to answer the question formu-
lated in the problem statement. More in particular, attention is given to the fourth
sub research question derived from the problem statement, namely: How can the
impact of GSS on the quality of PPA be measured ? Various research strategies are
available to answer this question. This chapter discusses the research strategy
chosen in this thesis, namely field studies: three case studies and one field experi-
ment.

The structure of this chapter is as follows. In the following section, attention is
given to a commonly used research model in the GSS research community; the
Input-Process-Output model (the IPO model). The third section describes advan-
tages and disadvantages of laboratory and field research. In the fourth section it
is explained how the case studies in this thesis have been carried out (Chapters 6,
7, and 8). Section 5.5 is a brief introduction of the field experiment with GSS (see
further Chapter 9). The final section contains a summary.

5.2. The IPO model

In recent years, GSS have spread from university and business laboratories to
consultancy and policy making organizations in the profit and non-profit sector
(Van Genuchten et al., 1998). Mayer, for example, concluded that "[I]n recent
decades, very promising and useful developments for PPA have come from
experiments with electronic meeting systems (EMS), and group decision support
systems (GDSS) ... [T]he body of field studies concerned with the evaluation of
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Group Decision Support Systems is much smaller" (1997: 94). The number of
field studies is indeed relatively low compared with laboratory research, but their
number is growing rapidly (e.g., Van den Herik, 1998; Sheffield 8z Gallupe,
1995, 1994; Nunamaker, Applegate 8c Konsynski, 1987; Tyran, Vogel 8c Nuna-
maker, 1992).

Starting point of many GSS studies is the measurement of the effect of GSS on
groups in terms of efficiency and effectiveness. Effectiveness depends on the
extent to which results of a meeting correspond to expectations and goals. Effi-
ciency is related to resources that have been used to achieve meeting goals
(Petrovic 8r. Krickl, 1994). This approach is used in iield as well as in laboratory
research. Figure 5.1 shows a research model commonly used in field and experi-
mental GSS research. This model is called the Input-Process-Output model (IPO
model). The model is derived from Dennis et al. (1988), Pinsonneault and Krae-
mer (1989), Nunamaker et al. (1991) and Applegate (1991).

The model will be explained from the left-hand side to the right-hand side.

Input variables
The left-hand side distinguishes five categories of input variables: participants,
group, task, context, and technology. Input variables are measured prior to a
GSS-supported meeting. They influence process losses and gains during a meet-
ing. It should be noted that technology is only one category of variables. It
stresses that a GSS (which is a technology) is only one of the factors that influ-
ence the quality of ineetings.

Process variables
The middle part of Figure 5.1 consists of process variables. They are split into
two categories: process gains and process losses. In ordinary face-to-face meet-
ings as well as in GSS-supported face-to-face meetings process losses and process
gains can occur. Process gains improve results of a meeting, while process losses
reduce results. GSS aim to increase process gains and to decrease process losses
(potential effects of GSS on process losses and gains in groups have been de-
scribed in Chapter 3).
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Figure 5.1. A model of variables to stuáy GSS-supported meetings (Petrovic dt Krickl, 1994:
234)

PARTICIPANTS
- attitudes
- abilities
- individual motives
-background

GROUP
- nonns
- power and status
distribution

- cohesioNdispersio

TASK
- complexity
- degr. of uncertainty
- activities required

CONTEXT
- org. structure
- time pressure
- discussion climate
- award system

TECHNOLOGY
- timelspace

dimension

1

- degree of support
- degree of restrictio

PROCESS GAINS
- more information
- synergy
- more objective evaluation
- stimula[ion
-leatning
- development of group feeling

PROCESS LOSSES
- insufficient structuring of
process

- time limit for talking
( I at a time)

- less concentration (focused on
speaker or own ideas)

- forgetting own or other's
contributions

-conformance pressure
- fear of criticism
- dominance of individuals
- information overload
- incomplete use of information
- incomplete task analysis

Wages of participants travel expenses

EFFECTIVENESS

TASK-RELATED RESULTS
- cus[omer satisfaction
- qualiry
- quantiry
- opportunity for implementation

SATISFACTION
- resulu
- process
-technology

GROUP DEVELOPMENT
- adaption
- leaming
- group feeling

Interdependence

EFFI('IENCY1
infrastructure organization

Output variables
Output variables are presented at the right-hand side of the model. Three catego-
ries are distinguished: task-related results, satisfaction, and group development.

In most GSS research the focus is on a GSS-supported meeting. The PPA model
has a broader scope, because it explicitly gives attention to the (societal, histori-
cal, policy, and strategic) context of a GSS meeting and not only to a GSS meet-
ing itself. The model presented in Figure 5.1 will be used to describe input of
GSS-supported PPA meetings precisely. For that description input variables are
used. Some process and output variables are used to operationalize four PPA
quality criteria: interaction, information, involvement, and learning. Elements
from process and output variables are included in observation schemes, question-
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naires and interviews. In Chapter 9(the field experiment), the IPO model will be
used to study the effect of GSS on the quality of group processes and outcomes.
In the next attention the differences between both research strategies will be
explored.

5.3. Field and laboratory research

This section focuses on two research strategies: laboratory and field research.
Both strategies are methodologies commonly used in the study of GSS (Dennis,
Nunamaker 8t Vogel, 1991). This section can be considered an introduction of
the research strategy used in this thesis. First, however, the background of both
research strategies is outlined. Attention is given to a description and the (dis-)
advantages of both strategies.

Experiments
Experiments "are only experience carefully planned in advance and designed to
form a secure basis of new knowledge" (Fisher, 1935I1971: 8, quoted in Maxwell
8t Delaney, 1990: 38). Experiments can be carried out in laboratory as well as in
field research. Christensen defined a laboratory experiment as "a study that is
conducted in the laboratory and in which the investigator precisely manipulates
one or more variables and controls the influence of all or nearly all of the extrane-
ous variables" (1993: 93). Experiments are often used in social-psychological
research. Experiments in PPA are rare. Huberts and De Vries (1995) concluded
that more attention should be given to the contribution of (field) experiments to
increase knowledge about policy making processes. A field experiment is defined
as "an experimental research study that is conducted in a real-life setting. The
experimenter actively manipulates variables and carefully controls the influence
of as many extraneous variables as the situation will permit" (Christensen, 1993:
91). It often is very hard to carry out field experiments in real-life policy analysis,
because researchers can not always control extraneous variables. The possibility
of conducting field experiments also depends on the permission of organizations
using GSS. Usually, they only allow quasi-experiments. These are defined as
"[S]ettings that permit some control over the scheduling of data collection even
though one does not have complete control over the scheduling of the experimen-
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tal stimuli as provided by randomization" (Adelman, 1991: 299).' Christensen
defines a quasi-experiment as "an experimental design that does not meet all the
requirements necessary for controlling the influence of extraneous variables"
(1993: 329). Many different designs exist within these experimental approaches.
A GSS environment (e.g., an electronic meeting room) provides an excellent
opportunity to conduct (quasi-) experiments, because it can be considered a
laboratory setting in which many different groups engage in decision-related
activities. Laboratory experiments involve groups using GSS technology to
address tasks prescribed by a researcher for the purpose of examining the impact
of the use of technology (see Dennis et al., 1991). The researcher has many
opportunities to do experimental research and to study the relation between
different variables (see Figure 5.1). Aiken, Krosp, Shirani and Martin (1994), for
example, compared group members' perceived production blocking, evaluation
apprehension, and satisfaction between a meeting of small groups (eight partici-
pants) and large groups (48 participants) using electronic and verbal brainstorm-
ing. Another example of experimental research in GSS is an investigation carried
out by Dickson, Lee Patridge and Robinson (1993). These researchers compared
the effectiveness of GSS to different kinds of facilitation. A great deal of research
can be listed in this research tradition, but that is beyond the scope of this section.
One of the strengths of laboratory experiments is the use of control groups. For
example, researchers can compare group processes and results between groups
working with and without a GSS.

Field research
Field research is a method that was first used by anthropologists and sociologists.
It is a"style of investigation that is also referred to as `fieldwork', `qualitative
method', `interpretative research', `case study method' and `ethnography"'
(Burgess, 1982: 1). Field research involves observing and analyzing real-life
situations, studying actions and activities as they occur. The researcher can
choose from a range of research techniques such as participant observation,
conversations, (un-) structured interviews, questionnaires, desk research, and
others. A well-known form of field research is the case study. Yin describes a
case study as "an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon
within its real-life context; when the boundaries between phenomenon and context

1 For an extensive overview of (quasi-) experimental designs, the reader is referred to
Christensen (1994) and Adelman (1991).
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are not clearly evideni; and which multiple sources of evidence are used" (1989:
23). Case studies in this thesis (Chapters 6, 7, and 8) deal with real experts and
policy makers and real-life policy problems. Yin's definition states that the
boundary between phenomenon and context is not always clear. This means that
the border between the phenomenon under investigation and the context cannot
always be determined properly. At first sight this would appear not to be the case
in this thesis. Borders of face-to-face GSS meetings are usually very clear. They
are determined at the beginning and the end of a meeting. In the study of the
impact of GSS on participatory policy analysis it is not enough to observe a GSS
meeting. GSS meetings are part of PPA trajectories. PPA trajectories are the
context of PPA meetings. The focus is therefore not only on the meeting itself,
but also on the impact of (the results of) a GSS meeting on a PPA trajectory.

Field research and laboratory experiments: two different traditions meet
The strongly developed positivist research strategy in scientific communities
makes some researchers very skeptical about the added value of field research.z
Positivists frequently refer to the ideal of science: a controlled experiment. As a
result, decision making research often is reduced to one afternoon in an (elec-
tronic) meeting room where a group of people (usually students) performs a
(artificial) decision making task. The experimenter varies some independent
variables and measures effect on dependent variables (e.g., decision quality). This
experimental approach in GSS research is not free of critics. Manheim, for
example, criticized the reductionism in (quasi) experiments.3 According to Man-
heim a policy or decision making process is more than only one GSS meeting in
a controlled and simulated policy environment. First of all, many other instru-
ments besides GSS are used in policy making (e.g., `ordinary' meetings, informal
meetings, telephones, and facsimiles). Another important point of criticism is that
policy making processes and PPA take more time than only one GSS-supported
meeting (especially when one deals with complex policy problems). That, in

2 Heavy debates exist between methodologists about the value of each other's research
strategies. These debates also take place in the GSS research community (Dennis et al.,
1991). Huberts and De Vries (1995) discussed the value of case study research in relation
to other research strategies such as questionnaires and experiments. They moderated some
existing myths about case study research. They concluded it is more meaningful to stress
similarities and common goals of these research strategies (i.e., gaining insight into an
empirical phenomenon) than to emphasize differences.

3 These ideas are partly derived from Manheim's lecture on groupware and a short conver-
sation I had with him at TNO in September 1995.
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particular, makes the measurement of decision quality in an electronic meeting
room a precarious activity. In other words, quality of a GSS meeting is not the
same as quality of PPA and not the same as quality of policy making.

Exploring the differences
Differences between laboratory experiments and field research have been outlined
in detail by Dennis et al. (1991). In a meta-analysis of field and laboratory stud-
ies, they discovered that field studies indicated improvements in effectiveness,
efficiency, and satisfaction for GSS use, while laboratory studies showed little or
no improvements. Experiments are designed to test relations between variables
more deeply. Field research provides information about variables that can serve
as input for (laboratory and field) experiments. The design of experiments,
therefore, often depends on results gathered in field research. In line with Dennis
et al. (1991) it should be noted that one must be very careful to study the same
variables in both field and laboratory research. They argued "that processes and
outcomes depend upon the interaction among many variables. Such an inter-
actionist perspective argues that support for a theory developed in one environ-
ment provides no evidence that that theory will hold in a different environment;
indeed, the opposite may be true ... In our opinion, developing such context-free
theories is inappropriate, as few such universal "truths" exist" (1991: 125) ... and
... "previous laboratory results should not be generalized to current field use of
EMS -and that previous field studies should not be generalized to current labora-
tory environments- although they could be generalized to similar environments"
(1991: 131).

This means that the same variables in field research and in laboratory experiments
can only be compared if different environments are taken into account. In experi-
ments control groups are used which increases internal validity. Differences in the
results of field and laboratory research may seem inconsistent, but Dennis et al.
(1991) provided an explanation for these differences. They compared organiza-
tional context, group characteristics, task, and GSS environment between experi-
mental (laboratory) and field studies. Differences in these factors were thought to
play a role in differences in research results. With regard to group characteristics,
for example, they concluded that "the majority ofprevious laboratory experiments
have studied physically and logically small ad hoc groups of undergraduate
students, without a formal hierarchy, who were unfamiliar with the task domain
and the EMS. The majority of field studies have examined physically and logi-
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cally medium- and large-sized established groups of managers, with a formal
hierarchy, who were familiar with the task domain and had more experience with
the EMS" (Dennis et al, 1991: 115). This conclusion is one of many examples of
different results between field and laboratory research that can be explained by
different research environments.

With regard to the other factors, they also found many differences that accounted
for different research outcomes. It is beyond the scope of this section to deal with
all of these factors. Therefore, the reader is referred to Dennis et al. (1991) who
farmulated a number of recommendations for the design of laboratory experi-
ments and field studies. These recommendations are summarized in Table 5.1.

This table provides an overview of design decisions that a researcher can take into
account when conducting research and that help to explain different results found
in laboratory and field research.

Despite the recommendations formulated above a researcher has to choose be-
tween different research strategies. Sometimes field research is preferred over
laboratory research (and vice versa). Field studies have two important advantages
when compared with laboratory experiments. First, they are conducted in real-life
situations. This means that the population exists of real-life policy makers and
policy-relevant actors. The other advantage is that a field study implies that
research can be extended to a broader context. Not only the isolated GSS meet-
ings are included in the research, but also aspects and activities in the PPA
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Table 5.1. Key design decisions and some options (Dennis et al., 1991: 126)~

Laboratory experiments

Building groups
Use a diverse subject pool
Use more mature graduate students
Build logically large groups

Established~ongoing groups
- Use existing groups [hat have a past and a

future working together

Group size
- Study larger groups

Task
Use preexisting tasks with which the
subjects are familiar

lnformation management
- Provide multiple information sources

Provide different information to dífferent
subjects

GSS environment
- Use environments appropriate for

organizations
- Monitor the type of ineeting process, degree

of tasks, and the level of facilitation

Incentives
Give incentives to motivate subjects
Give different incentives to different
subjects

Field studies
Building groups

Attempt to find and study "control" groups
Select groups with desired characteristics
Understand group members' background

Establishedlongoing groups
- Study established~ongoing projects as well

as individual meetings

Group size
Study smaller groups
Examine fit of the group, task, technology

Task
Track task characteristics
Examine participants' task comprehension
Monitoring participants' interest

lnformation management
- Provide information integration and monitor

usage

GSS environment
Examine differences in technology across
sites
Monitor the type of ineeting process, degree
of tasks and process structure, and the level
of facilitation

Incentives
- Understand organizational incentives

Some key design decisions and options played an important role in the GSS meetings described and
analyzed in this thesis. It was, however, no[ always possible or desirable [o follow these
recommendations. For example, a project leader may select participants for a GSS meeting on the
basis on non-scientific criteria while the GSS researcher wants to use scientific criteria.

trajectory that is the context of the GSS meetings. Case studies (being a form of
a field study) also have disadvantages. Adelman, for example, stated that "it is
easier to measure decision quality in a laboratory experiment because one can
create the correct answer for the problem scenario. In operational settings,
however, one needs to use a two-step procedure. First, one needs to have multiple
experts rate the decision quality of the solution(s) so that the ratings are not biased
by a single expert's opinion. Second, one needs to resolve disagreement in the
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Table 5.2. Advantages and disadvantages offield and experimental research

Advantages

Disadvantages

Laboratory experiments

Randomization increases internal
validity~` by controlling external
factors
Very suitable method for testing
hypotheses
Emphasis on quantitative research
methods
Measurement of quality is easier

Extemal validity" is limited to the
accuracy of simulated policy making
processes
Less emphasis on qualitative
research methods

Field studies
In-deph study of phenomenon in
its real-life environment and broad
view
More feasible for operational
environments (i.e., real-life
situations)
Very suitable method for
describing and exploring (new)
phenomenon(s) which can lead to
testable hypotheses
Emphasis on qualitative research
methods

External validity is limited to the
number of cases
Internal validity is limited to
fewer possibilities to control
extraneous factors
Construct validity"' only
addresses the variables one wants
to measure and not whether there
are causal relations between them
Less emphasis on quantitative
research methods

Internal validiry is the extent to which it can be accurately stated that the independent variable
caused the observed effect (Christensen, 1994).
F~ternal validity is the extent to which the results of a(quasi-) experiment or field research can be
generalized to and across different persons, settings and times (Christensen, 1994).
Construct validity is the extent to which the abstract conswct or conceptional variable of interest
can be inferred from the operational defmition of that construct (Christensen, 1994).

experts' rating" (1991: 297). Table 5.2 lists advantages and disadvantages of
laboratory and field research.
It should be kept in mind that the selection of a research method depends on
various factors: The experience of the researcher with a certain method; the
character of the problem statement; the features of the object under investigation;
the availability of data; the conceptions of the researchers about reality, etc.
(Huberts 8c De Vries, 1995).

Experimental and field research complement each other. However, debates in the
research community about the value of laboratory experiments and field research
make policy scientists aware about limitations and restrictions of research methods
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used. With that knowledge in mind, the research strategy in this thesis will be
explained in the following two sections.

5.4. Three case studies

Between 1995 and 1998, case studies were conducted on the basis of GSS-sup-
ported PPA meetings organized by TNO-STB. Cases selected are:
1. Technology scans at the Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs (Chapter 6).
2. Scenario workshops for an agro-consultancy organization (Chapter 7).
3. Debates about the introduction ofa Personal Identification Card in the Dutch

premier football league (Chapter 8).

The initiating organization of a GSS-supported PPA meeting usually determined
the conditions for these meetings. For example, which participants should be
invited, the location of the GSS meetings, the goals of the meetings, the use of the
results and so on. The researchers, policy analysts, and facilitators had the oppor-
tunity to discuss the design and the expected outcomes of the meetings. The GSS-
supported PPA meetings in the case studies had the following common features:
~ Complex policy problem(s): No `of the shelf policy solutions are available.

There is uncertainty about information. Many policy-relevant actors with
different interests, goals, and visions participate.

~ More than one GSS meeting: One group attended more than one meeting
andlor different groups attended different meetings.

~ Divergence and convergence activities: Participants usually brainstormed
about various statements and questions (divergence). However, activities
were also included that were aimed at working towards some kind of
(shared) group result (convergence). Activities were carried out electroni-
cally as well as verbally.

~ Early involvement: The initiator purposefully involved those policy-relevant
actors in an early stage of the policy making process who could have an
important contribution to a PPA trajectory.

~ Uarious goals: (1) Support interaction among and participation ofactors; (2)
Process information (gather, exchange and order); and (3) Create support
for the policy making process.
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To describe and analyze the cases, several steps are taken. These steps are based
on the model of the PPA trajectory visualized in Figure 2.1:
1. A description of the specific and general context variables (i.e., the compar-

ativel historical perspective) (see Figure 2.1). This description provides
insight into the policy field and the policy problem(s).

2. A description of the initiator's strategic needs and position and its PPA
orientation (i.e., the strategic or contingency perspective) (see Figure 2.1
and Table 4.3). This makes clear in what policy making phase GSS-sup-
ported PPA meetings are applied that an initiator started a participatory
trajectory and why it is decided to use a GSS in this trajectory.

3. A description of the PPA trajectory that GSS are supposed to support (i.e.,
the trajectory or design perspective) (Figure 2.2) and the specific input
variables of the GSS-supported PPA meeting(s).

4. Gathering and analyzing data using various instruments such as observation,
questionnaires, desk research, and interviews. By this, it becomes clear what
impact GSS has on the quality of PPA (i.e., the evaluation perspective).

The four steps are designed to answer the fourth research question: How can the
impact of GSS on the quality of PPA be measured? In the previous chapter, six
sub-questions were derived from the research question. The first two steps give
an answer to the first sub-question, namely: In what policy making phase has the
GSS-supported policy-analytical procedure (or PPA method) been used? The third
step answers the second sub-question: How did GSS support the PPA method used
during the PPA trajectory? The fourth step answers the fmal four sub-questions:
1. Interaction: did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate interaction

focused on: (1) exchanging problem visions; (2) developing and discussing
alternatives; (3) mutual influence and coalition forming; (4) implementing
decisions; andlor (5) discussing results and developing improvements?

2. Information: did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate information
processing about: ( 1) characteristics of the problem; ( 2) consequences of
alternatives; ( 3) points of view; ( 4) progress; andlor (5) successes and
failures?

3. Involvement: did the GSS-supported PPA meetings help to involve actors on
the basis of: (1) common problem formulation; (2) best alternative(s); (3)
procedure; ( 4) fulfilling decisions; andlor (5) achieved results and proposed
improvements?

102



4. Learning: did the GSS-supported PPA meetings enhance learning with
regard to: (1) structuration; (2) alternatives; (3) adoption; (4) implementa-
tion; andlor (5) assessment?

One can rely on the left-hand side of Figure 5.1 to describe the specific context
of a GSS meeting. To gather research data about the three cases various research
instruments have been used, namely observation, desk research, interviews, and
questionnaires (see Table 5.3).

Table 5.3. Research instruments

Cases

1. Technology scans(Ch.6)

2. Scenario workshops (Ch.7)

3. Debates about introduction
of a Personal Club Card
(Ch.8)

Obser- Desk Interview Questionnaires
vation research

yes yes yes yes
yes yes yes yes
yes yes no yes

Observations have been carried out before and during the GSS-supported meet-
ings. Observation before the GSS-supported meetings included a number of
preparation meetings (unstructured, participatory observation). The process
facilitator attended those meetings together with policy advisors who are familiar
with the policy problem andlor the initiator.4 During these actual GSS meetings
there was an opportunity to observe the group processes. The observation scheme
was based on the four quality criteria: interaction, information, involvement, and
learning. Items included in the observation were:
~ Description of the meeting: e.g., place, time, date, participants, group, task,

context, and technology.
~ Interaction: e.g., verbal and non-verbal communication, patterns and roles,

topics of discussions, and participants' remarks about facilitation and tech-
nology.

4 My role during those advisory trajectories changed gradually. From the beginning, I was
involved as a GSS researcher. However, as my experience with GSS grew, I also became
a technical facilitator and during the last two cases I became more and more ofan advisor
on the use of GSS in general. For me, and for the other users of GSS, it was a learning
process. However, I kept my role as a researcher (a `reflective practitioner') in mind.
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Information: e.g., use of electronically generated information in verbal
discussions, divergence and convergence, and participants' remarks about
facilitation and technology.
Involvement: e.g., participation in verbal discussions, conflict and consen-
sus, and participants' remarks about facilitation and technology.
Learning: e.g., progress and feedback, asking questions, and participants'
remarks about facilitation and technology.

Desk research was carried out continually. A distinction between five kinds of
desk research can be made:
1. Documents about the policy area in general: Publications about the policy

area are included, especially technology policy.
2. Documents of the initiator of the GSS-supported PPA meeting(s): For exam-

ple, strategy reports and statements of a specific organization have been
studied. Furthermore, earlier research results of the PPA trajectory of the
GSS meeting(s) are included.

3. Output of the GSS-supported meetings: GSS make it possible to print a
report directly after a meeting. This report includes the ideas, comments,
votes and surveys entered by the participants electronically.

4. Policy report: The results of GSS meetings are input for the fmal report that
is offered to the initiator and participants. This report includes not only the
results of GSS meetings, but also results of other research activities (e.g.,
traditional surveys, interviews, and desk research).

5. Newspapers: the media covers some policy making processes and PPA
trajectories. For example, in the PCC case (Chapter 8) an analysis is made
of newspaper articles on the PCC published on the Intemet. It also provided
the opportunity to find out whether the GSS meetings or the final report had
any impact on the policy making process.

Questionnaires were distributed directly after each GSS-supported meeting. They
contain items referring to the four quality criteria: interaction, information,
involvement, and learning. They also included items related to the general attitude
of the participants about the GSS meeting. For each criterion, various items are
measured, for example:
~ Interaction: anonymity, open discussion, time for interaction, parallel

communication, and input.
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~ Information: creativity, productiviry, gather, exchange, and rank informa-
tion.

~ Involvement: involvement with the meeting and involvement with the policy
making process.

~ Learning: Insight in individual ideas, insight in the ideas of the group.
~ General attitude: meeting design and goals, expectations, and distraction

through GSS use.
The items were measured with the aid of a 5-point Likert scale. Furthermore,
respondents could fill out two open ended questions about the (dis)advantages of
GSS.

In the technology scan case (Chapter 6), participants also fílled out a question-
naire two months after they had received the policy report. The questionnaire
included items that measured respondents' satisfaction about the fínal policy
report. Items included were expectations, usefulness, scope and depth of the
report, visibility of individual and the group's contribution, the expected impact
of the report on the policy making process, and the added value of GSS.

Finally, some interviews were held with two initiators (Chapters 6 and 7) of the
GSS-supported PPA meetings to fmd out their satisfaction about the use of a GSS
to support policy analysis and policy making.

The results of observation, desk research, questionnaires, and interviews are
discussed in the following chapters.

5.5. A field experiment

The field experiment described and analyzed in this thesis (Chapter 9) is relatively
rare compared with the case studies in the other empirical chapters (Chapters 6,
7, and 8). From a GSS as well as from a policy science perspective, a real field
experiment is a rare methodological event. Following this opportunity, it was
decided to include this field experiment in this thesis. It would be a pity if the
interesting insights gained from this field experiment would be withheld from the
reader. However, the field experiment does not follow the research questions with
regard to the four quality criteria. Therefore, the field experiment is somewhat
odd compared with the other empirical chapters. It dces not have the same struc-
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ture and the emphasis is on group processes and outcomes. However, the field
experiment provided the opportunity to compare GSS with non-GSS meetings
(`traditional' meetings). The reader should keep in mind that the inclusion of a
field experiment in this thesis mainly is based on methodological grounds: it
provides an opportunity to explore what it takes to apply an experimental design
in real-life PPA. Therefore the results of the field experiment are not only dis-
cussed on the basis of the question which impact GSS has on (the quality of)
group processes and outcomes in PPA meetings, but also attention is given to the
methodological contribution of this field experiment. The field experiment will
briefly be described below.

In 1998, the City Council of `s-Hertogenbosch initiated a participatory policy
trajectory in which `ordinary' citizens were actively involved in discussions about
the future of their city: a city debate. The citizen panel should develop an integral
vision about the future of `s-Hertogenbosch. This panel would operate in the
background of the ongoing city debate. There was now an opportunity to explore
relations between GSS and group processes and results in PPA meetings more
deeply. The following hypotheses were tested:
1. Participants' level of satisfaction with group process is higher in the GSS-

supported meetings than in the non-GSS-supported meetings.
2. Participants' level of satisfaction with group results is higher in the GSS-

supported meetings than in the non-GSS-supported meetings.
3. The positive effect of GSS is larger for the participants' satisfaction with

group than about the group process.

In Chapter 9, the background of these hypotheses will be explained. The panel
was split into two comparable groups of 15 participants that would in turn make
use of GSS. Both groups were composed on the basis of background variables
such as sex, age, and district of residence. The IPO model of Petrovic 8t Krickl
(1994) has been used (Figure 5.1) as starting point. The input categories partici-
pants, group, task, and context are kept constant, while technology (GSS~non-
GSS) is the independent variable to be varied. The research design of the experi-
ment is summarized in the following table.
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Tab[e 5.4. Research design field experiments 's-Henogenbosch

Mee[ing 1 Meeting 2 Meeting 3 Meeting 4

Group 1 (facilitator x)

Group 2 (facilitator y)

Oo 0, Oo 0,
0, Oo 0, Oo

0 Measurement (questionnaire)
subscript: 0(without GSS); 1(with GSS)

There were five meetings. The first meeting was an introduction meeting (and is
not included in the analysis). During the following four meetings, the citizens
developed a future vision. Both groups carried out exactly the same tasks during
the parallel meetings. The trajectory is described in Chapter 9. The following
research instruments were used.

A questionnaire was distributed directly after each meeting. The questionnaire
was based on statements derived from Petrovic 8z Krickl (1994: 239). These
statements measured the attitudes of participants with regard to results, the
process, and technology used (the items are listed in Table 9.5).

The meetings were observed with the aid of an observation scheme. This scheme
was based on the quality items interaction, information, involvement, and learn-
ing. It must be stated that in this field experiment, the research model of Petrovic
8z Krickl has been followed more precisely compared with the three cases studies
described in the previous section. Consequently, not all research data can auto-
matically be linked to the four PPA quality criteria.

Desk research also was part of this experiment. It included the study of other
local PPA trajectories and an analysis of the output of the meetings and the final
report. It is beyond the scope of this section to discuss the field experiment more
in detail. The reader is referred to Chapter 9.

5.6. Summary

This chapter focused on research strategies that are used to study GSS: laboratory
experiments and field research. It also paid attention to research strategies that
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will be followed in this research: case studies and a field experiment. This gives
an answer given to the research question `How can the impact of GSS on the
guality of PPA be measured?'In policy science and participatory policy analysis,
the case study method is mostly used, while in the GSS research communiry
laboratory experiments are very popular. The number of field studies of GSS is
growing rapidly. Attention is given to literature on methodological debates,
advantages and disadvantages of laboratory and field research, and key decisions
for the design of field and laboratory research. Thereafter, it has been explained
which research methods are used in this thesis (case studies and a field experi-
ment) and considerations which played a role in the choice for these methods.

This chapter concludes the theoretical part of this thesis. In the next, empirical
chapters, attention is given to the three case studies and the field experiment.
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6. Struggling for problem structuring

6.1. Introduction

This chapter presents the first case study of GSS use in a PPA trajectory in this
thesis. Together with the following empirical chapters an answer will be given on
the fifth research question: What impact have GSS on the quality of PPA? The
case study concerns the technology scans organized by the Dutch Ministry of
Economic Affairs in 1996.

The structure of this chapter is based on the PPA research model presented in
Figure 2.1.' This model provides a frame for describing and analyzing PPA
trajectories using four perspectives, namely the comparative~historical perspective
(section 6.2), the strategic~contingency perspective (section 6.3), the trajec-
tory~design perspective (section 6.4), and the evaluation perspective (section 6.5).
The use of this PPA model as a guideline serves two goals. The first two perspec-
tives put GSS meetings in a policy context. The meetings and the decision to use
GSS do not come out of the blue. Participation of actors and GSS use fits the
needs of the policy maker (usually the initiator of a PPA trajectory; in this case
the Ministry of Economic Affairs). The other two perspectives focus on the
design and evaluation of participatory methods and tools. Because the thesis
focuses on the measurement of the contribution of GSS to the quality of PPA
(i.e., the evaluation of a PPA tool), these two perspectives (trajectoryldesign and
evaluation perspectives) will get much attention in the empirical chapters. In
section 6.6, attention is given to the results of a questionnaire that was distributed
among the participants two months after the GSS meetings. The final section is a
summary .

1 This structure is also valid for the other empirical chapters (Chapters 7, 8, and 9).
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6.2. The comparative~historical perspective

This section is a description of the policy iield where the technology scans are
carried out. A distinction is made between the general context and the specific
context. The general context refers to the historical, geographical, political, and
cultural features of the policy field, whereas the specific context gives attention to
current developments in the iield.

6.2.1. General context

It is beyond the scope of this thesis to describe a history of (Dutch) technology
policy. Some important developments will be mentioned. In their research about
the history of technology policy and assessment, Smits and Leyten (1991: 51-84)
distinguish four periods in the development and application of technology policy
in society. Parallel to these four periods they describe the growth of science and
technology policy.

During the first period ( 1800-1945), there was hardly any attention for science or
technology policy (only a`laissez-faire'-policy). Only some small fragmentary
policy initiatives were taken.

In the second period (the reconstruction after the Second World War), public
policy mainly concentrated on the construction of a science and technology
infrastructure. Growing attention for fundamental research resulted in the estab-
lishment of technical universities and colleges. Technology was considered one of
the driving factors behind economic growth. One of the most important features
of science policy during this period was the emphasis on the quantity and quality
of science. Hardly any strategic discussions about the desired direction of technol-
ogy research took place.

During the third period (1965-1978), the idea that technological developments
automatically result in more economic wealth was criticized. Intensive debates
about the contribution oftechnology to society followed. Economic stagnation and
inflation (caused by oil crises) during the seventies caused these debates. The
studies by the Club of Rome made policy makers and the public aware of the
negative effects of technology. The need felt by both public and policy makers to
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influence technological developments grew strongly.2 This need resulted in a
change of science policy. Focus on planning scientific and technological develop-
ments grew.3 Science should be adapted to societal goals. There was also more
focus on the selection and the concentration of scientific areas and a need for
more efficiency. Finally, more attention was given to democratization of (public)
organizations involved in the field of science and technology.

The fourth period (1978-now) is characterized by the development of a separate
technology policy next to science and industrial policy. The belief that technologi-
cal developments are an important driving force behind economic growth re-
turned, but this belief was slightly different. One of the important Dutch govern-
mental committees on technology policy (Dekker committee) stated that the
emphasis in technology policy should shift from the supply of technology towards
the diffusion of technology. The growing attention for technology in these years
can be explained using three factors (Smits 8c Leyten, 1991). First, the economic
recession in the early eighties made policy makers and the public aware that
technology is a driving force behind economic growth (in contrast to the vision on
technology in the third period). Secondly, penetration of technology in all sectors
of society grew strongly. More and more groups, organizations and individuals
realized that it is impossible to escape the influence of technology. These groups
also realized that they should make use of the advantages of technology. Thirdly,
policy makers needed another vision on the possibilities to influence technology.
Potential users should be involved in the development of technology intensively.

This ends the brief historical overview of technology policy. The changes in
technology policy during the last thirty years are very similar to changes in other
policy areas:
~ the growing participation of social groups aimed democratization of

decision-making (1960s).
~ the `belief in the planned society (holistic and rational-comprehensive

planning) and policy making based on scientific analysis (1970s).
~ deregulation and privatization (1980s).

2 Not surprisingly, this also is the period in which technology assessment became institu-
tionalized in many countries.

3 The idea of `rational-comprehensive' or `holistic' planning in sociery could also be found
in other policy areas.
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~ the rise of interactive and participatory policy making and analysis (1990s).
The new problems and the new directions in technology policy and the change of
policy instruments used to shape technology policy can be found in policy docu-
ments published by the national government. These documents give insight into
the specific context in which the initiator (Ministry of Economic Affairs (MEA))
of the GSS-supported consultation round in the technology scans operates.

6.2.2. Specific coiitext

The specific context is based on an important policy document: `Knowledge in
Action' (MEA, 1995). This document is the starting point for the technology
scans. In this document the Ministry states that the competitiveness of a national
economy does not only depend on economic, fiscal, and infrastructure factors, but
also on the `knowledge intensity' of an economy (i.e., the ability to create added
value to products with the aid of knowledge). A strength~weakness analysis shows
that the competitive strength of the Netherlands on the factor `knowledge inten-
sity' is decreasing compared with other countries. The white paper mentions some
specific problems related to technology and knowledge (MEA, 1995: 25):
1. The growth of public and private expenditures for research and development

(RBcD) flattens.
2. Public research organizations do not focus enough on relevant RBcD to

increase the competitive strength of the industry.
3. The industry has to articulate the need for specific RBcD more properly.
4. Large enterprises move RBcD to other countries and relatively few compa-

nies move RBr.D to the Netherlands.
5. Small- and medium-sized enterprises compete too much on costs rather than

on knowledge.
6. The quantitative and qualitative fit between education and labor markets is

not good. Especially the lack of engineers and technicians is worrying.

In response to these policy problems (especially 1, 2, 4, and 6), the MEA pro-
poses three policies, namely: (1) stimulating -especially private- investments in
RBcD; (2) improving cooperation between private and public organizations
(schools, enterprises, research institutes and so on); and (3) stimulating the
initiating role of the government with regard to technology. In particular the last
policy deserves attention, because the technology scans in this case study are part
of this policy.
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The government pursues its initiating role with regard to: (1) new information and
communication technologies (ICT); (2) sustainable technologies; and (3) the
articulation of the societal demand for technologies. To shape this initiating role,
the Ministry developed three policy programs: `Electronic Highway' ,`Econom-
ics, Ecology and Technology' and `Technology and Society' (TBzS). The last
program aims to promote the use of technological innovations and applications
that may add to the solution of societal problems. Tools in this TBLS-program are
technology scans that help to identify and assess technological innovations and
applications. The innovations and applications sought for should be socially
relevant as well as commercially interesting. The Dutch Parliament supported the
white paper of the MEA. The Ministry announced that it would carry out ten
technology scans within three years (MEA, 1995).

6.3. The strategiclcontingency perspective

The strategic or contingency perspective makes a distinction between the strategic
needs and the strategic orientation of the initiator towards participation. The
needs refer to the issue as perceived by the initiator of the analysis. It explains
how these needs are translated into goals and strategies to reach these goals.
These needs refer to questions like: `what is the policy problem?'; `in what phase
of the policy making process is the PPA procedure applied?'. The strategic
orientation refers to questions like `what are the goals of the initiator?' ;`why does
the initiator need a participatory strategy?'; `who will participate in a process of
analysis?'; `what is the level and degree of participation?'; `which PPA mode will
be followed in the strategy?'

6.3.1. Initiators' strategic needs

The policy problem
One of the central problems of the initiator of the TBcS program (the Ministry of
Economic Affairs (MEA)) is the selection of relevant technology-based project
ideas that are suitable for a technology scan. It is clear from the start that this
project needs wide participation from a broad range of actors. The initiator also
needs support from various policy-relevant actors for the future technology scans.
The technology scans are assumed to fail when project ideas are selected which
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do not fit the needs of the policy-relevant actors. Three basic orientation problems
are distinguished (see also Geurts 8c Mayer, 1996: 32-33):

First, the initiator needs to handle the cognitive side of the problem, i.e., the
management of the knowledge household. The initiator needs more information
about emerging technologies that can help solve societal problems. Therefore, the
MEA needs information resources that are situated outside the MEA. Secondly,
the initiator needs a trajectory, which will help to come to policy adoption, i.e.,
the management of the policy making process. A steering committee needs input
to decide which project ideas are suitable for a technology scan. Thirdly, the
initiator only wants to stimulate technology-based project ideas that are supported
by actors (`management of network relations').

Tfae policy making phase
As stated previously, a steering committee needs input to decide which project
ideas are suitable for a technology scan. The steering committee is the central
actor in the policy adoption phase. The PPA trajectory by consequence supports
the phases that preceded the policy adoption phase, namely the problem formula-
tion and policy alternative phases (see Table 6.1). In Chapter 4 this table was
developed in order to link polícy making, participatory policy analysis, and
quality criteria (the PPA quality criterion matrix; Table 4.2). This table will be
used to determine which phases the PPA trajectory (and thus GSS) will support.
In the technology scans, actors are invited to structure theproblem and to develop
alternatives. This means that the grey cells in the PPA quality criterion matrix
will play a role in thís case (Table 6.1).

This table should be read as follows. The GSS meetings are preparations for
decisions to be made by the steering committee (the policy adoption phase). The
meetings were all aimed at problem formulation (second row of Table 6.1) and
development of alternatives (third row of Table 6.1). All PPA quality criteria
seem relevant for these sessions. On the basis of this information, more specific
research questions to measure the impact of the GSS-supported meetings on the
quality of PPA can be formulated:
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Table 6.1. Policy making, policy analysis, qualiry criteria, and technology scans

PoGcy making (Participatory) Interaction Information Involvement Learning
phase policy-analyti- focused on: about: on the basis of: concerns:

cal procedure
(or method)

Policy agenda Problem Exchangtng Characteristics Comnxin Structuration
and problem structuring prohlem visians of the proh3em problen3
formulation e.g., Group fornzu}atíon

model building

Policy Forecasting DeveEctping and Canseyuetu~s 8est Structuratic~n
alternatives e.g., Scenario discussing of alternatíves aiternative(s) aral alternatives

workshops ahernatívé5

Policy Reeommen- Muiual Puints ot ~iew Procedure Struaurauun,
adoption dation e.g., influence and alternatives,

Multi criteria coalition and adoption
evaluation in forming
groups

Policy Monitoring Implementing Progress Fulfilling Structuration,
implement- e.g., Qualiry decision(s) decision(s) alternatives,
ation circles adoption, and

implementation

Policy Evaluation Discussing Successes and Achieved Structuration,
assessment e.g., Fxpetr results and failures results ard alternatives,

panels developing proposed adoption,
improvements improvements implementation

and assessment

1. Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate interaction focused on: (1)
exchanging problem visions; and (2) developing and discussing alternatives?

2. Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate information processing
about: (1) characteristics of the problem; and (2) consequences of alterna-
tives?

3. Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings help to involve actors on the basis of:
(1) common problem formulation; and (2) best alternative(s)?

4. Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings enhance learning with regard to: (1)
structuration; and (2) alternatives?

Policy making phases related to (1) and (2) are only included in the research
questions because the meetings only focus on these phases.
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6.3.2. Initiators' strategy

Goals of the initiator
The goals of the initiator are:
1. Gathering a list of technology-based project ideas that are suitable for a

technology scan.
2. Creating support among different policy-relevant actors for the technology

scans.
3. Developing selection criteria to compare and assess project ideas.

Reasons for participation
In order to gather project ideas, the MEA does not only rely on the know-how of
(internal) policy makers, but also on information gathered from external stake-
holders. For a successful implementation of the technology scans, the MEA will
select project ideas that iit the needs of potential users and developers. This can
orily be achieved when technology-based project ideas are selected that will be
supported by various actors. Consequently, the initiator relies on a participatory
strategy, because that is perceived to be the best way to involve various policy-
relevant actors in the policy-analytical method.

Participants in the process of analysis
The Ministry decided to involve different policy-relevant actors from:
~ Social organizations (e.g., unions, environmentalists, and the institute for

consumer research).
~ Representatives from the knowledge infrastructure (e.g., universities, inno-

vation centers, and public research institutes).
~ Representatives from politics (e.g., members of the Dutch Parliament).
~ Representatives from industry (e.g., RBcD managers from Philips, Shell,

and DSM).

Researchers and facilitators from TNO-STB will guide the GSS meetings and
carry out related research.

Level and degree of participation
Participants are mainly invited in order to gather information about technological
innovations and applications in order to solve social problems. They have no
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decision power. They are invited to advice the steering committee and they cannot
decide which project ideas should be included in the technology scans.

