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“Ask me - I won't say No - How could I?”

An Experiment to Encourage Civic Behaviour Among Callers to a Local Authority Contact Centre.
Abstract

This paper reports on a recent design experiment to investigate effective ways to encourage civic behaviour. The experiment identifies how local authority staff can encourage callers to a contact centre to get involved in neighbourhood environmental activity. The aim is to transform a passive one-way transactional relationship between consumer and provider into a more active two way co-production relationship. Another aim is to provide information, encouragement and advice on ways to participate in more effective ways than have traditionally been used.

The theoretical framework guiding the research suggests that citizen’s actions are affected by both facilitating conditions (the structure and context in which they are operating) and also by their orientations and dispositions. Orientations and dispositions are affected by consequential reasoning, taking into account both individual and collective interests. But they also include moral principles about what is the right thing to do, social norms, perceptions of what is appropriate behaviour, habit and emotional reactions such as passion or anger. In the empirical research we shape the facilitating conditions by changing the way the institution responds to citizens and explore how different types of motivation affect the response to the intervention.
We pioneer a new type of evaluation - design experiments - which share some features of action research and of experiments. Design experiments offer social scientists and public managers a new way of researching public policy innovations, providing insights about what works and supplying timely information to decision-makers as an intervention develops. The experimental aspect of the method manipulates an intervention and observes it over an extended time period, usually in one location, until acceptable results emerge. 
This research project is part of a joint research programme being conducted by the Universities of Manchester and Southampton, 'Rediscovering the Civic and Achieving Better Outcomes in Public Policy'. It is funded by Communities and Local Government, the Economic and Social Research Council and the North West Improvement Network. 
Introduction

Current concerns with declining levels of political activity and efficacy together with a recognition that government cannot achieve tricky policy outcomes without public engagement have led to increasing attention to involving citizens and promoting neighbourhood activity. Yet, while strategies are developed to find new and innovative ways of stimulating participation, the issues raised in thousands of day to day encounters between council officers and citizens go unrecorded. Local council contact centres receive these routine enquiries and are increasingly adopting technologies and working methods from the private sector to strive to provide excellent customer care. Yet the person being treated as a customer may be acting as a good citizen, hoping their phone call will lead to neighbourhood improvements, cleaner streets or better neighbourhood relations. This article reports on a current design experiment to investigate how council officers can encourage callers to get involved in improving their neighbourhood, transforming a one-way relationship between consumer and provider into a two-way co-production relationship. We start with an introduction to our model of the drivers of civic behaviour and discuss some literature on local participation. We briefly describe a new type of evaluation – design experiments – and outline how this methodology was used in a research partnership with a local authority to encourage neighbourhood involvement. The preliminary findings are described and we use these findings to reflect on our model and the design experiment approach.

Encouraging Civic behaviour

This experiment is part of an integrated programme of research activities designed to examine what local authorities and others can do to encourage civic behaviour. Our core claim is that civic behaviour is a result of both the context or facilitating conditions and the orientations and dispositions of individuals. This argument is developed more fully in a separate paper (Cotterill, Richardson, Stoker, Wales, 2008) and only a summary is presented here.

[image: image1]
Figure 1: A model of the drivers of civic behaviour 
*   material, institutional and cultural 
** Constructed through consequential and moral reasoning, roles and self-concepts, social norms, affect (emotions) and habits