The PPA mode
The PPA mode that the initiator follows in order to achieve problem structuring
and the development of alternatives is the PPA mode `consultation' . This assump-
tion is based on the fact that participants are consulted by the initiator and the
facilitators and researchers from TNO-STB. Geurts and Mayer explain why
consultation only is one of the seven distinctive modes of participation: "Partici-
patory methods can establish communication from relevant societal stakeholders
to the initiator. This flow of policy-relevant information upwards is, in essence,
a way to gather relevant information on different viewpoints and make more well-
informed decisions" (1996: 37). This flow of policy relevant information gives the
initiator (1) insight into the knowledge of the participants about the problem
structure (knowledge management); (2) the options (according to the participants)
to handle the problem (process management); and (3) which stakeholders are
important and how the participants assess the feasibility of the policy options
given the network (network management) (see Geurts 8r. Mayer, 1996: 38).

GSS use
GSS is expected to be helpful to attain the goals and to support the consultation.
This expectation is based on earlier experiences of the researchers and facilitators
from TNO-STB in other projects.
1. GSS include brainstorming tools which help to gather, exchange, and cate-

gorize information.
2. GSS support discussions and analyses of information interactively in groups.
3. GSS include tools that support an assessment and comparison of informa-

tion.
4. GSS help to structure meetings.

6.4. The designltrajectory perspective

In this section, it is explained what steps have been taken by the initiator in order
to achieve his goals (this is called a PPA trajectory). In the second chapter, a PPA
trajectory is defined as "an interlinked set of tools, recipes and processes for
participatory policy analysis aimed at a well-defined contribution to the resolution
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of a policy issue of an initiating actor" (Geurts óc Mayer, 1996: 52). In this case,
the interlinked tools are aimed at divergence and convergence.' An overall picture
of the steps is shown in Figure 6.1.

Figure 6.1. Phases in the GSS-supported consultation round

Questionnaires
and interviews

f

-i

4 GSS sessions:
~Politics
~Knowledge
~Business
~Users

~
One GSS session: ~
Mix ofparticipant
from four groups

~

Preparation Divergence Convergence

Selected
ideas and
criteria

f

In the preparationphase, opinion leaders were interviewed about societal prob-
lems, project ideas, and selection criteria. A questionnaire was distributed to
gather information about these subjects.5 The results of these interviews and
questionnaires were used as an input for the divergence and convergence activities
in the GSS meetings. In the divergence phase, four GSS meetings were organized
with different policy-relevant actors. The meetings were aimed at gathering and
discussing information about societal problems, project ideas, and selection
criteria. In the convergence phase, a fifth and last session was organized to select
five important criteria for judging the most promising project ideas. A mix of
policy-relevant actors attended this meeting. Table 6.2 describes the specific
features of the GSS-supported meetings.

4 Geurts 8r Mayer (1996) and Geurts 8t Vennix (1989) defined guidelines to design PPA
trajectory properly (see 2.4). Many of these guidelines also play a role in this trajectory.
The application of these guidelines is restricted to the boundaries set by an initiator. For
the initiator the solution of a problem is often more important than scientific research.
This implies that sometimes these guidelines are violated.

5 This questionnaire could be filled out electronically or in writing. The survey tool in
GroupSystems was used for that purpose.
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Table 6.2. Description of GSS-supponed consultation round

Category Variables Meeting 1 Meeting 2 Meeting 3 Meeting 4 Meeting 5

Partici- Background Social Knowledge Politics Business Mix
pants organiza- infra-

tions structure

Experience 1(8q) 0 (Oqo) 1(12q) 0(Oqa) 1(1 I q~)
wirh GSS

Group Size 12 11 8 10 9

Composi- homo- homo- homo- homo- hetero-
tion geneous geneous geneous geneous geneous
Sustain- once once once once once
abiliry

Task Comple,riry high high high high high

PPA yes yes yes yes yes
PPA mode consultation consultation consultation consultation consultation

Main divergence divergence divergence divergence conver-
activity gence

Context Time low low low low low
pressure

Location ministry ministry ministry ministry ministry

Length 180 180 I80 180 180
meeting minutes

Technol- Time~ptace same time same time same time same time same time
ogy and same and same and same and same and same

place place place place place
Degree of process and process and process and process and process and
support technical technical technical technical technical

fac. fac. fac. fac. fac.
Computers notebooks notebooks notebooks notebooks notebooks

Participants
The facilitator of the GSS meetings invited the participants and they attended the
meetings voluntarily. They represented various policy-relevant actors, namely:
social organizations (group 1), representatives from the knowledge infrastructure
(group 2), politics (group 3), and business (group 4). The fifth group was a mix
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of actors represented in the first four meetings.b Only a few participants (3 out of
50) had any experience with a GSS, but most participants had some computer
skills.

Group
The size of the five groups varied between eight and twelve participants. The first
four groups were homogeneous. The fifth group was a heterogeneous group. The
groups were ad hoc groups. They would only meet once during this consultation
round. There are no other settings where these participants meet regularly.

Task
The task that the participants had to perform is relatively complex. First, many
participants attended the meeting and it is expected that they will define social
problems differently. Secondly, they probably know numerous technological
innovations and applications that can add to the solution of these problems.
Thirdly, some degree of uncertainty about the outcome of the discussions exists;
a steering committee decides which project ideas are suitable so this committee
can select totally different project ideas and criteria as selected by the participants.
During the first four meetings the emphasis was on gathering and exchanging
information, while the final meeting emphasized selecting information. Table 6.3
summarizes the meeting agendas.
Context
The technology scans are part of a long-term Technology 8c Sociery program.
Time pressure that the meetings should be organized before a deadline was
absent. However, the agendas during the meeting were relatively full. Sometimes,
time pressure to carry out an agenda activiry within the scheduled time arose. This
happened mainly during the first meeting. As a result, the organization ( i.e., the
initiator and the facilitators and researchers) provided more time for verbal and
electronic interaction in the other meetings. All meetings were held in the same
room at the Ministry of Economic Affairs in The Hague. The length of each
meeting was three hours.

6 The stakeholders in the fifth meeting did not attend any of the previous sessions.
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Table 6.3. The agendas of the meetings

Meetings 1 - 4

Introduction
Exercise
Selecting social problems
Gathering and exchanging project ideas
Verbal discussion
Selecting project ideas
Gathering selection criteria
Follow-up, evaluation, and adjourn meeting

Meeting 5

Introduction
Selecting a short list from a gross list of
project ideas
Selecting criteria for the selection of
project ideas
Assessment of the top 15 project ideas
on the basis of the selected criteria
Elaboration of most important project
ideas
Follow up, evaluation, and adjourn
meeting.

Technology
The meetings were all `same time I same place' meetings. The GSS software used
was GroupSystems for Windows. An independent third party (i.e., not someone
from the MEA or one of the participating organizations) was responsible for the
process and technical facilitation. A portable GSS (notebooks) was used.

6.5. The evaluation perspective

Different forms of evaluation exist: methodological evaluation, evaluation of the
PPA process, evaluation of effects, and impact studies. The evaluation in this
section focuses on the four quality criteria: interaction, information, involvement,
and learning. Also, attention is given to the general attitude of the participants
towards the meetings. Furthermore, the impact of this PPA trajectory on the
Technology 8z Sociery program will be studied. For the purpose of this evalua-
tion, the following research instruments have been used (Table 6.4).

The meetings were observed with the aid of a scheme that included items related
to the four quality criteria. Desk research includes an analysis of policy reports
before the meeting and the study of the meeting output and the final technology
scan report that is partially based on the meeting output. Questionnaires have been
distributed directly after each meeting and two months after the meetings. The
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Table 6.4. Research instruments

Before During After
GSS meetings GSS meetings GSS meetings

Observation '~ no yes no
Desk research ~ yes no yes
Intervíew i no no yes
Questionnaire ~ no yes yes

MEA project leader of the technology scans was interviewed two months after the
meetings. The results are discussed in the next sections.

6.S.I. General attitude

General attitude of the participants was measured with the aid of questionnaires
distributed directly after each meeting.' The propositions focus on design and
goals of the GSS meetings, and on expectations of the participants (see Table
6.5).

Table 6.5. General attitude (scale 1-S)

I
Standard

Meetings 1-4 (n - 39) Mean deviation

A 1. The goals of this meeting were clear 4.2 .7
A2. The design of this meeting was good 3.7 .7
A3. It was clear what was expected from me during this meeting 4.2 .7

Meeting 5 (n - 9)

B1. The goals of this meeting were clear 3.8 1.0
B2. The design of this meeting was good 4.0 .5
B3. It was clear what was expected from me during this meeting ~ 4.2 .8

The questionnaires for meetings 1- 4 and meeting 5 differ because during the
final meeting participants had to carry out other activities, which were mainly
focused on convergence (see also Table 6.3).

7 The number of respondents on the questionnaire for meetings 1- 4 was 39 (- 95 0l ) and
on the questionnaire for meeting 5 nine (- 100 l). The questionnaires contained five
point scale propositions ( 1 - strongly disagree; 5- strongly agree). No factor analysis
and reliability tests have been carried out because of the low number of respondents. This
is also valid for Chapters 7 and 8.
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The goals of the meetings were clear (A1 and B1). Most participants were satis-
fied with the design of the meetings (A2 and B2). The participants also stated that
it was clear what was expected from their presence (A3 and B3). One factor
influenced the satisfaction with the quality of the meeting negatively: the amount
of time allocated. Most written remarks concerning the meetings focused on the
lack of time. Participants put it into words as follows: `Session should last one
day (instead of one morning)' or `not enough time for interaction with other
participants' .

6.5. 2. Interaction

The first quality criterion to be examined is interaction. The research question is:
did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate interaction focused on: (1) ex-
changingproblem visions; and (2) developing and discussing alternatives?During
the meetings, the participants interacted to exchange their visions about which
societal problems need to be solved first. They provided and discussed
technology-based project ideas to solve these problems. They furthermore dis-
cussed and ranked criteria for a selection of the most suitable ideas for a technol-
ogy scan. The questionnaire distributed prior to the meeting resulted in a short list
of social problems. These were put into the GSS and were explained by the
process facilitator and discussed verbally. The technical facilitator added or
adapted social problems. After this verbal díscussion, the participants used GSS
to rank the social problems. The five most important problems were used to
brainstorm about project ideas.

Interaction was analyzed with the aid of desk research of the output of the meet-
ings. Furthermore, the questionnaires measured the perception of the participants
with regard to interaction. The meetings also have been observed.

In a GSS meeting, normal conversations and electronic exchange of opinions
occur simultaneously. For the measurement of interaction, a distinction can be
made between verbal and electronic interaction. Every project idea or comment
entered by a participant is automatically stored by the GSS. This makes it easy to
analyze the electronic interaction retrospectively. Table 6.6 distinguishes the sort
of comments entered by participants in the discussion about technology-based
project ideas.
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Table 6.6. A distinction of electronic comnients in the first four meetings

Meeting 1 Meeting 2 Meeting 3 Meeting 4 Total
Type of comment ~ q lo qo lo olo
I. Request for more information ~ 9 4 8 2 6
2. Answer to request for more 4 3 5 1 3

information
3. Elaboration of ideas 6l 55 66 62 61
4. Request for an opinion 8 1 2 0 3
5. Reply to request for an opinion i l2 23 15 26 19
6. Added after verbal explanation 4 8 1 4 4
7. Rest 2 5 3 4 4
Total 100 ] 00 100 100 100

Table 6.6 shows that most comments made are an elaboration of project ideas.
These are mostly specifications of a project idea or examples of project ideas that
have already been implemented. Also, relatively many comments contain an
opinion about a project idea or a comment on a project idea. Here participants
react on each other's ideas and comments, which is an indication of active interac-
tion. Most opinions entered are, however, not reactions to a request for an opin-
ion by one of the participants. Rows 1 and 2 of Table 6.6 make this clear. Partici-
pants ask for more information, but only half of these requests is rewarded with
more information. This is a strong indication that the meetings focused on infor-
mation gathering. According to the participants, not enough time was allocated to
enter ideas and comments. Information exchange and interaction seemed to be a
secondary activity. Primary is the gathering of information from a variety of
stakeholders. Sometimes, comments were added electronically by the technical
facilitator during the plenary verbal discussion of the results.

During the meetings the process facilitator asked participants to discuss electroni-
cally. He noticed on the public screen (a giant screen visible to everyone) that the
participants were entering ideas intensively, but they did hardly comment on the
ideas of other participants. For interaction it is necessary that participants read
and comment on each other's ideas. A strong distinction between verbal and
electronic communication occurred. During the electronic activities participants
hardly discussed verbally. This `group norm' dominated each meeting.

Interaction (Table 6.7) has been measured using items such as time to enter, read,
and comment ideas (A1, A4, A5, and A7; B1, B4, B5, and B7), anonymity (A2
and B2), equal contribution (A6, A7; B6 and B9), and openness of discussion (A3
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and B3). It is supposed that a high score on these items indicate that the partici-
pants are satisfied with GSS as an instrument to facilitate interaction about prob-
lem visions and alternatives during the meeting.g

An analysis of these results makes clear that participants are positive about the
theoretical possibilities of a GSS to support interaction. The proposition that
anonymiry stimulates an open discussion scores relatively high (A2 and B2), but
the actual open discussion during the meetings scores lower (A3 and B3). The
difference is, however, very small. The same applies to the propositions about
equal contribution (A8 and B8) which are related to another important advantage
of GSS: parallel communication. A GSS provides the opportuniry for participants
to have equal input in the meeting, but the participants did not feel that verbal
contributions were equal. Most participants were neutral with regard to the time
for verbal discussion (A7 and B7). This may partly be due to the fact that during
the divergence phase the emphasis was on gathering information. Every meeting
only lasted one morning or afternoon. Consequently, time for interaction was
limited and that resulted in lower scores for the interaction items (A4IB4 and
ASIBS). Time for verbal discussion increased between the meetings, because the
process facilitator learned from the participants that he should allow more time for
verbal and electronic discussion. However, one of the negative effects of verbal
discussions is that anonymity disappears and differences between verbal skills
result in unequal participation. The facilitator gave the participants extra time to
read each other's comments and ideas and to discuss verbally. This was done by
skipping one activiry in meetings 1- 4, namely ranking and discussing the selec-
tion criteria.

8 From a methodological point of view, it can be argued that concepts such as `exchanging
problem visions', `problem structuring', and `development of alternatives' must be
included in the propositions of Table 6.7 ( and in the other tables in Chapter 6, 7, S, and
9). However, it is not necessary to measure whether the participants feel if they are
exchanging problem visions or alternatives, because that is included in the meetings
design. Furthermore, these concepts can be interpreted ambiguously by participants who
are not familiar with this policy sciences jargon.
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In summary, with regard to interaction in GSS-supported PPA meetings aimed at
problem structuring and alternative development, the following can be concluded:
~ The participants acknowledge the advantages of GSS with regard to anonym-

ity and parallel communication and input.
~ GSS is a good tool to gather information, which can immediately be used as

a stimulus for verbal and electronic interaction.
~ The participants are slightly positive about the openness of the verbal discus-

sions.

Table 6.7. lnteraction (scale 1-5)

Standard
Meetings 1-4 (n - 39) Mean deviation

A1. There was time to enter ideas in [he computer. 2.6 1.2
A2. The anonimity of the input in the GSS promotes an open 3.7 1. ]I

discussion.
A3. There was an open discussion. I 3.4 1.1
A4. There was time to read [he electronic input ofother participants. 2.7 .9
A5. There was time to comment on the electronic input ofother I 2.5 I 1.0

participants.
A6. GSS promote the possiblity ofparticipants to have an equal 4.0 .8

contribution to the discussion.
A7. There was time for verbal discussion. 3.2 1.0
A8. Participants had an equal contribution to the verbal discussion. 2.9 .8

Meeting 5 (n - 9)

B1. There was time to enter ideas in the computer. 2.2 1.0
B2. The anonimity of the input in the GSS promotes an open 3.7 1.3

discussion.
B3. 1'here was an open discussion. 3.6 1.1
B4. There was time to read the electronic input ofother participants. 2.1 .8
B5. There was time to corrunent on the electronic inpt of other

participants. 1.9 I .1
B6. GSS promote the possiblity of participants to have an equal

contribution to the discussion. 4.3 .5
B7. There was time for verbal discussion. I
B8. Participants had an equal contribution to the verbal discussion. ?.0 1.2

,y ;

But:
~ Anonymity and parallel communication and input are assessed higher in

theory than in practice.
~ The advantages of anonymity and parallel communication and input are lost

immediately when a verbal discussion starts.
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~ Not enough time for verbal and electronic interaction was allocated, i.e.,
one morning or afternoon was too short to go through all the activities.

~ A good balance between verbal and electronic interaction was absent. Too
much focus on gathering and exchanging information electronically existed,
whereas time to discuss this information verbally was limited.

~ Participants focus too much on their own electronic input and `forget' to
read comments on their ideas and react on these comments (which is real
interaction). This is probably caused by the fact that participants have to get
used to GSS.

6. S. 3. Information

This section answers the following research question: did the GSS-supported PPA
meetings facilitate information processing about: (1) characteristics of the prob-
lem; and (2) consequences of alternatives? The quality criterion `information' has
been measured with the following items in the questionnaires (see Table 6.8):
exchanging information (A1 and B1), adding new information (A3, B2, B7, and
B8), improving information (A2), ranking information (A5, B3 and B4), assessing
information (BS), elaborating information (B6), productivity (A6 and B9), and
creativity (A7 and B10).

The results show that participants consider GSS to be a good tool for exchanging
information (A1 and B1). Participants also judge GSS a good tool for the im-
provement of the list of problem areas, project ídeas, and selection criteria (A2).
The proposition whether the meetings provided new information about problem
areas, project ideas and selection criteria is answered slightly positive in the first
four meetings (A3) while it is answered negatively in the final meeting (B7).
These results are understandable, because during the final meeting no brainstorm
about project ideas or selection criteria was organized. Participants read the
results of the other meetings. The reaction to new information in the first four
meetings was slightly positive. Two factors play an important role here. First, the
TNO researchers gathered information about social problems, project ideas, and
selection criteria beforehand. This information was put into the GSS as an exam-
ple. Persons interested in the subject (as were all the participants) already know
much about the subject and will recognize information entered before. Secondly,
the groups per meeting were homogeneous (politicians, researchers and so on),
which implies that many of the project ideas entered were already known in the
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group. Probably, mixing the different groups (e.g., politicians, knowledge infra-
structure, and social groups in one meeting) would have resulted in a relatively
higher score on the new information item. Participants' attitude towards ranking
project ideas, selection criteria, and problem areas is very positive (A5, B3, and
B4). One of the goals of this meeting was to gather a list of project ideas and
selection criteria. It seems that the GSS was very useful for that purpose, espe-
cially, during the final meeting in which participants selected project ideas and
criteria from a list which was composed of the results of the first four meetings.
The high score on proposition BS (Table 6.8) whether or not the GSS is a good
tool for assessing project ideas on the basis of selection criteria can be considered
an important indicator for the success of the meetings.

Participants have a small tendency to assess a GSS as a productivity increasing
instrument in comparison with meetings without the support of a GSS (A6). They
are neutral with regard to creativity (A7). The participants of the fmal meeting are
more positive about productiviry and creativiry (B9 and B10). The differences
between the means of the propositions on productivity and creativity in the first
four and final meeting are relatively large, but they are not significant.v

9 A t-test shows that there is no significant difference between the means of productiviry for
the divergence and convergence groups (df - 46, p G.OS). The observed difference (.73)
is smaller than the critical difference (.79). This is also the case for creativity (df - 46,
p c.OS). The observed difference (. 75) is smaller than the critical difference (.82).
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Table 6.8. Information (scale 1-5J

Meetings 1-4 (n - 39) Mean
Standard
de~ iation

A 1. GSS are a good tool to exchange information on
problem areas, project ideas and selection criteria

A2. GSS are a good tool to improve the list with problem
areas, project ideas and selection criteria gathered
before this meeting

A3. This meeting produced new information on problem
areas, project ideas and selection criteria

A4. GSS are a good tool to gain insight in the selection
criteria to compare and assess problem areas and
project ideas

A5. GSS are a good tool to rank problem areas, project
ideas and selection criteria

A6. GSS increase productivity compared with meetings
without GSS support

A7. GSS increase creativity compared with meetings
without GSS support

3.8

3.9

3.2

3.2

3.7

3.4

3.0

.8

.8

1.0

1.0

.9

1.0

Meeting 5 (n - 9)

B1. GSS are a good tool to exchange information on
problem areas, project ideas and selection criteria

B2. GSS are a good tool to gather and complement selection
criteria

B3. GSS are a good tool to rank project ideas
B4. GSS are a good tool to rank selection criteria
B5. GSS are a good tool to assess project ideas on the basis

of selection criteria
B6. GSS are a good tool to elaborate project ideas
B7. The meeting produced new information on project ideas
B8. The meeting produced new information on selection

criteria
B9. GSS increase productivity compared with meetings

without GSS support
B10. GSS increase creativity compared with meetings

without GSS support

3.8

4.1 ! .6

4.2
4.3
3.9

7
1.0
.6

2.9
2.1

2.3

4.1

3.8

.8

1.2
.8

1.1

1.3

1.1

The brainstorming activities resulted in many information. Consequently, the
process facilitator and the groups needed much time to discuss project ideas
verbally. Despite the electronic interaction functions of GSS, verbal discussions
are necessary to clarify or specify information. For example, if participants do not
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exactly know what a selection criterion means, it will blur the ranking results.
The same is true for the ranking of societal problems.

Participants are neutral with regard to the possibility of a GSS to elaborate project
ideas on the basis of these questions (B6). The participants made clear that a GSS
might be a good instrument to gather information, but the information gathered is
rather superficial (one-liners and so on).

From the results, it can be concluded that:
~ GSS are a good tool to process information (i.e., gathering, exchanging,

improving, and ranking information) about the characteristics of the prob-
lem.

~ Participants consider GSS a tool that helps to produce more information
compared with traditional meetings. They are slightly skeptical with regard
to creativity in comparison with traditional meetíngs.

~ GSS result in a broad range of information about the characteristics of the
problem (i.e., societal problems, project ideas, and selection criteria).

~ GSS are a good tool to gather information about consequences of alterna-
tives.

But:
~ The first four meetings suffered from information overload. The process

facilitator regularly had to speed up the meeting in order to make sure that
all activities could be carried out within the scheduled time.

~ The information gathered with a GSS is rather superficial (one liners, state-
ments). The process facilitator occasionally needed to ask participants to
clarify the entered information.

~ GSS seems to be less suitable to gather information about the consequences
of alternatives (i.e., work out project ideas).

6.5.4. Involvement

In this section, an answer is given to the following research question: did the
GSS-supported PPA meetings help to involve actors on the basis of.~ (1) common
problem formulation; and (2) best alternative(s)? Two kinds of involvement are
distinguished. First, involvement refers to the GSS-supported meeting itself.
Secondly, involvement refers to the TBtS project (i.e. , the policy making process)
in general. Involvement has been measured by asking participants about their
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Table 6.9. Involvement (scale 1-S)

Standard
Meetings 1-4 (n - 39) Mean deviation

A1. GSS are a good tool to promote consensus on problem 3.2 1.0
areas and project ideas which may be suitable for the
Technology and Society program

A2. This meeting increased my sympathy for the technology 3.6 1.1
scans 3.0 1.1

A3. This meeting increased support for the Technology and
Society program 3.9 .9

A4. I want to be actively involved in the technology scans

Meeting 5 (n - 9)

B 1. GSS are a good tool to increase the involvement of the 3.8 1.3
partícipants in the discussion

B2. GSS are a good tool to promote consensus on criteria 3.2 1.1
B3. GSS are a good tool to promote consensus on project ideas 3.2 1.1
B4. This meeting increased my sympathy for the technology 3.2 1.0

scans 3.2 .8
B5. This meeting increased support for the `Technology and

Society' program

sympathy (A2 and B4) and support (A3 and BS) for the TBcS project and the
technology scans. It was also measured by asking their opinion about GSS as a
consensus building instrument (A1, B2, and B3) and GSS as an instrument for
involving participants into the discussion and the technoscans (A4 and B1). It has
also been measured two months after the meetings (see section 6.6).
Involvement with the technology scans was not measured before the GSS meet-
ings, which means that it is difficult to state whether involvement has increased
or decreased after attending the GSS meeting.
Participants are neutral about the support for the technology scans (A3 and BS).
This means that the GSS meeting did not increase support for the TBzS-program
(A3 and BS). However, most participants want to be actively involved in the
future technology scans (A4). Furthermore, participants indicate that their sympa-
thy for the technology scans increased (A2 and B4).

Participants do not consider a GSS a consensus promoting instrument (A1, B2,
and B3). The electronic ranking of societal problems, project ideas, and selection
criteria was not used to start a discussion and build consensus on these issues.
However, they did help to create a common understanding of problems that
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participants would discuss (i.e. , the most important societal problems). During the
verbal discussion of the societal problems, it became clear that not every partici-
pant agreed on the importance of these problems, but they agreed that they would
like to brainstorm about project ideas for the five most important issues; verbal
discussions were needed to specify information and to create a common ground
for the next steps (i.e., brainstorming about project ideas on the basis of a com-
mon list of social problems). In these verbal discussions, the importance of
process facilitation becomes clear. The process facilitator guides the group and
helps participants to reach a group result. The process facilitator actively stimu-
lated participation by asking questions and making suggestions for improvements
of information gathered.

Participants have been actively involved in brainstorming about ideas and criteria
for technology scans during these meetings. The participants in the final meeting
consider GSS a good tool to involve participants in the discussion (B1). Involve-
ment with the scans is also shown by the fact that most participants want to be
actively involved in the technology scans (A4).

In between the first four and the final meetings, the researchers created a list of
technology-based project ideas and selection criteria. Both lists were used as input
for the final meeting. In this meeting participants ranked the selection criteria.
The five most important selection criteria were used to rank the project ideas.
This ranking procedure resulted in a short verbal discussion about the results. By
this, a common picture emerged about the most important project ideas. These
project ideas can be considered the list of `best' alternatives (according to the
participants) of project ideas. This common list was used to elaborate the most
important project ideas. From the observation it became clear that the use of a
public screen helps to keep discussions focused. It further seemed that participants
were not distracted by the use of computer technology.

In summary, with regard to involvement in the GSS supported PPA meetings
aimed at problem structuring and alternative development, the following can be
concluded:
~ GSS help to create lists of alternative social problems, project ideas, and

selection criteria. In particular, the first two lists are important to formulate
the problem that the group will discuss. This helps to develop a`common
picture' of the participants with regard to project ideas and selectíon criteria.
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~ The projection of information on a public screen helps to keep the group and
the discussion focused.

~ GSS are a good tool to increase the involvement of the participants in the
discussion.

~ GSS are a good tool to rank lists of alternative social problems, project
ideas, and selection criteria roughly.

~ Participants want to be actively involved in the technology scans.
But:
~ Verbal discussions are needed to refine and clarify the information gathered

in the GSS in order to create shared lists of social problems, project ideas
and selection criteria.

~ The process facilitator has an active role in guiding the group towards a
group result (convergence) and to keep participants involved in the meeting.

6.5.5. Learning

In this section the question whether the GSS-supported PPA meetings enhanced
learning with regardto: (1) structuration; and (2) alternatives will be answered.
The participants were asked (1) whether their insights into problem areas outside
their discipline increased (A1 and B1); and (2) whether their insights into the
points of view of other policy-relevant actors on problem areas and selection
criteria increased (A2 and B2).'o

The propositions whether participants gained insight into problem areas outside
their area of expertise scored in both questionnaires between neutral and agree
(A 1 and B 1). The data suggest that the participants consider GSS to be an effec-
tive tool for discussing a certain problem from different disciplinary perspectives.
In the second question it was asked whether a GSS is a good tool for gaining
insight into the viewpoints of other participants on problem areas and selection
criteria (A2 and B2). This question refers to the voting and brainstorming tools
that were used many times. The score in both questionnaires is also between
neutral and agree.

10 In PPA, it is supposed that the quality of problem structuring improves when different
disciplines contribute to the problem structuring process (i.e., reduction of cognitive
complexity). It also is important that the policy-relevant actors can give their opinion in
this process (i.e., reduction of social and normative complexity).
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Table 6.10. Learning (scale 1-5)

~ i Siandard
Meetings 1-4 (n - 39) ~ Mean deviation

A 1. GSS are a good tool to gain insight in problem areas outside my
expertise

A2. GSS are a good tool to gain insight in the points of view of other
participants on problem areas and selection criteria

3.4

3.3

.9

I.0

Meeting 5 (n - 9)

B1. GSS are a good tool to gain insight in problem areas outside my 3.2 1.3
expertise

B2. GSS are a good tool to gain insight in the points of view of other I 3.3 1.3
participants on problem areas and selection criteria l I

The observations of the meetings also make clear that participants also had
questions about the GSS itself. This is not surprising, because Table 6.2 shows
that only six per cent of the participants had any experience with GSS before.
This means that the other 94 I per cent worked with GSS for the first time.
Consequently, the discussion sometimes focused on the technology rather than on
the content." Participants' curiosity about this technology was stimulated.

With regard to the research question about learning, the following can be con
cluded:
~ A small tendency to consider GSS to be a good tool to gain insight in other

expertise and stakeholder perspectives with regard to problem structuring
and alternatives exists.

~ A weak tendency to consider GSS a good tool to gain insight into the points
of view of other participants in problem structuring and formulating alterna-
tives exists.

~ Verbal discussions sometimes focus on GSS rather than on the content of the
meeting.

But:
~ Ideas and comments are submitted anonymously and votes are submitted

anonymously as well. Therefore, participants gain insíght into the distribu-

11 To prevent these kind of discussions, the process facilitator announced in the introduction
that a questionnaire about the GSS would be distributed directly after the meeting.
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tion of viewpoints in the group, but not into the viewpoints of the individual
participants. This limits the learning aspect, but makes it possible to separate
ideas from persons (i.e., de-personalize disagreement about controversial
issues).

~ Inexperienced groups who use GSS for the first time will have to learn more
about GSS before they can focus all the attention on the content of the
discussion. Experienced groups will probably score higher on the learning
aspect.

6.6. Two months later

So far, the quality variables derived from PPA have been discussed. The measure-
ment of these four variables gave insight into the quality of the five GSS-sup-
ported PPA meetings.

In this section, attention is first given to the satisfaction of the participants with
the GSS-generated report that they received a few months after the meetings. This
report not only summarizes the results of these GSS meetings, but it also pays
attention to other activities that have been carried out in this project. Secondly, in
order to trace the actual impact of the meeting results (and the policy report
partially based on these results) the initiator was interviewed. The questionnaire
and interview serve two goals:
1. Measuring the satisfaction of the participants and the MEA about the report

based on the output of the GSS meetings.
2. Measuring, as far as possible, the relation between this report and the policy

making process.

The interview at the Ministry made clear that the steering committee really uses
the report. This committee, however, made some minor modifications. An
important selection criterion was added (`are other ministries carrying out re-
search in the same field?'). This criterion resulted in a rejection of many project
ideas, especially those with regard to environmental issues.

In general, the initiator is very satisfied with the report and the use of a GSS.
Two important goals were achieved (gathering of project ideas and creating
support among policy-relevant actors). The third important goal (creating selec-
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tion criteria) also was achieved. The discussion of selection criteria was planned
at the end of each meeting. Due to time pressure during the meetings and the
emphasis on divergence rather than on convergence, discussions about selection
criteria sometimes were too short. The steering committee also decided to apply
other criteria. The project manager stated that the GSS accelerated the policy
making process. He would never have gathered this much information using other
instruments than GSS.

Some results are worth to be mentioned from the questionnaire distributed two
months after the participants received the report (see Appendix 1). The respon-
dents are satisfied with the scope, usefulness, and quantiry of the information
gathered (propositions 4A - 4D). Especially the scope and quantity of the problem
areas and technology-based project ideas scored relatively good. The respondents
are less satisfied with the depth of the information gathered. This can be caused
by the fact that only half a day had been reserved for each meeting. It seems that
information gathered with a GSS is superficial unless the facilitator gives the
respondents enough time to discuss and explore this information verbally and
electronically.

A large part of the respondents says that the report meets their expectations
(question 2). Most respondents recognize their individual and the group's contri-
bution in the report (propositions 5 and 6). Respondents are very skeptical when
asked whether or not the report will be an important input in the decision making
process in the steering committee (proposition 7). The project manager at the
MEA does not confirm this skepticism. The proposition whether the consultation
round increased their (long-term) involvement (proposition 8) is answered rather
different. Half of the respondents answers `no' and the other half answers `yes' .
Compared with the questionnaires distributed directly after every meeting involve-
ment has decreased. The respondents do not think that the use of traditional means
would have resulted in more policy-relevant information (proposition 9). This
supports the application of GSS in the technology scans. They consider GSS an
effective tool to improve the link between `information demand' (the MEA) and
`information supply' (the participants) in a policy making process (question 10).
Finally, the respondents agree with the proposition that the GSS made a contribu-
tion to the quality of the report generated (proposition 11).
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In summary, there is reason to assume that the GSS-supported consultation has an
impact on the policy making process. More and broader information has been
gathered in a relatively short time. However, skepticism still exists among the
respondents as to the question whether or not the steering committee will use the
GSS-generated report. There is little reason to assume that commitment on the
long term has increased. GSS are an instrument that can accelerate the policy
making process compared with other instruments. It also improves the link
between the policy maker and the policy-relevant actors.

One of the follow-ups of this technology scan project is the organization of two
digital debates on the Internet about `health care and technology' and `crime
prevention and technology' . A`same time I different place' GSS meeting on the
Internet (January 1998) was part of the first debate. It was one of the first experi-
ments with GSS on the Internet in the Netherlands. These debates have been
evaluated in detail (Bongers et al., 1998).

6.7. Summary

This concluding section gives attention to the results with regard to the six sub
questions.

In whatpolicy making phase has the policy-analytical procedure (or PPA method)
been used?
The participatory policy-analytical procedure was aimed at problem formulation
and the development of policy alternatives (see Table 6.1). The PPA mode used
was a consultation among a variety of policy-relevant actors. The emphasis was
on gathering information ( i.e., divergence) in order to structure the problem
(which technology-based project ideas are most suitable for a technology scan?)
and to create support. To a lesser extent, the emphasis was on assessing informa-
tion ( i.e., convergence). The final meeting ( with a mixed group) focused on the
selection of alternatives. The first four meetings were attended by non-mixed
groups. The GSS meetings were organized to advice the steering committee which
has to decide which project ideas will be part of the technology scans (the policy
adoption phase).

How did GSS support the PPA method used during the PPA trajectory ?
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The consultation round had three different goals (see 6.3.2): gathering
technology-based project ideas, creating support, and gathering and ranking
selection criteria to assess the project ideas. GSS added to the first goal by provid-
ing a technology that can process information very quickly. The second goal (i. e. ,
creating support) was supported by a GSS, because it helps to process information
interactively. Each participant has the same opportunity to contribute anony-
mously. GSS help to involve everyone in the discussion. The third goal (gathering
and ranking selection criteria) was achieved, because GSS include tools for a
multi criteria evaluation. Furthermore, GSS helped to structure the divergence
and convergence activities in the process of problem formulation and alternative
development.

Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate interactionfocused on: (1) ex-
changing problem visions; and (2) developing and discussing alternatives?
Interaction between potential users and developers of new technologies is stimu-
lated when both parties have a chance to influence each other without knowing
who entered the idea discussed. Parallel communication and anonymity guarantee
a broad and large input of ideas. Interaction is supported by GSS, but enough time
should be allocated to provide participants to interact electronically as well as
verbally and to discuss comments gathered verbally. Furthermore, electronic
interaction did not occur spontaneously. It seems that the facilitator has to encour-
age the participants' ability to interact electronically, especially when participants
only have little experience with GSS. A good aspect of the GSS is that partici-
pants could elaborate each other's ideas in a parallel and anonymous fashion. The
GSS helps to increase interaction between policy-relevant actors in PPA and,
therefore, it adds to the quality of problem formulation and alternative develop-
ment.

Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate in ormation processing about: (1)
characteristics of the problem; and (2) consequences of alternatives?
In the analyzed case, the GSS meetings produced a lot of information. The GSS
meetings were effective because they helped to reach the goals formulated by the
Ministry. A list of project ideas was gathered and a kick-off was made with the
development of a methodology for comparing and assessing these project ideas.
This shows that GSS are a good tool to process information (i.e., gathering,
exchanging, and ranking information). Participants confirmed this by a positive
assessment of the scope and quantiry of project ideas. The results of the question-
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naire distributed two months later make clear that the participants are neutral
about the usefulness of the ideas. According to the project manager of the MEA,
the GSS meetings really helped to accelerate the policy making process and to
achieve the three goals formulated before. GSS also received critical notes. First,
`information overload' can ruin a meeting. Verbal discussions are often needed to
clarify information entered electronically. Some participants stated that the
information gathered is rather superficial.

Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings help to involve actors on the basis of.. (1)
common problem formulation; and (2) best alternative(s)?
The findings show that GSS increase support and involvement among different
actors. It helped to create a common picture of societal problems, project ideas
and selection criteria. It proves, however, to be difficult to increase involvement,
because involvement does not only depend on the use of a GSS, but also on
meeting goals and results. It seems that GSS increase the involvement on the short
term, but a GSS does not guarantee any long term involvement. The technology
itself does not hinder involvement with the meeting, but sometimes discussions
about the technology dominated the meeting. This is a danger in groups with little
computer skills. It can decrease involvement of participants.

Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings enhance learninQ with regard to: (1)
structuration; and (2) alternatives?
The data do not allow more than the very preliminary conclusion that participants
learn other disciplinary and stakeholders perspectives at the group level. Due to
anonymity, participants can not learn about the individual point of view (or
opinion) of other participants. The results also make clear that for an in-depth
analysis of the policy problem more is needed than a GSS (relevant actors, good
process facilitation). Furthermore, groups using a GSS for the first time need
some time to get acquainted with this technology.

This first case tells us there is enough reason to assume that GSS and PPA can be
a fruitful combination. GSS helped to make a next step in a policy making pro-
cess. It helps to process information in a relatively short time. With regard to
involvement, more skepticism exists, because the use of a technology only is
certainly not the chosen method to increase involvement. The same applies to
learning. Based on this case, it also can be concluded that process facilitation
seems to be an important factor in the success of GSS meetings. GSS do not do
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the job by itself. This means that enough time should be allocated to gathering and
discussing information electronically as well as verbally (balance). Furthermore,
the process facilitator should guide the group to some kind of group result. He
also should stimulate the use of interaction properties of GSS by the participants.
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7. Creating the future: Scenario work
shops

7.1. Introduction

This chapter presents the second case study about the use of GSS in a PPA
trajectory. This trajectory is initiated in order to support strategic policy making
in an organization ("Organization X")' in the agricultural sector in the Nether-
lands in 1997. Scenario workshops and GSS were the methods mainly used in the
trajectory.

The structure of this chapter is based on the PPA research model presented in
Figure 2.1 and resembles the structure of the previous chapter. In the second
section, attention is given to the comparative~historical perspective of the policy
field. This section provides insight in the developments in the agricultural sector
and agricultural policies. The third section focuses on the strategic or contingency
perspuective. In this section, attention is given to the organization that initiates the
PPA trajectory. The fourth section deals with the design or trajectory perspective.
This section explicitly focuses on the application of GSS in PPA. It describes the
GSS-supported PPA meetings (the agenda, tools, participants, context and so on).
In Section 7.5, attention is given to the evaluation perspective. This section deals
with the contribution of GSS to the quality of PPA in terms of interaction, infor-
mation, involvement, and learning. The last section is a summary.

1 Because of the confidentialiry of the strategic information, the organization is kept anony-
mous.
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7.2. The comparative~historical perspective

This section describes agricultural developments in sociery. A distinction is made
between the general context and the specific context. The general context refers
to the general situation in the agricultural sector. The speciiic context refers to the
current situation. It explains the most important (policy) problems in the field.

7.2.1. General context

ORGANIZATION X transfers and diffuses knowledge generated by research insti-
tutes to other organizations in the agricultural sector (e.g., education). OxGANIZA-
TION X is an important supplier of products for agricultural colleges (e.g.,
courses, courseware, and technical support). Recently, this organization is con-
fronted with changing market conditions. One of the most important changes is
the cut of public grants for the organization. The organization transforms from a
publicly funded institution towards a commercial organization. As a result, the
organization needs to develop its competitive strength in order to survive in a
competitive market. Other international and national developments also influence
the agricultural sector in general and this organization in particular. In this sec-
tion, these developments will be outlined briefly.Z

The Netherlands are the third largest exporting country of agricultural products in
the world (after the United States and France).3 For a relatively small country this
large and intensive production of agricultural goods has resulted in severe envi-
ronmental problems. The use of a relatively small area for production stimulates
farmers to produce effectively and efficiently, and to make use of the most recent
production technologies, especially sustainable technologies. This is one of the
reasons why the need for an extensive agricultural knowledge infrastructure was
recognized and subsequently established. This infrastructure includes institutes

2 The description of the general context is mainly based on policy documents from the
Ministry of Agriculture (MoA). The MoA is not the initiator of the PPA trajectory
described in this chapter. Nevertheless the reports and documents of the MoA provide a
broad overview of the developments in the agricultural sector.

3 In 1995, 10.5 lo of the Dutch workforce worked in the agricultural sector or organizations
directly related to this sector. The contribution of this sector to the national income is
approximately the same percentage. Eight of the top ten Dutch export products are
agricultural products ( Ministry of Agriculture, 1995b).
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such as the Wageningen Agricultural University (LUW), the Netherlands Organi-
zation for Agricultural Research (DLO), organizations for applied research,
education organizations, and intermediary organizations (Peper, 1996). This
infrastructure tries to diffuse new knowledge throughout the agricultural sector.
For that purpose, policy instruments like persuasion and education are used
intensively. New developments make policy makers and other policy-relevant
actors (farmers, industries) aware that they cannot take the strong Dutch interna-
tional competitive position for granted anymore. The following developments are
distinguished:

Economic developments
International competition is growing rapidly. Dutch agricultural organizations are
increasingly confronted with competitors from Southern and Eastern Europe. The
European Union is cutting subsidies for the agricultural sector. Between 1980 and
1995, the agricultural sector switched from a supply-side to a demand-side ori-
ented production. This change had quantitative and qualitative impacts. The
number of enterprises in the agricultural sector decreased from 150,000 tot
100,000 (Peper, 1996). In 1997, the pork plague wrecked havoc in the pork
industry. The Dutch agricultural sector has no natural advantages for the produc-
tion of agricultural goods (climate, area size). Therefore, it must compete on
other factors such as the use of knowledge and technology. In line with the
conclusions of the white paper `Knowledge in Action' (MEA, 1995), the Ministry
of Agriculture (MoA) also states that the competitive strength with regard to
knowledge is weakening (MoA, 1995b). The production of agricultural products
in a high-tech environment will replace large-scale production. Choices will have
to be made with regard to which high-tech agricultural products should be devel-
oped (Peper, 1996).

Ecological and social developments
The ecological awareness of the public rapidly increases. Consumers become
increasingly aware of negative side effects of large-scale production of agricul-
tural goods. These negative side effects cause much damage to the environment
and the welfare of animals (bio-industry). The popularity of `environmental and
animal' friendly products is growing. Public concern about the use of bio-technol-
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ogy and genetic manipulation is growing.' Agricultural organizations are taking
more public responsibility for their production methods and products. Other
developments are the decline of the quality of labor supply and the increase in
unemployment in rural areas. Also competition exists between several purposes
for which rural areas should be used (physical infrastructure, industrial areas,
housing, or recreation). This competition stresses the inter-relatedness of the
agricultural sector with other societal sectors and problems.

Technological developments
The use of bio-technology is growing rapidly. Bio-technology can be applied for
several purposes in the agricultural industry, for example in new products, new
production methods, and for the solution of problems with regard to environment
and health care. Intensive debates about the desirability of these technologies are
held. The rise of ICT enables new ways of labor in the agricultural sector (flex-
working, virtual working places). It also changes traditional education methods.
For example, distance learning becomes more popular. Information resources will
be disclosed as a result of the use of virtual networks such as the Internet. The
Dutch agricultural colleges and universities try to anticipate these developments.
In summary, the importance of technology for the competitive position of the
agricultural sectors grows.

To safeguard the competitive strength of this sector, the MoA pursues three policy
goals (MoA, 1995b: 7):
1. Increasing the market and competitive strength of the agricultural sector

(e.g., tax reduction, deregulation, more competition, and ecological produc-
tion methods).

2. Increasing the dynamic nature of ruralareas (e.g., more private initiatives
and creating a balance between agriculture, nature, forests, and recreation).

3. Knowledge and innovation policies (e.g., maintenance of the knowledge
infrastructure, concentration of research activities, and more cooperation
between research institutes).

4 In one of the policy documents, the Minister of Agriculture explicitly expresses its
concern about the support in sociery for scientific research and technological developments
in the agricultural sector. He therefore repeatedly pleas for technology assessment (MoA,
1995a).
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In the past much effort was put on linear technology development and diffusion
of new knowledge and technological applications via `blue prints'. Nowadays the
thought that technological innovations and adoptions are also influenced b`~
institutional and organizational processes has taken root. Not surprisingly, the
MoA stresses the use of several participatory methods to enhance innovation and
diffusion of new technologies. For example, more cooperation between research
organizations in the agricultural sector, more interaction between users and
developers of technological innovations, and more cooperation between the
educational system and agricultural business (MoA, 1995a; 1995b). In this
respect, the Netherlands Organization for Agricultural Research (DLO) and the
Wageningen Agricultural University proposed to underline and develop the
Knowledge Center Wageningen (KCW)5 intensively.

7.2.2. Specific contezt

Some developments described in the previous section will affect (the continuity)
of ORGANIZATION X. The organization increasingly becomes aware of the poten-
tial effects of the developments described above. These offer opportunities and
threats. It therefore needs a strategy in order to anticipate these developments.
The strategy should give an answer to questions like: `how will the policies of the
MoA affect the organization and how can we react to them?'; `which future role
will the organization have in the Knowledge Center Wageningen (KCW)?; `which
products and services should be developed in the near future?'.

The relation between ORGANIZATIOIV X and its customers changes rapidly. Most
customers were agricultural schools that received public grants to buy products at
ORGANIZATION X. New policies of the MoA increase the autonomy of these
schools and they now can buy products anywhere. This means that these schools
do no[ necessarily have to buy products at ORGANIZATION X. Consequently,
competition with other (new) suppliers grows, the relation with schools
professionalizes, and the need to operate commercially increases. Schools also
become competitors of ORGANIZATION X as they often supply the same products.

5 The heart of the Dutch agricultural knowledge infrastructure is located in the city of
Wageningen (e.g., DLO and Agricultural Universiry Wageningen).

145



As stated in the previous section, the application of new ICT is growing rapidly

in the agricultural sector. The knowledge intensiry of production processes
increases and organizations depend more on the use of ICT. ORGANIZATION X is

a developer of a variety of ICT applications. The market for these products
grows, but the organization has to select which product-to-market combinations

it will cover and which products to develop. An internal debate focuses the
question whether or not the organization should extend its market to non-agricul-

tural products and services.

Innovation and knowledge policies of the MoA will inevitably affect the position
of ORGANIZATION X in the agricultural knowledge infrastructure. The MoA
pursues a stronger concentration of RBrD activities. It assumes that research
institutes cannot cover all research fields. Furthermore, it wants to stimulate
cooperation between agricultural (research) organizations. Paradoxically enough,
it also encourages competition, which might hinder cooperation. To ORGAtvIZA-
TION X(and other organizations) it is relatively unclear what product-to-market
combinations it should cover and which organizations are potential competitors or
cooperation partners. The organization should also find out which role it can
fulfill in the agricultural knowledge infrastructure.

In summary, numerous uncertainties exist. The organization therefore decided to

update its strategic policy. This was done with the aid of a participatory process
and a GSS. In the next section this trajectory will be described.

7.3. The strategiclcontingency perspective

The strategic or contingency perspective makes a distinguishes between the
strategic needs and the strategic orientation of the initiator of a PPA trajectory.
The needs refer to the context as perceived by the initiator of the analysis. It
explains how these needs are translated into goals and strategies to reach these
goals. These needs refer to questions like: `what is the policy problem?'; `in what
phase of the policy making process is the PPA procedure applied?'. The strategic
orientation refers to questions like `what are the goals of the initiator?'; `why is
a participatory strategy needed?' ;`who will participate in a process of analysis?' ;
`what is the level and degree of participation?'; `which PPA mode will be fol-
lowed in the strategy?'
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7.3.1. Initiators' strategic needs

The policy problem
Developments in the agricultural knowledge infrastructure will affect the position
of ORGANIZATION X. It therefore wants to anticipate these developments by
adjusting its strategic policy. Elements of this policy that will be adjusted are, for
example, portfolio-management (product-to-market combinations), human re-
source management (HRM) and strategic alliances. With regard to this policy
problem, ORGANIZATION X(which can be considered an initiator in terms of the
PPA model) has to handle three aspects.

First, the initiator needs to deal with the cognitive side of the problem (i.e.,
`management of the knowledge household'). Despite the many developments in
the agricultural sector, the future of this sector is relatively uncertain. It is, for
example, unclear what will happen to the large scale production of agricultural
goods and whether or not small scale high-tech production will replace large scale
production. In other words, the initiator needs information about the best strategic
policy under various relatively unknown future circumstances. Secondly, the

initiator needs a process that helps to arrive at a new strategic policy (i.e., `man-
agement of the policy making process'). This process should enable input from
relevant actors and it should result in an advice for the management team of
ORGANIZATION X. Thirdly, the initiator needs a strategic policy that is supported
by policy-relevant actors who have to implement the strategy (internal support)
and which is supported by the direct external stakeholders (external support)
(`management of network relations').

The policy making phase
Not surprisingly, the development of a new strategic policy is part of the first two
phases of the policy making process: problem formulation and policy alternatives
(see Table 7.1). Prior to the GSS-supported PPA trajectory, the participants
already spent some time to structure the problem in preparatory meetings in which
they were informed about problem structuring and strategy developments methods
(in particular scenario development). Therefore, the emphasis was not on the PPA
procedure `problem structuring'. However, the current situation at ORGANIZA-
TION X was discussed and visions were exchanged with regard to the current
strategy during the GSS-supported PPA trajectory. The GSS-supported trajectory
emphasized the development of policy alternatives and the PPA procedure fore-
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Table 7.1. Policy making, policy analysis, qtutlity criteria and the scenario workshops

Policy ( Participa- Interaction Information Involvement Learning
making tory) policy- focused on: about: on the basis concerns:
phase analytical of:

procedure
(or method)

Policy Problem Exchanging Characieris- Cornnxm 5tructuriZa-
agenda and structuring problem iics of the problem tíon
problem e.g., Group visinns proi~iem formulaiion
formulation model

building

Policy Forecasting Develaping Canset)ue~es I3est Strucmriza-
alternatives e.g., Scenario and discussing of alternatives alternative(s) tion and

workshops afternatÍves alternatíves

Poliey Reeommen- Mutual Yoints uf ~~iew Procedure Structuriz.~
adoption dation, e.g., influence and tion,

Multi criteria coalition alternatives,
evaluation in forming and adoption
groups

Policy Monitoring Implementing Progress Fulfilling Structuriza-
implementa- e.g., Quality decision(s) decision(s) tion,
tion circles alternatives,

adoption, and
implementa-
tion

Policy Evaluation Discussing Successes and Achieved Structuriza-
assessment e.g., Fxpert results and failures results and tion, alter-

panels developing proposed natives,
improvements improvements adoption,

implementa-
tion, and
assessment

casting. On the basis of a forecasting method (scenario building), participants
developed strategic alternatives in various scenarios (futures). Some elements of
the strategic alternatives can be found in each scenario while other elements are
specific for one scenario.

Table 7.1 shows which policy making phases the PPA trajectory (and thus the
GSS meetings) supported. The GSS meetings were preparations for decisions to
be made by the management team (the policy adoption phase). The first meeting
was aimed at problem structuring and problem formulation (first row of Table
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7.1), and forecasting (second row of Table 7.1). The second meeting was aimed
at forecasting and alternative development. All PPA quality criteria seem relevant
for these sessions, but not all phases of the policy making process. On the basis
of this information, it is possible to formulate more specific research questions to
measure the impact of the GSS-supported meetíngs on the quality of PPA. These
research questions are:
1. Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate interaction focused on: (1)

exchanging problem visions; and (2) developing and discussing alternatives?
2. Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate information processing

about: (1) characteristics of the problem; and (2) consequences of alterna-
tives?

3. Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings help to involve actors on the basis of:
(1) common problem formulation; and (2) best alternative(s)?

4. Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings enhance learning with regard to: (1)
structurization; and (2) alternatives?

These question will be answered in the evaluation section (Section 7.5).

7.3.2. Initiators' strategy

Goals of the initiator
OR~A1vtzATtotv X seeks to update its strategic policy in order to anticipate (future)
developments which might affect its market position and its position in the Knowl-
edge Center Wageningen. The organization pursued the following goals during
the PPA trajectory:
1. Developing a new strategic policy on the basis of information gathered from

internal and external actors.
2. Creating support for a new strategic policy (in order to increase the chance

for a successful implementation) among internal and external actors.
3. Rising awareness among organizational members about the impact of (fu-

ture) developments on the continuity and strategy of the organization.

Reasons for participation
A participatory strategy is assumed to increase understanding and support for the
need for a new strategic policy among internal and external stakeholders.
Participation of external actors helps to establish a link between the organization
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and its environment. External actors help to prevent a narrow, internal focus
during the policy making process.

Participants in the process of analysis
~ The following participants will attend the GSS meetings in the PPA trajec-

tory:
~ The management team of ORG,aNtzATlotv X(4 participants).
~ Employees from various departments (5 participants).
~ External stakeholders (e.g., the National Council for Agricultural Research

and the Ministry of Agriculture) (4 participants).

A process facilitator from TNO-STB chaired the meetings.

Level and degree of participation
Participants (with the exception of the members of the management team) do not
have decision power about the strategic policy to be followed. They are invited to
explore and assess possible futures. Their participation mairily is aimed at gather-
ing their views on the future.

The PPA mode
The PPA mode that will be followed in the trajectory is anticipation. The PPA
mode is focused on goal-seeking by exploration of the future and developing long-
term strategic options. The initiator arranges communication and interaction to
develop new goals and explore possible strategies for future policies (Mayer,
1997; Geurts 8c Mayer, 1996).

GSS use
To develop possible futures and a new strategic policy, the initiator used scenario
workshops. Scenario building methods are an intensively used method to explore
and assess the future and create awareness about a changing world. One can use
several tools to support scenario building in groups. One of these tools are GSS.
Mayer defines a scenario workshop as "[A] meeting of a number of people with
different backgrounds, who, for a few hours to a number of days, interactively
analyze a policy issue according to a relatively fixed procedure and are aided by
ihe use [creation] of future scenarios and chaired by a facilitator or a moderator"
(1997: 100). The procedure for scenario workshops has been documented by
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Table 7.2. Scenario workshop in contparison with GSS

Features scenario workshop GSS support

- different background participants - electronic contribution from participants
- interactively analyzing complex policy issues - anonymous interaction between participants

and parallel input and communication
- tixed procedure - structurization of procedures (agenda, tools,

and so on)
- tuture scenarios - (limited) visualization of scenarios (white-

board) and building scenarios using
dimensions, selecting aspects, and brain-
storm tools

- facilitation~moderation - task and group oriented processes

Andersen, Kluver, Bilderbeek and Danielsen (1995). Table 7.2 shows what
features of a scenario workshop can be supported with a GSS.

These features give enough reason to assume that GSS might be an effective tool
to support scenario workshops. For example, GSS support the gathering of
building blocks for each scenario with the brainstorming tool. In the next section,
it is explained how GSS actually supported the scenario workshops.

7.4. The designltrajectory perspective

This section describes the PPA trajectory in general and the GSS-supported
scenario workshops in particular. The trajectory is visualized in Figure 7.1.

This trajectory started with a preparation phase in which relevant (internal)
documents were analyzed. Furthermore, a problem definition was developed.
Secondly, managers and employees attended four meetings which explained
scenario building methods. During these meetings they discussed successful
scenario building methods in strategy development at other organizations. They
also attended presentations about a toolkit for the scenario builder and methods
and instruments for scenario building. The last meeting was an exercise with a
GSS. This GSS workshop only had one goal, namely a demonstration of GSS as
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Figure 7.1. GSS-supponed strategr~ policv making at ORGANrLa77on X

Desk research
and interviews

~Successful
~ scenarios
~Toolkit policy
analyst
~GSS e~ercise
~Conclu,um

Scenario Quilding
Workshop (SQW)

Strategic Op6ons
Workshop (SOW)

l ~ J

Preparation Divergence Convergence

s

a means for scenario-building.b The meetings prepared OxGANIZATION X to use
scenario building techniques and GSS. In the spring of 1997, two GSS-supported
workshops were organized. The first meeting (divergence phase) was a Scenario
Building Workshop (SBW) and the second meeting (divergence and convergence
phase) was a Strategic Options Workshop (SOW). The workshops had a cumula-
tive character, i.e., the SOW build upon the results of the SBW. Data from both
workshops were used to write a final report for the management team. Table 7.3
summarizes the characteristics of the GSS workshops.

Participants
Participants were invited by an employee of OItGANIZATION X. This employee
was responsible for the organization of the PPA trajectory. He was assisted by
TNO researchers. External stakeholders attended the workshops voluntarily. In
scenario workshops, participants develop scenarios in small groups. In each
subgroup at least one member of the management team, one employee, and one
external stakeholders participated. The scenario building workshop and the
strategic options workshop were attended by the same participants. Due to the
demonstration workshop organized earlier, a relative large part of the participants
had experience with GSS.

6 In the description and analysis of the GSS-supported meetings relatively few attention is
given to the first GSS demonstration workshop.
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Table 7.3. Description of the GSS supported scenario workshops

Category Variables Scenario building Strategic options
workshop workshop

Participants Background management team, management team,
employees, and external employees, and
stakeholders external stakeholders

Experience with a GSS 6(46 aIo) 11 (100 0~0)
Group Size 13 11

Composition heterogeneous heterogeneous
Sustainability long term long term

Task Complexity high high
Participatory policy analysis yes yes
PPA mode anticipation anticipation
Main activity divergence divergence

and convergence
Conteat Time pressure low low

Location training center training center
Wageningen Wageningen

Length meeting 480 510
Technology Time~place same time and same same time and same

place place
Degree of support process and technical process and technical
Computers notebooks notebooks

Group
The group size varied between 11 and 13 participants. Two participants were
unable to attend the SOW. The group of participants from within the organization
was split in two: management team and employees. External stakeholders came
from organizations that play an important role in the environment of OttGAtvlzA-
T1oN X(for instance, the Ministry of Agriculture and the Institute for Agricultural
Research). The participants knew each other very well. Participants from ORGA-
tvlzATlolv X meet each other often at work while the external stakeholders have an
intensive relationship with the organization.

Task
Building scenarios to anticipate future developments is a complex task. A high
degree of uncertainty exists because the future is relatively unknown. The chal-
lenge is to create several possible images of the future to raise actors' awareness
of the fact that strategic policy has to change in order to survive as an organiza
tion. Each scenario has different consequences for the organization and its strat-
egy. In each scenario actors can have different stakes which can result in con-
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flicts. The emphasis is on raising awareness and stimulating flexibility rather than
on predicting the future.

Tasks in the sceitario building tivorkshop (SB4i~
For the development of a new strategic policy for ORGANIZATIOtv X, the work-
shops had various goals. The SBW had the following three goals:
l. Creating a common picture of OxGAtvIZAT~otv X' s current strategic posi-

tion.
2. Gathering ideas and comments (i.e., `scenario building blocks') to create

four different relevant and consistent scenarios.
3. Assessing the meaning and importance of the scenarios.

The building blocks gathered during this workshop should be used as an input to
complete four different scenarios. In the preparation phase prior to the Scenario
Building Workshop ( SBW), a frame was developed to build four scenarios ( Figure
7.2).

Figure 7.2. Dimensions and aspectsfor srenario bni[ding

Large scale production
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Collective and
shared knowledge
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market
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The main features of the frame are two dimensions, four quadrants (scenarios),
and aspects that guide the scenario building in each quadrant. The aspects were
improved and ranked at the beginning of the SBW meeting. Aspects help partici-
pants to get a grip on the scenario. The aspects are later on used to compare the
scenarios with each other.

As stated previously, the group of participants was split into four small sub-
groups. With the aid of the GSS, each subgroup brainstormed aboui a scenario.
After a subgroup brainstormed about one scenario, it moved to the opposite table
and brainstormed and commented on the other scenarios again using GSS. The
GSS thus was physically divided into four groups of three notebooks in one room.
Each subgroup of notebooks represented one scenario. For half a day all sub-
groups commented and completed four scenarios. Each subgroup could read and
complement the `building blocks' (of ideas entered by) the other subgroups. After
this activity, every group prepared a presentation on the basis of the last scenario
they worked on. The presentation should focus on the position of ORGANtzATtotv
X with regard to the aspects in every scenario.

Tasks in the strategic options workshop (SO~
The SOW build upon the SBW. Prior to this workshop, the participants received
the results from the SBW. The SOW had three goals:
1. Developing a negative and a positive story for each scenario (end of diver-

gence phase).
2. Identifying strategic options and choices for each scenario (start of the

convergence phase).
3. Assessing the robustness of these strategic options and choices and to con-

front the results with the current strategy.

The structure of the workshop is as follows. First, a backcasting exercise was
carried out. Participants were asked to brainstorm about a worst case scenario and
a happy end scenario on the basis of the following question:

"Suppose it is 2007 and you meet a former colleague in a pub. You
start talking about the developments in and around OttG.tN1z.~T1oNX in
the past 10 years. You ask how things went at "X". The answer is:.... "

Secondly, participants gathered the most important strategic options for each
scenario. Strategic options refer to mission, core competence and human resource
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Table 7.4. The agendas of tlte scenario óuilding and strategic opinions workshops

Scenario building workshop Strategic options workshop
- Introduction and presentation about state of - Introduction and backcasting exercise.

the art and strategy. - Brainstorm strategic options and choices for
- Preparation scenarios (method, dimensions, each scenario.

and aspects). - Assessment of strategic options.
- Scenario building. - Confrontation with current strategy.
- Preparation and presentation of scenarios and - Follow up, evaluation, and adjourn meeting

reflection of a reviewer.
- Follow u, evaluation, and ad ourn meetin .

management, organization (internal and external), product-to-market combina-

tions, and -if necessary- differences in external and internal perspectives.

Participants discussed strategic options in two scenarios and presented strategic

options for one of the two scenarios. Thirdly, they assessed each option on its

robustness throughout all scenarios and what role it played at this moment in the

organization. Finally, the gathered options were compared with the current

strategy of ORGANIZATION X.
The tasks are summarized in the following meeting agendas (Table 7.4).

Context
The GSS-supported scenario workshops are part of a strategic policy making
process which has been initiated in 1996. Prior to these workshops, the manage-
ment team and employees were introduced into the field of strategic policy
making and the use of scenario workshops. A time gap of half a year existed
between the demonstration workshop and the two scenario workshops. The final
report was published in January 1998. Time pressure did not exist. The SBW and
SOW were located in the same room at a training center. The length of the
workshops was eight hours.

Technology
The meetings were all `same time I same place' meetings. The GSS software used
was GroupSystems for Windows. Process facilitation and technical facilitation
were carried out by an independent third party (i.e., facilitators that are no
internal or external stakeholders), namely TNO researchers.
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7,5. The evaluation perspective

In the evaluation perspective, an answer is given to the research questions formu-
lated in 7.3.1. Table 7.5 summarizes the research instruments that were used.

Table 7.5. Research instruments

Observation
Desk research
Interview
Questionnaire

Before During After
GSS workshops GSS workshops GSS workshops

no yes no
yes no yes
no no yes
no yes no

Both meetings ended with an evaluation questionnaire. After two months, the
project leader from ORGA1v1zAT10N X was interviewed to gain insight into his
opinion about the use of GSS. The interview also aimed to assess his satisfaction
about the output of the workshops and its impact on further policy making.

7.5.1. General attitude

General attitude was measured with questionnaire items such as clearness of goals
(A1 and B1), design (A2 and B2), clearness expectations (A3 and B4), working
in subgroups (A4), and the link between both workshops (B3) (see Table 7.6).'

Two different questionnaires were distributed among the same group because both
workshops had a different agenda. It is not always interesting to ask each question
twice.

Participants are, in general, quite positive about both workshops. Ten out of 16
items score 4.0 or higher and 4 items score between 3.5 and 4.0. Participants
consider the goals of both workshops to be clear. They are satisfied with the

7 The number of respondents in the SBW questionnaire was 13 ( - 100 ~) and in the SOW
questionnaire 11 (- 100 l). The questionnaires contained five point scale propositions
(I - strongly disagree; 5- strongly agree). A factor analysis and a reliabiliry test were
not carried out because of the low number of respondents. Because the same participants
attended both workshops, it was decided to skip a number of propositions in the second
SOW questionnaire.
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Table 7.6. Genera! attitude

Scenario building workshop (n - 13)
Standard

:~1ean deviation

A 1. The goals of the workshop were clear ~, 4.1 .8
A2. The design of the workshop was good j 3.9 .9
A3. It was clear to me what was expected of ine during this 4.4 .7

workshop 'i
A4. GSS are a good tool to work in subgroups i 4.2 .9
A5. GSS distract attention from the content of the workshop I 1.9 1.0
A6. The workshop resulted in a`state of the art' and strategies I 2.5 1.0

of Organization X
A7. The workshop resulted in four interesting scenarios for 3.5 .7

Organization X

Strategic options workshop (n - 11)

B 1. The goals of the workshop were cleaz
B2. The design of the workshop was good
63. The strategic options workshop was well linked with the

scenatio building workshop
B4. GSS are a good tool to accelerate the development of a new

strategy compared to a situation without the support of a
GSS

B5. GSS are a good tool to elaborate the scenarios into a jubilee
and worst variant

B6. GSS are a good tool to identify strategic options and choices
for each aspect (mission, PMC's and so on)

B7. GSS aze a good tool to assess strategic options and choices
for each aspect (in terrns of robusmess and so on)

B8. GSS results in more ideas for a new strategy compazed to a
situation without support of a GSS

B9. GSS results in more useful ideas for a new strategy
compared without GSS

4.3 0.5
4.2 .6
4.4 .7

4.0 .6

design of the workshops (A 1, A2, B1, and B2). They also know what is expected
from them during the workshops (A3 and B4). Despite the fact that the goals of
the workshop are clear, participants are very skeptical whether these goals are
achieved (A6 and A7). Especially, the question whether the SBW resulted in a
clear picture of the state of the art and strategy of OttGAlvlznTlotv X scores
relatively low (A6). However, the GSS was not used for that purpose. This was
a goal which should be achieved without GSS, but with the aid of verbal discus-
sions and presentations. Nevertheless, the question whether the GSS workshop
resulted in four interesting scenarios was assessed as slightly positive (A7). GSS
do not distract participants' attention from the content ofthe discussion (AS). This
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result probably is caused by the demonstration of GSS a few months earlier. In
scenario workshops, participants work in subgroups. This time, a GSS facilitated
participants to work in subgroups. Therefore, participants were asked whether or
not they consider a GSS a good tool to work in subgroups. The participants were
positive about that (A4).

The strategic options workshop built upon the SBW very well (B3). The proposi-
tions that are related to the three goals of the SOW are assessed as quite good.
Participants consider GSS to be a good tool to generate a worst case and a happy
end scenario (BS). They also consider a GSS to be a good tool to identify strategic
options and choices (B6). They are also positive about GSS as a tool to assess the
strategic options on their robustness (B7). Also, two general propositions reflect-
ing on both workshops were asked. First, participants consider a GSS to be a
good tool to accelerate the process of strategic policy making compared with
meetings without GSS (B4). They also believe that GSS generate more ideas with
regard to a new strategy than a meeting without GSS would generate (B8). They
also believe that GSS generate more useful ideas (B9). These findings are con-
firmed by the project leader (i.e., an employee of the organization who is respon-
sible for the organization of the PPA trajectory). In the interview, the project
leader of ORGAtv~zATlotv X stated that GSS helped to accelerate the policy making
process.
In summary, with regard to the general attitude the following can be concluded:

~ Participants are satisfied with the design and the goals of both workshops,
and it was clear what was expected of their presence.

~ A GSS is a good tool to work in subgroups and it does not distract partici-
pants' attention from the content of the workshop.

~ The link between both workshops was good.
~ GSS accelerate the policy making process.
~ GSS help to attain most goals of both workshops.

7.5 .2. Interaction

In this section, the quality criterion interaction is examined. An answer is given
to the following research question: Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate
interactionfocused on: (1) exchanging problem visions; and (2) developing and
discussing alternatives? Interaction was measured with items such as `time to...'
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(A1, A4, A5, A7, B1, B3, B4, and BS), anonymiry and open discussion (A2, A3,
and B2), and equality of input (A6, A8, and B7).

Table 7.7. Interaction (scale 1-S)

Scenario building workshop (n-13)

A I. There was time to enter ideas into the computer.
A2. Anonymity of input stimulates an open discussion.
A3. There was an open discussion.
A4. There was time to read the electronic input of the other panicipants.
A5. There time to comment on the electronic input of the other partici-

pants.
A6. GSS stimulate the possibility for participants to contribute equally

during the workshop.
A7. There was time for verbal discussion.
A8. The participants made an equal verbal contribution.
Strategic options workshop (n-11)
Bl. There was time to enter ideas into the computer.
B2. There was an open discussion.
B3. There was time to read the electronic input of the other participants.
B4. There was time to comment on the electronic input of the other par-

ticipants.
B5. There was time for verbal discussion.
B6. The participants made an equal verbal contribution during the work-

shop.

Mean Standard
deviation

4.1 .9

3.6 1.0
3.2 .8

3.4 1.2
4.1 1.0
3.1 .9
2.4 .8

3.9 .9
3.5 .8

Participants used electronic as well as verbal interaction. Approximately 50 per
cent of the time for each form of interaction was given. During the SBW and the
SOW, participants used GSS in subgroups. They discussed their contribution to
the scenarios in these subgroups. There was no electronic discussion of one
scenario with the complete group at the same time. The subgroups switched to
another scenario after half an hour. There they improved suggestions made by the
other group about this scenario. They also entered new `building blocks' for this
scenario. Interaction occurred in subgroups. The building blocks for each scenario
were presented and discussed verbally in the entire group. Electronic interaction
between subgroups was done sequentially. For the backcasting exercise in the
SOW, electronic discussion of the strategic options and the assessment the same
method was used. By this the participants hardly discussed an issue electronically
with the whole group.
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Both workshops lasted one day. There were no complaints about the length of the
workshops (in contrast to the technology scans). This is confirmed by the results
of the questionnaires. There was enough time for verbal discussions (A7 and BS).
The propositions on anonymity (A2 and A3) and parallel input (A6, A8, and B6)
scored relatively very high. Compared with other questionnaires (e.g., in the
previous chapter) the theoretical and actual anonymity score relatively high (A2
and A3).

With regard to interaction in the SOW the participants are positive, but not as
positive as in the SBW. Enough time was available to enter ideas electronically
(A 1 and B 1) and to discuss them verbally (A7 and BS). Participants were not
satisfied with the time that was available to comment on each other's ideas elec-
tronically (AS and B3). Questions with regard to anonymity have not been asked
again in the SBW. Just as in the SBW participants appreciated an open discussion
and an equal verbal contribution (A3, B2, A8, and B6).

GSS facilitated a very structured and task-oriented interaction in order to ex-
change visions on the future and to develop and discuss policy alternatives ano~ry-
rnously and equally. Every participant had the same amount of time to enter ideas
into the GSS. GSS made it possible to gather ideas for each scenario systemati-
cally. In the subgroups anonymity was very small (three persons working in one
agenda activity), but in the entire group anonymity was guaranteed. This was
facilitated because participants could not trace who entered ideas in a specific
scenario. For the participants as well as for the facilitators it was impossible to
trace the previously entered contributions to the scenario at the individual level.
A good balance between electronic and verbal interaction existed. Participants
were satisfied with the time available to enter ideas.

It can be concluded that GSS facilitated an exchange of visions on the future
between the subgroups. Verbal discussions were needed to refine this exchange
and to enable a plenary discussion in the entire group about the scenarios and
strategic alternatives. This was needed in both workshops. The structured ap-
proach guaranteed interaction on the basis of the same information. This made the
discussion of different strategic alternatives easier. With regard to the criterion
interaction the following can be concluded:
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~ The propositions score relatively high compared with other meetings. The
advantages of anonymity and equal input are confirmed.

~ Enough time for verbal discussion was allocated. This is also true for time
allocated to enter and read ideas of the other participants. This may be
caused by three factors: more time for interaction, more GSS tools focused
on interaction andlor less activities in a meeting. Probably a combination of
the first and third factor caused the positive assessment about the time the
participants had to enter and read ideas. Time for commenting on each

other's ideas was still too limited.
~ GSS prove to be an effective tool to structure task-oriented interaction in

order to carry out forecasting (developing scenarios) and developing policy

alternatives.

But,

~ Subgroups did hardly discuss a scenario they had to work on verbally. It

seemed that GSS became a barrier for verbal interaction.
~ Despite the fact that participants confirm that enough time was available to

carry out tasks, problems with the available time sometimes occurred. This
was caused by the large quantity of information that is generated with the

aid of GSS.

7.5.3 . Information

Central in this section is the following research question: Did the GSS-supported

PPA meetings facilitate information processing about: (1) characteristics of the

problem; and (2) consequences of alternatives?. To answer this question, the

following information items have been included in the questionnaire: improving

aspects (A1), ranking, gathering, commenting, and exchanging ideas (A2, A3,
A4, and AS), new information (A6), productivity (A7), and creativity (A8). Some

items in the second questionnaire are related to the facilities of GSS to go in-depth

(B1 and B2).
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Table 7.8. Information (scale 1-5)
Scenario building workshop (n-13) Mean Standard

I deviation
A1. GSS are a good tool to improve the aspects for building the scenarios. 4.0 .9
A2. GSS are a good tool to rank the aspects for building the scenarios. 3.4 .8
A3. GSS are a good tool to gather ideas about scenarios. 4.4 ~ .S
A4. GSS are a good tool to comment on ideas about scenarios. 3.9 .S
AS. GSS are a good tool to exchange ideas about scenarios. 3.8 I .7
A6. The workshop resulted in new information about relevant scenarios for 3.7 1.0

ORGANIZATION X.
A7. GSS increase productivity compared with a workshop without the sup- i 3.9 ! .9

port of GSS. I
A8. GSS increase creativity compared with a workshop without the support 2.8 I .9

of GSS.
Strategic options workshop (n-11)
B1. GSS are a good tool to exchange ideas about strategic options and

choices for each aspect.
B2. GSS are a good tool to make a thorough analysis of strategic options

and choices for each aspect.
B3. The workshop resulted in new information about strategic options and

choices for ORGANIZATION X.

4.1 I .S

2.8

3.8

.8

1.2

An important part of the SBW was aimed at gathering information. The workshop
had a divergence character (i.e., brainstorming). In the SBW, gathering, ranking
and exchanging of information was assessed relatively good (A2, A3, and AS).
The participants were also positive about the opportunity to improve aspects to be
used as an input to gather ideas for each scenario (A1). They confirmed that they
received new information about scenarios using GSS (A6). According to this
questionnaire, participants also think that GSS enhance productivity compared
with meetings without the support of GSS (A6). With regard to creativity they are
more skeptical (A7).

During the SOW the focus of the strategy process changed from divergence
(gathering and exchanging information) to convergence (ordering and assessing
information). After the participants had brainstormed about a positive and a
negative scenario, they were asked to identify strategic options for each scenario.
By this, the elaboration of scenarios ended and a start was made with the discus-
sion about which strategic policy the organization should pursue. The participants
were very positive with regard to gathering information (as far as this was done
during this meeting) (B1). They also agreed with the proposition that the work-
shop gave them new information about strategic options and choices (B3). Partici-
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pants do not consider GSS to be a good tool to analyze the strategic options and
choices thoroughly (B2).

GSS is an effective tool to gather, exchange, order, and assess information. The
quality ofthe information entered depends on the contributions of the participants.
According to the results of both questionnaires, the participants were satisfied
with the use of a GSS to process information. The GSS helped to manage diver-
gence and convergence during the workshops. The facilitators prevented an
information overload by using the GSS in the SBW for divergence and during the
SOW for convergence. The participants were less satisfied with the depth of the
analysis of information during the workshops. The positive attitude towards
gaining new information also proves that GSS helped to get a broad overview.
Participants think that GSS result in more useful ideas than a meeting without a
GSS.

With regard to the research question about information (Did the GSS-supported
PPA meetings facilitate information processing about: (1) characteristics of the
problem; and (2) consequences of alternatives?) it can be concluded that:

GSS are an effective tool to gather, exchange, order, and assess (of more)
useful information about the characteristics of the problem (i.e., scenarios)
and (consequences of) alternatives (i.e., scenarios and strategic alternatives
for each scenario).
Participants think that GSS increase productivity compared with other
groups, but they are skeptical with regard to creativity.
GSS are an effective tool to involve a broad group of participants in infor-
mation processing activities.

But:

~ Information gathered with the aid of GSS sometimes is rather superficial.

7. S. 4. Invol vement

In this section, an answer is given to the following research question: Did the
GSS-supported PPA meetings help to involve actors on the basis of.. (1) common
problem formulation; and (2) best alternative(s) ? Involvement has been measured
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at two levels. The first level refers to the involvement of the participants with the
GSS meeting itself (A1). The other level focuses on the question whether or not
the GSS-supported workshops increased the involvement of the participants with
the strategy process in general (B1). The discussions in order to attain involve-
ment in the group were also observed and the project leader of the initiating
organization was interviewed.

Table 7.9. ~nvolvernent (scale 1-5)

Scenario building workshop (n-13)

A1. GSS are a good tool to increase the involvement of the participants
with the workshop.
Strategic options workshop (n-11)
B1. Participation in both workshops increased my involvement wi[h the
development of new strategy for ORGANIZATION X.

Mean Standard
' deviation

4.1 I .6

3.9 .7

The workshops did not seek agreement on a common problem definition. Before
the workshops, some kind of agreement already existed about the problem that
confronts the organization. The strategy of the organization requires an update to
anticipate future developments. To get a grip on this problem, participants prior
to the workshops developed a model to be used for scenario building (Figure 7.2).
The GSS was not used to discuss the dimensions, but to complete and rank the
aspects. Nevertheless, verbal discussions were needed to clarify both the dimen-
sions and the aspects. These had to be interpreted exactly the same by all partici-
pants. By this, the GSS helped to get a shared list of aspects. The GSS provided
a structure on the basis of which the participants could assess the strategic alterna-
tives for each scenario. There was no ranking in the robustness of strategic
options.

The workshops proved to be an effective tool to involve different actors in the
strategy development process. Special features of the GSS made this involvement
even better. Every participant made an equal opportunity to contribute to the
(electronic) development of scenarios and strategic options. The results from both
questionnaires show an increased involvement with the strategy process. The use
of a GSS did not only increase involvement in the meeting (A1), but it also
increased involvement with the strategy process as a whole (B1). From the
observation it seemed that participants were more involved in the second than in
the first meeting. More intensive verbal discussions occurred on the basis of GSS
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input. This is probably caused by the fact that during the second meeting partici-
pants had to make suggestions for future strategies, which also is a political
activity.

A kick-off has been made for the further development of a new strategy. It is not
clear whether the other members of the organization are involved with the results
of this kick-off. The management team and some important actors participated and
they are stimulated to act on the basis of the results of these workshops. This was
confirmed in the interview. The project leader told us that participation of the
actual decision makers in the entire strategy process guaranteed more involve-
ment.

With regard to the research question Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings help
to involve actors on the basis of.~ (1) common problem formulation; and (2) best
alternative(s)?, the following can be concluded:

~ GSS help to start a discussion in order to create consensus about a common
picture with regard to the problem and the dimensions and aspects for
scenario-building.

~ GSS help to start a discussion about the (best) strategic policy alternatives
for each scenario.

~ GSS increase involvement of the participants during the workshop.
~ GSS increase involvement of the participants in the whole strategic policy

making process.

But:
~ GSS do not guarantee long term involvement of the participants. This was

confirmed by the project leader.
~ Verbal discussions are needed to clarify and to deepen dimensions and

aspects in order to create consensus about the meaning of concepts and to
increase involvement.

7.5.5. Learning

The final criterion which will be discussed is learning (Did the GSS-supported
PPA meetings enhance learninQ with regard to: (1) structurization; and (2)
alternatives?). The items in the questionnaires related to learning focus on the
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question whether the participants gained insight into the group (A 1 and B1) and
the other participants individually (A2 and B2). The final item measured whether
the insight into possible strategies increased (B3).

Table 7.10, Learning (scale 1-5)

Scenario building workshop (n-13)

A 1. GSS are a good tool to gain insight into the ideas of the group with
regard to different scenarios.

A2. GSS are a good tool to gain insight into the ideas of the individual par-
ticipants with regazd to the different scenarios.

Strategic options workshop (n-11)
Bl. GSS are a good tool to gain insight into the ideas of the group with

regard to strategic options and choices.
B2. GSS are a good tool to gain insight into the ideas of the individual par-

ticipants with regard to strategic options and choices.
B3. The workshop increased my insight into possible relevant strategies for

~RGANIZATION X.

Mean

3.7

2.2

4.4

3.4

4.3

Standard
deviation

.8

1.0

.5

.8

.9

According to the results from the evaluation questionnaire participants gained
more insight into the group's point of view with regard to the scenarios and
strategic options (A1 and B1) as compared with the individual level (A2). The
participants also gained more insight into relevant scenarios and strategic options
for the organization. By this, the GSS helped to reduce analytical complexity of
the problem.

The perception of the participants about learning is quite positive. They regard a
GSS as a good tool to gain insight in the group's position towards different
scenarios. Not surprisingly, they do not consider GSS to be a good tool to gain
insight in the individual points of view ofthe participants. This is probably related
to anonymity of input in the GSS. They are slightly positive with regard to the
proposition that the GSS increased their insight into possible relevant future
scenarios for the organization.

In the SOW, a difference was found between insights into the group's point of
view and the individual's point of view. The other aspect with regard to learning
was whether the participants gained more insight into the possible strategic
options for the organization. On that point, the participants are quite positive.
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With regard to learning, it can be concluded for this case that:

~ GSS enable learning about the disciplinary and stakeholders at the level of
the group.

~ GSS provide more insight into the group's position towards scenarios and
strategic options.

~ GSS provide more insight into possible future scenarios and strategic alter-
natives.

Bur

GSS do not provide much insight into the individual points of view of the
participants.

7.6. Summary

This section summarizes the most important findings for each research question.

In whatpolicv making phase has thepolicy-analytical procedure (or PPA method)
been used?

The policy making phases whích were supported by the PPA method were prob-
lem formulation and the development of policy alternatives (see Table 7.1). The
emphasis was on the second phase. The PPA method forecasting (i.e., scenario
building) was used. The policy problem had been formulated prior to the GSS
workshops. During the workshops, the problem formulation was clarified and
hardly changed. The PPA mode used was anticipation. The initiator arranged
communication and interaction in order to explore long-term expectations and to
create awareness. For that purpose, scenarios were developed and discussed by
internal and external stakeholders.

How did GSS support the PPA method used during the PPA trajectory?

The ultimate goal of the PPA method (i.e., scenario workshops) was a new long-
term strategic policy. The GSS supported several steps such as scenario building
and the gathering of strategic options to attain this goal. First, it helped to gather
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the building blocks for four different and relevant future scenarios in a group of
stakeholders. By reading the input of other participants and attending the verbal
discussions, the participants became aware of (future) changes and the need for a
new strategy. GSS also helped to develop a`worst case' and a`happy end' story
for each scenario and to identify strategic options and choices for each scenario.
Finally, GSS supported the assessment of strategic options and choices on their
robustness and to confront the results with the current strategy.

Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate interaction focused on: (1)
exchangirrg problem visions; and (2) developing arzd discussing alternatives?

During these workshops enough time was allocated to enter and read the ideas of
other participants. Less time was available to comment on each other's ideas.
Nevertheless, electronic interaction occurred more profoundly than in GSS
meetings described in other chapters. This might be caused by the fact that
participants had more time (one day instead of half a day) and most participants
attended a demonstration workshop, which was organized a few months earlier.
One should note that interaction mainly is task-oriented. This makes GSS very
attractive for typical PPA activities such as exchanging problem visions and the
development of alternatives. Parallel input and communication guarantee a broad
and large input of ideas. The process facilitator should allocate enough time for
verbal and electronic interaction. The use of electronic discussion facilities must
be stimulated by the facilitator.

Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate i~ormation processing about: (1)
characteristics of the problem; and (2) (consequences oj~ alternatives?

GSS proved to be an effective tool to process information (i.e., gathering,
exchanging, ordering, and assessing information) about the characteristics of the
problem and alternatives. Furthermore, a GSS accelerates the strategic policy
making process, especially in the divergence phase. The project leader of ORGA-
NtzATtotv X told in the interview that he would never have gathered this much
(useful) information in such a short time with other instruments. It should be
noted that participants consider the information gathered with a GSS rather
superficial.
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Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings help to involve actors ot~ the basis of.- (1)
common problem fortnulation; and (2) best alternative(s)?

Prior to the workshops, attention was already given to the development of a
common problem formulation. GSS proved to be an effective tool to start a
discussion about the dimensions and aspects used as an input for scenario-building
(see Figure 7.2). Participants agreed with these dimensions and aspects. This
ensured that participants gather building blocks for each scenario on the basis of
the same structure and questions. GSS helped to start a discussion about the (best)
strategic policy alternatives for each scenario. Verbal discussions were used to
clarify ideas, concepts and so on.

GSS increased the involvement of relevant actors with the scenario workshops and
the strategy development process. By this, involvement with regard to the results
of the workshops and the strategy process in general may increase. No reason
exists to assume that involvement may be increased in the long run. Just like in
the technology scan case, the initiator stated that he has to keep the participants
informed about the use of the results in the policy making process. It seems that
involvement must be maintained. The involvement of the actual decision makers
in GSS-supported scenario workshops increases their commitment to the results
and it increases the chance that the GSS-generated information will have an
impact in the policy adoption phase (i.e., whether or not policy makers will use
the results as valuable input for decisions to be made).

Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings enhance learninQ with regard to: (1)
structurization; and (2) alternatives?

Finally, with regard to learning it can be concluded that GSS create a learning
environment for relevant actors in which they gain insight into different stake-
holder perspectives on the strategic issues. Learning about structurization of the
problem or the development of alternatives mainly takes place at group level. Due
to anonymity of electronic input, participants do not know who entered a specific
idea. Therefore, it may hinder a reduction of social complexity; it is unclear what
a specific actor in the policy network may think.
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GSS seem to be effective in combination with the scenario workshop method,
because it helps to build and discuss different scenarios in a group rather quickly.g
For a successful application of GSS in scenario workshops some initial conditions
are necessary. For example, it must be clear why GSS are used and what (ex-
pected) added value GSS have in scenario workshops, and what will happen with
the results of the GSS workshops. Just like in the previous chapter, a balance is
needed between information gathering and the discussion of this information. This
balance was established successfully during these workshops, because more time
was allocated for these activities.

Only the future can tell what impact the results of the scenario workshops have on
OtzGAN1zAT1oN X. The organization started with an organizational change trajec-
tory in which business units were organized on the basis of (new) product-to-
market combinations. It would be unwise to state that these developments did only
result from the use of GSS, but the project leader (the initiator) stated: `The GSS-
supported scenario studies have accelerated, rationalized and opened the strategy
process.'

8 Not surprisingly, GSS and scenario workshops have been combined in other PPA trajecto-
ries as well, for instance for the European Union, the Province of Limburg, and other
local governments.

171



8. Swimming againct the tide

8.1. Introduction

The PPA trajectory presented in this chapter was initiated by an interest group,
namely the Dutch federation of football supporter organizations (the FSV). The
FSV tries to influence the policy making process with regard to the introduction
ofa new identity card for football (soccer for the American reader) supporters: the
Personal C1ubCard (PCC). This card is introduced in order to reduce football
vandalism (also labeled as hooliganism). The FSV in co-operation with TNO-STB
organized three participatory workshops about the PCC because it has reason to
assume that the PCC might not be as effective as it is expected to be by policy
makers (i.e., the ministries, the Parliament, and the Royal Dutch Football
Association (KNVB)).

The structure of this chapter is also based on the PPA research model presented
in Figure 2.1. Again, the four perspectives for this chapter: the comparativel
historicalperspective (Section 8.2), the strategic~contingency perspective (Section
8.3), the trajectory~design perspective (Section 8.4), and the evaluation
perspective (Section 8.5) are the guideline. The introduction of the PCC is a
highly political and controversial issue. In a separate section (8.6), attention is
given to the ongoing debate in the policy making process with regard to the PCC.
The last section is a summary.
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8.2. The comparativelhistorical perspective'

8.2.1. General context

Football vandalism is not a new phenomenon. According to De Vries (1998), the
football match between Feijenoord and Tottenham Hotspur in 1974 was the
beginning of football vandalism (hooliganism) in the Netherlands. During this
match, English football supporters behaved very violently. This incident often is
considered the learning school for Dutch hooligans. In recent years, scientists have
sought for theories that explain hooliganismZ, while policy makers developed
policies to reduce causes and effects of hooliganism. Despite scientific research
on hooliganism (e.g., Adang, 1998; De Vries, 1998; Armstrong 8t Harris, 1991;
Dunning, Murphy 8z Waddington, 1991) and policy measures against hooliganism,
policy makers have been unable to eliminate hooliganism. Until recently, the level
of supporter violence dropped, but this trend ended in the beginning of 1997. In
the so-called `Beverwijk incident', a football supporter lost his life in a planned
fight between Ajax and Feijenoord supporters. This fight did not take place in or
near a football stadium, but in grassland near the highway A9, far away from the
stadiums in Amsterdam and Rotterdam. This new, unknown form of hooliganism
(planned fights among supporters far away from stadiums) caused a shock
throughout Dutch society. Hooliganism became again an issue at the top of the
public and political agenda.3 Consequently, policy makers at the national and local
level pay structural attention to this problem. Figure 8.1 shows the public policy
network that was developed to fight hooliganism.

1 This section is mainly based on the research report of TNO-STB for the FSV (Holland,
Hollaardt, Van Hoorn 8c Smits et al., 1998). I have been involved in this project as
designer of the GSS meetings and as technical facilitator.

2 For example, De Vries (1998) distinguishes several theories that explain hooliganism:
psychological theories (e.g., social learning theory), sociological theories (e.g., gang
delinquency theory), historical and Marxist theories.

3 The Central Information Office Football Vandalism (CIV) mentions two important trends.
First, football hooliganism is becoming more brutal. Secondly, hooliganism is shifting
from inside the stadium to other places (CIV, 1996; 1997). Evidence suggests that the
organization degree is growing: hard core supporters regularly meet and have informal
contacts.
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Fignre 8.1. Pu6lic pollcv networ~l to frght hooliganism (adapted from Holland, Hollaardt,
Van Hoorn B~ Smits, 1998J
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At the national level, a steering committee is established to fight hooliganism. In
this steering committee various policy-relevant actors are represented such as the
Ministry of the Interior, the Ministry of Justice, the Ministry of Public Health,
Welfare and Sports, the Public Prosecutor, the KNVB, the Association of Dutch
Municipalities (VNG), police forces, and the chief commissioners of the police.
This steering committee has several objectives such as coordination of policy
making, monitoring policy results and initiating new policies, and exchanging
knowledge about and experiences with hooliganism. The steering committee
developed a policy program to fight hooliganism. Starting points to this policy
program are:

~ policy actors contribute on the basis of their tasks and responsibilities (a
chain approach).

~ public safety has a higher priority than commercial interests have.
~ local authorities can be made responsible for the sale of tickets, admittance

policies for stadiums, supporters transport, and prosecutor policies. Mayors
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are able to collaborate with the local council, the police, the public
prosecutor and the management of football clubs on local policies to reduce
football vandalism.'

The chain approach is twofold. First, it can be considered a chain of actors who
cooperate to reduce hooliganism. Secondly, it is a set of interdependent policy
measures aimed ar.

~ sharpening admittance policies at football stadiums.
~ intensifying prohibition measures for hooligans to attend football matches.
~ improving the quality of information gathering with regard to public order.
~ intensifying monitoring (e.g., video control).
~ gathering expertise and providing mutual police assistance.
~ sharpening detention and prosecutor policies.
~ social hooliganism prevention projects.

In order to create an effective safety policy, policy makers rely on policy measures
that abandon the anonymity of football supporters.5 In a letter to Parliament, the
Ministers ofthe Interior, Justice and Sports announced that they want to transform
the clubcard into a personal clubcard: the PCC. The current clubcard offers
supporters the opportunity to buy more than one ticket for a football match. Now
it is hardly possible to identify supporters with a stadium ban at the entrance of
stadiums. Especially these shortcomings of the current clubcard are a reason for
safety managers and policy makers to support the introduction of the PCC.

8.2.2. Specific caitext

In May 1997, the Minister of Sports sent a letter to the Parliament in which she
stated that the theme under discussion is not the question whether the PCC should

4 In the Netherlands, the mayor is legally responsible for public order and safery in his (or
her) town. Consequently, local governments are actively involved in the fight against
hooliganism. Mayors can, for example, forbid a football match when they expect
hooliganism.

5 Researchers state that the individual feeling of anonymity in large groups (crowds)
stimulates violent and extreme behavior (deindividuation theory). Individuals may perform
spontaneous and often atypical actions when they become part of a large group (Forsyth,
1990). Hooliganism is an example of this behavior.
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be introduced, but when and how it should be introduced. She planned to
introduce the PCC in August 1998. Before the introduction, pilot projects should
be carried out at three football clubs.~

The evaluation of these projects should provide information about how the PCC
should be implemented in the entire premier league. The introduction of the PCC
confronts the FSV with an accomplished fact. The most important policy makers
and proponents of the PCC (KNVB and the ministries) have the following goals
with regard to this card:

~ supporter identification and improved control at the entrance of football
stadiums.

~ prevention of fraud with clubcards.
~ easier implementation of stadium bans for supporters who committed

hooliganism.
~ increasing safery for football supporters.
~ prevention of the mixing of supporters of different clubs in one stadium.
~ tracing potential hooligans in the stadium in combination with a registration

system for seats.

Many football supporters disagree with these goals. They state that policy makers
and policy measures focus too much on the troublemakers and that there hardly
is any attention for normal (i.e., non-violent) supporters.

These arguments raised questions within the FSV whether the PCC is a feasible
and effective instrument to fight hooliganism. The FSV is, in this respect, a lonely
organization in a policy network of proponents of the PCC: policy makers, safety
managers, and producers of the PCC. Therefore, the FSV decided to initiate a
participatory trajectory in which various actors would be able to discuss and
reconsider, on the basis of (new) information, their opinion about the PCC.

6 The evaluation of these pilot projects shows that it is hardly possible to use large-scale
visual control. Despite this remark, the evaluation report concludes that the PCC has
important advantages and it can contribute to the feeling of safety, access control, and the
fight against fraud and abuse of clubcards and tickets.
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8.3. The strategic~contingency perspective

8.3.1. Initiators' strategic needs

The policy problem
The policy problem that confronts actors in this area is hooliganism. However,
despite the common goal of the actors to reduce hooliganism, the FSV disagrees
with the proposed measures of policy makers, especially the introduction of the
PCC. Therefore, the problem of the FSV is how to correct the course of the
existing policy to introduce the PCC.

Hooliganism is a highly politicized policy problem. The cognitive complexiry is
not based on uncertainty about the policy problem itself (hooliganism), but on one
of the means to reduce hooliganism, an identity card. Within the FSV, uncertainty
exists about the expected effectiveness and feasibility of the PCC.' Policy makers
(and other actors) are pressured to do something about this problem, especially
after the Beverwijk incident. Normative complexity is relatively low. Hooliganism
is rejected by almost everyone, including a very large majority of football
supporters. Criticism on important policy measures to reduce hooliganism such as
the PCC is a risky endeavor. The policy problem mainly is related to social
complexity: how to influence the policy network (Figure 8.1) in order to re-open
the discussion about the introduction of the PCC without loosing credibility as a
cooperative organization in the fight against hooliganism. The FSV needs to find
a balance between the interests of the football supporters and the pressure of
policy makers to cooperate in the fight against hooliganism.

The policy making phase
The decision to implement the PCC already was made by the most important
policy makers (the Ministers, the Parliament and the KNVB). The effectiveness
of the PCC is tested in pilot projects at three football clubs. The results of the pilot
projects are an input to introduce the PCC in the premier league. Due to heavy

7 Prior to the GSS-supported meetings, the FSV distributed a press release in which it
opposed the introduction of the PCC in the premier league (De Volkskrant, 12 January
1998). However, the opinions about the expected effectiveness and feasibility of the PCC
of various actors had still to be gathered and discussed in the GSS meetings. TNO-STB
made clear to the FSV that the outcome of the GSS meetings (and the entire research)
could also be an advice to accept the PCC.
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criticism from its members, the FSV has reasons to assume that the PCC might
not be as effective as it is expected to be by policy makers. Among supporters
dissatisfaction exists about the introduction of the PCC. According to them the
PCC stigmatizes football supporters. It also results in entrance problems at football
stadiums: longer queues and irritation. Furthermore, it is an unneeded safety rule
for an already relatively safe environment, namely the football stadium. They also
consider it an expensive measure (1.5 million PCCs) taking into account that there
are only a few hundred hooligans. Therefore, the FSV tries to influence
implementation by reconsidering the PCC and other policy alternatives. In other
words, the policy process is in the implementation phase, but the initiator of the
PPA trajectory wants to make a step backward in the policy making process and
re-open the discussion about the effectiveness of the PCC in reducing hooliganism.
Consequently, the PPA activities which take place are related to forecasting
(effectiveness and feasibility of the PCC, policy alternatives), but the actual policy
making process is in the implementation phase.
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Table 8.1. Poliry making, policy analysis, quality criteria and the PCC.

Policy making (Participatory) lnteraction Information Involvement on Learning
phase policy-anal}1ica1 focused on: about: the basis of: concerns:

procedure (or
method)

Policy agenda Problem Ezchanging Characteristics of Common Structuriza[ion

and problem strurturéng problem visions the problem problem

formtilation e.g., Group mode! formulauon
building

Policy Forecasting i7eveloping arxi ConsequencGS nf Best Sctvctncization
alternatives e.g., Scenari~~ dixctsssing atternauvés atternative{s) atxí rattenmtives

workshops aliernarives

Policy adoption Rerommendation titutual iniluence Pumts ot vieu. Procedure Structurization,
e.g., Multi and coalition alternatives.
rriteria evaluarion forming and adoption
in groups

Policy Monitoring Implementing Progress Fulfilling Structtuization.

implementatioo e.g., Qualiry decision(s) decision(s) alternatives.
circles adoption, and

implementation

Policy Evduation Discussing results Successes and Achieved Structurization,

assessment e.g., Ezpert and developing failures results and alternatives,

panels improvements proposed adoption.
improvements implementation.

ard assessment

From Table 8.1, the following research questions can be deduced:

1. Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate interaction focused on
developing and discussing alternatives?

2. Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate information processing about
consequences of alternatives?

3. Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings help to involve actors on the basis of
a best alternative?

4. Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings enhance learnin with regard to
alternatives?

8.3.2. Initiators' strategy

Goals of the initiator
The initiator started the PPA trajectory in order to answer four questions, namely:
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What is the expected effectiveness of the PCC?
What is the feasibility of the PCC (or in other words: which conditions
should be fulfilled to introduce the PCC)?
Is there any support for the PCC amongst users?
Which alternatives exist that help to reduce hooliganism and which
supplementary measures are necessary to make the PCC more effectivé? Are
there any foreign experiences that can be useful in the Netherlands'?

Reasons for participation
Participation during this trajectory is needed, because the FSV wants to exchange
opinions with other actors (who mostly are proponents of the PCC) about the
(expected) effectiveness and feasibility of the PCC. To convince these actors that
the PCC might not be as successful as one expects, a participatory strategy can
contribute, because the actors can listen to each other's opinions. In policy-science
terminology, participation is needed to put the policy network (see Figure 8.1) in
motion in order to rethink policy alternatives and to gain support among various
actors to challenge the most important policy alternative: the PCC. Before the
policy network can be put in motion, it is necessary to gather information from
various actors about their attitude towards the effectiveness and feasibility of the
PCC.

Participants
The process of analysis involves different policy-relevant actors from the policy
network (Figure 8.1), namely:
~ Users (e.g., representatives of football supporters organizations).
~ Implementators (e.g., football stadium safety managers, producers of the

PCC (COTASSB, SENSy, Enschede SDU, Chipper) and social workers
among supporters).

~ Policy makers (e.g., politicians, civil servants from the Ministries of Justice
and the Interior, provinces, KNVB, and the Police Institute of Public Order
and Safety).

8 COTASS is the Club Oriented Ticketing and Authorization Service for Stadiums. This
organization was established by several Dutch football clubs. It assists the Royal Dutch
Football Association (KNVB) with the introduction of the PCC.

9 SENS is a computer ticket reservation system for football matches.
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Actors that are not represented in the GSS meetings are policy makers from the
Ministry of Public Health, Welfare and Sports'o and local actors (the police,
mayors, and public prosecutors). Facilitators and researchers from TNO-STB
chair the meetings and carry out desk research.

Leve! mid degree ofparticipation
The participants do not have any decision power to formulate a final point of view
of the FSV with regard to the PCC. Participants of one GSS meeting are actual
members of the FSV. They (and the participants of the other two GSS meetings)
are invited to gather and exchange information about the PCC. The results will be
used as an input during the annual FSV conference. The FSV also hopes that the
results will be used as an input at the next meeting of the KNVB. This meeting is
scheduled to take place only a few days after the GSS meetings. The report can
also be used as input for the debate in the Parliament about hooliganism. This
debate will take place two days after the KNVB meeting.

The PPA mode
The PPA mode to be followed in this strategy is information and persuasion.
Geurts and Mayer describe this mode as "the flow of policy-relevant information
from the initiator via the policy analyst to the relevant stakeholders or participants.
Policy analysis in this format serves to better inform actors in the network or
raising their awareness of important issues. The strategy focuses on creating
awareness, support and acceptance for current or future policies. The initiator
arranges communication to inform and influence stakeholders to support main
lines of current or future policies" (1996: 30). Of course, information is aimed at
the expected disappointments with regard to the PCC (the current policy), while
persuasion is aimed at gaining support for new future policies with regard to
hooliganism. The FSV is not the policy maker with regard to the PCC. The actual
policy makers have confidence in the PCC and do not wish to challenge current
policies. Consequently, the definition of Geurts and Mayer does in this case not
apply to current policies that are formulated by the policy makers.

10 The Ministry of Public Hea(th, Welfare and Sports was invited, but refused to attend the
meetings, because it considered the introduction of the PCC a given fact.
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GSS use
GSS are used to attain various goals formulated by the FSV (see Goals of tlte
initiatorl. The researchers and the initiator expected added value by using a GSS,
because:

~ it is a suitable instrument to gather, exchange, and rank (dis-) advantages of
the PCC with regard to effectiveness and feasibility.

~ it is a suitable instrument to structure meetings.
~ it is a suitable instrument to measure whether or not the opinion of the

participants with regard to the PCC changed during the meeting.

8.4. The designltrajectory perspective

To answer the questions of the initiator FSV, the following steps have been taken:

~ desk research (analyzing policy reports and documents).
~ an Internet questionnaire about the PCC via the websites of football

supporters organizations (see Appendix 2).
~ three GSS-supported meetings with policy-relevant actors.

Desk research was carried out in order to gain insight into (the context of) the
policy making process with regard to the PCC. This context is shaped by recent
developments in hooliganism, policies to reduce hooliganism, actors involved in
the development and implementation of the PCC, and their interests and roles.
Desk research should also give information about the experimental PCC pilot
projects ofthree football clubs. The Internet questionnaire was aimed at gathering
opinions of football supporters with regard to the PCC." The relation between
these activities in the PPA trajectory is summarized in Figure 8.2.

] I The resul[s of this Internet questionnaire are presented in Appendix 2. The Internet
questionnaire proved to be an effective instrument for gathering the opinion of football
supporters about the PCC quickly.
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Figure 8.2. Phases in the PPA trajectory with regard to the PCC
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Table 8.2 describes the features of the three meetings organized in January 1998.

1
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Tn61e 8.2. Description of the GSS-supported nteetings

Category Variables Users Producers olicv makers
Participants Background representatives safety managers, national policy

from supporters social workers and makers
organizations PCC producers (politics,

ministries, and
KNVB)

Experience with a 1(14 q) 0(0 "Io ) 2(25 ~o)
GSS

Group Size 7 10 8
Composition homogeneous heterogeneous heterogeneous
Sustainabilit sustainable once once

Task Complexity high high high
Participatory policy yes yes yes
analysis

PPA mode information ~ information I infonnation I
persuasion persuasion persuasion

Main activit diver ence diver ence diver ence
Context Time pressure high high high

L.ocation FC Utrecht FC Utrecht football FC Utrecht
football stadium stadium football stadium

Len th meetin 210 210 210
Technology Timelplace same time and same time and same same time and

same place place same place
Degree of support process and process and process and

technical technical technical
Com uters notebooks notebooks notebooks

Participants
Three groups attended the meetings. The first group consisted of representatives
from several football supporters organizations. These organizations are members
of the FSV (the initiator). The second group was composed of organizations that
play an important role in the introduction of the PCC, namely KNVBICOTASS,
safety managers, social workers, and producers. The final group included policy
makers: representatives from the KNVB, politics, and the Ministry of Justice and
the Ministry of the Interior.1z These participants are a fair representation of the

12 From a PPA perspective, it can be argued that the three different groups should be
represented in each meeting. However, the initiator FSV was mainly interested in
differences in opinion about the PCC between various group. From a FSV point of view,
a clear rejection of the PCC in the first meeting (users) would help to convince proponents
of the PCC to stop the introduction of the PCC.
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policy network (see Figure 8.1). Only three of the 25 participants had experience
with a GSS.

Group
The first group was relatively homogeneous. Participants were chairmen of several
Dutch football supporter organizations (e.g., AFC Ajax, FC Twente, Feijenoord,
NEC, and PSV) and knew each other relatively well. The second and largest
group was relatively mixed: Safety managers, representatives from COTASS,
potential producers of the PCC, and social workers who work with football
supporters and hooligans. The final group was also relatively heterogeneous. It
consisted of various policy makers representing ministries, politics, and the
KNVB. The last two groups do not meet each other in this setting on a regular
basis while the first group meets frequently in other settings.

Task
The task the participants have to carry out during the meetings is relatively
complex. Table 8.3 summarizes the tasks that had to be carried out.13

differences in opinion about the PCC between various group. From a FSV point of view,
a clear rejection of the PCC in the first meeting (users) would help to convince proponents
of the PCC to stop the introduction of the PCC.

13 The emphasis was on divergence rather than on convergence. This was not surprising,
because the initiator was mainly interested in the question whether or not the PCC is
effective and feasible. [f not, the initiator would use that information to influence existing
consensus about the introduction of the PCC.
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Tabte 8.3. The agenda of the three GSS meetings to discuss the PCC"

Activities

1. Introduction
2. First poll: `The PCC must be implemented'
3. Discussing main functions of the PCC
4. Brainstorm and discussion (dis-)advantages PCC
5. Ranking (dis-)advantages
6. Second poll: `The PCC is an effective tool to increase safety'
7. Brainstorm and discussion about feasibiliry of the PCC
8. Third poll: `The introduction of the PCC is feasible'
9. Brainstorm and discussion about alternatives supplementary measures for the PCC15
10. Fourth polL `The PCC must be implemented'
I 1. Follow up, evaluation and adjourn meeting

The PPA mode was followed was information~persuasion. The emphasis was on
gathering and exchanging information. Persuasion played a secondary role. It
would be helpful for the FSV when some proponents of the PCC would become
opponents.

Context
The meetings were organized in a highly political context. Time pressure existed.
This time pressure did not manifest itself during the meetings, but the final
meeting took place only a few days before an important meeting of the FSV in
which the PCC would be discussed. The GSS meetings were organized in a
conference room at "The Galgenwaard" (the FC Utrecht football stadium). The
length of each meeting was half a day.

14 This table suggests that the participants had to carry out relatively many activities during
a half a day. However, the four opinion polls only take a few minutes.

15 During the first meeting, it became clear that brainstorming about feasibility of the PCC
already resulted in a list of policy alternatives for the PCC. This was caused by the fact
that participants were asked to brainstorm about possible legal, organizational, technical,
financial, and other problems and solutions with regard to the PCC. This resulted in
supplementary measures and other policy alternatives. Consequently, it was decided to
skip the ninth activiry.
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Technology
The `same time I same place' meetings were supported by a portable GSS. Process
and technical facilitation were carried out by an independent third party (i.e.,
researchers from TNO-STB).

8.5. The evaluation perspective

In the evaluation perspective, an answer is given to the research questions
formulated in 8.3.1. Table 8.4 summarizes the research instruments that were
used.

Table 8.9. Research rnstruments

Before GSS meetin s Durin GSS meetin s After GSS meetin s
Observatiou no yes no
Desk research yes no yes
Interview no no no
Questionnaire no es no

The three meetings concluded with an evaluation questionnaire. This questionnaire
was developed to gain insight into the contribution of GSS to the quality of this
PPA trajectory. Furthermore, the meetings were observed and the output was
analyzed.

8.5.1. General attitude

General attitude was measured with items about goals, design, expectations,
distraction, and outcomes (see Table 8.5).
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Table 8.5. Ceneral attitude (scale 1-5)16

Propositions (n - 2~

1. The goals of the meeting were clear.
2. The design of the meeting was good.
3. It was clear to me what was expected of ine during this

meeting.
4. GSS distract attention from the content of the meeting.
5. The outcome of the meeting is good.

Mean Standard
deviation

4.4 .8
4.4 .5
4.4 .6

2.1 1.1
4.0 .7

The participants are very satisfíed with the goals and the design of the meetings.
It also is clear what is expected from them during the meeting. In comparison with
cases described in the previous two chapters, scores on the general attitude items
are higher. Probably, some kind of learning effect occurs with regard to the
organization and design of GSS meetings. For example, more attention was given
to create a balanced ratio between electronic and non-electronic interaction. The
participants are also satisfied with the outcome of the meeting.

Observation of the meetings makes clear that, despite the highly political nature
of the discussed subject, the atmosphere in the groups was relatively good. The
experienced process facilitator stated after the meetings that he would not know
how he could structure and focus the discussion on such a complex issue and such
a diversity of participants without the aid of GSS.

8. S. 2. Interaction

In this section, an answer is given to the following research question: Did the
GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate interaction focused on developing and
discussing alternatives?'. With the aid of the questionnaire, the following items
were measured (see Table 8.6): time to enter and read ideas and comments,
anonymity, open discussion, time for verbal discussion, and equal participation.

16 The meetings had exactly the same structure and the same amount of time for each
activiry. Therefore, the results of the identical questionnaires distributed directly after each
meeting can be cumulated. The differences between the scores on each item between the
three meetings were only marginal.
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Table 8. 6. lnreraction (scale 1-S)

Propositions (n - 25)

1. There was time to enter ideas into the computer.
2. Anonymiry of input stimulates an open discussion.
3. There was an open discussion.
4. There was time to read the electronic input of the other

participants.
5. There was time to comment on the electronic input of the other

participants.
6. GSS stimulate the possibility for the participants to have an

equal input during the meeting.
7. There was time for verbal discussion.
8. The participants made an equal verbal contribution.

Mean Standard
deviation

3.6 1.0
3.5 1.3
4.1 .9
3.6 .9

In general, the differences between the scores on interaction items in this case and
the other cases are relatively small. The average scores on means slightly increase
compared with the other cases. The means of time items (items 1, 2, 3, and 7) are
approximately 3.5, which is relatively good compared with Chapters 6 and 7. The
extra attention for time to interact resulted in a higher score for these items." The
participants also think that anonymiry of input stimulates an open discussion. The
observation during the meetings made clear that most actors participated (i.e., a
feature of open discussions). The participants consider GSS to be a good tool to
stimulate the possibility to contribute equally. The question whether the
participants really made an equal contribution scores one point lower, but is still
between `neutral' and `agree' .

From the observation it can be concluded that electronic interaction did not occur
spontaneously. The process facilitator had to stimulate participants to read and
comment on each other's ideas electronically. An indicator for electronic
interaction is the number of comments on ideas divided through the number of
ideas gathered in the GSS. For instance, to trace the feasibility of the PCC,
participants brainstormed and discussed the ideas gathered electronically. The
brainstorm about effectiveness was also carried out electronically, but discussed
verbally and the ideas with regard to effectiveness were ranked electronically. The

17 Due to remarks of participants in former meetings and the results ofother questionnaires,
the organizers of GSS meetings allocated more time for interaction.
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electronic interaction indicator on feasibility for users was .41 (i.e., the number
of electronic comments on ideas divided by the number of electronic ideas), 1.56
for implementors and 1.31 for policy makers.18 The difference in the number is
probably caused by the following factors. The first group was relatively
homogeneous. Participants agreed upon most items while the second group
consisted of opponents (social workers) and proponents (COTASS, SENS, safety
managers, and producers) of the PCC. This probably caused more electronic
discussion in the group.

In summary, the following can be concluded with regard to interaction and the
development of and discussion about alternatives.

~ Enough time was allocated to enter ideas about the effectiveness of the PCC
and to enter ideas and comments with regard to the feasibility of the PCC
(especially when it is compared with the other cases).

~ GSS help to exchange ideas about (dis)advantages of PCC with regard to
effectiveness.

~ GSS help to gather and discuss ideas with regard to the feasibility of the PCC
in terms of problems and solutions and they help to gather and discuss policy
alternatives for the PCC and supplementary measures.'~

~ Participants confirm advantages of GSS with regard to anonymity and
parallel communication and input.

~ GSS are a good tool to gather information, which can immediately be used
as an input for verbal and electronic interaction.

~ Participants are positive about the openness of verbal discussions.
~ The process facilitator considered GSS to be a useful instrument to structure

interaction on a very political issue in rather heterogeneous groups.

18 Each group was given the same amount of time to discuss feasibility electronically.
19 The number of ideas and comments gathered in each activity (i.e., (dis)advantages,

problems and solutions (i.e. policy alternatives and supplementary measures) is listed in
Table 8.8).
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But:

~ Parallel communication and input are in theory assessed higher than in
practice (i.e., participants confirm GSS potentials, but do not experience
them optimally in the meeting itself).

~ The effect of anonymiry on the openness of discussion is assessed lower in
theory than in practice (in contrast to the other cases).

~ The advantages of anonymity and parallel communication and input vanish
immediately when a verbal discussion starts.

~ The process facilitator has to stimulate electronic interaction, because
participants focus too much on their own input.

8.5. 3. Information

In this section, an answer is given to the following research question: Did the
GSS-supported PPA meetingsfacilitate in ormation processing about consequences
of alternatives?. The information criterion has been measured with the items
gathering, exchanging, ranking ideas, productivity, and creativity.

Table 8.7. Information (scale 1-5)

Propositions (n - 25)

1. GSS are a good tool to gather ideas about the PCC.
2. GSS are a good tool to exchange ideas about PCC.
3. GSS are a good tool to rank the (dis-) advantages of the PCC.
4. GSS increase productiviry compared with a meeting without the

support of GSS.
5. GSS increase creativity compared with a meeting without the

support of GSS.

Mean Standard
deviation

4.3 .6
4.2 .7
4.1 .8
4,2 .7

3.6 1.2

Not surprisingly, these items score high (four means above 4.0). It also was one
of the most important aims of the GSS meetings: gathering and exchanging
information about the PCC. With regard to productivity and creativity the same
pattern occurs as in the other cases. The item `productivity' scores slightly higher
than the item `creativity' . Table 8.8 gives an overview of the information gathered
(i.e., ideas and cornments) during the meetings.
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Table 8.8. .Nuntber (Á) of ideas and conmtents gathered on the effectiveness andfeasibility of
the PCC

Users Implementors Policy makers
1. advantages with regard to effectiveness 4 12 9
2. disadvantages with regard to 14 11 8

effectiveness
3. problems with regard [o feasibility 34 21 14
4. solutions (i.e., supplementary measures 30 15 12

and policy alternatives) with regard to
feasibility

5. comments on problems and solutions 26 56 34

Opponents of the PCC (users) relatively gather few advantages and many
disadvantages. They also mention a lot of (potential) problems and, consequently,
many other alternatives. The second group (the implementors) consisted of
opponents and proponents. They approximately gather the same number of
disadvantages and advantages (12I11) and problems and solutions (Z1I15). The
number of comments is relatively high. This is probably caused by the interaction
that occurred due to disagreement about the PCC. The iinal group, which mainly
consists of proponents also has a balanced result of (dis-) advantages (9~8) and
problems and solutions (14I12). The number of problems gathered is lower than
in the other groups. Not surprisingly, because they support the PCC.

In this respect, GSS prove to be an effective instrument to gather the same sort of
information from different groups. This is established by the use of the same
electronic agenda. GSS also enable a comparison between the results of the
information gathering process, because information gathered in three equal
agendas can be compared easily.

The meetings resulted in numerous ideas about the (dis)advantages of the policy
alternative PCC. Much information was gathered about the (dis)advantages of the
PCC with respect to effectiveness and feasibility. Of course, the consequences
(i.e., effectiveness) of one policy alternative have been outlined broadly, namely
in the brainstorm about the expected effectiveness of the PCC. Unfortunately,
there was hardly any time to discuss the PCC-related problems and solutions (i.e.,
policy alternatives and supplementary measures) for the PCC gathered by the
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groups. Table 8.9 is an overview of the (dis)advangates of the PCC according to
the participants.

Tnble 8. 9. Top three (dis)advantages PCCfor difj"erent groups

Advantages PCC with regard to safety
Users
~ Control on fraud.
~ Reduction of transferabiliry among risk

groups.
~ It has a deterring effect on hooligans

and will keep them out of the stadiums.

Implementers
~ Reduction of transferability, no

strangers in stadium.
~ Reduction of chance for fraud with

cards.
~ Personal identification in the whole

chain: getting tickets, gaining accesses,
and remaining at stadium.

Policy makers
~ Control on who enters stadium and who

should be kept out of the stadiums and
an effective implementation of this
policy.

~ Aimed at keeping out unwanted
individuals from the stadium.

~ Maintenance of stadium prohibitions.

Disadvantages PCC witó regard to safety
Users
~ Increased insecuriry caused bylonger

waiting times.
~ Too much focus on PCC as the safety

instrument, which may cause less attention
for other aspects in the safery chain (alibi
function).

~ It does not prevent violence outside the
stadium. It may even shift violence from
within to outside the stadium.

Implementers
~ Longer waiting times caused by control

may lead to irritation.
~ When the safery aspect dominates the

service aspect of the PCC irritations may
arise which decrease safety.

~ Double control at ticket and PCC is
customer unfriendly and causes irritation.

Policy makers
~ Phased introduction of PCC has a negative

effect
~ It dces not work outside the stadium

where the problem also manifests itself.
~ Fraud sensitiveness.

An overlap exists between the groups with regard to the top three advantages and
disadvantages. Despite a large difference between the quantity of information
gathered, the ranking of the information results a comparable order (e.g., control
on fraud, identification of who enters a stadium).

In this section, attention is given to the research question: did the GSS-supported
PPA meetings facilitate information processing about consequences of
alternatives? From the results, it can be concluded that:
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~ GSS are a good tool to process information (i.e., gathering and exchanging
information) about the consequences of the policy alternative PCC in terms
of effectiveness and feasibility.

~ GSS are a good tool to gather other policy solutions and supplementary
measures for the PCC to reduce hooliganism (one of the tasks, which has not
been described here).

~ GSS are a good tool to structure information processing activities on a highly
political policy issue.

~ GSS are a good tool to make sure that three different groups of policy actors
process the same agenda and to compare the opinions of these groups.

But:

GSS seem to be an instrument that stimulates productivity rather than
creativity, while the stimulation of creativity was an important aspect as the
initiator needed new policy alternatives for the PCC.

8.5. 4. Involvement

This section focuses on the third research question, namely: did the GSS-supported
PPA meetings help to involve participants on the basis of a best alternative? For
that purpose, the items `involvement with the meeting' and `involvement with the
introduction of the PCC' have been measured. GSS were also used to measure the
opinions of the participants with regard to the introduction of the PCC. The first
poll was held at the beginning of the meeting and the second poll was held at the
end of the meeting.

Table 8.10. Involvement (scale 1-5)

Propositions (n - 2~ ; Mean Standard
deviation

1. GSS are a good tool to increase involvement of participants 4.4 .5
with the meeting.

2. GSS are a good tool to increase involvement of participants 4.2 .6
with the introduction of the PCC in general 1
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The propositions score high (means above 4.0). Participants consider GSS to be
a good tool to increase their involvement with the meeting. They also are positive
about GSS as a means to increase involvement with the introduction of the PCC.Z"
However, no actual decision about the introduction of the PCC is made with the
aid of GSS. Probably, involvement depends on the outcome of the meeting:
support or rejection of the PCC.

During the verbal discussion, it became clear that most participants share a
common problem formulation: Hooliganism has a very negative impact on the
safety of the real, non-violent, football supporter. Hooliganism damages the image
of football. There also is a common understanding of the main functions of the
PCC. Only users stress that too much emphasis is put on the safety aspects of the
PCC, while it should, according to them also be an instrument with marketing and
services purposes. However, disagreement about the best solution(s) to fight
hooliganism exists. For policy makers and producers of the PCC, it seems that this
new identity card will reduce hooliganism. Users state that the new card is a
wrong solution to the problem. It does not guarantee safety outside the stadium
(which is the place where hooliganism grows rapidly). Consequently, within the
groups commitment to the best policy solution may exist, but between the groups
a large difference still exists. The GSS meetings did not produce more agreement
on this issue. Furthermore, it seemed that the points of view with regard to the
implementation of the PCC became more extreme during the meetings (see Table
8.11).

20 The highest means on both items were found in the user group. Not surprisingly, because
the initiator of this PPA trajectory, the FSV, represents their interests at the national level.
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Table 8.11. Mean scores of the opinion polls with regard to the PCCfor the three groups (sca[e
1-10)

Proposition Users Implementors policy makers
(n-7) (n - 10) (n - 8)

The PCC must be (pre- (post- (pre- (post- (pre- (post-
implemented (two polls) group) group) group) group) group) group)

2.67 (n 1.14 4.10 3.70 8.62 9.12
- 6)

The PCC is an effective 3.17 4.90 8.12
tool to increase safe (n - 6)
The introduction of the 1.86 4.00 g.2g
PCC is feasible

This more extreme shift of opinions is also referred to as the grouppolarization
hypothesis. Social psychologists discovered the following tendency: "When people
tend to discuss issues in groups, there is a tendency for them to decide on a more
extreme course of action than would be suggested by the average of their
individual judgments, but the direction of the shift depends on what was the
initially dominant point of viewn (Forsyth, 1990: 311). One distinguishes risky
and cautious shifts. The group-polarization hypothesis states that "the average
postgroup response will tend to be more extreme in the same direction as the
average pregroup responses" (Forsyth, 1990: 312). This is exactly what occurred
in the FSV meetings. At the end of the meetings, the postgroup averages on the
proposition "The PCC must be implemented~ were more extreme (in the same
direction) than the pregroup-averages.21 Despite the fact that the difference in
means for the pre- and postgroup measurement are not significant, they show a
tendency of a risky shift (i.e., among opponents of the PCC) or a cautious shift
(i.e., among proponents of the PCC).22

21 A t-test shows non-significant differences between the pre- and postgroup means. The
observed difference for the users is smaller than the critical value (1.53 c 1.76; df - 11,
p G.10). This is also the case for the implementors (.4 c 2.59; df - 18, p c.10) and
the policy makers (.5 c 1.05; df - 14, p C.10). Other t-tests based on Table 8.11 only
show a non-significant difference in means between the average pre-group scores of users
and implementors (1.43 c 2.92; df - 14, p c.10). The differences in the average scores
on the other two propositions ("The PCC is an effective tool to increase safety" and "The
introduction of the PCC is feasible~) between the three groups in Table 8.11 are all
significant.

22 The terms risky and cautious shift can be switched in this case. From the researcher's
(neutral) perspective, there is no reason to label a shift as risky or as cautious.
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The differences between mean scores of the three groups are more extreme. The
users oppose the PCC, while policy makers are proponents. The group of
implementors is divided. The support for the PCC is not very large among users
and implementors. In the group of implementors two opposing groups exist: social
workers among the supporters who reject the PCC and safety managers and
producers of the PCC who support the PCC. Standard deviation is therefore

relatively high in this group (i.e., an indicator for disagreement).

The meetings did not result in a shared list of best policy alternatives, but they
produced three separate lists. Each list contained the points of view of each group.
Some overlap in these proposed problems and solutions existed. There was no
verbal discussion to agree upon a few (best) alternatives for the PCC. For most
participants, the PCC still seemed to be the best solution.

In summary,

Agreement among policy actors about the problem formulation, namely:
hooliganism is an important social problem existing prior to the sessions.
GSS help to increase involvement of participants during the meetings in
which the PCC and other policy alternatives were discussed.
GSS help to increase involvement of participants in the entire policy making

process with regard to the PCC.
GSS are a good tool to measure (the change) of an opinion with regard to a

policy alternative (in this respect the PCC) (see Table 8.11).

But:

~ GSS do not help the participants to agree upon a(best) policy alternative
(i.e., the PCC or an other policy alternative).

~ It seems that the opinions of the separate groups with regard to the PCC
became slightly more extreme (a risky or cautious shift).

8.5.5. Learning

The iinal question to be answered is: Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings
enhance IearititiQ tivith regard to alternatives? This was measured by tracing
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whether or not the sessions supported individual and group learning. Furthermore,
it was measured whether or not the opinion of the participants changed.

Table 8.12. Learning (scale 1-5)

Propositions (n - 25)

1. GSS are a good tool to gain insight into the ideas of the
group with regard to the PCC.

2. GSS are a good tool to gain insight into the ideas of the
individual participan[s with regard [o the PCC.

3. My opinion about the PCC changed during this meetin~

Mean Standard
deviation

4.2 .8

3.5 1.1

1.7 1.1

Participants learn more about the group's point of view than about the individual
points of view. Not surprisingly, anonymity of input does not allow one to trace
who entered an idea. GSS display cumulative group results of the votes and
opinion polls. The third proposition confirms the findings of the opinion poll
(Table 8.11). The meetings hardly resulted in a change of opinion with regard to
the PCC (i.e. , proponents became opponents and vice versa; opinions only became
more extreme). In the group of users, only one participant changed his opinion.
In the other groups nobody changed his opinion. Observation showed that
participants hardly experienced any problems with GSS technology itself. With
regard to the research question about learning, the following can be concluded:

GSS are a good tool to gain insight into the ideas of the group with regard
to the PCC.
GSS are a good tool to gain insight into participants individual points of view
with regard to the PCC, but the score on this item is lower than the previous
items that were mentioned.
The (inexperienced) participants learned how to use GSS rather quickly.

But:

Ideas, comments and votes are submitted anonymously. Therefore,
participants gain insight into the distribution of viewpoints in the group, but
not into the viewpoints of the individual participants. This limits the learning
aspect, but this approach makes it possible to separate ideas from persons
(i.e., depersonalize disagreement about controversial issues).
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~ Despite the use of GSS and a more `objective' evaluation of information, no
large shifts in opinion occurred (which is confirmed by the opinion polls in
Table 8.11).

8.6. The struggle continued

The report based on the GSS meetings served as an input in an internal discussion
of the FSV about hooliganism and the PCC. The PCC continued to be a highly
political issue. A lot of disagreement exists among policy actors. This section
presents an overview of the most important developments in 1998 ( after the GSS
meetings). The overview is based on information about the most important
(national) policy actors: the FSV, the ministries, and the KNVB.23 Actors such as
COTASS, Enschede~SDU, and Getronics (see Figure 8.1) are not included,
because they mainly are responsible for the ( practical) implementation of the PCC.
Their contribution to the PCC debate is based on information about the ( technical
and organizational) ( im)possibilities of the PCC.

FSV
The TNO report served as an input to an FSV meeting in which the PCC was
discussed ( January 1998). Critical notes in the report support the opinion of the
FSV that the PCC is not the best solution for hooliganism. It can only be
considered one instrument in the battle against hooliganism. Supplementary
measures and policy alternatives are needed.

Disagreement exists about the policy that the FSV chairman pursues. In March
1998, the Feijenoord supporters club decided to leave the FSV. It blamed the FSV
that it follows a`soft' policy in which `staying friends' with everybody (i.e.,
policy makers such as the ministries and the KNVB) is more important than
serving the interests of the football supporters, especially with regard to the PCC.

23 This section is based on an Internet-search. Websites of Dutch newspapers have been
scanned to gather information about the PCC. The newspaper articles provided an
overview of the policy making process with regard to the PCC. The Internet-search also
included scans of websites of the ministries. The KNVB has no website.

200



In the following months, it became clear that the opposition of the FSV against the
PCC grew. For example, the Registration Chamber-'a approved an FSV note in
which it was stated that the KNVB has to prove that a pass photo on the PCC is
necessary. The FSV chairman concluded that "the KNVB has no legal basis for
the PCC". Not surprisingly, in June 1998 the FSV went to court to claim that the
PCC is in conflict with the privacy and registration laws.-'S

Despite its opposition against the PCC, the FSV also developed plans to fight
hooliganism. For example, in October 1998, the FSV and five football clubs
presented an alternative plan. The core of this plan is that football clubs decide
whether or not a match has a high risk for hooliganism. On the basis of that
decision, clubs select supporters who are allowed to visit the match. The KNVB
rejected this plan. In October 1998, the FSV decided to leave the meeting initiated
by the Minister of Sports in order to introduce the PCC. The main reason for this
decision is that the Ministry of Sports takes the introduction of the PCC as an
accomplished fact. Discussions are not about the question whether or not the PCC
should be introduced, but about how and when. Furthermore, the Ministry,
according to the FSV, did not consider the alternative plan of the FSV and the five
football clubs seriously.

In summary, the FSV opposes the PCC. Its opposition against the PCC became
harder (probably due to internal pressure). Nevertheless, the FSV continued to
cooperate with football clubs and to lobby for other policy alternatives. The
relation with the policy makers (ministers and ministries) deteriorated.

KNVB
The KNVB (which represents the football clubs) supported the PCC. The
spokesman - a proponent of the PCC - is the safety manager of the KNVB (he is
also the chairman of AFC Ajax). In January 1998, disagreement existed among
the football clubs about the PCC. The clubs just agreed to continue ongoing PCC
experiments and the possibility to postpone the introduction of the PCC. Two
clubs (SC Heerenveen and FC Zwolle) opposed the PCC strongly. They think that

24 The Registration Chamber controls the proper and careful use of identity registration on
the basis of the Personal Registration Law (cwis.kub.nll-dbilregkamerlalgemeen.htm).

25 They lost this case. In its defense, the KNVB claimed that the FSV has no right to hinder
the introduction of the PCC, because it was actively involved in the development of plans
with regard to the introduction of the PCC.
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it will effect the privacy of the supporters and that the introduction is too
expensive. This revealed disagreement between the KNVB management and the
(mutually divided) member organizations (the clubs). The KNVB and the clubs are
put under heavy pressure by the government (i.e., the Minister of Sports, the
Minister of the Interior, and the Minister of Justice) to carry on with the
implementation of the PCC. The ministers opposed any delay.

The disagreement within the KNVB is dissolved by new hooligan riots at the
Dutch Cup Final between supporters of PSV and Ajax in the Feijenoord football
stadium in May 1998. The KNVB safety manager was an eyewitness of these
riots. He stated after the match that the PCC must be implemented. The KNVB
management and the clubs supported the plans of the Rotterdam Officer of Justice
to develop more legal means against hooligans. As a result, the KNVB promised
full cooperation to introduce the PCC. The riots at the end of the football season
(a.o. the Cup Final and Vitesse - Feijenoord) also brought two football clubs that
had opposed the PCC (SC Heerenveen and FC Zwolle) back in line with this
KNVB policy.

Remarkably, only a few days after the KNVB meeting in which full cooperation
was promised, one of the PCC pilot clubs (PSV) decided to relax PCC measures.
The chairman of PSV (who is also a member of the KNVB management),
defended this action. Feijenoord (another pilot club) also decided to postpone the
PCC. One of the reasons for this delay is that the KNVB computer system
COTASS did not function properly according to Feijenoord.

In September 1998, 14 football clubs in the premier league decided to quit
preparations for the PCC. They presented an alternative policy plan in which two
playing football clubs and the local government develop and co-ordinate safety
policy together (i.e., customized safety policy for each match). The football clubs
stated that the PCC hinders people in their visit to football matches. It hardly has
any added value for safety during matches. The ultimate end of this initiative is to
abandon the clubcard. The KNVB safety manager does not agree with this
growing internal opposition against the PCC. Some football clubs developed an
alternative plan in cooperation with the FSV, but this plan was rejected by the
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KNVB. Finally (October 1998), most football clubs rejected the introduction of
the PCC.``'

In short, the KNVB is divided about the PCC. KNVB management supports the
PCC strongly. Government, public prosecutors, and local authorities support the
KNVB management. However, its position is hampered, because the individual
clubs pursue their own goals with regard to the PCC and do not always implement
policies made at general meetings of the KNVB. Hooliganism at the end of the
football season 1997-1998 closed the ranks of the football clubs and it looked like
the PCC would be introduced. However, in the fall of 1998, it became clear that
opposition against the PCC was still growing. Moreover, the opposition organized
and made alternative plans.

Ministries

Hooliganism is on top of the political agenda. For the ministers and a majority of
the Parliament, the question whether or not the PCC should be implemented is
irrelevant. They are, above all things, focused on the question when (`as soon as
possible') and how (`at every football club for each supporter'). The ministers who
are politically responsible for the fight against hooliganism (the Minister of the
Interior, the Minister of Justice, and the Minister of Sports) agreed to introduce
the PCC. They put heavy pressure on the KNVB and the football clubs to
cooperate. To safeguard the deadline of 1 August 1999, the Minister of Sports in
January 1998 made it clear (with the support of the other two ministers) that she
would not accept any further delay. Any delay would have serious consequences
for public order and safety.

Despite the protests from the supporters and some clubs and the wavering attitude
of the KNVB, the ministers continued the activities to introduce the PCC. The
Minister of the Interior established a steering committee to facilitate the
introduction. He excluded the FSV from this committee, because he supposed that
the FSV is represented by the football clubs. Members of Parliament asked the
minister to include the FSV again. The Minister considered it socially
unacceptable to wait with the introduction of the PCC until all actors agree. The
Minister ofJustice claimed that the PCC is needed to enable a civil would stadium

26 The opposition of the clubs against the PCC became clear in a broadcast of the television
news program Netwerk (October 1998).
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prohibition. The hooligan incidents in 1998 only increased the conviction of
national policy makers that the PCC must be implemented.

In summary, the ministers and their ministries did not deviate from the policy to
introduce the PCC. With the aid of other authorities (e.g., the Public Prosecutor)

they increased pressure on the KNVB and the clubs to introduce the PCC as soon
as possible. Other actors in the policy making process are only invited to
contribute ideas about how the PCC should be implemented and not to discuss
whether or not (or why) the PCC should be implemented.27

8.7. Summary

In this section, attention is given to the most important findings with regard to the

research questions formulated in section 8.3.1.

In whatpolicy making phase has thepolicy-analytical procedure (or PPA method)

been used?

The policy making phase at FSV that is supported with a PPA procedure is the
development of policy alternatives. The PPA mode used was information~

persuasion. The initiator FSV arranged GSS meetings in order to influence the
opinion of the most important policy actors with regard to the introduction of the

PCC. Formally, the decision to implement the PCC was already made by policy
makers. This means that the policy adoption phase has been passed and that the
policy implementation phase has been entered. However, the FSV, being an
opponent of the PCC, is not yet willing to enter the policy implementation phase.
The FSV still has reason to assume that [he policy alternative (PCC) preferred by
most policy makers will not have the desired effect and it will not be feasible.
Therefore, the FSV wants to make a step backwards in the policy making process

and re-open the discussion about policy alternatives. The attention for problem

27 In December 1998, a majoriry of the Parliament rejected the PCC while the Government
still hesitated. A committee (Stekelenburg committee) had to consider alternatives for the
PCC. The committee adviced to abolish the PCC and to introduce a clubcard with service
and marketing facilities. The KNVB followed this advice. The advice also stated that local
governments and football clubs can diverge and use this clubcard for safety purposes. This
was the end of the national introduction of the PCC.
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formulation is limited, because there is agreement on the policy problem:
hooliganism in and around the stadium.

How did GSS support the PPA method used during the PPA trajectory?

GSS were mainly applied to gather information about the (potential)
(dis)advantages of the PCC with regard to effectiveness and to gather problems
and solutions (a.o., policy alternatives and supplementary measures) for the PCC.
Meanwhile, opinion polls measured whether participants consider the PCC to be
an effective and feasible instrument to fight hooliganism, and whether their
opinion with regard to the PCC changed during the GSS-supported meeting. No
structured PPA methods were used. The meetings were, more or less, discussions
between various policy actors facilitated by a process facilitator and structured
with the aid of a GSS.

Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate interactionfocused on developing
artddiscussing alternatives?

Compared with the meetings described in the former chapters, the quality of
interaction increased (the items score higher). This is mainly caused by the fact
that the organizers allocated more time for electronic and verbal interaction.
However, the process facilitator still has to stimulate electronic interaction.
Participants often tend to focus on their own electronic contributions whereas the
added value of GSS increases when electronic interaction occurs. Furthermore, the
information gathered with the aid of GSS stimulated verbal discussions. The GSS
helped to exchange opinions about the effectiveness and feasibility of the PCC. It
also structured the exchange and discussion of policy alternatives and
supplementary measures. With the aid of GSS this could be done anonymously as
well as in parallel fashion. Participants confirm these advantages. However,
parallel communication and input are valued in theory higher than they would be
in practice. Furthermore, according to the participants, anonymity does not
necessarily lead to an open discussion.

The process facilitator considered GSS to be an effective instrument to structure
interaction on a highly political issue in relatively heterogeneous groups. This was
especially the case for the second group in which opponents and proponents of the
PCC participated. The other two groups were relatively homogeneous in their
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opinion about the PCC (see Table 8.11). A mix of strong opponents and
proponents ( i.e., supporters and policy makers) could have resulted in more and
intense electronic and verbal interaction.

Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate iiformation processing about
(consequer2ces o~ alternatives?

GSS support information processing. The GSS proved to be effective in the
process of gathering, exchanging, and ranking positive and negative effects of the
policy alternative PCC. GSS also helped to gather and exchange supplementary
measures and policy alternatives for the PCC. The participants did not experience
any information overload, because the process facilitator prevented an
`uncontrolled' contribution of ideas and comments. Consequently, a relative good
balance existed between divergence activities (gathering and exchanging
information) and convergence activities (explaining and ranking information).

GSS proved to be an effective tool to compare information gathered in the three
groups. For instance, despite the disagreement between the users and policy
makers about the PCC, there is an overlap between the groups in the ranking of
(dis)advantages of the PCC. GSS also helped to structure information processing
in a highly political context.

Did the GSS-supported PPA rneetings help to involve actors on the basis of a best
alternative ?

In the policy making process, there seemed to be a fruitful ground for a joint
action against hooliganism, because each policy actor disapproves of hooliganism.
This is probably the only aspect on which the actors agree. GSS helped to gather
(dis)advantages of the PCC and to gather supplementary measures and policy
alternatives. GSS did not gather the policy actors around one preferred policy
alternative. The opponents agreed on the rejection of the PCC (but do not
formulate a shared alternative), while the proponents stick around the PCC.

GSS helped to increase the involvement of the participants during the meeting. Not
surprisingly, because, parallel cotnmunication and input guarantee an equal
opportunity to contribute to the meeting. Most participants were satisfied with the
results of the meeting. Satisfaction would probably have been lower when the
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groups were mixed (the most heterogeneous group was less satisfied than the other
groups).

GSS helped to gain insight into whether or not the opinion of the participants
shifted during the meetings. The results show a rísky (or cautious) shift. This
means that the internal agreement in the groups and the disagreement between the
groups grew (i.e., an increase of involvement with the view of the own group).

Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings enhance learninQ with regardalternatives?

GSS are a good tool for gaining insight in the position of the participants towards
the PCC, but they are less suitable to gain insight into the individual points of
view of the participants with regard to the PCC. Despite the use of GSS and the
more `objective' evaluation of information, no large shifts in opinion occurred
(which is coniirmed by the opinion polls). The (inexperienced) participants learned
raiher quickly how to use GSS.

Prior to the meetings, the points of view with regard to the PCC were already
relatively fixed. If policy actors would change their opinion, it would be the result
of insights shared in the group. The learning effect would probably be larger when
the meetings would be attended by mixed groups (i.e., users, implementors, and
policy makers in one meeting). Only the second meeting was relatively mixed and
even in this meeting the opinion did not change. If there was any learning, it
mainly was a consolidation of the own points of view of the participants.

In comparison with the cases presented in Chapters 6 and 7 this case is very
political. Hooliganism is on the top of the political agenda, many actors are
involved (who have different views), and political pressure to introduce the PCC
as soon as possible is heavy. Despite the political nature of the problem GSS
proved to be a helpful tool to structure discussions about the PCC. Especially the
opportunity to evaluate information more objectively and to design three equal
GSS meetings for different groups of policy actors and to compare the results
between these groups and within these groups make GSS attractive for policy
analysis in groups. The process facilitator (who has a lot of experience with all
kinds of groups) explained that in comparison with other instruments GSS are a
good tool to deal with such a complex and political issue in a diversity of groups.
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GSS did not result in an acceleration of this highly political policy making process.
The results of the GSS meetings are `absorbed' in this process and become part
of every day political life. In summary, GSS have no or little effect on this part

of the process. Information gathered with the aid of other means would probably
have been dealt with exactly the same way in the policy making process. The

added value of GSS in this PPA trajectory lies in the possibility of structuring
discussions on a highly political issue in a diversity of groups.

Table 8.9 shows that various policy-actors from different groups agreed about the
most important (dis)advantages of the PCC. Actors may differ in weights they

assign to these (dis)advantages, but the top three issues of all groups still resemble
each other strongly. However, policy actors continued to struggle with the PCC

issue for almost two years. If they had studied the results of the GSS-generated
report carefully, they would have discovered that much agreement already existed.

This is probably the most important meeting result. However, it did not have any

impact on the policy process. If this meeting result really had impact on the

content of the policy making process, the policy struggle could have been solved

earlier. Actors had to acknowledge (or realize) that differences are actually not
based on the content of the policy problem (the cognitive complexity), but on the

social complexity. This social complexity resulted in `trench wars' in which

different positions continued to evolve. In the actual policy making process, actors

were judged on the basis on their background rather than on their contribution to

the content of the process.
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9 Field experiment:
A research opportunity

9.1. Introduction

In Chapter 5, it was explained that field experiments are rarely conducted in PPA
and GSS. In 1998, the City Council of `s-Hertogenbosch (a medium-sized city in
The Netherlands) initiated a policy-analytical process in which citizens were
actively involved in the development of a city vision. This panel was one of the
means through which policy makers in `s-Hertogenbosch involved citizens in the
development of a city vision. The panel meetings provided the possibility to
experiment with GSS in a real life PPA trajectory`.

This rather unique opportunity to experiment with GSS in PPA resulted in a
different research design compared with the cases described in earlier chapters.
This opportunity to conduct an innovating field experiment was given higher
priority than a fourth case study. This chapter has the same structure as the
previous chapters, but the evaluation perspective (section 9.5) differs from the
comparable sections in the earlier chapters. It is an outline of the design of the
experiment and the methods of ineasurement are given. Using the Input-Process-
Output (IPO) model, three hypotheses about the effects of GSS on the quality of
group processes and outcomes are formulated. These hypotheses are tested and
conclusions are drawn (a comparison within the field experiment). The sixth
section is a discussion and focuses on the relation of this field experiment with the

1 1 would like to thank dr. Ronald Batenburg for his assistance in designing and analyzing
this field experiment.
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case studies in Chapters 6, 7, and 8(a comparison between case studies and field
experiments). The final section is a summary.

9.2. The comparative~historical perspective

This section focuses on the recent historical background of the need for interac-
tion between local policy makers and `ordinary' citizens. The general context
describes a national development in which local governments invite citizens to
participate in discussions about the future of their city. The specific context pays
attention to the situation in `s-Hertogenbosch. It explains why this city initiated a
participatory trajectory.

9.2.1. General context

Many Dutch local governments initiate participatory processes in which citizens,
groups, and organizations are involved in debates about the future of their ciry.
Cities that organized participatory processes are, for example, Amsterdam,
Deventer, and Groningen (Prdper 8t Steenbeek, 1998). Dutch policy scientists and
practitioners label this form of policy making interactive policy making.Z

The arrival of the new millennium is for many local policy makers reason to
develop so-called `future ciry visions' . These visions focus on many policy areas.
These are usually developed with input from a variety of local actors. These
visions are a form of local agenda setting and provide policy makers with input to
develop new policies. The arrival of the new millennium is certainly not the main
reason to start participatory (or interactive) processes. De Bruin, Van Harberden,

2 Interactive policy making is the mutual exchange of knowledge and information in an early
stage of a policy making process between a government organization and other (policy-
relevant) actors with the aim to develop a policy (Proper 8r. Steenbeek, 1998; Van
Wcerkum, 1997). Synonyms for interactive policy making are communicative or
participatory policy making (Geurts, 1993). Interactive policy making is supported with
interactive (or participatory) methods and tools such as scenario workshops, city debates,
citizen paneis, and GSS. Not surprisingly, PPA trajectories are often part of interactive
policy making.
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Bongers, Van Bragt and Van Riel (1998: 3) also mention other reasons (see also
Prdpper 8c Steenbeek, 1998: 295-298; Van Woerkum, 1997: 88-91):

~ Contribution to the guality of policy making. The use of information from
various relevant actors provides new and broader perspectives on policy
problems and solutions. It adds to the common scientific and professional
information gathered by policy researchers and advisors and it helps to
prevent policy failures.

~ Contribution to po[itical judgements. In an ideal situation PPA shows the
preferences of the relevant actors. This provides policy makers with insight
into the (potential) support for certain policy alternatives from several
stakeholder perspectives.

~ Contribution to (social) supportfor a policy. Direct participation of actors
in policy making helps to develop support for a policy. Through participa-
tion, policies are the result of interaction, and therefore, in an ideal situa-
tion, a common and shared result.

~ Improvement of political and administrative processes. Concrete measures
give citizens the opportunity to participate in policy making processes and to
influence policies. PPA, as an impulse, can give shape to these measures.

This list resembles the earlier mentioned reasons and recommendations to initiate
PPA trajectories strongly (see Chapter 2). There are similar reasons from a
citizens perspective, why they would like to become involved in policy making.
Thomas, for example, stated that when "people become more educated, they ask
for more involvement in the decisions that will affect their livesn (1995: 5).3
Dutch policy scientists confirm that there is a growing need for participation and
interaction initiated by `ordinary' people, who are increasingly highly educated
and show a growing political and social awareness (e.g., Veldheer, 1995).

In recent years, a number of inethods and tools have been developed to enable
public participation in local policy making processes such as citizen panels.
Citizen panels are usually composed on the basis of a random sample drawn from
the local population. People selected for the panel are invited to give their opinion
about local issues, and to discuss the issues with each other and with local policy

3 American policy scientists label the growing involvement of citizens in policy making as
New Public Invotvement (Thomas, 1995).
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makers. Policy makers consult panel members mostly. Usually, panel members
receive a financial reward for their presence (Geul, 1998).

The citizen panel described in this chapter developed a future vision of their city
in 2010. The aim of the panel was to define central themes (policy problems and
issues) policy makers should focus on in the development of new policies. After
that, the city council will decide which ideas or themes will be implemented into
new policies. This means that the influence of the citizen panel was limited to an
advisory role. The next section describes the situation in `s-Hertogenbosch and,
in particular, the background of the citizen panel initiative.

9.2.2. Specific context

A decade ago, `s-Hertogenbosch developed its first city vision. One ofthe lessons
from a preliminary evaluation of this city vision was that public participation
should be improved (De Bruin, Cornelissen 8i Van Harberden 1998a1b). `Ordi-
nary' citizens had hardly been involved in the development of the first city vision.
It was decided that a new city vision should overcome this point of criticism. The
aim was to follow a new, participatory approach in the development of a new city
vision and stimulate a more open, participatory process. To make sure that
citizens would participate in this new city vision, a participatory trajectory was
organized by the city council of `s-Hertogenbosch in 1998, in which the three
following goals were pursued:

~ The ciry vision should be a strategic vision, suited to guiding local policy
makers and other local policy actors with issues and ideas in the next five to
ten years.

~ The creation of the vision should be accompanied by broad communication.
The vision should be a result of coproduction of local actors and be sup-
ported by these local actors.

~ In the end, the new city vision should be a trigger for a lasting participatory
style of policy making in `s-Hertogenbosch.

The total trajectory in `s-Hertogenbosch consisted of several participatory activi-
ties. As participants were not always representative of the local population, more
effort was made to involve `ordinary' people in the citizen panel. The panel
members did not only meet to express their opinions, but also to develop an
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opinion about the future of `s-Hertogenbosch. For that purpose, a trajectory of
four panel meetings in four months was organized. From the local policy makers
perspective, this promised to be an innovative and attractive method to ínvolve
citizens in policy making. Because of this experimental character of the citizen
panel, however, the added value of this initiative was unclear. Therefore, it was
decided to evaluate the citizen panel trajectory at the beginning, during, and at the
end of the process.

9.3. The strategiclcontingency perspective

The strategic or contingency perspective makes a distinction between the strategic
needs (9.3.1) and the strategic orientation of the initiator towards participation
(9.3.2).

9.3.1. Initiators' strategic needs

The policy problem
The panel gathered to develop a coherent city vision from the perspectives of
`ordinary' citizens (De Bruin et al., 1998). The panel could select any local
problem or issue and provide policy alternatives or future visions that might help
to solve these problems and add to the discussion on the issues. It gathered to
make a`picture' of the future of their city.

The cognitive complexiry of the task that confronts the initiator and the partici-
pants ( i.e., the panel members) is relatively high. The main reason is that the
development of a city vision is based on assumptions and expectations about the
future. However, relatively little is known about the future (see also Chapter 7).
The initiator does not know which problems and issues will be selected while the
panel members do not know how far specific policy issues or themes already
received the attention from policy makers. This means that the knowledge man-
agement is relatively difficult. Normative complexity is increased by the fact that
the initiator may judge problems, issues, and solutions differently than the citizen
panel ( a `policy view' versus a`citizen view'). Finally, social complexiry is
relatively low, because the role of the panel in the entire PPA trajectory and the
policy making process is well described. The city vision wíll be presented to the
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mayor as an advice. The panel will end to exist after completing the vision.
Consequently, the need for management of the network relations is relatively low.

Policy making phase
The development of a future city vision provides panel members the opportunity
to put problems and issues on the local policy agenda. Consequently, the PPA
procedure is part of the agenda setting phase. Furthermore, the participants can
discuss whether an issue is a real policy problem and ask local civil servants (who
attend the meetings) more information about the issue and possibilities to solve an
issue or problem (problem formulation). Policy alternatives play a minor role,
because the city vision is only a`picture of the future'. It defines a desired future
and it does not include the way to get there (i.e., policy alternatives). Due to the
emphasis on the IPO model, instead of an emphasis on the four quality criteria,
the PPA qualiry table is not used.

9.3.2. Initiators' strategy

Reasons for participation
`s-Hertogenbosch wants, in contrast to the previous city vision, to involve citizens
actively in the development of a new city vision. In this process, `s-
Hertogenbosch explicitly gives attention to groups that are usually difficult to
involve in policy making (e.g., minorities). Other groups (e.g., groups with a
high socio-economic status) are easier to involve in these kinds of processes. The
participation of a broad group of citizens will help to create support for a new city
vision. Furthermore, a broad participation makes it easier to gather a diversity of
ideas and perspectives.

Participants in the process of analysis
The following persons will attend the panel meetings:
~ Thirty citizens of `s-Hertogenbosch.
~ Civil servants (depends on the policy themes selected).
~ The organizing team of the entire city vision trajectory.
~ The mayor of `s-Hertogenbosch (first and last meeting).
~ Facilitators and researchers from Tilburg University.
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Level and degree ofparticipation
The mayor personally guaranteed that the results of the citizen panel would play
a role in the policy making processes. More importantly, if the results will not be
used, he will explain to the participants why they are not used. The level of
participation is not very high, but policy makers commit themselves to a proper
use of the results. The degree of participation (i.e., the intensity of participation
at the participation level) is high. Citizen are very actively involved in the city
vision. They get and give a lot of information and have intensive contacts with
policy makers.

PPA mode
The PPA mode to be followed is a combination of consultation and anticipation.
On the one hand, panel members are consulted to generate policy relevant infor-
mation. This consultation should lead to a better and more supported city vision.
On the other hand, the citizen panel aims to develop a future city vision. This is
in fact an exploration and assessment of a possible future (i.e., anticipation). This
approach can be compared with the scenario workshops described in Chapter 7.

GSS use
GSS have above all things been used to conduct a field experiment to compare
processes and outcomes of ineetings with and without GSS. It can be considered
a methodological innovation in PPA research (where field experiments are rare).

9.4. The designltrajectory perspective

This section focuses on the design of the PPA trajectory. Since the citizen panel
trajectory provided the opportunity to support panel meetings with and without
GSS, it was decided to largely follow the Input-Process-Outcome (IPO) model as
applied by Petrovic and Krickl (1994) in their analysis of traditionally moderated
versus computed supported brainstorming (i.e., meetings with and without GSS
support). Apart from designing the citizen panels trajectory into two separate
groups and four meetings (see later), the evaluation study also allowed us to
experiment with technological conditions. In practice, the use of Group Support
Systems during the four meetings of the two panel groups was varied. The elabo-
ration of this experimental (evaluation) design is presented at the end of this
section. In short, the research design made it possible to analyze the effect of GSS
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on the group panel processes and the results of citizen panel discussions, and
therefore these meetings are suitable to apply Petrovic and Krickl's version of the
IPO model to evaluate the complete citizen panel experiment.

Figure 9.1. 77ie IPO model (adaptedfrom Petrovic 8c Krickl, 1994: 234)

PARTICIPANTS
- attitudes
- abilities
- individual motives
- background

GROUP
- norms
- power and status

distribution
- cohesion

l
T.ASK
- complexity
-degr.ofuncenainty
- activities required

CONTEXT
- org. structure
- time pressure
- discussion climate
- award system

TECHNOLOGY
- time~space
dimension

- degree of support

-
~

PROCESS GAINS
- more information
- synergy
- more objective evaluation
- stimulation
- leaming
- development of group feeling

PROCESS LOSSES
- insufficient siructuring of

process
- time limit for talking

(1 at a time)
-less concentration (focused on
speaker orown ideas)

- forgetting own or other's
contributions

- conformance pressure
- fear of criticism
- dominance of individuals
- information overload
- incomple[e use of information
- incomplete task analysis

SATISFACTION
- process
- results
-technology

As can be seen from Figure 9.1, three categories of variables can be distinguished
in the IPO model: Input variables, process variables, and output variables.

The design of the citízen panel experiment will be elaborated by describing all the
input variables on the left-hand side of the model. With regard to the `s-
Hertogenbosch citizen panel experiment, the characteristics of participants, group,
task, context, and technology will be described.
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Participants
At the start of the trajectory, thirry inhabitants from the city of `s-Hertogenbosch
were invited to participate in the panel discussion. These citizens were selected
from a larger group of participants in other PPA initiatives in `s-Hertogenbosch,
such as the city debates in 1998. Because of this pre-selection, it was a biased
sample of the city inhabitants.4 The aim was not, however, to select a fully
representative group of inhabitants of `s-Hertogenbosch, but to compose a group
of citizens of different age, sex, and occupational status. It appeared that both this
variation and representation has been achieved. Table 9.1 compares the age-sex
distributions of the selected panel members with the same distribution in the `s-
Hertogenbosch population.

Table 9.1. Composition of the citizen panel participants and the population of 's-
Henogenbosch by sex and age (1 January 1998; percentages)

Citizen Panel Population `s-Hertogenbosch
Age Male Female Male Female

15 - 29 0 10 27 25
30 - 44 28 27 32 29
45 - 59 39 33 24 22
~ 60 33 30 17 23
Total 100 100 100 100
N 18 12 50,933 53,966

The initial characteristics of the participants will be discussed by following the
four elements of the `participants' box in the IPO model: attitudes, abilities,
individual motives, and background.

- Attitudes
Because of their earlier participation in the ciry debates, it can be stated that most
of the citizens were strongly involved in the social, political, and cultural life of

4 A random selection of local citizens for public participation in policy making processes
proved to be very difficult. Despite scientific and democratic objections, it was decided
to select participants from an already existing database and to make an effort in the
approaching of citizens who are not usually very active in policy making (e.g., minorities
and adolescents).
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their city. This was additionally indicated by their over-average memberships of
local organizations and other public or local activities.
- Abilities
It appeared that some participants were very experienced and used to policy
meetings, while other participants were hardly used to these kinds of ineetings.
The same applied to their computer skills, which were needed when GSS were
used during the meetings. In this respect, the group panels can be characterized
as heterogeneous.
- Individual motives
On the basis of information about the motives of the participants, it appeared that
they were strongly motivated by the feeling of being part of an important local
event. This held for all members of the citizen panel. They participated on Satur-
days, leisure time.
- Background
Many elderly citizens participated. The majority of the participants were male. In
particular, elder men and women were overrepresented, whereas young men and
women were underrepresented. The age group 30-44 was fairly represented in the
citizen panel group. Besides sex and age, other background characteristics also
show some selection among the participants. There were several retired employ-
ees, students, and housewives. Relatively many participants worked in the non-
profit sector (health care, welfare, and education). Only a few participants worked
in the profit sector. The number of years that participants had lived in `s-
Hertogenbosch varied strongly (between two years and 68 years). Hardly any
minorities were represented. As stated before, most participants were socially
active. All in all, the panel is not a full representation of the population of the ciry
of `s-Hertogenbosch, but shows relevant differences in various skills and features
of the participants and has more variety and pluriformiry than the institutional
representatives who usually speak at traditional participatory events.

Group
For the purpose of the experiment and the evaluation study, the citizen panel was
split into two comparable groups of equal size. This was in the first place done for
practical reasons. In advance, it seemed difficult to guarantee equal participation
within groups of 30 participants. The idea was that equal participation would
function better in two groups of 15 members. At the same time, this provided the
opportunity to follow and compare both groups during the PPA trajectory, and to
support them with GSS in turn. The idea behind organizing two parallel groups,
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meeting at four sequential meetings, was that at each meeting one group was
using GSS while the other was using `traditional' ( i.e. non-GSS) discussion tools.
In splitting the panel group, an equal age and sex distribution within both groups
was pursued. Table 9.2 shows that gender and age were equally divided over both
groups.

Table 9.2. Composition of the two panel groups by age mid sex (percentages)

Panel Group 1 Panel Group 2
Age Male

15-29 0
30-44 33
45 - 59 44
~ 60 22

Female Male Female

Total 100

33 0 17
17 22 33
17 33 33
33 44 17

100 100
N 9 6 9

100
6

The citizen panel started with 30 participants (15 participants in both groups). Five partici-
pants dropped out, three participants in group 1 and two participants in group 2.

Following the `group' box in the IPO model, the following initial characteristics
of the two groups: norms, power and status distribution, and cohesion are de-
scribed.

- Norms
Norms of participants were unknown at the beginning of the panel discussions. As
the process continued, it appeared, however, that group norms gradually evolved
during the period in which the four meetings were organized.
- Power and status distribution
From the beginning, every member participated on an equal basis. Two process
facilitators (members of the Tilburg Universiry research team) chaired the meet-
ings of both groups and facilitated this equal participation. The process facilitators
did not know the participants before the begi~ing of the panel meetings.
- Cohesion
A common characteristic of the participants was their citizenship of
`s-Hertogenbosch. The panel was set up to be a forum in which `ordinary' people
meet for discussion and can be classified a non-permanent organization. As was
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stated previously, some participants also met on other occasions, but most partici-
pants did not know each other before the start of the panel.

Task
Both groups were confronted with same task: to develop a`future picture' of the
city of `s-Hertogenbosch in 2010 and to provide ideas and issues for future policy.
In terms of the IPO model, this task can be characterized in terms of complexity,
degree of uncertainty, and the activities required.
- Complexity
The subject of discussion can be considered very broad and abstract. Future
developments are hard to assess. Additionally, in some sessions, participants were
asked to use a perspective that differed from their personal background. For
example, elderly were asked to take the role of the youth in `s-Hertogenbosch and
vice versa. To sum up, the tasks can be characterized as complex for non-profes-
sional citizens.
- Degree of uncertainty
For the participants it was difficult to imagine whether (elements of) their final
future vision would be applied in the actual policy process. This uncertainty was
partly reduced by the mayor who personally promised to explain why (elements
of) the city vision would or would not be used in future policy making in the city
council.
- Activities required
During the panel meetings, the participants were confronted with several activi-
ties. To illustrate this, the following table presents the agendas of the four meet-
ings.
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Table 9.3. The agendas of both groups (subgroups are groups within a panel group)

Meeting 1

Opening
Four subgroups gather
ideas about the city using
four perspectives(young,
elderly, family with and
without children)
Consultation in subgroups
about themes to be pro-
posed
Selection of four themes
Adjourn meeting

Meetings 2 and 3

Opening
Subgroup 1 elaborates
theme 1, subgroup 2 elab-
orates theme 2
Break
Subgroup 1 elaborates
theme 2, subgroup 2 elab-
orates theme t
Lunch
Subgroups 1 and 2 pres-
ent theme 1
Discussion
Subgroups I and 2 pres-
ent theme 2
Discussion
Adjourn meeting

Meeting 4

Opening
Gathering comments on
subvisions based on the
four themes
Discussion
Break
Gathering comments on
the concept version of the
ciry vision
Discussion
Lunch
Finishing ciry vision (in-
structions for the process
facilitators)
Adjourn meeting
Speech mayor

In the first meeting, both groups brainstormed about themes (divergence) and
selected four themes as input for the development of their city vision (conver-
gence). In the next two meetings, the participants were asked to elaborate the
themes (divergence); these meetings exactly had the same agenda. The fmal
meeting was a convergence meeting. Its aim was to create consensus about the
group vision based on the selected themes. At the end of this meeting, participants
had the opportunity to provide the process facilitators with final instructions for
the completion of the city vision, which was finally presented to the mayor.

Context
With regard to the context of the PPA trajectory, four dimensions as presented by
the IPO model are discussed: the organizational structure, time pressure, discus-
sion climate, and the award system.

- Organizational structure
As stated before, the panel groups had no formal organizational structure. Partici-
pants cooperated voluntarily and on the basis of equality. Their facilitator guided
the process and chaired the sessions. Civil servants were present and could be
consulted at any time during the trajectory.

221



- Time pressure
During the trajectory, time pressure was relatively low. The complete trajectory
took place within a period of four months. Each of the four meetings lasted four
hours. During the meetings, however, participants sometimes experienced time
pressure, since they carried out relatively many different and complex activities
(see `tasks', as described previously).
- Discussion climate
The process facilitators actively stimulated an open discussion climate. In the
opinion of most participants, they succeeded doing so.
- Award system
There was no financial reward for the participants, apart from a small gift at the
end of the trajectory. There was a psychological reward, though, which consisted
of the personal involvement of the mayor of `s-Hertogenbosch and the feeling of
being part of an important local happening.

Technology
Finally, the last box in the IPO model concerns the type of technology used in the
group meetings. With respect to this factor, two elements of the research design
can be described. First the time~space dimension of the meetings and, second, the
degree of support.
- Time~space dimensions
All meetings were `same time I same place' meetings. Both groups used GSS in
turn. Group 2 used GSS during the second and fourth meeting, while group 1
used GSS during the fust and third meeting. The other meetings were ` traditional'
meetings (i.e., without GSS).
- Degree of support
As stated previously, scholars from Tilburg University were asked to facilitate the
panel meetings with regard to the usage of GSS, both in substance and method-
ologically. The GSS consisted of a local area network of a maximum 18 lap top
computers and was run with the GroupSystems programfor Windows (Version
l.le).

9.5. The evaluation perspective

The experimental design especially gave the opportunity to study the effect of
GSS support on the quality of the group meetings, independent of group, facilita-
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tion, and meeting characteristics. The aim of the research is to examine empiri-
cally whether there is an independent and positive effect of GSS support on the
quality of group processes and outcomes of the panel meetings. The core design
of the field experiment can be visualized as follows (Table 9.4).

Table 9.4. Research design field experiment 's-Hertogenbosch

Meeting 1 Meeting 2 Meeting 3 Meeting 4
21 Nov. 1998 14 Dec. 1998 9 Jan. 1999 6 Feb. 1999

Group 1 Without GSS With GSS Without GSS With GSS
(facilitator x)

Group 2 With GSS Without GSS With GSS Without GSS
(facilitator y)

At each of the four meetings, the following data were collected:
~ Observations of the group process were noted down and coded in observa-

tion schemes.
~ Questionnaires were distributed among all participants and were filled out

immediately after the end of each meeting. A fifth questionnaire was distrib-
uted two months after the last panel meeting.

~ Output as generated by the participants (on paper, or if GSS were applied,
on file).

The next analysis will mainly be based on the questionnaires filled out by the
participants at the end of the four meetings. Their judgements indicate the satis-
faction with regard to the meeting process, outcomes, and technology. This can
be seen as the measurement of the `output' box in the IPO model as presented in
Figure 9.1.

9.5.1. Measuring effectiveness

In order to compare the results of the analysis, the questions Petrovic and Krickl
(1994) applied to measure the participants' satisfaction in their Graz experiment
were adapted. Likewise, their measurement of the three dimensions of partici-
pants' satisfaction with regard to the results, process, and technology was repli-
cated. The following table presents an overview of these items and answer catego-
ries.
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Table 9.5. Items used to measure attitudes towards the process, results, and technology of the
n:eetings

Answer categories
SD D N A SA

Attitudes towards process
I had fun 1 2 3 4 5
I could present all my ideas 1 2 3 4 5
I am satisfied with the style of co-operation 1 2 3 4 5
The abilities of other participants were well used 1 2 3 4 5
Co-operation was efficient 1 2 3 4 5
Attitudes towards results
I feel personally responsible for the results 1 2 3 4 5
I am satisfied with the results I 2 3 4 5
The results correspond with my own contributions 1 2 3 4 5
I endorse the results 1 2 3 4 5
Attitudes towards technology
I want to do [his again 1 2 3 4 5
The GSS helps us find and structure ideas 1 2 3 4 5
GSS-supported teamwork is better suited to this task 1 2 3 4 5
than traditional ways
The GSS helps us reach our goal 1 2 3 4 5
The role of the GSS is essential 1 2 3 4 5
1- strongly disagree (SD); 2- disagree (D); 3- neutral (N); 4- agree (A); 5-
stron ly agree (SA)

In the following analysis all these items will be treated as dependent variables.
Since the sets of items are meant to measure the three different dimensions, a
scale analysis combined them in three aggregate factors (variables).

9.5.2. Hypotheses

Most studies, such as Petrovic and Krickl's experiment, expect GSS to have a
positive effect on group processes and results. In this experiment, the same
expectation is tested. As stated above, in the case of the `s-Hertogenbosch citizen
panel, the subjects of brainstorming and discussion can be characterized as
complex, uncertain, and diverse. In principle, it is assumed that this complexity
of tasks is constant over time (i.e., does not vary between the four meetings);
secondly, it is also assumed that there is no effect of group or facilitation (i.e., the
two groups are equal, in their facilitation, composition and behavior). Given the
already mentioned assumptions, the following three hypotheses can be tested:
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1. Participants' level of satisfaction with group process is higher in the GSS-
supported meetings than in the non-GSS-supported meetings.

2. Participants' level of satisfaction with group results is higher in the GSS-
supported meetings than in the non-GSS-supported meetings.

3. The positive effect of GSS is larger for the participants ' satisfaction with
group results than about the group process.

Of course, the two assumptions underlying these hypotheses can be questioned.
Literature indicates that facilitation does make a difference in GSS meetings
(Clawson 8t Bostrom, 1993; Dickson, Lee Patridge 8c Robinson; Griffith, Fuller
8c Northcraft, 1998) and participatory policy analysis (Joldersma, 1997). In the
experiment, both facilitators can be characterized as male, age 55, and scholars
in policy sciences working at the same department at Tilburg University. In
advance, there are some indications that both facilitators differed in their social
and communicative skills. However, both attuned the tasks and their roles before
each meeting. With regard to the four meetings, the complexity of the group tasks
can be considered equal, although some issues were experienced as more difficult
than other tasks. For the development of group norms (trust, cohesion, and co-
operation), face-to-face meetings are very important. From communication
science, it is known that face-to-face meetings are the richest media for exchang-
ing complex information (Fulk 8t Steinfield, 1990). They enable verbal and non-
verbal communication. In this experiment, GSS only enabled communication with
text lines. This is helpful to carry out a group task, but it is not necessarily suited
for developing group processes. Consequently, it is to be expected that GSS are
better suited to support group results instead of group processes. After all, group
processes additionally need rich media such as face-to-face communication.5
Therefore, it is expected that the GSS effect is larger for group results than for
group processes (hypothesis 3). The next analysis shows if these assumptions are
indeed correct.

9.5.3. Results

As a result of the experimental design, it is possible to compare groups of obser-
vations of equal size with regard to three main conditions:

5 GSS are increasingly extended with media that enable more and better communication,
such as video- and audioconferencing (e.g., Weatherhall 8c Nunamaker, 1999).
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~ with or without GSS
~ group 1 or 2
~ meeting 1, 2, 3, or 4.

In total, the 25 participants who attended four meetings completed 92 question-
naires.~ Participants' satisfaction with the meeting was measured by five items (5-
point scales) with regard to the process and four items with regard to the results
of the meetings (see Table 9.5). The aggregated mean scores of the respondents
with regard to the five group process items and the aggregated mean scores on the
four group outcome items are computed. In practice, the individual scores on both
the process and outcome items were added and divided by their number. Both sets
of items proved to contribute to a reliable scale (process items: a-.82; outcome
items: a - .79).'

In order to test the hypotheses, GSS and non-GSS meetings are compared in two
different ways. First, both groups at each of the four meetings are compared,
since groups 1 and 2 were supported by GSS in turn during the trajectory. The
disadvantage of this comparison, however, is the ignorance of systematic differ-
ences between groups 1 and 2. In deriving the hypotheses in the previous section,
it is assumed that no such differences exist, because both groups were initially
matched by gender and age, and both facilitators applied the same facilitation
techniques. On the other hand, still some differences are to be expected, in
particular with regard to the social and communication skills of the two facilita-
tors. The second method intends to compare GSS and non-GSS meetings within
both groups and thus to compare between the three sequential pairs of ineetings
during the trajectory. This also has major disadvantages, however, since the four
meetings differed in the kinds of tasks that had to be carried out by the partici-
pants (see Table 9.3). Additionally, it can be expected that internal group pro-
cesses develop over time (Forsyth, 1990), which will influence the level of
satisfaction. It is known, for example, that at the beginning and end of panel
trajectories participants are more stimulated or excited in comparison with the
`middle' meetings during the trajectory (De Caluwé, 1997). To avoid the disad-

6 A few participants were absent during some of the meetings.
7 Reliability of the dependent variables (in this experiment the aggregated process and

outcome items) can be established by determining the consistency with which responses
are made to the dependent variable (Christensen, 1994).
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vantages of both methods, it is decided to test the hypotheses by exclusively
focussing on the differences in the respondents' satisfaction between the second
and third meeting of groups 1 and 2 separately. It is assumed that this compro-
mise should neutralize the group and meeting effects from the GSS effect as much
as possible and, consequently, sufficiently takes into account with the assumptions
behind the hypotheses.

The next two tables present the results on which testing is based. First, Table 9.6
shows the average respondents' satisfaction with regard to the group process after
each of the eight meetings.

Table 9.6. Satisfaction of the respondents with the group processes of the meetings (means)

Meeting 1
21 Nov. 1998

Meeting 2
14 Dec. 1998

Meeting 3
9 Jan. 1999

Meeting 4
6 Febr. 1999

Total

Group 1 (fa- 4.20 3.91' 4.16 4.27' 4.14
cilitator x) (sd-.50, (sd-.55, (sd-.46, (sd-.34, (sd-.47,

n-14) n-1]) n-9) n-12) n-46)

Group 2 4.16' 3.72 3.32' 4.18 3.83
(facilitator y) (sd-.56, (sd-.63, (sd-.63, (sd-.52, (sd-.67,

n-10) n-12) n-12) n-12) n-46)

Total 4.18 3.81 3.68 4.23 3.98
(sd-.52, (sd-.59, (sd-.69, (sd-.43, (sd-.60,
n-24) n-23) n-21) n-24) n-92)

~` Meeting was supported by GSS

At first sight, it is striking that the absolute level of satisfaction is high (3.98 on
a five- point scale). In contrast with the assumption, groups 1 and 2 show struc-
tural differences in the respondents' level of satisfaction at each of the four
meetings. On average, participants of group 1 are more satisfied in comparison
with participants of group 2. This difference is particularly large in meeting 3.
When both groups are followed during the four meetings, the level of satisfaction
fluctuates. In the first and the final meeting, the level of satisfaction is highest for
both groups, whereas the lowest level of satisfaction appears in meeting 3 for
group 2, and meeting 2 for group 1. About the specific effect of GSS, the follow-
ing can be concluded. As argued previously, a comparison of the results of
meeting 2 and 3, for both groups 1 and 2 separately, should show the clearest
positive GSS effect on the level of the respondents' satisfaction with the group
processes. In group 1, however, participants were less satisfied with meeting 2
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(3.91, without GSS) than with meeting 3(4.16, with GSS). This falsifies the first
hypothesis. For group 2, the same result appears (3.32 with GSS, 3.72 without
GSS). This again falsifies hypothesis 1. The differences for both groups are not
statistically significant (two-tailed t-test). It appears that during the middle period
of the trajectory, GSS support is not positively related to the respondents' satisfac-
tion with the group processes. Hypothesis 1, predicted that the GSS effect would
be positive for both groups. It appears that just the opposite is the case. Hypothe-
sis 1 is rejected.

Table 9.7 provides the results with respect to the second hypothesis, where the
respondents' satisfaction with the group results after each meeting is the depend-
ent variable.

Table 9. 7. Satisfaction of the respondents with the group outcomes of the meetings (means)

Meeting 1
21 Nov. 1998

Meeting 2
14 Dec. 1998

Meeting 3
9 Jan. 1999

Meeting 4
6 Febr. 1999

Total

Group 1 4.00 4.07' 4.03 4.29' 4.10
(facilitator x) (sd-.37, (sd-.20, (sd-.36, (sd-.35, (sd-.34,

n-14) n-11) n-9) n-12) n-46)

Group 2 3.84' 3.83 3.71' 4.02 3.85
(facilitator y) (sd-.91, (sd-.84, (sd-.79, (sd-.48, (sd-.75,

n-10) n-12) n-12) n-12) n-46)

Total 3.93 3.95 3.85 4.16 3.97
(sd-.65, (sd-.62, (sd-.65, (sd-.44, (sd-.60,
n-24) n-23) n-21) n-24) n-92)

~` Meeting was supported by GSS

Again, on average respondents are very satisfied with the results (3.97 on a 5-
point scale). Similar to the previous results, members of group 1 are more satis-
fied with their group results in comparison with group 2 at each of the four
meetings. For both groups, the general absolute level of satisfaction is the highest
at the first and last meeting. With regard to the independent effect of GSS support
on the respondents' level of satisfaction with the group results the following can
be drawn. In group 1, the respondents' satisfaction with the group results, is
slightly higher in meeting 2(4.07, with GSS) than in meeting 3(4.03, without
GSS). Although the difference is very small (and not statistically significant), the
positive direction of the GSS effect supports the second hypothesis. In group 2,
however, participants were on average less satisfied with the group results in
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meeting 3(3.71, with GSS) in compariron with meeting 2(3.83, without GSS).
This falsifies hypothesis 2. Therefore one has to conclude that the second hypoth-
esis is not supported by the results from Table 9.7. The predicted positive effect
of GSS support on the respondents' satisfaction with the group results for both
groups 1 and 2, cannot be found in the data.

The third and last hypothesis predicts that the positive effect of GSS support on
the respondents' satisfaction with the group results is larger than the positive
effect of GSS support on the respondents' satisfaction with the group processes.
From the previous analysis, the problem arises, that with regard to meetings 2 and
3, only one out of four cases showed such a positive effect of GSS support.
However, if the absolute differences between the GSS and non-GSS supported
meetings are compared for group 1 and 2 separately, the results do support
Hypothesis 3. In group 1, the difference between GSS and non-GSS supported
meetings is positive with regard to the respondents' satisfaction with the group
results (-f- .04) and negative with regard to the respondents' satisfaction with the
group process (-.25). In group 2, the difference between GSS and non-GSS
supported meetings is negative with regard to the respondent's satisfaction with
the group results (-.12), but this (negative) difference is smaller with regard to the
respondent's satisfaction with the group process (-.40). Of course, this interpreta-
tion of the results remains contestable because the majority of the cases do not
show a positive GSS effect, but at least the direction of the `differences of the
differences' appears to be in the predicted direction for both groups.

To extend the comparative analyses of GSS facilitation, the respondents were
questioned about their attitude towards technology (e.g., the support of GSS). As
mentioned before, these questions were derived from the IPO model (see Table
9.5). Similar to the previous analysis, the (five) technology items are aggregated
to one variable (added and divided by five) since they form a very reliable scale
(a-.92). Table 9.8 shows the mean scores for the four meetings in which GSS
was used.
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Table 9.8. Satisfnction of the respondents with te~hiiolog~~ (GSSj used duri~tg dte meetings
(means)

Meeting 1
21 Nov. 1998

Meeting 2
14 Dec. 1998

Meeting 3
9 Jan. 1999

Meeting 4
6 Feb. 1999

Total

Group 1 (fa- 3.02 3.58 3.33
cilitator x) (sd-1.i9, (sd-.51, (sd-.91,

n- l0) n-12) n-22)
Group 2 3.82 3.22 3.50
(facilitator y) (sd-.97, (sd-1.04, (sd-1.03,

n- I 1) n-12) n-23)
Total 3.42

(sd - .97,
n-45)

In general, participants are satisfied with the use of GSS during their meetings
(3.42 on a 5-point scale). The average level of satisfaction is particularly high in
the first and last (fourth) meeting (3.82 and 3.58). This phenomenon is similar to
what was found previously, with regard to the patterns of satisfaction with group
processes and group results. Differences between group 1 and 2 are relatively
small. Members of group 1 were more satisfied with the technology in their
second GSS meeting than with their first GSS meeting. The opposite is the case
for group 2. In other words, the satisfaction with GSS in group 1 grows during
the PPA trajectory, while the satisfaction with GSS in group 2 decreases. Once
again, this result supports the finding that there is a systematic difference between
both groups, not only in their general satisfaction with GSS, but also with regard
to the effect of GSS on the respondents' satisfaction, as was shown in the previous
analyses.

Apart from this interaction effect of the group and the support of GSS, it appears
that the effect of GSS also strongly depends on the meeting. First, in meetings 1
and 4, GSS were only used to rank the information gathered (i.e., convergence).
This means that group 2(which started with GSS in meeting 1) used GSS applica-
tions less extensively during their second GSS meeting. As can be seen in Table
9.8, both groups (and in particular group 2) were less satisfied with the GSS
agendas in meetings 2 and 3. This is probably related to the fact that, during these
meetings, GSS was only use as an information-gathering tool (i.e., divergence) to
a limited extent. Secondly, from observations and interactions during the trajec-
tory, group 2 proved to be more critical towards GSS, better educated, and more
computer literate. This group probably expected more intensive use of GSS.
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However, the GSS agendas had to be equal for both experienced and non-experi-
enced computer users in order to prevent any thresholds from arising. The rela-
tively advanced experience of group 2 with regard to the use of GSS might
explain why the members of this group experienced less added value of GSS in
comparison with group 1.

9.5.4. Discussion and conclusion

This section returns to the initial two subjects of this chapter. First, the contribu-
tion of citizen panels to participatory policy analysis is discussed. Secondly, the
effect of GSS on the quality of group process and outcomes is addressed.

Citizen panels and PPA
In many respects, the use of participatory methods for local governments was a
twofold experiment. The shift from an expert toward a participatory style in
policy making does not only change the relation between government and citizens.
It also has an effect on the internal structure and culture of governmental organi-
zations. During this experiment, insight was gathered into the (potential) contribu-
tion of citizen panels to local policy making processes and how this contribution
can be optimized. Several lessons can be learned from this experiment. First, a
citizen panel, as was applied in `s-Hertogenbosch, is a relatively inexpensive way
to involve citizens in local policy making. Since this first citizen panel was a
success, the local council of `s-Hertogenbosch currently considers the establish-
ment of one or more structural citizen panels. These panels can be consulted
during policy making processes with regard to a variety of local issues. It is
important that the panel is composed on the basis of geographical, policy issue,
or personal background criteria. Therefore, the initiator of the panel should
prevent one-sided composition of a panel. Secondly, a citizen panel needs good
process facilitation. It must be clear which policy-related activities have to be
executed by the citizen panel and which procedures will be applied. Furthermore,
the process facilitator must ensure that information needed by the panel members
can be accessed easily. Third, it must be clear what will happen with the results
of the meetings of the citizen panel. In 's-Hertogenbosch, the mayor personally
promised to explain which elements of the city vision would be used in the local
policy making process. This guarantees the participants that their effort would be
taken seriously by the local government. Finally, the attendance of local policy
makers during the meetings enables the citizen panel to consult the local govern-
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ment about issues to be discussed during a meeting. Civil servants can learn what
participation of citizens means for local policy making. From the analysis of the
`s-Hertogenbosch citizen panel, it can be concluded that this initiative is a stimu-
lus for PPA and helps civil servants and citizens to get acquainted with each other
in their new roles as part of a new participatory style of policy making.

GSS and group processes and results
Parallel to the try-out of the citizen panel, a field experiment was designed in
order to test three hypotheses on the role of GSS in such meetings. It appeared
that the results do not support the hypotheses. Table 9.9 shows an overview.

Table 9.9. Results of hypothesis testing

Hypotheses Group 1 Group 2 Conclusion

1. Participants' level of satis- GSS: 3.91 GSS: 3.32 Hypothesis
faction with group processes Non-GSS: 4.16 Non-GSS: 3.72 rejected
is higher in the GSS-sup- (difference: -.25) (difference: -.40)
ported meetings than in the
non-GSS-supported meet-
ings.

2 Participants' leve[ of satis- GSS: 4.07 GSS: 3.71 Hypothesis
faction with group results is Non-GSS: 4.03 Non-GSS: 3.83 rejected
higher in GSS-supported (difference: f .04) (difference: -.12)
meetings than in non-GSS-
supported meetings.

3. The positive efJ`ect of GSS is f.04 1-.25 -.12 )-.40 Hypothesis
largerfor satisfaction with confirmed
group results than about the
group process.

In general, respondents of both groups are very satisfied with the process and
results of all meetings. If structural group and meeting differences are controlled
(i.e., focus on the difference between meeting 2 and 3 for groups 1 and 2 sepa-
rately), in three out of four cases, satisfaction with non-GSS meetings is higher
than with GSS-supported meetings. This is in clear contrast with the first two
hypotheses. In only one case (group 1) is the satisfaction with the group results of
the GSS meeting is higher than the non-GSS meeting, as was predicted by hypoth-
esis 2. With regard to the third hypothesis, however, the (unpredicted) negative
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effect of GSS support on the respondents' satisfaction towards group process is
larger than the GSS effect on the respondents' satisfaction towards the group
results. This confirms the third hypothesis to some extent.

All in all, the expectations with regard to a positive net effect of GSS in this PPA
trajectory are not realized. Still, the experimental design, in principle, is suited to
analyze such an effect. The IPO model and the satisfaction items of Petrovic and
Krickl also proved to be useful measurements. However, several factors interfere
with the effect of GSS support in the panel meetings.

First, during the experiment it became clear that there were structural differences
between groups 1 and 2. Although both groups were matched on the basis of age
and sex, the two groups differed in their socio-economic status (i.e., education
and income). It appeared that participants of group 2 had more computer skills,
were better educated, and were more critical towards the realized use of GSS.
Some participants explicitly stated that GSS could do more than only brainstorm-
ing and voting. One participant of group 2 used GSS at work. Probably, these
panel members expected more intensive use of GSS, especially during their
second GSS meeting.

Secondly, process facilitation is important in PPA and GSS, or, as Clawson and
Bostrom put it: "It is not likely that a group social technology such as GSS in and
of itself will be sufficient to turn meetings into fully satisfying and effective
exchanges. Research and field experience indicates that the quality of a GSS
meeting is predominantly dependent on the facilitator" (1993: 323). It became
quite clear from the analysis, that a PPA tool such as GSS only becomes effective
in the hands of a skillful facilitator. Despite the fact that facilitation was organized
similarly in both groups, both process facilitators did differ and that these differ-
ences can influence the quality of group processes and outcomes. However, the
results do no allow to determine how large the effect of process facilitation on
meeting processes and outcomes is.

The question remains, however, why the results do not correspond with the
results of the experiment of Petrovic and Krickl (1994). Their experiment showed
that attitudes towards results are higher in traditional supported groups than in
computer-supported groups. Such a tendency was not found. Participants in GSS
meetings in the Petrovic and Krickls' laboratory experiment also experienced a

233



higher level of fun than participants in non-GSS meetings. Subsequently, they
concluded that "Groups should have been observed over a longer period of time
in order to eliminate effects like beginner's fear and euphoria and the effects of
learning curve" (1994: 241). This was exactly done in this experiment, but no
significant difference in level of fun between GSS and traditional meetings has
been recorded. At first sight, these differences seem to contradict each other, but
a closer examination shows that different environments of laboratory and field

research can explain these differences.

Dennis, Nunamaker and Vogel have broadly outlined the differences between
laboratory experiments and iield research with regard to the influence of GSS on

group processes (1991). They emphasize that the same variables in field research
and in laboratory experiments can only be compared if different environments are
taken into account, such as organizational context, group characteristics, task, and
GSS environment. With regard to group characteristics, for example, Dennis et
al. claim that "The majority of previous laboratory experiments have studied

physically and logically small ad hoc groups of undergraduate students, without
a formal hierarchy, who were unfamiliar with the task domain and the EMS. The

majority of field studies have examined physically and logically medium- and
large-sized established groups of managers, with a formal hierarchy, who were
familiar with the task domain and had more experience with the EMS" (1991:
115). In Petrovic and Krickls' study, the experiment is performed with students,
whereas in this experiment, citizens (lay people) participated. In comparison with
undergraduate students, citizens have fewer computer skills. In comparison with
managers, they have less experience with policy-analytical processes. In the next
section, attention will be given to a difference between case studies and field
experiments (i.e., difference within field studies). It seems that these difference
influence the results.

To summarize, although the results of testing the effect of GSS on group perfor-
mance may seem disappointing, the analysis and research design of the field
experiment can be considered a step forward in PPA and GSS research. PPA
research usually uses field research methods such as case studies and action
research. There hardly is any attention for laboratory and field experiments. In
GSS research, the emphasis is on laboratory experiments and case studies. Both
disciplines hardly use field experiments, i.e., a combination of real-life and
experimentation. From this point of view, it is stressed that the two approaches

234



can fruitfully be combined as done in this experiment. Still, more field experi-
ments are needed before reliable conclusions can be drawn about the added value
of GSS in participatory policy analysis.

9.6. Comparison between case studies and field experiment

The experimental design is by itself not an innovation, but the combination with
the field where it was conducted, makes it rather unique. This is an important
reason to include a field experiment in this thesis. The added value of a field
experiment was expected to be much higher than a fourth case study. A fourth
case study probably would not result in new information about the impact of GSS
on the quality of PPA.

The field experiment provided two opportunities, namely: to experiment with a
`new' methodology in PPA and GSS (see Chapter 5) and to study the relation
between PPA and GSS more deeply. The results of the field experiment did not
confirm the expected (positive) relation between GSS use and the quality of PPA
meetings. It seemed that GSS do not really matter. The small difference between
GSS and non-GSS seem to confirm what Fjermestad and Hiltz found in their
meta-evaluation of GSS experiments: "Overall, the results suggest that there is an
overwhelming tendency to fmd "no significant differences" between unsupported
face-to-face modes and the types of group support systems that have been studied
thus far. Less than one-fifth of the fmdings, overall support hypotheses that GSS
use is better than face-to-face methods" (Fjermestad 8z Hiltz, 1999: 56). Despite
this tendency, which was also found in this field experiment, it must be stressed
that the rare opportunity to conduct a fteld experiment motivated as much as the
study of the impact of GSS on PPA. The research methodology itself was under
study as well.

There is a small difference between results found in case studies (Chapter 6, 7,
and 8) and results gathered in the field experiment. Participants in PPA trajecto-
ries that were described and analyzed in the case studies are more enthusiastic
about GSS than participants in the field experiment. Participants within this field
experiment state that GSS do not make a real difference (and they have been
subjected to both kinds of ineetings, i.e., with and without GSS). Is this a reason
to become more skeptical about the impact of GSS on the quality of PPA? Do the
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results of the field experiment reject the results of the three case studies? Probably
not. This will be explained in this section. The intention is to show that this kind
of research also has limitations, which can influence the (expected) results.

Three meanings of `experiment '
The field experiment carried out was rather rare in three ways. This can be
explained by the term `experiment' . This term has three meanings in the citizen
panel. First, the initiator of the PPA trajectory (the local government in `s-
Hertogenbosch) tried to establish new ways of communication in policy making
processes between local government (i.e., policy makers, local council members,
civil servants) and citizens. Therefore, the local government tested new methods
and tools that could facilitate this new form of communication. From this perspec-
tive the citizen panel, being one of these new methods and tools, can be consid-
ered an experiment for the local policy makers. In this sense, the term `experi-
ment' does not relate to its scientific meaning.

Secondly, laboratory as well as field experiments are hardly carried out in PPA
and policy science in general. PPA uses all kinds of inethods and tools such as
simulationlgaming, consensus conferences, system dynamics, and case studies,
but real scientific experiments are hardly used. The three case studies described
in this thesis are examples of this research tradition in PPA. Field experiments
also are a rare phenomenon in GSS research in contrast to laboratory experiments
(see also Chapter 5). Therefore, the opportunity to carry out a field experiment
can be considered a rare methodological opportunity from a PPA and a GSS
perspective. Especially, this reason stimulated the drive to experiment with this
`new ' methodology in PPA and GSS.

Thirdly, the research design used in this field study is a scientific experiment.
Two randomized groups use GSS in turn. This provides the opportunity to com-
pare groups and to compare GSS- with non-GSS-supported meetings scientifi-
cally.

This broader context shows the rare opportunity that came up and therefore
should be included in this thesis.
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Explaining differences
It is difficult to determine the differences between the case studies and the field
experiment precisely. This difficulty is caused by the fact that the field experiment
did not follow the same research questions used in the case studies (and therefore
did not measure the same items). The PPA research model and the four PPA
quality criteria did not provide a research design for experimentation. Therefore,
it was decided to use the IPO model (and related hypotheses, research design and
questions) as described in previous sections and Chapter 5. If the same questions
are not asked, results cannot be compared easily. The scores on five-point-scale
propositions in the field experiment are nevertheless lower than in the case studies
despite the fact that propositions in the field experiment are also formulated
positively (i.e., high scores indicate satisfaction with GSS). Participants in citizen
panel are less satisfied with GSS compared with participants in the case studies
(see Table 9.8). With the aid of the IPO model (Pinsoneault 8z Kraemer, 1994),
it is possible to explain the differences. In all empirical chapters (the case studies
and the field experiment), the left-hand side of the IPO model was used to de-
scribe the input of GSS meetings. Differences in the left-hand side of the IPO
model (the input) probably cause variation in the results between both research
strategies (case studies and field experiments). Table 9.10 summarizes the input
of both strategies.
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Table 9.10. lnput in the case studies and the field experinient

Case studies ( Chapters 6, 7, and 8) Field experiment ( Chapter 9)

Participants Participants
- Social organizations, interest groups, - Lay people

experts, politicians, civil servants, man- - Strong variation in sex, age, computer
agers, employees skills, and acquaintance with policy

- Mostly highly educated men between 30 meetings
and 55 years old

- Acquainted with computer technology and
policy meetings

Group Group
- Size between 7 and 13 policy actors - Size varies between 9 and 13 `ordinary'
- Five heterogeneous and five homogenous citizens

groups - Homogeneous distribution based on age
- Participants do not know each other ( not and sex

true for some groups) - Participants do not know each other
- Most groups were non-permanent groups - Non-permanent, but participants gath-

and attended GSS meeting once ( with the ered five times ( including a kick off
exception of Chapter 7) meeting) and used GSS twice

Task Task
- Consultation ( Ch. 6), anticipation (Ch. - Create a`future picture' of the ciry (an-

7), information and persuasion (Ch. 8). ticipation)
- Complex ( many actors, different - Complex ( many actors, different per-

perspectives, uncertainty) spectives, uncertainry)
- Divergence (8), convergence (1), both - Divergence ( 2) and convergence (1),

(1) both (1)
Context Context
- No time pressure ( with the exception of - No time pressure

Ch. 8) - Location at city hall (out of doors for
- Locations are a ministry, a training cen- participants)

ter and a football stadium - Length meetings approximately three
- Length meetings varied between 3 and hours

8.5 hours

Technology Technology
- Same time ~ same place meetings - Same time I same place meetings
- Process and technical facilitation - Process and technical facilitation
- GSS - GSS and non-GSS ( variation)

Participants in PPA trajectories described in the case studies are, in general,
highly educated males between the age of 30 and 55 years who are:

~ Used to the kinds of issues ( e.g., complex policy problems) discussed in
policy meetings ( the content).

238



~ Acquainted with computer technology (e.g., use of keyboard and mouse)
(the technology).

~ Methods and tools to discuss complex policy problems (e.g., brainstorming,
workshops) (the process).

Participants in the field experiments have a varied background. Some participants
are also used to the content, technology, and process (e.g., a citizen who is a civil
servant from the Ministry of Transport and Water Management). However, some
participants hardly had any experience with these kinds of ineetings, policy issues,
and computers. This probably influences the satisfaction of participants with
regard to the use of GSS. This can be explained as follows. The variation in
experience of participants with regard to the issues mentioned made facilitators
aware that they had to use a meeting design that would satisfy all participants.
This implies that the activities, which participants had to carry out electronically
should not become a barrier for participation (in particular for those who had little
computer experience). Especially the emphasis on `simple' GSS meeting designs
resulted in different reactions of participants. Some participants stated that GSS
could do better (`it has many more features') while other participants experienced
working with GSS as very difficult (`I have no computer skills'). As a result,
participants are less satisfied with a GSS, because its use is too simple or too
difiicult. To conclude, the GSS meeting design was a compromise in order to
satisfy experienced and inexperienced participants, but sometimes also a design
which can be considered to be neither fish nor fowl.

9.7. Summary

This chapter dealt with a field experiment, a rare opportunity in PPA as well as
GSS research. With the aid of the IPO model of Petrovic and Krickl (1994), a
research design was developed consisting of three hypotheses that focused on the
impact of GSS on group processes and outcomes. The hypotheses were tested in
two randomized groups in a citizen panel that gaihered to develop a citizen vision.
They used GSS in turn. The most important conclusion is that the expected
positive relation between GSS and the quality of group processes and outcomes
was not confirmed. It seems that GSS do not really matter. However, there seems
to be an important role for process facilitation. Furthermore, participants' satis-
faction with GSS in the field experiment is lower compared to participants' scores
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in case studies. However, these differences are an invitation to experiment more
often with these kinds of technologies and meetings. The challenge is to experi-
ment with technologies and participatory processes and make them more user-
friendly to lay people (and professional policy makers). This provides citizens
(regardless of their age, computer skills, education, sex, and experience with
policy meetings) a chance to participate in GSS-supported PPA trajectories
without barriers. This is the only guarantee that everyone can participate. How-
ever, before it is possible to make reliable conclusions about the effect of GSS on
the quality of PPA in both kinds of groups, more iield experimentation is needed.
This chapter provided an exploration for more research to be done in this field.
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10 Conclusions and discussion

10.1. Introduction

This chapter orders conclusions and recommendations of this study in three steps.
The first step (section 10.2) is an overview of the thesis. The second step (section
10.3) describes advantages and disadvantages of GSS with regard to its impact on
the quality of PPA. This section also provides recommendations for the applica-
tion of GSS in PPA. The final section (10.4) is a reflection, discussion and an
outlook on future research.

10.2. Overview

Information and communication technologies such as GSS have become an object
of as well as a means for policy making and policy analysis. Technology as an
object results in technology policy. Technology as a means results in its use as
policy instrument or tool. Consequently, technology (and thus GSS) also is an
object of study of the policy sciences. The impact of policy instruments on the
quality of policy making and analysis is an important field of investigation for
policy science. Several developments provide an opportunity to study the impact
of GSS (as a means) on (the quality of) participatory policy analysis: (1) the shift
from an expert towards a participatory style of policy analysis; (2) the growing
inter- and intra-organizational use of ICT and; (3) the integration and combination
of ICT with other PPA methods and tools. To study the impact of GSS on PPA,
the following problem statement guided the research: `What is the contribution of
group support systems, as a participatory tool, to the qualiry of participatory
policy analysis? '. Two central concepts in this problem statement are Participa-
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tory Policy Analysis and Group Support Systems. Research questions have been
derived from this problem statement.

The second chapter gave an answer to the first research question: What is partici-
patory policy analysis? PPA has been defined as "an applied social science
discipline, which uses multiple methods of inquiry, argument, and process facili-
tation, to assist a pluriform set of stakeholders in a policy network, to explore and
exchange in a direct interaction with each other their different mental maps
regarding values, definitions, causes and solutions of problems and to develop and
test as effective as needed a shared and robust policy theory on an issue. The
ultimate goal is to improve the problem solving capacity of the individual stake-
holders and the policy network as a whole" (Geurts 8t Mayer, 1996: 17). Geurts
and Mayer (1996) developed a conceptual model to describe and analyze PPA
trajectories. PPA trajectories are the steps taken by an initiator of a participatory
process to achieve the policy goals. PPA emerged from a shift in methods that
supports policy making. It is a manifestation of the growing need to involve
policy-relevant actors in policy making processes. The PPA research model
(Figure 2.1) includes four perspectives to describe and analyze PPA trajectories:
(1) the historical~comparative perspective; (2) the strategiclcontingency perspec-
tive; (3) the trajectory~design perspective; and (4) the evaluation perspective. The
third and fourth perspective play an important role in this thesis, because they
focus on the tool (GSS) being applied in PPA. This PPA research model and its
four perspectives provide a frame that helps to describe a PPA trajectory.

The other concept is Group Support Systems. The third chapter gave an answer
on the second research question, namely: What are group support systems?
Throughout history, groups played an important role in policy making and analy-
sis. Many methods and tools have been developed to support policy making
groups. GSS are an automation of existing group-supporting techniques (e.g.,
brainstorming), but GSS also include (new) features that extend the range of tools
to support groups (e.g., communication via computer screens). Technology- and
function-oriented defmitions of GSS exist. For the purpose of this research a
function-oriented defmition is preferred. GSS combine "communication, comput-
ing, and decision support technologies to facilitate formulation and solution of
unstructured problems by a group of people" (DeSanctis 8z Gallupe, 1987: 589).
The GSS studied in this research is GroupSystems for Windows. GSS can be
classified among several dimensions such as time, place, group size and the level
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of groupwork. The time and place classification is used frequently. Increasing
GSS use is caused by organizational, labor, economic, social and technical
factors. It is supposed that GSS can reduce process losses (e.g., dominance of
individual members) and stimulate process gains (e.g., information processing) in
groups. There is no reason to assume that groups engaged in PPA do not suffer
the same process gains and losses. From this perspective, it seems that GSS can
have a positive impact on the quality of PPA.

The definition of PPA has been unraveled in order to find out which specific PPA
elements could be supported with GSS. This gives an answer to the third research
question, namely: How can group support systems and participatory policy
analysis be integrated into a theoretical model? This unraveling of the PPA
definition resulted in four quality criteria: interaction, information, involvement
and learning. PPA and GSS have been combined using the following steps. First,
various policy making models have been discussed. Their strengths and weak-
nesses have been described using a PPA perspective. This forms the basis for
linking PPA quality criteria with functions of GSS. It is supposed that GSS can
increase the quality of PPA measured in terms of the four criteria mentioned. The
combination of these concepts results in a table that enables a policy-scientific
approach to GSS-supported PPA meetings (see Table 10.1). The table provides a
frame for categorizing, describing and analyzing GSS meetings in PPA.
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Table 10.1. Poliry making, policy anah~sis, and qualin~ criteria

Policy mak- (Participa- Interaction Information Involvemen Learning
ing phase tory) policy- focused on: about: t on the concerns:

analytical basis of:
procedure
(or method)

PoGcy Problem Exchanging Characteris- Common Structuriza-
agenda and structuring problem tics of the problem tion
problem e.g., Group visions problem formulation
formulation model build-

ing

Policy Forecasting Developing Consequences Best alterna- Structuriza-
alternatives e.g., Sce- and discuss- of alternatives tive(s) tion and alter-

nario ing natives
workshops alternatives

Policy Recommen- Mutual Points of Procedure Structuriza-
adoption dation influence view tion,

e.g., Multi and alternatives,
criteria eval- coalition and adoption
uation in forming
groups

Po6cy Monitoring Implemen- Progress Fulfilling Structuriza-
implementa- e.g., Qualit,y ting decision(s) tion, alterna-
tion circles decision(s) tives, adop-

tion, and
implementa-
tion

Policy Evaluation Discussing Successes and Achieved Structuriza-
assessment e.g., Expert results and failures results and tion, alterna-

panels developing proposed tives,
improve- improve- adoption,
ments ments implementa-

tion, and
assessment

This table forms the basis for answering the fourth research question: How can
the impact of GSS on the quality of PPA be measured? On the basis of Table 10.1
and the fourth research question, subquestions have been derived, namely:
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1. In what policy making phase has th:, PPA method been used?
2. How did GSS support the PPA method used during the PPA trajectory?

Due to the emphasis on early phases of policy making (and PPA) in the PPA
trajectories described and analyzed in the empirical chapters, it is impossible to
discuss the potential contribution of GSS to the qualiry of PPA in later phases of
policy making (i.e., policy adoption, implementation and assessment). This means
that the research results are not valid for the last three rows of Table 10.1. In
Chapter 4, these rows (phases) were included in the subresearch questions. Due
to the absence of these phases in the empirical research, subquestions 3, 4, 5 and
6(Chapter 4) are abbreviated to:

1. Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate interaction focused on: (1)
exchanging problem visions; andlor (2) developing and discussing alterna-
tives.

2. Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate information processing
about: (1) characteristics ofthe problem; andlor (2) consequences of alterna-
tives.

3. Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings help to involve actors on the basis of:
(1) common problem formulation; andlor (2) best alternative(s).

4. Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings enhance learning with regard to:
(1) Structurization; andlor (2) alternatives.

Field studies have been conducted to answer these questions. In policy science
and participatory policy analysis, field studies (e.g., case studies and action
research) are commonly used. In GSS research, laboratory experiments are very
popular. The number of GSS field studies grows rapidly. It seems that laboratory
and field studies lead to different conclusions about GSS. Dennis et al. (1991)
explained why laboratory and field studies often lead to different results. One
should the different contexts of both research strategies take into account. For
example, laboratory experiments are often conducted with students as subjects and
(artificial) problems, whereas field studies are usually carried out in real-life
settings with real managers and real problems. Laboratory experiments and field
studies can complement each other. For instance, laboratory experiments provide
the opportunity to study or explain regularities or patterns that have been observed
in field studies. The whole empirical part of this thesis consisted of field studies:
three case studies and one field experiment.
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The field studies present a variety of PPA trajectories initiated by different
organizations such as a ministry (Chapter 6), a proiit organization (Chapter 7), a
non-profit organization (Chapter 8), and a local government (Chapter 9).

The first case study is a technology scan project of the Dutch Ministry of Eco-
nomic Affairs. Technology scans help to identify emerging technologies that can
contribute to the solution of societal problems. The application of such technology
is called an innovation. As the ministry did not have the most up-to-date knowl-
edge about these new emerging technologies, it decided to initiate a participatory
trajectory. A variety of actors (e.g., producers and users of technologies and
policy makers) was invited to participate. During the meetings, these actors were
consulted about the most urgent societal problems and the potential contribution
of new technologies to the solution of these problems. The consultation round
consisted of five GSS meetings. Policy-relevant actors from politics, trade and
industry, knowledge infrastructure and social organizations discussed social
problems, concrete technology-based project ideas and criteria for the selection of
these projectideas.

The second case study is a PPA trajectory in which an agro-consultancy organiza-
tion used GSS to develop a new policy. The organization needs to update its
policies due to changing market conditions and public policies. Thirteen internal
and external actors attended two GSS-supported scenario workshops to anticipate
these (future) changes and developments by building and discussing four scenarios
and to assess strategic options for each scenario.

The final case study is a PPA trajectory initiated by the Dutch Federation of
Football Supporters Associations (FSV). The FSV wants to influence the policy
making process with regard to the introduction of a new identity card for football
supporters: the Personal Club Card (PCC). The card aims at reducing hooligan-
ism. The FSV has reasons to assume that the PCC might not be as effective as
expected by policy makers (i.e., the ministries, the Parliament and the Royal
Dutch Football Association (KNVB)). Three participatory GSS-supported work-
shops about the PCC were organized. Representatives of several supporters
organizations, (potential) producers of the clubcard, safery managers, policy
makers (parliamentarians, Royal Dutch Football Association and the ministries)
attended the workshops. The workshops focused on the (expected) realizability
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and effectiveness of the PCC. GSS helped to gather, discuss and rank ideas about
the expected effectiveness and realizability of the PCC.

The citizen panel in `s-Hertogenbosch provided the opportunity to conduct a field
experiment. Opportunities to conduct a field experiment are rare in PPA. There-
fore, it was decided to include this experiment in the thesis. Two matched and
randomized groups which engaged in a debate on the future of their city are
compared during four meetings. Both groups were studied with the aim to test
whether GSS have a positive effect on the quality of the GSS-supported PPA
meetings in which the participants developed a city vision. The GSS effect is both
analyzed by comparisons within both groups over time and by comparisons
between the two groups at each of four meetings (moments of time). The results
show that GSS only support the group processes and outcomes under certain
circumstances. Process facilitation seem to have more influence on group pro-
cesses and outcomes in comparison with technological factors, i.e., the use of
GSS.

10.3. Conclusions and recommendations

This section in six subsections presents conclusions and recommendations regard-
ing the six subquestions, which have been derived from the fourth research
question (How can the impact of GSS on the quality of PPA be measured?) and
Table 10.1. These questions determined the structure of this section. Each of the
following sub-sections deals with one research question. The sub-sections that
deal with the four quality criteria also provide recommendations for the use of
GSS in PPA.

10.3.1. Policy making phase

This subsection deals with the first subquestion: In what policy making phase has
the PPA method been used? Each empirical chapter included one central PPA
method: a technology scan (Chapter 6), a scenario workshop (Chapter 7), a
debate (Chapter 8) and a citizen panel (Chapter 9). The policy making phases in
which these PPA methods have been used are problem formulation (Chapter 9),
development of alternatives (Chapter 8) or both phases (Chapter 6 and 7). These
are early policy making phases.
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An important reason to conduct PPA early is the need to involve important policy
actors in policy making processes. Especially policy actors who have enough
power to hamper a successful policy implementation. This need for early involve-
ment is based on the assumption that these actors will obstruct policy implementa-
tion less intensively when they are given the opportunity to contribute to the early
policy making phases. Furthermore, actors who are responsible for the implemen-
tation of a certain policy (or who have an interest or stake in the policy issue) can
provide valuable information about the potential effectiveness and feasibility of a
policy.

Despite the fact that policy makers (who often are initiators of PPA trajectories)
usually focus on all phases of policy making, PPA methods and tools seem most
suitable for early phases. Many of these methods and tools have been developed
to support divergence activities (which is an important activity in early steps of
policy processes). As will be shown in the next sections, it seems that GSS
include many divergence tools that are suitable for supporting PPA activities in
early phases of policy making. GSS include less tools to support later phases
(where convergence becomes more important). From this perspective, it is not
strange that the field studies of GSS used in PPA trajectories analyzed in this
thesis were also part of early steps in policy making (and PPA).

10.3.2. GSS use

This subsection focuses on the following subquestion: How did GSS support the
PPA method used during the PPA trajectory? In the empirical chapters, this
question has been answered by exploring how GSS can help to attain goals
defined by an initiator of a PPA trajectory.

Divergence
One important goal was always related to information processing in a group of
policy-relevant actors. Information processing consisted of information gathering
(e.g., brainstorming) and exchanging information (e.g., commenting on ideas
gathered in a brainstorm). These are typical divergence activities. As shown in
previous chapters, GSS are helpful when supporting divergence activities (for
instance during the scenario building workshop and the citizen panel). GSS
contain a variety of information gathering and exchanging tools. These kind of
divergence activities were part of all PPA meetings described in the empirical
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chapters. The ideas and comments gathered and exchanged were usually related
to policy alternatives (e.g., alternatives for the PCC in Chapter 8) or the formula-
tion of a policy problem ( e.g., scenario workshops in Chapter 7).

Convergence
Another activity GSS were supposed to support was convergence. Information
that was gathered and exchanged had to be transformed into some kind of group
result (e.g., a best policy alternative, a plan for action or support for a policy
making process). GSS (GroupSystems) support these kind of activities with tools
that help to select an idea, to measure the opinion of a group with regard to a
specific issue or to carry out a multi-criteria evaluation. However, observation of
the meetings made clear that GSS do not support convergence as well as it sup-
ported divergence. Information gathering takes place rather quickly, but process
facilitation is needed to summarize and assess information. This thesis did not
open the `black box' of process facilitation, but it seems that process facilitation
has an important influence on the quality of group processes and outcomes in PPA
meetings. More research should be carried out in the field of PPA and process
facilitation.

Creating support
Another important reason to use GSS was to create support for a problem formu-
lation (or a policy alternative) among policy actors by involving them in discus-
sions about a policy issue. It seems, however, that GSS are suited to measure
group support instead of to create group support for a specific policy issue. To
develop support for a policy formulation or alternative, groups need guidance
towards a group result. In this process, besides GSS use, process facilitation and
meeting design seem to be very important.

Remarkably, GSS were never used to make an actual decision (policy adoption).
Groups usually gathered to prepare a decision on a policy, but never really made
a decision. Actual decision-makers hardly attended GSS meetings. For example,
the steering committee of the technology scans (Chapter 6) or members of the
local council (Chapter 9) did not attend the GSS meetings. The abbreviation
Group Decision Support System (GDSS) has, not surprisingly, become less
popular in the scientifíc community.
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10. 3. 3. Interaction

This subsection answers the following question: Did the GSS-supported PPA
meetingsfacilitate interaction focused on: (1) exchanging problem visions; and~or
(2) developing and discussing alternatives.

A distinction is made between advantages and disadvantages of GSS with regard
to the criterion interaction. The section concludes with recommendations to
facilitate interaction in GSS-supported PPA meetings.

Advantages
Two advantages of GSS are anonymity and paral[el communication and input.
Anonymity stimulates discussion and evaluation ideas and comments on ideas on
the basis of their content and not on the basis of the person (or organization) who
enters it (i.e., a more objective evaluation). Chapter 8 showed that participants in
real-life disagree on the effectiveness and feasibility of the PCC (the personal
clubcard). In the GSS meetings, however, it became clear that most participants
agree about the expected advantages and disadvantages of the PCC with regard to
effectiveness and feasibility. Disagreement in real-life seemed not to be based on
the content, but on other factors. Anonymity can remove barriers to share infor-
mation with other participants that would have been withheld otherwise. The
advantage of anonymity and its expected positive effect on the openness of the
discussion is judged higher in theory than it turns out to be in practice (see Chap-
ter 6): Participants often acknowledge the potential advantages of anonymity with
regard to open discussions, but they did not always experience it during a GSS
meeting.

Parallel communication and input equalize the opportunity to contribute to a
meeting. Verbally dominant participants become less dominant whereas usually
silent participants have the same opportunity to enter information and share their
opínion with the group. This means that the theme(s) of (verbal and electronic)
interaction are not only determined by dominant participants (or the chairman),
but also by participants who are usually silent in traditional meetings. Participants
confirm that GSS provide the opportunity to make an equal contribution to a
meeting.
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Other advantages of a GSS are its ability to facilitate task-oriented interaction and
the opportunity to structure interaction. It seems that participants of GSS meetings
exchange less `small talk' than in traditional meetings. Participants actually work
on a policy problem during a meeting: they brainstorm, exchange ideas and
comments about a policy problem and rank policy alternatives (i.e., task-oriented
interaction). They pay relatively little attention to issues that do not relate to the
goals or topics of the meeting directly. This task-oriented interaction is, probably,
strongly related to another advantage of GSS, namely the opportunity to structure
interaction. The process facilitator can determine electronic interaction privileges
beforehand (e.g., enter ideas only, give comments on each other's ideas and
comments, splitting the group of participants in two or more groups and let them
discuss different policy issues simultaneously and so on). One process facilitator
stated that the ability to structure interaction electronically helped him to guide
`difficult' groups (where participants disagree strongly on the policy problem)
who had to deal with complex policy issues (e.g., the PCC case in Chapter 8).

Disadvantages
Most GSS meetings lasted only half a day (with the exception of the scenario
workshops in Chapter 7). Many critical notes of the participants focused on the
amount of time allocatedfor interaction. Half a day often is too short for GSS-
supported PPA meetings. Certainly, the amount of time allocated is not deter-
mined by GSS and can therefore not be considered a disadvantage of GSS.
However, some features of GSS influence the amount of time needed to carry out
activities strongly. For instance, GSS-supported divergence activities often result
in an information overload. Facilitators have a tendency to put too many activities
in one meeting agenda. This was also experienced at the start of this research
project. The overload of activities creates an overload of information to be pro-
cessed by participants, which hampers interaction.

Parallel communication and input also have a disadvantage. First, when a group
discusses different aspects of a policy problem electronically, participants can lose
their overview of the discussions. Several parallel discussions take place and the
participants are unable to follow all discussions. Furthermore, parallel communi-
cation and input can create an information overload. Participants are unable to
read all the ideas and comments entered. Consequently, interaction is hindered by
a combination of limited processing capabilities of participants and `unlimited '
information processing capabilities of GSS.
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Another disadvantage observed during GSS meetings was that participants tend to
focus on entering ideas and comments (`one way interaction'). They sometimes
`forget' to read comments made by other participants on ideas and comments they
entered earlier. However, interaction only occurs in the case of `two way commu-
nication', i.e., participants constantly comment on each other's ideas. Of course,
this also depends on the experience of participants with GSS and the quality of the
questions and statements that are input for electronic activities. The more com-
puter skills participants have, the better the interaction in GSS is. Another phe-
nomenon observed during GSS meetings is that verbal discussions often stop
immediately when electronic activities start. It seems that participants consider a
distinction between verbal and electronic communication, while most facilitators
explicitly stated that verbal interaction is always allowed.

Participants sometimes do not explain ideas that they entered electronically.
Questions about an idea can arise and the process facilitator has to ask who
entered an idea, which removes anonymity. However, participants can be reluc-
tant to reveal their identiry and consequently, the idea is not explained (not even
electronically). Furthermore, in a political context, it can be important to know
who entered a particular idea (e.g. , a political party wants to announce its position
with regard to a policy alternative). Participants do not automatically receive the
credit for brilliant ideas (e.g., `revolutionary' policy alternatives). This may
hinder participants to enter creative comments and ideas because they will not get
the credit for it (Briggs 8t De Vreede, 1997). Anonymiry can stimulate free riding
during a meeting, because anonymity does not allow for checking whether every-
one participates electronically.

Emphasis is put on task-oriented interaction (i.e., focus on results) to the expense
of process-oriented interaction (i.e., group development). In most cases, this is no
real problem because participants of GSS meetings meet only once. There is no
real need for the development of group norms. The groups engaged in PPA often
only meet once. However, GSS (as studied in this thesis) only facilitate the
exchange of text lines, which makes them a relatively poor medium compared to
other media (see Figure 3.2). There is no verbal and non-verbal interaction,
which makes it impossible to exchange subtleties. Table 10.2 summarizes conclu-
sions on advantages and disadvantages.
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Table 10.2. Advantages and disadvantagcs of GSS with regard to interaction

Advantages Disadvantages
~ Anonymity stimulates that ideas and com- ~ Parallel communication and input can

ments about policy problems and alterna- lead to information overload. Much
tives are judged on their contents and not time is needed to discuss information
on the basis of who entered it (objective verbally. It can also lead to fragmen-
evaluation). tation and loss of sight on all

~ Parallel communication and input enhance elecironic discussions.
equal participation of policy actors with (Inexperienced) participants tend tu
different interest, power and verbal skills. focus on entering ideas (one way

~ GSS help to focus on task-oriented inter- communication) and less on comment
action ( it decreases ` small talk'). ing on each other ( two way communi

~ It structures interaction, which is espe- cation).
cially helpful when dealing with `difficult' Due to anonymity, participants do not
groups and difficult policy problems. automatically get the credit for bril-

liant ideas.
~ In political processes actors can be

very interested in the identity of who
entered an idea. This is hindered by
anonymity.
GSS are less personal. Interaction is
facilitated through text lines. It is rela-
tively difficult to exchange subtletie~
(non-verbal communication such hucl~
language).

~ GSS can stimulate free riding. The
process facilitator can not always
trace whether everyone artici ates.

Recommendations
To stimulate and facilitate interaction in GSS-supported PPA meetings optimally,
a process facilitator can take into account the following recommendations.

Enough time for electronic and verbal interaction should be allocated. A meeting
preferably takes at least half a day (and preferably an entire day). This should
give facilitators and participants enough time to gather and comment information
electronically and to discuss information verbally. The intensity of interaction
depends on the kind of information that needs to be gathered in the PPA trajec-
tory. For example, GSS can be used to gather information in expert meetings
(e.g., an electronic policy Delphi). Prior to such a meeting, participants have to
be informed that interaction is a secondary activity. If not, the facilitator should
explicitly stimulate electronic interaction. This can be achieved by following step
by step procedure. This procedure also helps to prevent information overload.
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First, participants are invited to enter information (e.g., brainstorm). Participants
enter information. They are asked to read ideas entered by other participants
before they enter new information. This prevents that the same ideas are men-
tioned more than once. In the next step, participants comment each other's ideas
electronically or verbally. Furthermore, the process facilitator should also make
clear that verbal interaction is allowed when participants are carrying out elec-
tronic tasks (e.g., one can also ask participants verbally to explain an unclear idea
electronically (anonymity is not disturbed). The exchange of comments on, for
example, views on policy problems and the development of policy alternatives in
a GSS will only be successful when the process facilitator stimulates electronic
interaction intensively. He should, however, be aware that participants cannot
carry out all activities simultaneously. Participants must time and again reread
their input and the comments given by the others on that input (e.g., answer a
question about a policy alternative). Only this will result in real electronic interac-
tion (two way communication).

The ratio between electronic and verbal interaction should be balanced as well.
The amount of time needed to discuss information gathered electronically corre-

lates positively (and almost exponentially) with time needed to enter information.
The process facilitator should be aware that only a few minutes of entering
information in a group of 15 participants results in a lot of information. Enough
time is needed to discuss this information verbally than to gather it electronically.
A rule of thumb is that one third of the time is used for electronic information

processing and two third of the time is used for verbal discussions. Especially
when the process facilitator wants to guide the group towards some kind of result

(convergence), enough time is needed to wrap up the meeting. If convergence is
an important aspect of a PPA meeting, the process facilitator must allocate enough

time for verbal interaction.

In order to anticipate potential objections raised by participants with regard to all
kinds of issues directly or indirectly related with the policy problem, the facilita-
tor can create a small electronic `Speaker's Corner'. Participants can let off
steam. Everything that comes up in participants' minds, but which is not directly
related to activities they have to carry out, can be entered in this `Speaker's
Corner'. Critical remarks are always recorded electronically while the ongoing
(verbal and electronic) discussions are not disturbed.
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Nine out of ten policy problems in PPA trajectories are complex. If the initiator
or a process facilitator uses GSS, he must be aware that GSS are a relative poor
medium (text lines are the basis for anonymous interaction). Face-to-face discus-
sions are relatively rich media. Both kinds of interaction play a role in face-to-
face GSS meetings as described in this thesis. The process facilitator should create
a fit between the complexity of the policy problem to be discussed and the rich-
ness of the media to support these discussions (e.g., prepare a balanced agenda
(not too many agenda activities) in which a complex policy problem is electroni-
cally processed in `small pieces' (step by step) or use verbal interaction to support
complex activities such as convergence). In the agenda preparation, the process
facilitator should be aware that the agenda does not become too fragmented (e.g.,
an agenda that includes parallel discussions, which participants cannot follow at
the same time).

GSS enable an equal and anonymous contribution of participants. The process
facilitator should be aware that anonymity and equal participation disappears in
the verbal parts of a meeting. Consequently, the facilitator should safeguard that
during verbal parts, the participants can contribute equally as well. He should also
discuss whether or not anonymous interaction is desirable. This is not always the
case in PPA meetings where participants represent a stake. It is helpful to make
an agreement on anonymity before the meeting (is the process facilitator allowed
to ask who entered an idea in order to explain that idea verbally?).
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Table 10.3. Recommendations with regard to interaction

~ Allocate enough time for verbal and electronic interaction and keep in mind that `min-
utes' of electronic interaction can result in `hours' of verbal interaction (prevent infor-
mation overload!). Especially when one discusses complex policy problems, it can
also be very helpful to use verbal interaction. It gives participants a chance to let of
steam and to show which interest they represent (if they want to). Furthermore, verbal
discussions help to guide the group towards a group result.

~ Stimulate verbal and electronic interaction. Especially inexperienced participants tend
to focus on entering ideas (one way interaction), while they should also be stimulated
to read ideas and comments on these ideas (two way interaction).

~ Create an electronic `Speaker's Corner' where participants can enter all kinds of re-
marks.

~ Consider the desirability of anonymity. In PPA meetings, participants are invited to
represent a stake. For them, it can be odd that their opinion will be anonymized.

~ PPA deals with complex policy problems. Interaction is often focused on the exchange
of complex information. GSS are a relatively poor medium and can sometimes be very
unsuitable for the exchange of complex information. The process facilitator can there-
fore use verbal interaction in GSS meetings or he must prepare a meeting where the
information is processed step by step.

10. 3.4. Information

The question to be answered is: Did the GSS-supported PPA meetings facilitate
information processing about: (1) characteristics of the problem; andlor (2)
consequences of alternatives.

Advantages
GSS are an effective tool to process information. Especially gathering, exchanging
and ranking information. In a very short time, a small group can produce a lot of
information about a policy problem (or policy alternatives). This make GSS much
more efficient compared with traditional meetings, especially during divergence
activities.

GSS provide the opportunity for all participants to enter information at the same
time (parallel input). As the participants are invited on the basis of their expertise
or the interest they represent, this feature make GSS attractive. It ensures that all
relevant stakeholders and expertise perspectives on a policy problem or alternative
can be gathered.
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GSS have a higher productivity level and (to a lesser extent) a higher level of
creativity of information compared with traditional meetings. During the research,
many GSS meetings have been organized (not only the meetings reported in this
thesis). Questionnaires were distributed directly after each meeting. Two items of
the questionnaire which were always included measured productivity and creativ-
ity using a 5-point scale: `GSS meetings are more productive (i.e., result in more
ideas) compared with traditional meetings' (mean 3.70; standard deviation .97; n
- 274) and `GSS meetings are more creative (i.e., result in more creative ideas)
compared with traditional meetings' (mean 3.35; standard deviation 1.00; n-
270). There is a signifícant difference between the score on the means of both
items (Df - 269, p G.OS). This means that the added value of GSS with regard
to productivity is significantly higher than the added value of GSS with regard to
creativity.

GSS are not only an effective tool to produce creative ideas. A GSS is also an
efficient tool. First, information is gathered rather quickly (compared with more
traditional means). Secondly, GSS include many variations. Information gathered
can be processed using many different ways during the same meeting. For exam-
ple, participants structure a problem and brainstorm about policy alternatives and
rank these alternatives using several criteria (cumulating activities). These steps
can be taken in a relatively short time. Thirdly, the information processed can be
distributed immediately after a meeting (on paper or on diskette). Process facilita-
tors and participants stated repeatedly that they could not have taken all these
steps during this relatively short time without the aid of GSS. This is also con-
firmed by the initiators that were interviewed (Chapter 6 and 7).

Another advantage of GSS became clear in the PCC case and the scenario work-
shops. In the PCC case, GSS made it easy to guide different groups using exactly
the same agenda. One agenda was prepared and used in three different meetings.
Of course, GSS are not the only way to guide different groups through the same
agenda. After GSS meetings, it is rather easy to compare and integrate results of
different groups because GSS store information electronically. Furthermore, one
group can use information entered in an electronic agenda by another group as a
starting point to elaborate ideas and comments (this happened in the scenario
workshops). The process facilitator can also show information from other groups
on a public screen. Thís helps to compare and discuss results of different groups.
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In the PCC-case results of policy makers and football supporters could be con-
fronted along that way.

Disadvantages
The ability to produce a lot of information in a small group in a relatively short
time can result in information overload. This risk becomes manifest in a GSS.
Especially an unstructured brainstorm can lead to information overload. During
a few minutes, a group of 15 participants can create dozens of ideas and com-
ments with the aid of GSS. Participants and the process facilitator, however, have
limited information processing capabilities. They are unable to read and comment
on all the ideas entered in GSS. The process facilitator also needs time to process
and discuss information. In a meeting of only a couple of hours, it sometimes
proved impossible to discuss all ideas and comments. In all cases the process
facilitator had to scan a long list of brainstorm ideas very quickly. During a short
and often too fast discussion overlapping brainstorm ideas had to be merged into
one idea, ideas had to be categorized and some ideas needed further explanation.
Not surprisingly, participants got lost because of these multiple activities.

A GSS does not by itself guide a group to some kind of shared result. For exam-
ple, for the selection of a policy alternative a list with policy alternatives is
needed. A brainstorm (divergence) can generate a draft list, but the list probably
contains a lot of overlapping, unclear and conflicting ideas. Convergence starts
when the list is discussed, but these discussions are carried out verbally. When an
agreed and consented list remains, GSS can prove its added value as a ranking
tool.

Participants regularly stated that the gathered information is sometimes rather
superficial (e.g., `one liners' in a brainstorm). Ideas and comments are not always
very well elaborated. Policy problems and policy alternatives are not discussed
deeply enough in a GSS. More (verbal) discussion is needed. There is no clear
evidence that GSS result in more useful information compared with traditional
meetings.

Again, Table 10.4 summarizes the most important advantages and disadvantages
of GSS with regard to the quality criterion information.

258



Table 10.4. Advantages and disadvantages of GSS with regard to infonnation

Advantages Disadvantages
~ GSS is an effective tool to process infor- ~ GSS can conflict with limited infor-

mation ( i.e., gathering, exchanging, rank- mation processing capabilities of par-
ing, elaborating and comparing) about ticipants and facilitator. Parallel input
policy problems and alternatives quickly. and communication can quickly result
The production is higher compared with in inforn:ation overload. It becomes
traditional meetings. A same ( weaker) difficult to discuss all ideas with re-
tendency applies to creativity. gard to a policy problem andlor alter-
GSS helps to gather information from all native.
actors present (and thus from different ~ Information gathered often consists of
stakeholder and expertise perspectives). one liners and short statements. Par-

~ In less time more divergence steps in PPA ticipants do not always explain their
can be taken. contributions. Therefore, participants

~ GSS is an efficient tool to process infor- often tend to assess information gath-
mation, because of its: speed, variety of ered ~~~ith ~he aid uf GSS as si~per~i
tools, possibility to cumulate agenda ac- cial.
tivities and meeting report ( distribution)
facilities.
The same agenda can easily be used by
another group. If necessary, a group can
elaborate information created bv other
~n,~ip`

Recommendations
It is not exaggerated to state that the success of a GSS-supported PPA meeting
(and other GSS meetings) strongly depends on the prevention of information
overload. A process facilitator can anticipate this risk in the preparation of a
meeting using one of the following options:

Step by step brainstorming: In the first step, participants enter one idea with
regard to the policy problem or alternative. Next, they read the public list with
ideas and only add an idea if it is not yet part of the public list. If necessary, they
enter a third idea (or more). The process facilitator discusses the list. Subse-
quently, the list can be categorized, ranked or participants comment electronically
on ideas. Afterwards, participants are given the opportunity to comment on each
other's ideas. This was done in Chapter 8.

Categorized~structured brainstorming: Before a meeting, the process facilitator
determines categories that form the basis for multiple brainstorms. Participants
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are asked to select one category out of a list of categories. Subsequently, they

select another category. If desirable, the process facilitator first discusses the
categories with the group.

Splitting of the group: It is possible to split the group physically as well as elec-

tronically. Physically by asking some group members to brainstorm on one
category (within one brainstorm tool), while other group members brainstorm on

another issue in the same brainstorm tool. Participants can read each other's
contributions in all brainstorm categories. It also is possible to split the group
electronically. Various brainstorm tools are used simultaneously. This was carried
out in Chapter 7.

Shared editorship: After generating a list of ideas and comments in a brainstorm,
the process facilitator can give participants the privilege to do editorial work

(e.g., copy or move ideas to a category, merge the same ideas). This is a fast way

to process a long list of ideas. However, the process facilitator must carefully plan

and discuss this with participants. First, it can become rather chaotic when 15
participants edit the same list. `Virtual tugs-of-war' on the correct category for a

specific idea can aríse. Participants cannot, furthermore, follow the editorial work
of 14 other group members at the same time. Confusion may arise.

However, usually the gathered information still has to be discussed with the entire

group (even after the steps mentioned above). Consequently, the process facilita-
tor must allocateenough time for verbal discussions. This is one way to guide the
group to some kind of shared result. The process facilitator should be aware that

verbal discussions are also needed to clarify information entered electronically.
This step takes time. Verbal discussions also are a good medium to explore
information more deeply which meets potential objections raised against the
somewhat superficial characteristics of the information (one liners, statements)
entered in the GSS.

As mentioned in the section about the qualiry criterion interaction, the media
richness (see Figure 3.2) should fit the complexity of information that is to be

discussed (and vice versa). From an interaction perspective, the process facilitator
must use a rich mix of inedia to discuss complex information (or a poor medium
for simple information). The (complex) policy problem or alternative to be
discussed using GSS must be split into manageable pieces for the participants.
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This means that in the preparation of the meeting the process facilitator should
give careful attention to clear meeting goals, clear brainstorming questions and
statements and develop a balance between the information processing tasks of
participants and steps taken with GSS (i.e., no meeting design that includes all
steps for solving a complex policy problem. It overloads participants). It is better
to adapt a GSS meeting to the information processing and interaction needs than
to adapt those needs to the GSS meeting (or more in particular to all the attractive
features of GSS).

Table 10.5. Recommendations with regard to information

~ Use divergence techniques that prevent an information overload when participants
gather ideas about policy problems and alternatives. Examples are step-by step brain-
storming, categorizedlstructured brainstorming, splitting of the group, and shared
editorship. These techniques take information processing capabilities into account.

~ Allocate enough time in order to discuss gathered, ranked, exchanged, elaborated, and
evaluated information verbally. It helps participants to get a grip on information that is
to be processed. It also helps to discuss information more deeply (and thus preventing
superficial information).

~ Adapt information that is to be processed (meeting goals, brainstorm questions and
statements) to the information processing capabilities of GSS and the participants.

10. 3.5. Involvement

This section answers the following question: did the GSS-supported PPA meetings
help to involve actors on the basis of.~ (1) a common problemformulation; and~or
(2) best alternative(s).

Advantages
First, parallel communication and input provides participants an opportunity to
contribute to the meeting equally. Furthermore, GSS recordall electronic contri-
butions. During the meeting, participants see their contributions on the public
screen (a large screen in front of the room). This increases involvement during
the meeting. Meeting observations show that after a while participants often
realize that they have an equal opportunity to enter ideas. Their entered ideas are
always recorded in the meeting report which can be distributed directly after a
meeting. This attention is especially stimulated by the public screen, which shows
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the entered ideas. This is helpful to stimulate involvement of participants. Partici-
pants are the `owners' of the meeting results.

GSS also help to create a sharedgroup result. As stated before, verbal discussions
are often needed to guide the group towards a shared result, but GSS can help to
attain that goal. For example, GSS helped to create a common `picture of the
future' in the scenario workshops (Chapter 7) and the city vision developed by the
citizen panel (Chapter 9). In Chapter 6(the technology scans), GSS helped to
select a shared list of selection criteria and a list of technology-based project
ideas. It must be stressed that it is not always necessary to create a shared group
result in the form of consensus or agreement. The discussions about the PCC
(Chapter 8) revealed strong disagreement between various policy actors. GSS
showed that disagreement even grew (e.g., the results ofthe opinion meter; Table
8.8). GSS are a good tool to measure whether participants support a policy
alternative (which can be considered an indicator of commitment).

Participants not only show a higher involvement with the GSS meeting itself, but
also with the policy making process. This has been confirmed in all cases. The
only exception is the participants of the convergence meeting in the technology
scans where sympathy and support for the TBcS program did not increase. This is
probably caused by the fact that these participants were already strongly involved
(some participants were member ofthe steering committee). Nevertheless, partici-
pants regularly stated that they enjoyed working with GSS. However, involvement
with the policy process must be `maintained', i.e., the policy makers (or the
initiator of the PPA trajectory) have to inform participants what happened with the
result of the meeting.

Probably, an increase of participants' involvement with the policy making process
does not only depend on the use of GSS. It also depends on the fact that these
participants already show up for a PPA meeting (which can be considered an
indicator for the involvement in the policy issue). It might, furthermore, not really
matter for the participants which PPA tool is being used in a meeting. The meet-
ing itself is enough reason to increase involvement. However, there seems to be
a small tendency among participants to relate GSS to become more involved in the
policy making process. For example, a relatively large group of respondents of
the second questionnaire in the technology scan project confirm that the use of
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GSS increased their involvement with the technology scans (Appendix 1; question
8).

Disadvantages
GSS as described in this thesis only facilitates communication via typed text lines
on the computer screen. It is rather difficult to include nuances in this kind of
communication. Due to the relatively poor media richness of GSS, the risk of
flaming increases. Flaming is hostile and conflict behavior expressed via elec-
tronic communication media (such as GSS). These kinds of conflicts would not
arise when participants would have an opportunity to communicate (non-) ver-
bally. Involvement can be negatively influenced by misinterpretation (and result-
ing conflicts) of entered text lines. This also hinders the quality of interaction.
This did not really happen in this research, but participants sometimes react
surprised on information.

Another disadvantage of GSS with regard to the involvement is caused by inciden-
tal problems with hard- and software that can arise during a meeting. Fortunately,
hardly any technical problems occurred during the meetings described in this
thesis. However, it has been recorded several times in meetings where GSS
failed. Technical problems are very disturbing for a group process. Participants
immediately loose their involvement with the meeting.

Due to information processing limitations, participants can get off track during a
meeting. Not only the quality of interaction decreases. Involvement with the
meeting also decreases, because participants are unable to follow the process of
the meeting. This is not only the case when participants have to process too much
information during an agenda activity. The problem also arises when participants
have to carry out too many tasks (i.e., too many agenda activities). One can
question whether these disadvantages are caused by GSS. At first sight they are
not, but it must be stressed that the technical characteristics of GSS can cause
information overload very quickly.

263



Table 10.6. Advantages and disadvantages with regard to involvement

Advaatages Disadvantages
~ Parallel input and communication provide ~ Relatively low media richness of GSS

participants and equal opportuniry to con- ( communication via text lines) can
tribute to a meeting, which may increase cause flaming, which can result in
their involvement with the meeting pro- (unnecessary) conflicts and less in-
cess and the policy issue. volvement with a meeting.
All electronic contributions are recorded, ~ Technical problems can disrupt meee
which stimulates participants to enter ing process strongly and influence
ideas. Participants become `owner' of the participants' involvement negati~el~
meeting results, which increases their in- Information and task overload reduce
volvement with meeting results. participants' im~ol~~einent u~ith the

~ GSS is an effective tool to measure and meeting.
show ( dis-)agreement in a group with re-
gard to policy problems and alternatives.
It helps policy makers to focus on issues
where more discussions and negotiations
are needed.
GSS slightly increases involvement of

artici ants with a olicy makin rocess.

Recommendations
Usually, the initiator of the PPA trajectory including a GSS meeting is (a repre-
sentative of) policy maker who wants to solve a complex policy problem. An
initiator does not always participate actively during the GSS meeting itself.
However, somehow he has to explain that the contributions of the participants will
be taken seriously in the policy making process (show commitment). Participants
will become more involved with the actual policy making process when they
know that their contributions will be used in the policy making process. Conse-
quently, the policy maker (or the initiator) must be clear about the function of this
meeting in the PPA trajectory and the policy making process. Furthermore, it
must be explained what will happen with the meeting results. The process facilita-
tor, the initiator and the participants must agree whether the meeting results will
be distributed directly after the meeting or that participants will review a draft
copy of the final policy report (or another `product' of the PPA trajectory) later.
In line with this agreement, the initiator (or policy maker) must take responsibility
to maintain involvement. Participants must be informed about the use and impact
of the meeting results on the policy making process.
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To maintain involvement of participants during the meeting itself, the process
facilitator should prepare a varied and balanced meeting. This means that the
process facilitator should use a variety of GSS tools (brainstorming, voting,
analysis and so on) in combination with other tools such as verbal interaction
(e.g., discussions and presentations). The mix of inedia used in the meeting
should be balanced. This means that enough time should be allocated for verbal
and electronic activities without the risk of information and task overload. This
kind of preparation will make a GSS meeting more interesting to attend and keep
participants more involved with the meeting. Participants can become bored when
they only have to brainstorm.

From a technical point of view, the process facilitator (and technical facilitator)
should be aware that technical problems can arise. To anticipate these problems,
the facilitators can prepare a disaster scenario, i.e., how to handle the meeting
with traditional means in case of a technical breakdown. A disaster scenario was
developed in the citizen panel meetings (Chapter 9). Sometimes technical prob-
lems can be solved very quickly. However, large technical problems cannot be
solved during the meeting. This strongly disturbs the group process and partici-
pants loose their involvement with the meeting. In this situation it is better to
proceed with traditional means or to quit the meeting. It should however be noted
that technical problems will probably decrease with the ongoing improvement of
hard- and software.

Table 10.7. Recommendation with regard to involvement

~ GSS do not create involvement. GSS are only helpful as a technological means to en-
hance involvement. The policy maker must `maintain' involvement by informing partic-
ipants regularly about the progress of the policy making process and the impact (use) of
meeting results.

~ Prepare a varied and balanced meeting agenda. Variation can be achieved by the use of
different GSS tools and the combination of electronic and verbal tasks. Balance can be
achieved by the creation of an effective ratio between available time and tasks that have
to be carried out and information to be processed.

~ Prepare a`disaster scenario' in case of technological problems. This is the only way by
which participants can be kept involved, especially when the technological problems can
not be solved immediately.
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10.3.6. Learning

The final question to be answered is: did the GSS-supported PPA meetings en-
hance learning with regard to: (1) Structurization; and~or (2) alternatives?

Advantages
GSS enables the establishment of a shared group memory ( i.e., an electronic
database).

The added value of a GSS is not only its speed in carrying out steps in PPA, but

also the ability to record the development of ideas with regard to policy problems

and alternatives. This makes feedback relatively easy, because the process facilita-
tor and participants can return to earlier ideas and alternatives recorded electroni-

cally and adapt these ideas relatively easily. Of course, this is also possible with

the aid of traditional means, but it is easier to adapt information in electronic

documents than in paper documents.

GSS document the opinion of the group, i.e., cumulating individual opinions,

relatively fast and clearly with regard to a policy problem or alternative. A good

example is the public screen. Results of brainstorm activities and votes are di-

rectly visible to everyone. Thanks to this `cross-section' of expert and stakeholder

perspectives, the participants and the process facilitator gain relatively better and

faster insight into the group's ideas with regard to the policy problem and~or

alternatives.

Disadvantages
GSS do not automatically help to overcome objections raised against a policy
alternative. GSS seem not always to be able to break through a(potentially)

narrow perspective on a policy issue (`premature closure'). The PCC case (Chap-

ter 8) even showed that the risky (or cautious) shift phenomenon appeared in a

GSS meeting, i.e. , participants tend to get a more extreme opinion with regard to,

for example, a policy alternative, after a group discussion. There is no guarantee
that participants adapt their point of view on the basis of (new) information, i.e.,

learning.

Anonymity of input does not allow to relate an opinion to a specific participant
(who usually represents a group or organization). This can be an advantage (as
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shown in previous sections), but this feature can also turn into a disadvantage. As
stated before, political and social factors also play a role in PPA trajectories.
Sometimes, an initiator (or participants) is specifically interested in individual
opinions and perspectives. A reason to attend a PPA meeting can be that a group
or organization is allowed to make it their opinion with regard to a policy problem
or alternative known. Anonymity does not allow for that. Consequently, one can
gain insight into the group's position, but not in the individual opinions. Espe-
cially in mixed groups this problem became manifest. In Chapter 7 it was difficult
to trace the opinion of external stakeholders.

The exchange of text lines does not allow for the exchange of (non-) verbal
subtleties common in face-to-face communication. This makes it more difficult
always to interpret entered information correctly. Miscommunication might arise
and not only the interaction process is hindered, but the learning process as well.
The absence of (non-) verbal signals makes it more difficult to determine what
participants actually think about a policy problem.

Table 10.8. Advantages and disadvantages with regard to learning

Advantages Disadvantages
~ GSS help to establish a`group memory' ~ GSS do not prevent risky shift (i.e.,

(i.e., an electronic database) that can be going to a more extreme position with
used, adapted and extended during a PPA regard to a policy issue).
trajectory. ~ GSS do not allow for the tracing of

~ GSS help to give feedback on earlier steps the identiry of a participant who en-
in the policy making process. tered a particular idea due to anonym-

~ GSS provide an overview of opinions in ity of input. 1'his makes it rather diffi-
the group with regard to a policy problem cult to gain insight in specific individ-
or alternative relatively fast (cumulating ual opinions (which can be necessary
individual opinions). in political contexts such as PPA).

~ Media richness of GSS studied is low
(exchange of text lines). It is difficult
to exchange (non-) verbal subtleties,
which sometimes hinders the gaining
of insight into what participants really
think.

Recommendations
Also for learning reasons, in the preparation of a meeting, a process facilitator
should consider whether anonymiry is desirable. The GSS (GroupSystems) does
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not give the opportunity to abolish anonymity during, for example, brainstorming.
Therefore, the facilitator can, at the beginning of a GSS meeting, discuss whether
he is allowed to ask participants who of them entered a specific idea. This can be
very helpful, especially when participants formulate unclear or disputable ideas.
To retain anonymity, the process facilitator can ask whether the participant who
entered an unclear idea to explain it electronically (anonymity remains) or ver-
bally (anonymity disappears).

To prevent misinterpretation, the process facilitator should explicitly ask partici-
pants to formulate ideas and comments clearly and unambiguously. This not only
helps to keep anonymity (no verbal explanations are needed), but it also prevents
misinterpretations due to the relatively low media richness of GSS.

The process facilitator should furthermore stimulate an open exchange of informa-
tion as to the question whether this exchange is anonymous (electronically) or
verbally. This is probably the best guarantee that participants will actually learn
from each other's opinion with regard to a policy issue. During the observations

of the GSS meetings (and meetings to prepare GSS meetings), it became clear that
an initiator not always mixes groups of participants. For example, in the technol-
ogy scan case and the PCC case, participants who represented a specific expertise
or stake were invited separately (e.g., separate meetings for politicians, RBzD
managers, scientists and social groups in the techno scan meetings). Probably, a
mix of these separate groups in a meeting results in more learning for the partici-
pants, because various experts and stakeholders interact in this situation. Partici-
pants are confronted with a larger variety of expert and stakeholder perspectives
in mixed groups.

Table 10.9. Recommendation with regard to learning

~ Determine whether anonymity is desirable. PPA is also a political process where partic-
ipants often want to express their opinion in public. Anonymiry of input in GSS may
hinder this intention of participants. Make sure that participants are aware of this fea-
ture. Use verbal discussions to overcome this potential problem.

~ Ask participants to formulate GSS contributions clearly and unambiguously. By doing
so, there is less chance that a facilitator (or other participants) need verbal or electronic
explanations and the chance for misinterpretation also decreases.

~ GSS' relatively low media richness dces not allow for the exchange of (non-) verbal
subtleties. Use verbal discussions to learn more about participants' positions towards a
policy issue.
Mix different groups of actors in a GSS meeting.
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10.3.7. Summary

The previous sub sections explained the advantages and disadvantages of GSS
with regard to the four quality criteria. The section concludes with a brief enu-
meration of the most important added values of GSS found in each empirical
chapter. First, a table summarizes the results of the previous sub sections.

Table 10.10, which is based on Table 4.2 (especially the first two columns),
summarizes advantages and disadvantages (third and fourth column) for each PPA
quality criterion (first column). The second column of the table summarizes the
originally expected contributions of GSS towards the quality of PPA. These have
been described in Chapter 4.
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Table 10.10. Qualiry criteria, expected GSS contributions and results

Quality
criteria

Interaction

Information

Examples of expected con-
tribution of GSS

GSS:
- Limit negative influences

of political context and
equalize hierarchical and
formal relations in PPA

- Provide an infrastructure
for interaction

- Structurization of interac-
tion

GSS:
- Increase creativity and

productivity in PPA
- Stimulate objective eval-

ua[ion of policy informa-
tion

- Facilita[e inforrnation
processing (gather, ex-
change, order, elaborate
and store)

Positive results (advantages)

GSS facilitate interaction be-
cause:
- They support objective

evaluation (anonymity)
- They support equal partic-

ipation
- hey support task-oriented

interaction
- They structure interaction

GSSfacilitate information pro-
cessing because:
- They are an effective tool

for gathering, exchang-
ing, ranking, elaborating,
and comparing informa-
tion

- GSS' production of infor-
mation is higher
compared with traditional
meetings. A smaller ten-
dency also applies to cre-
ativity.

- They help to gather infor-
mation from a!! actors
present

- They are an efficient tool
due to speed, variety of
tools, possibility to cumu-
late agenda activities, and
report (distribution) facil-
ities.

Negative results
(disadvantages)

GSS hinder interacrion be-
cause:
- Their features can quickly

result in information
overload

- Participants lose [rack on
the activities when there
are too many parallel
electronic discussions
taking place

- Inexperienced participants
tend to focus on GSS and
on entering ideas instead
of commenting on ideas
(which is interaction)

- Identity of the person who
entered an idea is some-
times required in PPA

- GSS are less personal as
they only facilitate com-
munication via text lines

- They can stimulate free
riding

GSS hinder information pro-
cessing because:
- They are not always

adapted to limited infor-
mation processing capabil-
ities of participants

- Information gathered of-
ten consists of one liners
and short statements.

- Participantstend to assess
information gathered with
the aid of GSS often as
superficial.
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QUBtity
criteria

Examples of expected con-
tribution of GSS

Positive results (advantages) Negative results
(disadvantages)

GSS: GSS inrrease involvement be- GSS derrense invo(vement,
- Provide each participant rause: berause:

an equal opportunity to - They provide participants - Communication via text
make a con[ribution to a an equal opportunity to lines can cause flaming
meeting make a contribution to a - Technical problems can

Involvement - Stimulate involvemen[ meeting disrupt the meeting
with a meeting and the They record all electronic strongly
entire PPA trajectory contributions. - Information and task

- Store every contribution Participants become overtoad reduce partici-
'owner' of the meeting pants' attention (and in-
results. volvemenq in the

- They are an effective tool meeting.
to measure and display
(dis-) agreement in a
group

- They slightly increase
involvement of partici-
pants in a policy making
rocess

GSS: GSS farilitate learning GSS hinder learning,
- Help to gain insigh[into because: because:

actors' and disciplinary - They help to establish a - They do not prevent a
perspectives on the pol- `group memory' risky shift.
icy issue - They help to give feed- - They do rrot allow for

Learning - Stimulate step by step back on earlier steps the [racing of the iden-
learning in a policy mak- made in the policy mak- tity of a participant who
ing process ing process entered a particular idea.

- Create an electronic - They provide relatively - GSS' media richness is
`group memory' fast an overview of opin- low (exchange of [ext

ions in the group. lines). It is difficult to
exchange (non-) verbal
subtleties.

In Chapter 6(the technology scans) the added value of the GSS became especially
clear because it helped to process much information in policy analysis effectively
and efficiently. Five groups of policy actors attended the GSS meetings and
provided all kinds of information to be used as an input in policy making. In the
second case (the scenario workshops) the GSS proved its added value by the
ability to combine this tool with an already existing PPA method: scenario work-
shops. GSS helped to structure to gather, discuss and order information. Further-
more, GSS facilitated interaction because the participants could comment on each
other's ideas with regard to the different scenarios (this interaction feature has
been used less intensively in the first case). The scenario workshop method helped
to raise awareness among participants about the environment of the organization
and future developments. GSS helped to make this uncertain future more tangible.
The final case study (Chapter 8) about the personal identity card (PCC) showed
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that GSS helped to guide `difficult' groups to discuss a highly politized theme by
structuring task-oriented interaction. Finally, the field experiment with the citizen
panel was a rare research opportunity. The experiment did not confirm positive
expectations with regard to the impact of GSS on the group process and out-
comes. However, it seems that the different background of the participants (lay
people instead of participants who are used to the themes discussed, polícy
meetings, and the technology) partly explains the deviating results of the experi-
ment compared with the case studies. This experiment showed that field experi-
mentation is a good method to study GSS in real life. The experiment also made
clear that facilitators and policy analysts carefully should attune the use of GSS,
PPA methods, and discussions themes to the skills, capabilities and needs of the
participants of a PPA meeting, especially when one deals with lay people.

10.4. Discussion and future research

This final section focuses on three issues. First, attention is given to observations
on the diffusion of GSS. During the research, which started in February 1995, it
was possible to look at GSS use from a broader perspective, i.e., not necessarily
from a PPA perspective. This will be described in the first subsection. This is
followed by an outlook on the future of GSS and GSS research. Finally, attention
is given to PPA and developments in society which are related to democracy,
steering paradigms, and information and communication technologies.

10.4.1. Observations on the diffusion of GSS

The cases and the field experiment described in this thesis demonstrate that
different kinds of organizations use GSS in policy making and analysis: a ministry
(Chapter 6), an organization that transfers from a non-profit towards a profit
organization (Chapter 7), an interest group (Chapter 8), and a local government
(Chapter 9). These organizations only comprise a small part of the large number
of organizations that use GSS.

Since the early nineties, GSS `left' the universiry laboratories and spread through-
out society. Many different organizations nowadays use GSS such as research and
consultancy organizations and bank and insurance companies (see also Van
Genuchten et al., 1998). These organizations use GSS differently. Consultancy
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firms use GSS to support consultancy and advice trajectories at numerous differ-
ent organizations. Participants often become potential buyers and users of GSS
(`snowball effect'). Therefore, consultancy firms play an important role in the
diffusion and acceptance of GSS. GSS are also used in primary work processes in
organizations. Employees use GSS in project management, planning, total qualiry
management, and communication on a daily basis. Finally, GSS are used to
conduct scientific research in laboratories as well as in real-life settings. The
diffusion of GSS provides the opportunity to conduct more field research. This
thesis is an example of field research in which real-life PPA trajectories have been
studied. In a way this scientific study illustrates the diffusion of GSS very clearly.

From a policy science perspective, it is interesting to note that GSS are used at
different governmental levels and in different policy fields. National as well as
regional and local governments use GSS. They often apply GSS in order to
facilitate discussions and debates between policy-relevant actors (as shown in this
thesis). This fits the new style of policy making and analysis: an emphasis on
participation, interaction, and communication. In all kinds of policy fields GSS
are used, for example, technology, environment, traffic and transport, and health
care. In some policy fields, GSS were introduced quite rapidly (e.g., in environ-
mental policies). The adoption of GSS seems to coincide with already existing
interactive or participatory styles in policy making. In `old-fashíoned' (e.g.,
hierarchy- and expert-oriented) policy making, GSS will probably be adopted
gradually. In the traditional styles of policy making, the introduction of GSS
means that participants (organizations) not only need to get acquainted with a new
technology, but also with a new, participatory style of problem solving in policy
making. For a successful application of GSS in these `traditional' fields of policy
making, a cultural transition is needed of public organizations that traditionally
are oriented towards non-participatory styles of policy making. This takes time.
From this perspective, it is rather interesting to note that in The Netherlands
public bureaucracies such as ministries are relatively early adopters of GSS. A
likely explanation for this early adoption can be found in broader cultural aspects.
The Dutch sociery is characterized by a strong focus on achieving consensus and,
partly as a result of this, an institutionalized consultation culture. Participation of
and interaction between actors in a policy network is considered to be an impor-
tant strategy to solve complex policy problems in many (Dutch) policy fields.
Technologies or policy instruments that enhance interaction such as GSS fit this
culture. Of course, this raises more research questions. For example, questions
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that focus on a comparison of GSS adoption in different (European and other)
cultures and on the relation between organizational characteristics and GSS
adoption. This opens the perspective on GSS from cultural and organization
sociology.

10.4.2. Outlook on thefuture of GSS attd GSS research

This thesis focused on the question whether GSS improve the quality of participa-
tory policy analysis. The answer, in a nutshell, is `Yes, if...' .`If' refers to the
conditions that have to be fulfilled in order to optimize the effect of GSS on the
four PPA quality criteria. One of the most important lessons one should keep in
mind is that a GSS by itself is not a participatory instrument. Process facilitators
(and policy analysts) should follow some recommendations to optimally harvest
the added value of GSS in PPA. Many recommendations dealing with the quality
criteria interaction, information, involvement, and learning have been listed in the
previous sections. Besides these recommendations, other PPA guidelines, which
do not directly relate to GSS, also are important to follow (e.g., the invitation of
a pluriform set of policy actors). These have been described in other PPA publica-
tions (e.g., Mayer, 1997; Geurts 8z Mayer, 1996; and Geurts 8i Vennix, 1989).

It is difficult to predict how a technology such as GSS will evolve in the future.
Current developments give some indications about directions GSS will follow.

The quality of hard- and software that can be used to implement GSS improves.
Technical capabilities of computer notebooks and networks grow (e.g., speed and
memory capacity). Furthermore, GSS are increasingly integrated (or extended)
with other technical tools (e.g., audio- and videoconferencing, visual and graphi-
cal applications, linguistic tools, and wide area networks such as the Internet).
These tools extend the potential applications of GSS in all kinds of human interac-
tion processes (e.g., group decision making). They also enhance a further diffu-
sion of GSS throughout society as hard- and software become cheaper and better
suited to support all kinds of (group) tasks. It is likely that the integration of GSS
with other ICT will be accompanied by a new wave of GSS research. The ques-
tion whether one can still call this technology GSS will appear as a result of the
growing integration of GSS with other technical tools. This integration will
practically fade away existing differences (boundaries) between GSS and other
information and communication technologies. The growing compatibility between
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these technologies will also stimulate cooperation between the disciplines that used
to study ICT separately. GSS are a phenomenon studied by different disciplines
such as social psychology, computer science, policy and organization sciences,
communication science, management information systems, and business adminis-
tration. Multi-disciplinary research on GSS will grow.

Besides the increasing technical capabilities of GSS and the integration with other
tools, other developments also stimulate a growing use of GSS. For example, the
number of (younger) generations that is familiar with computer technologies is
growing rapidly. Their computer skills will break down potential barriers to
participation in GSS-supported meetings (in contrast to some elder generations
which have relatively less computer skills). GSS use will democratize and de-
crease technical barriers to participate. This implies that GSS become accessible
to more groups. Furthermore, when younger generations become tomorrow's
policy makers, their well-developed computer skills will probably stimulate the
application ofGSS (and related technologies) in policy making and analysis. From
this perspective the field experiment in Chapter 9 provided valuable information.
The design of the GSS agenda had to take into account the different computer
skills of the participants. It is likely that in the future most people will have more
computer skills. By consequence, field experiments with computer technologies
such as GSS can be carried out more easily.

Currently, GSS often are a tool for the `elite' (policy makers, managers, consul-
tants, and researchers). This observation was clearly shown in this thesis. The
field experiment with the citizen panel is an example of GSS use with less obvious
participants such as `lay people' (or `ordinary' citizens). In the end, the `novelty'
of GSS will disappear as they become part of daily work processes more and
more (just like word processors and spreadsheet programs). By consequence, GSS
will not be any longer a tool for the `elite'.

These trends (combination with other ICT tools and a broader diffusion of GSS
and computer skills) provide new research lines. First, research can focus on the
design and evaluation of dispersed GSS meetings (e.g., on the Internet). The
amount of research in this field is growing rapidly (e.g., Wheatherhall á
Nunamaker, 1999; Bongers et al. 1998; Mittleman, Briggs 8i. Romano, 1998).
Following this research line, more attention should also be given to combinations
of GSS and other (ICT) applications. A kick-off was made with a comparison
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between ICT tools which can be used in PPA such as face-to-face GSS meetings,
Internet debates, dispersed GSS meetings, combinations of GSS with visual
applications, cognitive mapping, and `traditional' PPA meetings (i.e., without
ICT support). These PPA tools were compared on the basis of a list of criteria
derived from communication and policy science. This comparison made clear that
a`one fits all' PPA tool does not exist. From case to case, it must be considered
which tool is expected to provide the most added value in the PPA trajectory.
However, there seems to be an important role for information and communication
technologies in PPA as they become accessible for more groups in society and can
support an increasing number of group activities (Holland et al., 1999).

Scientific research on GSS in PPA trajectories is sometimes rather difficult.
Tensions between the needs of the external project leader (often the initiator of
PPA) and the scientific criteria of researchers appear regularly. This can limit the
internal and external validiry of a research. However, this should not discourage
researchers to experiment with new technologies. Field experiments are an
important research strategy to study the added value of GSS in policy making
process and PPA (and other areas of decision making). The opportunity to carry
out a scientific experiment in a real life PPA trajectory (Chapter 9) showed that
it is also possible to conduct field experiments without harming the needs of the
initiator. More of this kind of field research is needed. Disappointing results
should not discourage researchers.

10.4.3. PPA and democracy

Participatory policy analysis increasingly gains ground in daily work processes of
many profit and non-profit organizations. Current policy making sryles, which
emphasize interaction and communication, seem to provide a fruitful ground for
the extension of the use of PPA. However, this popularity also raises the question
whether or not PPA is just a hype or whether it will become firmly rooted in
(public) policy making? This question cannot be answered with a simple `yes' or
`no' . On the one hand, developments in and outside governments stimulate
participation in public policy making. On the other hand, objections are raised
against PPA, especially with regard to its relation with democracy. Some argue
that introducing PPA will increase the risk of omitting democratic procedures.
Developments that stimulate PPA will be mentioned first. Subsequently, attention
is given to objections against PPA and how these objections can be overcome.
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Developments stimulating PPA
Information and communication technologies (e.g., interactive media) increas-
ingly penetrate our society. Organizations and people become virtually linked
together. The information society becomes a network society. In this network
society, traditional top-down steering, which has been the central governance
paradigm in Western civilization for ages, loses ground. Governments cannot rely
anymore on the assumption that they are the central actor who is able to change
society by top down policy making. Consequently, governments need to adjust
their steering paradigm. It is not the question whether governments will adapt to
these new technologies and the rise of the network society, but how they will
adapt. For example, governments can anticipate these changes by taking up the
role as a mediator or facilitator who initiates debates about the desired direction
of a policy, for example in technology policy. Technology policy will be used as
an example of a policy field where the use of PPA is stimulated.

In the beginning of this thesis, the concept of technology assessment (TA) was
introduced (Chapter 2). The intention was to study the contribution of GSS to TA.
TA was considered to be a form of PPA in technology policy. However, during
the research the attention shifted towards PPA in general. Only two out of four
empirical chapters (Chapters 6 and 8) are clear examples of the use of GSS in
debates about a technology. During these debates, a range of actors (who often
can be considered potential users of a technology) could discuss the desired
direction of a technology (an important goal of technology assessment). The rise
of an user perspective in TA is the manifestation of a tendency in which techno-
logical developments are considered to be a result of a human driven development.
The success of technological developments depends on the question whether or
not they can be embedded in economy and society properly. TA assumes that
technological developments cannot be embedded successfully in economy and
society without the participation of and communication with the relevant actors.
TA aims to facilitate this fit of these new technologies by revealing the `social
map' that exists around a technological development (see Chapter 2). This map
includes the relevant actors. TA facilitates furthermore debates in which a range
of actors can articulate their needs with regard to a technology. The mobilization
of ideas and perspectives of the involved actors plays an important role in this
process of articulation. In a sense, TA, being a form of PPA in technology policy,
seems to be a very suitable instrument in a network society. The diffusion of new
technologies such as GSS enables an involvement of all kinds of actors in these
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debates. New technologies are not only considered a means for policy making and
analysis, but also an object of policy making which is one of the factors responsi-
ble for the rise of a new governance paradigm: network steering (Smits, 1994;
Smits ór. Leyten, 1991). PPA helps to facilitate these debates about technological
developments. Technology policy is therefore an example of a policy area which
stimulates the use of PPA.

Policy scientists stress that `ordinary' citizens increasingly raise their voice when
their interests are at stake. This development is caused by the fact that citizens, in
general, are better educated and líve in a far less hierarchical society as compared
to 30 years ago. They also show more societal awareness (e.g., the number of
members of environmental organizations grows; protests against genetically
modified food increase). As a result, individual citizens (and their interest groups)
often initiate discussions with governments on all kinds of issues. To facilitate this
kind of interaction between governments and citizens, governments (and organiza-
tions such as interest groups) often will rely on methods and tools that facilitate
interaction such as PPA tools.

The complexity of our society is still growing. As a consequence, policy problems
are increasingly complex. Governments often have to rely on other actors to solve
these problems, because the problem solving capacity of governments is limited.
PPA methods aimed at gathering useful information to enhance problem solutions
and establishing support among a variation of actors for a certain policy alterna-
tive can be very helpful dealing with the growing complexity. In other word,
increasing participation not only serves to develop a broad support in society, but
also as a means to mobilize the creative potential of actors involved.

PPA will become daily practice, but it will not always be labeled as PPA. The
developments cause the need for a reflection of the role of information and
communication technologies such as GSS and the role of PPA in democratic
processes. For example, what will be the level of participation of `ordinary'
citizens in policy making processes and how can GSS give shape to this role? As
stated previously, participants in PPA trajectories are not only selected on the
basis of democratic criteria, but also on the basis of practical or political criteria
or on the basis of their expertise. The questions make us aware that they can raise
objections against PPA.
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Objections against PPA
An important objection against PPA is that it takes too much time. The larger the
group that is involved in policy making and PPA, the larger the amount of time
needed to make sure that all actors (i.e., representatives from the policy network)
are consulted. Consequently, it takes more time to proceed with policy making.
As a result, policy making is often delayed.

Political scientists also raise objections against PPA. They stress ihat PPA (which
they label as governance by negotiating) can raise serious problems with political
primacy (e.g., Van Thijn et al., 1998). Political primacy refers to the account-
ability of democratic institutions (e.g., parliaments) to decide which social prob-
lems should be solved with the aid of which policy alternatives (and more in
particular, with which policy instruments). The formulation of policy problems
and the selection of a policy alternative to solve these problems are essential
processes in our democracy. The involvement of policy-relevant actors in partici-
patory processes (such as negotiations) with the aim of problem formulation and
the selection of policy alternatives can hinder democratic decision making and
control by limiting the actors that are actually involved. The selection of partici-
pants in PPA often is a choice based on a mix of democratic, political, practical,
and research criteria. However, this problem applies to participatory as well to
non-participatory (expert) policy analysis. In expert policy analysis participation
is often limited to a small group of experts or scientists.

Democratic institutions need to take political accountability for the adoption of a
policy alternative that has been developed in a group of (selected) actors. Due to
the diffusion of policy making and PPA activities among a larger group of policy
actors (that is not always selected on the basis of democratic criteria), political
institutions elected to control these activities can lose their overview on the policy
making process and PPA. The network steering paradigm impels a new orienta-
tion on our democratic institutions and processes, bui such an orientation is
beyond the scope of this thesis. It will only be discussed briefly.

The first objection raised against PPA is practical. Indeed, more actors imply that
more time is needed to make sure that everyone is heard in early phases of policy
making. However, the increase of time needed in early stages of policy making
can be compensated by the smaller amount of time needed later on in the imple-
mentation phase of policy making. When relevant actors are involved in an early
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stage, the chance that they will hinder implementation can decrease. As a result,
time needed to end a policy making process can be equal in a participatory as well
as in a non-participatory style of policy making. This could be an interesting field
of investigation for the policy sciences, namely to make a comparison between
effectiveness and efficiency of (non-) participatory styles of policy making and
policy analysis.

The second objection raises the question whether or not the current representative
democracy still fulfils the needs of society. This is an important problem, because
it deals with the foundations of our democracy. It is beyond this thesis to explain
how this problem can be overcome. Maybe, more direct forms of democracy are
needed (and these can be shaped with the aid of PPA and new ICT). First and
foremost, PPA should be embedded in democratic processes. Therefore, political
institutions (such as parliaments) can define the arena in which PPA can operate.
The boundaries of the arena can be related to the process (e.g., time, place, costs,
criteria to select participants, and the use of results) and with the content of the
policy issue itself (which problems will be dealt with?, which policy alternatives
are excluded?). From a democratic point of view on PPA, it should be clear who
participates and which interest or disciplinary perspective a participant represents.
Furthermore, decisions made on the basis of the outcomes of PPA trajectories
should be made in our democratic institutions. This is also valid for decisions to
initiate PPA trajectories in public decision making (for example, the technology
scans (Chapter 6) were initiated on the basis of a mandate of the Dutch Parlia-
ment) .

It is also possible to improve political institutions, for instance by stimulating
participation and by using new, interactive technologies. By doing so, the demo-
cratic institutions can become part of the network society. Some political institu-
tions were established in the 19th century. They still are very important, but
maybe the 21st century needs other more open and participatory political institu-
tions. New information and communication technologies can help to adapt politi-
cal institutions to these new needs and by this better attune our democratic institu-
tions to processes of globalization and the rise of the network society. From this
perspective, there seems to be a bright future for PPA and GSS (and other infor-
mation and communication technologies).
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Nederlandse samenvatting

Hoofdstuk 1: Inleiding
In deze dissertatie staat de toepassing van Group Support Systems (GSS) in
Participatieve Beleidsanalyse (PBA) centraal. De rol van informatie- en communi-
catietechnologie (ICT), zoals GSS, in beleid is tweeledig. Enerzijds is ICT object
van technologiebeleid. Anderzijds is ICT een hulpmiddel om beleid te ondersteu-
nen. In dit proefschrift ligt de nadruk op de tweede rol van ICT, maar er is ook
aandacht voor technologie als object van beleid. Voor het onderzoek naar PBA en
GSS wordt de volgende probleemstelling gehanteerd: Wat is de bijdrage van
Group Support Systems, als participatiefinstrument, aan de kwaliteit van Partici-
patieve Beleidsanalyse? Deze probleemstelling wordt gesplitst in vijf onderzoeks-
vragen:

1. Wat is Participatieve Beleidsanalyse?
2. Wat zijn Group Support Systems ?
3. Hoe kunnen Group Support Systems en Participatieve Beleidsanalyse sa-

mengevoegd worden in één theoretisch model?
4. Hoe kan de invloed van GSS op de kwaliteit van PBA worden gemeten?
5. Welke invloed hebben GSS op de kwaliteit van PBA?

Hoofdstuk 2: Participatieve Beleidsanalyse
Beleidsanalyse staat voor de verzameling van (wetenschappelijke) methoden en
instrumenten die gebruikt wordt om onderzoek te verrichten ten behoeve van de
verschillende fasen in een beleidsproces: Agendabepaling, probleemformulering,
beleidsontwerp, -bepaling, - implementatie en -evaluatie. Participatieve Beleid-
sanalyse is een vorm van beleidsanalyse, waarbij een beleidmaker actoren uit een
beleidsnetwerk betrekt bij de onderzoeksactiviteiten waarvan de resultaten als
input dienen voor de beleidsvorming. De beleidmaker is dan een initiator van een
PBA-traject. De initiator gebruikt diverse methoden en instrumenten die groepen
ondersteunen bij het oplossen van een complex beleidsprobleem: Procesbegelei-
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ding, communicatiemedia en wetenschappelijk onderzoek. De aaneenschakeling
van deze methoden wordt een PBA-traject genoemd.

Binnen het technologiebeleid (het beleidsterrein waar empirische gegevens over
GSS worden verzameld) is het gebruik van participatieve methoden sterk toegeno-
men in het afgelopen decennium. Dit blijkt o.a. uit een nieuwe definitie van
technology assessment (de naam voor beleidsanalyse in technologiebeleid). In de
nieuwe definitie is er aandacht voor een wetenschappelijke analyse van technolo-
gische ontwikkelingen en voor maatschappelijke debatten over de gewenste
richting van technologische ontwikkelingen. Het laatste element laat zien dat er
aandacht is voor participatie (en methoden om participatie vorm te geven).

Hoofdstuk 3: Group Support Systems
De vraag inzake GSS wordt allereerst beantwoord door aandacht te schenken aan
het fenomeen `groepen'. Vervolgens wordt stilgestaan bij de ontwikkeling van
allerlei vormen van ICT die gebruikt worden om groepen te ondersteunen bij
PBA. Daardoor wordt duidelijk dat de inzet van GSS niet op zichzelf staat, maar
dat er al langer met ICT wordt gewerkt in PBA. Aansluitend wordt een defmitie
van GSS gegeven: Een verzameling van computer-, communicatie-, en beslis-
singsondersteunende technologieën die een groep helpen bij het formuleren en
oplossen van complexe problemen. Vervolgens worden andere benamingen en
afkortingen voor GSS behandeld. Het hoofdstuk sluit af inet vier classificaties
voor het indelen van GSS. De populairste classificatie is gebaseerd op plaats en
tijd. De GSS die in deze dissertatie is een `zelfde tijd en zelfde plaats' toepassing.

Hoofdstuk 4: Integratie van PBA en GSS
Allereerst wordt een aantal modellen van beleidsontwikkeling behandeld. Deze
modellen bevatten onderdelen die in meer of mindere mate geschikt zijn voor
PBA. In de volgende stap worden op basis van de definitie van PBA vier criteria
voor de kwaliteit van PBA afgeleid: Interactie, informatie, betrokkenheid en
leren. Daaropvolgend wordt gekeken naar de mogelijke invloed van GSS op de
vier kwaliteitscriteria van PBA. Gekoppeld aan de verschillende fasen van een
beleidsproces levert dat de onderstaande tabel op:
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Beleidspro- PBA-metho- Interactie Informatie Betrokken- Leren be-
ces: de: gericht op: over: heid op ba- treft:

sis van:

Agendavor- Probleem Uitwisselen Eigenschap- Gemeenscha Structureren
ming en structure- van pro- pen van het ppelijke pro- van het pro-
probleem- ring bleemvisies probleem bleemformu- bleem
formulering lering

Beleidsont- Voorspellen Ontwikkelen Consequen- Beste alter- Structure-
werp en bespreken ties van al- natief ren, ontwik-

van alterna- ternatieven kelen alter-
tieven natieven

Beleidsbe- Aanbevelen Wederzijdse Standpunten Procedure Structureren.
paling beïnvloeding ontwikkel~n

en coalitie- alternati~-
vorming ven, bcsiis-

sen
Beleidsuit- Monitoring Uitvoeren Vooruitgang Nakomen Structureren.
voering beleid afspraken ontwikkelen

alternatie-
ven, beslís-
sen, uitvoe-
ren

Beleidseva- Evaluatie Bespreken Succes en Bereikte re- Structureren,
luatie en resultaten en falen sultaten en ontwikkelen
terugkoppe- ontwikke- voorgestelde alternatie-
ling lingen van verbetering- ven, beslis-

verbetering- en sen, uitvoe-
en ren en evalu-

eren

Deze rationele benadering, waarin een beleidsproces wordt beschreven aan de
hand van opeenvolgende fasen, heeft beperkingen. Het is een ideaal-typisch beeld
dat in de praktijk niet vaak voorkomt. Er zijn ook andere modellen ontwikkeld.
Toch biedt dit rationele model een eerste kader om beleidsvorming en -analyse
te ontrafelen. In de laatste vier koppen van de kolommen staan de vier kwaliteits-
criteria van PBA. De assumptie die aan het model ten grondslag ligt, is dat GSS
de verschillende cellen in de tabel kunnen ondersteunen. Een GSS-bijeenkomst
kan meerdere fasen in een beleidsproces (de eerste kolom) ondersteunen en kan
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daarbij gericht zijn op één of ineerdere criteria. Op basis van de tabel zijn zes
operationele onderzoeksvragen geformuleerd. De eerste twee onderzoeksvragen
hebben betrekking op de fase waarin een GSS wordt ingezet. De andere vier

onderzoeksvragen stellen elk de bijdrage van een GSS aan een kwaliteitscriterium
centraal.

Hoofdstuk S: De onderzoeksstrategie
Allereerst wordt in dit hoofdstuk aandacht besteed aan een model dat veel ge-
bruikt wordt in GSS-onderzoek (zowel in veldstudies als laboratorium-experimen-
ten): Het IPO-model. In dit model wordt een GSS-bijeenkomst geanalyseerd aan
de hand van input-, proces- en outputvariabelen. Veldstudies in de vorm van
gevalstudies worden minder frequent uitgevoerd in GSS-onderzoek, maar hun
aantal neemt toe. In PBA daarentegen worden relatief veel gevalstudies gebruikt
en minder experimenten. De voor- en nadelen van veldstudies en laboratoriumex-
perimenten worden tegen elkaar afgezet. In dit onderzoek worden alleen veldstu-
dies gebruikt: drie gevalstudies en één veldexperiment.

Hoofdstuk 6: Probleem structureren: De technology scans

Als onderdeel van het programma Technologie 8c Samenleving organiseerde het
Ministerie van Economische Zaken (EZ) een technology scan. Centraal staat het

verzamelen van informatie over technologische innovaties en toepassingen die bij
kunnen dragen aan de oplossing van maatschappelijke problemen en het creëren

van draagvlak onder relevante actoren. Ten behoeve van de consultatie wordt een
GSS ingezet. Er worden vijf sessies van een halve dag georganiseerd met veertig
deelnemers. De eerste vier bijeenkomsten zijn gericht op het verzamelen en
bespreken van informatie over maatschappelijke problemen, technologische
projectideeën en selectiecriteria. In de laatste bijeenkomst kiest een combinatie

van actoren de vijf belangrijkste selectiecriteria. Deze criteria worden gebruikt om
uit een grote verzameling van projectideeën de meest interessante te kiezen. Een
onafhankelijke stuurgroep bestaande uit breed scala van actoren beslist uiteindelijk
welke projectideeën in aanmerking komen voor een nader onderzoek. Een GSS
bewijst haar diensten vooral door de snelle en effectieve ondersteuning bij het
verzamelen, uitwisselen, ordenen en bewerken van een grote hoeveelheid infor-
matie. Deze hoeveelheid wordt soms wel als `informatie overlast' ervaren. De
elektronische interactie komt niet altijd goed tot zijn recht in verband met de
beperkte tijd. De deelnemers zijn enthousiast over het systeem. Het verhoogt de
betrokkenheid tijdens de bijeenkomst.
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Hoofdstuk 7: De toekomst maken: Scenario workshops
In dit eerste empirische hoofdstuk wordt een GSS gebruikt om een organisatie in
de agrarische sector te ondersteunen bij de ontwikkeling van een nieuw strategisch
beleid. De GSS ondersteunt twee scenario workshops. In de eerste workshop
ontwikkelen deelnemers (medewerkers, managers en externe stakeholders) vier
scenario's. De groep wordt in vier subgroepen verdeeld en om de beurt geeft elke
subgroep input voor een afzonderlijk scenario. Dit is input voor de volgende
workshop waar vier consistente scenario's worden uitgewerkt. In de tweede
workshop worden de scenario's beoordeeld op hun robuustheid en wordt gekeken
welke consequenties elk scenario heeft voor de strategie ten aanzien van allianties,
samenwerking, portfolio management en human resource management. Op deze
wijze worden de deelnemers bewust gemaakt van de veranderingen in de omge-
ving van de organisatie en de noodzaak om op deze veranderingen te anticiperen.
In dit proces worden de medewerkers middels de workshops en de GSS actief
betrokken. Het is niet de bedoeling om vier `echte' toekomstbeelden te scheppen.
De GSS is behulpzaam omdat het de verzameling en ordening van informatie
faciliteert. Verder maakt de GSS de discussie over een onzekere, verre toekomst
grijpbaar voor de deelnemers, doordat men interactief scenario's ontwikkelt in de
GSS.

Hoofdstuk 8: Tegen de stroom inzwemmen: De Persoonsgebonden Clubcard
Beleidmakers (ministers, kamerleden, bestuurders KNVB) eisen, na een moord op
een supporter bij voetbalrellen in Beverwijk, strengere maatregelen tegen hool-
igans. Eén van deze maatregelen is de invoering van de persoonsgebonden club-
card (PCC). De landelijke Federatie van SupportersVerenigingen (FSV) twijfelt
aan de effectiviteit en haalbaarheid van deze kaart en stelt de PCC ter discussie.
Er worden drie GSS-bijeenkomsten georganiseerd met actoren uit het beleidsnet-
werk rondom beheersing van voetbalgeweld. Drie groepen nemen deel aan de
GSS-bijeenkomsten: Voetbalsupporters, veiligheidsmanagers van stadions (met de
PCC-producenten) en beleidmakers. Elke bijeenkomst heeft dezelfde agenda. De
bijeenkomsten, aangevuld met interviews, desk research en een Internet-enquête
(ingevuld door voetbalsupporters) resulteert in een rapport, waarin kanttekening-
en worden geplaatst bij de inhoud van het beleidsproces om de PCC in te voeren
en bij de procedures die tijdens het beleidsproces worden gevolgd. Het debat over
de invoering van de PCC duurt nog een jaar. Voor de defmitieve afschaffing van
de PCC hebben de GSS-bijeenkomsten reeds inzichtelijk gemaakt dat meningsver-
schillen niet echt inhoudelijk zijn, maar dat het vooral een `loopgravenoorlog'
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betreft, waarin de verschillende actoren niet snel aan elkaar willen toegeven. De
meerwaarde van de GSS bewijst zich, doordat zij interactie tijdens de bijeenkom-
sten zeer goed structureert. Hierdoor kan er over dit zeer politiek gevoelige
onderwerp een goede discussie gevoerd worden met onderling zeer verdeelde
groepen.

Hoofdstuk 9.~ Veldexperiment: Een kans voor onderzoek
Als onderdeel van de ontwikkeling van een stadsvisie in `s-Hertogenbosch wordt
er een burgerpanel samengesteld. De panelleden gebruiken een GSS om een
mening te vormen over de toekomst van hun stad (een stadsvisie). Er mag
geëxperimenteerd worden met een GSS, hetgeen resulteert in een veldexperiment
met het volgende design: Twee vergelijkbare panelgroepen gebruiken gedurende
vier bijeenkomsten om de beurt een GSS, waarbij ze telkens exact dezelfde taken
uitvoeren. Op basis van drie hypothesen die afgeleid zijn van het IPO-model
wordt de bijdrage van GSS aan de kwaliteit van groepsprocessen en -uitkomsten
vergeleken (er ligt minder nadruk op de vier kwaliteitscriteria van PBA). De
resultaten laten zien dat het gebruik van een GSS niet veel uitmaakt. Deelnemers
in de PBA-trajecten in de gevalstudies zijn iets enthousiaster over GSS dan de
panelleden. Toch is het veldexperiment een zeldzame kans te experimenteren in
de praktijk met GSS. Veldexperimenten zijn een geschikte methode om onderzoek
te doen naar GSS en PBA. Daarnaast lijkt de invloed van de samenstelling van het
panel een belangrijke rol te spelen. In de drie voorgaande gevalstudies nemen
vooral (hoog opgeleide) beleidmakers, onderzoekers, ambtenaren en consultants
deel. Zij zijn vaak gewend aan workshop-achtige vergaderingen, ICT en de
beleidsonderwerpen die op de agenda staan. De panelleden hebben een diverse
achtergrond. Hoog opgeleiden met beleids-, computer-, en proceskennis nemen
deel naast deelnemers met weinig ervaring met deze drie punten. Om alle deelne-
mers `binnen boord' te houden, moeten de begeleiders agenda's ontwikkelen die
niet te moeilijk zijn voor de mensen met weinig ervaring en niet te makkelijk voor
mensen met veel ervaring. Dit leidt tot een compromis-opzet van de bijeenkom-
sten die voor beide groepen soms minder aantrekkelijk is.

Hoofdstuk 10: Conclusie en discussie
GSS worden in vooral in vroege beleidsfasen ingezet. Dit hangt samen met het
feit dat een GSS divergeren goed ondersteunt. Divergeren is een belangrijke
activiteit in vroege beleidsfasen. Naast divergeren ondersteunt een GSS de volgen-
de activiteiten: convergeren ( in mindere mate dan divergeren) en het creëren van
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draagvlak. Er werd met behulp van een GSS nooit een echte beslissing over een
beleid genomen. Het waren altijd voorbereidende sessies voor besluitvorming.

In tabel 10.10 staan de belangrijkste conclusies ten aanzien van de vier kwaliteits-
criteria van PBA. Ten aanzien van interactie wordt vastgesteld dat een GSS veel
mogelijkheden biedt om interactie te ondersteunen. Bij beginnende groepen (dat
wil zeggen groepen met weinig ervaring met een GSS) moet de procesbegeleider
geregeld op de mogelijkheid van elektronische interactie wijzen. Veel deelnemers
zijn geneigd verbale interactie te stoppen zodra men met typen begint. De manier
van interactie moet afgewisseld worden: Elektronische en (non-) verbale interac-
tie. Dat maakt een bijeenkomst aantrekkelijker en het geeft deelnemers de kans
beter in te schatten hoe iemand denkt over een bepaald onderwerp. In het alge-
meen wordt anonimiteit van de invoer in een GSS goed gewaardeerd. Een GSS is
goed in staat om informatie snel en effectief te verwerken. Dat geldt voor het
verzamelen, uitwisselen, ordenen en het bewerken van informatie. De mogelijk-
heid voor parallelle invoer en communicatie brengt wel het gevaar van informatie
overlast. Deelnemers en de procesbegeleider hebben een beperkte informatiever-
werkingscapaciteit. Dat betekent dat ze niet altijd in staat zijn om de informatie
die in enkele minuten wordt ingevoerd te verwerken. De procesbegeleider moet
in het ontwerp van een GSS-bijeenkomst rekening houden met deze beperking.
Daarnaast moet er voldoende tijd gereserveerd worden om de informatie (monde-
ling) te bespreken. Overigens vinden veel deelnemers de verzamelde informatie
relatief oppervlakkig. Deze bestaat meestal uit korte statements. Een GSS stimu-
leert betrokkenheid in beperkte mate. Het wordt gestimuleerd doordat alle deelne-
mers via een GSS een gelijke kans hebben een bijdrage te leveren aan de resulta-
ten. Verder wordt deze bijdrage vastgelegd in een (digitaal) rapport. Gebrek aan
computervaardigheden wordt soms als een obstakel beschouwd. Een GSS-bijeen-
komst vormt geen garantie voor een grotere betrokkenheid bij het totale beleids-
proces. De initiator van de PBA-traject moet op langere termijn betrokkenheid
onderhouden. Leren wordt door een GSS in lichte mate gestimuleerd. Ten eerste
draagt een GSS bij aan de ontwikkeling van een (elektronisch) databestand waar
in latere fasen van een beleidsproces op teruggevallen kan worden (een `groepsge-
heugen'). Wat betreft het leren van de deelnemers zelf: Anonimiteit van de invoer
maakt het niet mogelijk om bepaalde standpunten te herleiden tot een groep of
organisatie die vertegenwoordigd is in een GSS-bijeenkomst. Soms kan dat wel
wenselijk zijn. Deelnemers moeten vooraf goed op de hoogte worden gebracht
van het feit dat invoer anoniem is. Sommige groepen nemen juist deel aan PBA
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omdat men hun stem willen laten horen. Leren op groepsniveau gaat makkelijk

met behulp van een GSS. Meningen, standpunten en stemresultaten worden direct

zichtbaar in een GSS waardoor de procesbegeleider en de deelnemers redelijk snel

een dwarsdoorsnede krijgen van de groep.

Vastgesteld wordt dat een GSS niet uit zichzelf een participatief instrument is. De
procesbegeleíder moet met de PBA-initiator een aantal randvoorwaarden scheppen

om een GSS tot zijn recht te laten komen in PBA. De voor- en nadelen van een

GSS in PBA hebben geleid tot een lijst van aanbevelingen voor de PBA-initiator

(en beleidsanalyst of procesbegeleider) die men kan volgen om de bijdrage van

GSS aan de kwaliteit van PBA te maximaliseren. Naast deze aanbevelingen spelen

meer algemene richtlijnen uit de PBA-literatuur ook een rol.

Vervolgens wordt gekeken naar de ontwikkelingen rondom GSS (-onderzoek). De

kwaliteit van hard- en software verbetert leidt tot een integratie van GSS met

andere ICT-hulpmiddelen zoals Internet en beeld- en geluidverbindingen. Het

aantal mensen met computervaardigheden neemt sterk toe (m.n. jongeren). Het

gebruik van GSS beperkt zich niet meer tot beleidmakers, onderzoekers, advi-

seurs en verspreidt zich onder allerlei organisaties en burgers. Een GSS wordt een

alledaags hulpmiddel op elke netwerk-computer, maar misschien niet onder de

naam GSS.

Het proefschrift eindigt met een korte reflectie op PBA en democratie. Deelne-

mers van PBA worden niet alleen uitgenodigd voor het creëren van draagvlak

(een democratisch motief), maar ook voor het feit dat zij belangrijke informatie

kunnen geven over een beleidsprobleem. Verschillende ontwikkelingen stimuleren

het gebruik van PBA: De opkomst van een (virtuele) netwerksamenleving en de

daarmee gepaard gaande nieuwe vorm van sturing door de overheid: netwerkstu-

ring. Daarnaast zijn de toenemende mondigheid van burgers en de groeiende
complexiteit van onze samenleving twee belangrijke stimulansen voor het gebruik

van participatieve methoden. Er zijn echter ook bezwaren tegen PBA. Ten eerste
kost PBA veel tijd. Dit praktisch bezien wordt weerlegd met het feit dat een

vroege betrekking van belangrijke actoren voorkomt dat men in latere fasen
hindermacht gebruikt en zo het beleidsproces frustreert. Een belangrijker en
principiëler bezwaar is de verhouding van PBA met politieke verantwoordelijk-
heid. PBA leidt ertoe dat beleid diffuser ontwikkeld wordt. Veel actoren doen
mee en het is dan niet altijd even duidelijk wie welke verantwoordelijkheid en
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taak heeft. De verantwoordelijkheid voor een beslissing over een beleid ligt
uiteindelijk bij een democratisch gekozen bestuur: een parlement of een minister.
PBA-trajecten die geïnitieerd worden door publieke instellingen zoals overheden
moeten democratisch ingebed zijn. Dat kan door democratisch gekozen bestuur-
ders de inhoudelijke en procedurele randvoorwaarden te laten bepalen waarbinnen
PBA zich mag bewegen. Daarnaast moet men niet de discussie uit de weg gaan
over modernisering van het openbaar bestuur (bv. meer participatie en interactie).
Daarin kunnen nieuwe technologieën een belangrijke rol spelen. Belangrijk is dat
deze ICT wordt beschouwd als hulpmiddel en niet als doel voor de modernisering
van het openbaar bestuur. Vanuit dat perspectief lijkt er een mooie toekomst
weggelegd voor PBA en GSS.
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Appendix 1

Results questionnaire technology scans
This questionnaire has been distributed after the participants had received the
report based on the consultation round (n -17 (34 0~0)).

I. Did you read the report? number ~ "~o
Yes 0 0
Partly~headlines 5 29
Executive summary 4 33
Browsed 3 18
No (continue with question 7) 4 23
No answer 1 6
Total 17 100

2. Does the report meet your
expectations?

~ o~o

Yes (continue with question 4) 5 29
No 0 0
I don't ]rnow (continue with question 4) 7 41
No answer 5 29
Tota] 17 100

3. Why doesn't the report meet your expectations?
"I can't remember any salient conclusions"

4A. Assess the problem areas gathered
using the following iodicators
(scale 1 to 5)

mean standard
deviation

n

Usefulness 3.4 1.2 12
Scope 3.7 .6 i l
Depth 2.3 1.1 12
Quantity ~ 12
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4B. Assess the project ideas gathered
using the following indicators
(scale 1 to 5)

mean standard
deviation

n

Usefulness 3.1 l.l 12

Scope 3.9 .7 11
Depth 2.3 1.0 11

Quantity 3.5 .8 11

4C. Assess the selection criteria
gathered using the following indicators
(scale 1 to 5)

mean standard
deviation

n

Usefulness 3.3 1.3 11
Scope 3.0 1.3 11
Depth 2.5 1.0 11

Quantity 3.2 .8 10

4D. Assess the top 10 elaboration of
project ideas with regard to the
following indicators (scale 1 to 5)

inean standard
deviation

n

Usefulness 3.5 1.1 11

Scope 3.0 .6 11
Depth 2.7 .9 11

Quantity n.a. n.a. n.a.

5. Do you recognize your contribution
during to the meeting in the report?

~ oIo

Yes 6 35
No 0 0
I don't know 7 41
No answer 4 24

Total 17 100
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6. Do you recognize your group's
contribution to the meeting in the
repo rt?

~ o~o

Yes 7 41
No 1 6
I don't know 5 29
No answer 4 24
Total 17 100

7. Do you expect that the report will be
an important input in the decision-
making in the steering committtee?

tF o~o

Yes 3 18
No 6 35
I don't lmow 7 41
No answer 1 6
Total 17 100

8. Does the GSS increase your
involvement with the technology scans?

~ o~o

Yes 7 41
No 8 47
I don't ]rnow 1 6
No answer 1 6
Tota] 17 100

9. Would the application of traditional
means (e.g., a brainstorm without
computer support) result in more
policy-relevant information?

tI o~o

Yes 6 35
No 9 53
I don't lrnow 1 6
No answer 1 6
Total 17 100
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10. GSS is a good tool to improve the ~ o~o
link between information supply
(participants) and information demand
(MEA) in a policymaking process
compared with traditional means.

Yes 10 59
No 5 29

I don't lrnow I 6

No answer 1 6
Total 17 100

11. Do you think that the application of
GSS resulted in a higher quality of the
report?

~ o~o

Yes 7 41

No 4 23

I don't know 5 29
No answer 1 6

Total 17 100

12. Do you have any other remarks about the report?

"One of the conclusions in the report is: `time was to short for a discussion. This is
inherent to the instrument'. I think that four meetings without GSS would have
resulted in at least as many ideas, but with a better discussion about really important
subjects."
"It was a nice, fast and structured exercise. Verbal discussion is stil] needed to go ín-
depth."
"There was not enough time for real interaction between participants. It was more like
a race about who could enter the most ideas in stead ofgiving comments on each
other."
"The actual application of GSS was to short."
"The discrepancy between the report's criteria and the criteria of the steering
committee shows a bias. The participants' orientation is on technology development.
This orientation differs from the target group of the MEA (and probably also from the
target group of the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science). The MEA supposes
that the preferences express themselves in the composition of the steering
committee!"
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Appendix 2

Results Internet questionnaire
supporters

Propositions (percentages; n- 724) SD D N A SA
1. Football supporters must be able to visit each football 5.4 8.1 6.4 31.9 48.2

match with every kind of clubcard.
2. The new identity card (-PCC) is a threshold for 21.5 29.6 15.6 25.4 7.9

hooligans to visit a match.
3. The PCC keeps hooligans out of the stadiums through 19.5 37.6 18.1 20.4 4.4

which safety in and around stadiums increases.
4. Stadiums have been secured enough against violence 15.2 27.9 21.0 22.7 13.3

(e.g. video systems). The PCC is not necessary.
5. Thanks to the new PCC, there are fewer safety people 16.4 38.0 26.9 15.2 3.5

necessary in the stadiums. That is a nice idea.
6. Identification at the entrances of the stadium results in 3.5 14.6 12.4 36.0 33.4

large waiting queues, irritations and possibly violence.
7. The introduction of more than one million new cards is a 9.3 21.0 13.5 29.3 26.9

rather expensive way to deal with a small group of
hooligans.

8. The introduction of the PCC is too expensive. One 5.4 16.9 15.2 31.1 31.5
cannot expect that supporters each year buy a new card.

9. With the PCC, one is stuck to the matches of one club. 2.8 9.9 15.5 39.1 32.7
Especially smaller clubs with less regular supporters will
lose visitors and will get into financial troubles.

10. The PCC is a practical card, because it also has other I 1.6 19.2 30.7 33.1 5.4
functions such as relation management and assigning
supporters to the right seats.

11. The introduction of the new PCC is good, because the 25.4 23.2 14.9 21.7 14.8
current one is very susceptible for fraud (e.g., you can
lend it out)

12. The PCC does not deal with vandalism because 4.0 8.8 16.6 37.8 32.7
vandalism is not a football-related problem, but a
societal problem that asks for societal solutions.

13. The PCC gets supporters out of anonymity in which 10.2 24.9 26.5 30.9 7.5
vandalism flourishes.

14. The introduction of the PCC does not result in a decrease 3.0 13.4 24.7 36.6 22.2
of football vandalism, but in a replacement ofvandalism.

15. Violence in stadiums must be prevented, but it can not 4.8 18.1 14.2 42.0 20.9
only be done with the PCC. At the best, you can arrest
people afterwards.

SD - strongly disagree, D- disagree, N- neutral, A- agree, and SA - strongly
agree
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Het fenomecn dominante spreker in een 'traditioncle- vergadering wordt in ccn elcktronische
vergadering vervangen door een dominante t~ per.

In cen 'traditioncle' vergadering wordt meestal ~~erk gepland. [n een elektronischc vergadering ~~ordt
echt ge~~erkt.

De kwaliteit van elektronische vergaderingen is bij homogene grcepen groter dan bij heterogene
groepen.

De invloed van interactieve beleidsvorming op de politieke besluitvorming hangt nauw samen met de
bereidheid van de poliUcus om zelf deel te nemen aan het interactieve proces.

Interactieve beleidsvorming is in de Nederlandse politiek populair. Voor de PvdA is het een middcl
om gelijke participatie te bevorderen. De VVD ziet in interactieve belcidsvorming de teruggang van
de o~crheid. Het CDA beschou~~:~t hct als ccn restauratic van het maa[schappclijk middem~eld Df,f, is
gecharmeerd van deze pragmatische vorm van bestuurlijke vernieuwing.

Sociologische kennis over mens en maatschappij wordt nog te vaak onderbenut bij de introductie van
nieuwe technologieën en innovaties.

'~Wat is wetenschap? Wetenschap is de titanische poging van het menselijk intellect zich uit zijn
kosmische isolement te vcrlossen door te begrijpen!~~ (W F Hermans in Nnoii meer ,S7apen. 27stc
druk. blz 13)

Het gemak waarmee een universiteit haar moedertaal (ecn bclangrijk gemecnschappelijk cultuurgocd)
ter discussie stelt. staat in gcen verhouding tot dc af~~ijzcndc houding tegcnover ccn discussic ovcr
haar confessionele grondslag (ook een belangrijk gemecnschappelijk cultuurgocd).

Een politicus die een debat begint over een modemisering van de monarchie bcgaat geen politickc
zelfmoord Een politicus die daarentcgen dat dcbat onh~ijkt of afkeurt, heeft zich laten mummificcren
in ecn lang (oranjc) lint.

10 Het verschijnscl ~modestudie~ is al eeu~~enoud Het getuigt ~an academischc innovatie cn
pluriformitcit
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