*** Expressed by individual and collective forms of political action and influencing institutions, and of ‘DIY’

Civic behaviour is affected by the external circumstances or facilitating conditions in which an individual acts, “external sources of support or opposition to behaviour, whether physical, financial, legal, or social” (Guagnano, et al. 1995). The facilitating conditions include the social and economic make-up of the neighbourhood; the institutional opportunities and practices which operate; and collective values and expectations. Government has a role in setting this context and framing the structure of rules and practices in which social behaviour takes place. Institutional actions can enhance or restrict the building of social norms, such as trust, recipricocity and reputations (Ostrom. 1998) but the balance is difficult to get right. Too much state monitoring of behaviour can have a counterintuitive result, with individuals feeling that they are not trusted and responding by becoming untrustworthy (Ostrom. 1998). In the modern age, citizens may take it for granted that government takes on a lot of collective responsibility, so recipricocity is no longer seen as a requirement of individual citizens. A multi-layered governance may allow citizens to draw on their own attitudes and norms and be creative in finding their own ways of dealing with issues (Ostrom. 1998). Collective behaviour can take place at the micro level of the individual, the meso level of the community and the macro level of institutions. There is an interconnection between these three levels and they impact on one another. So, for example, the behaviour of local authorities will have an impact on the behaviour of citizens by creating or endangering levels or trust and efficacy (Van Vugt, et al. 2000).
But civic behaviour is not simply a response to the context people find themselves in. It is also affected by their orientations and dispositions, their internal decision making processes and attitudes. Civic attitudes can be formed because of consequential reasoning: rational perceptions of outcomes, as a means to achieve a particular goal. The goal might be self-interested or it might be more altruistic. For example someone might volunteer to run a local football team in order to develop skills that will help develop their career, and/or they might want to make a difference for local young people who have little to do. Attitudes can also be influenced by deeply held moral principles, a “worldview” (Stern. 2000) which leads to a feeling that this is the “right” thing to do. So, another motivation for volunteering might be moral reasoning that everyone should do their bit for society or a strongly held belief in the purpose of the group, be it environmentalism or political activity. 
Personal and social norms are important. Personal norms are the concept someone has of who they are and how they usually behave. People are influenced by the actions they see others taking around them. Social norms are based on perceptions of what others think and do. Important social norms affecting behaviour include trust, recipricocity and reputations, the “core relationships” which need to be in place if people in society are to co-operate together (Ostrom. 1998). Someone’s decision to volunteer might be affected by whether they see themselves as someone who typically does that type of thing or whether lots of other people in their social group are volunteers.
Attitudes can sometimes be affected by emotional responses. Someone may contribute to a disaster relief effort because they feel distressed at suffering or they may behave aggressively to a teacher when angry about their child’s lack of progress at school. People may repeat past behaviours – even despite good intentions to do otherwise – because of internalised, automatic habits leant from repetitive previous behaviour (Verplanken and Wood. 2006).
Civic behaviour is relational in the sense that it is defined by relationships between citizens and between citizens and wider society. We have classified civic behaviours as action that can be undertaken by individuals or collectively and as activity to influence and persuade institutions or where citizens are doing it for themselves (table 1).
Table 1. Classification of civic behaviour

	
	Type of activity

	
	Influencing institutions
	DIY

	Level of Activity
	Individual
	Individual political action
	Individual DIY

	
	Collective
	Collective political action
	Collective 

DIY


The participation of local people is a feature which runs through much of current UK local government policy. Participation supports both the service improvement and democratic renewal elements of the modernisation agenda (Lowndes and Sullivan. 2004) QUOTE "(Lowndes and Sullivan, 2004)" 

. User and citizen involvement is also a key feature of many of the centrally driven initiatives which impact on localities such as Sure Start, health trusts and policing. There are two key reasons why an increased focus in this area is important now. Firstly, government cannot achieve policy outcomes on employment, crime, health, education, environment, transport and the economy with citizens that are passive and disengaged. There is a belief that government can have much greater impact across all these policy areas by engaging service users and others in the planning, design and delivery of public policy. This shift towards co-production is closely linked to a wider governance agenda; an understanding that achieving change, particularly on tricky issues, requires the input of a wide set of institutions and actors, drawn both from within and beyond government (Rhodes. 2007). Secondly, a greater focus on participation is timely because of the potential to enhance personal responsibility. Encouraging people to take greater responsibility for their own actions can be seen to strengthen individual character, enhance quality of life for the whole community, while at the same time lowering the tax burden and allowing for a less coercive state and judiciary (Halpern, et al. 2004).
Public participation occurs at a number of different levels, ranging from receiving information to being a member of a strategic partnership board. Lowndes and Sullivan (2004) identify six key purposes of citizens’ participation within government policy, each of which offers a different level of participation:

· Citizen participation for governance, involvement in partnership boards;

· Community Development;

· User involvement in decision making about services;

· Communication strategies to provide information;

· Community and user involvement in generating evidence and knowledge;

· Citizen empowerment; programmes to build social capital or reduce social exclusion.

As well as offering differing levels of involvement, the processes differ in who they are inviting to participate. A distinction is made between processes which seek to involve consumers or users and those which seek to involve citizens. This distinction is common to much of the research about participation. In their study of Scottish local government, Orr and Mcateer (2004) found that local government tends to regard people primarily as consumers of services, so participation exercises focus on consulting about service delivery rather than engaging citizens in decision taking. Councils may concentrate on involving identifiable communities, such as faith organisations or residents’ groups, rather than seeking out the views of less organised groupings in society, such as young people or those with health problems (Cowell. 2004). In particular, councils find it hard to engage socially excluded groups (Orr and Mcateer. 2004).

Some pitfalls or barriers to participation are identified in the literature. Local authority staff may lack the skills to facilitate effective participation. Often staff undertake participation as an additional role outside the central focus of their job �|p\05‘|ÿÿÿÿm\05‘|ÞÂÂw\00\00\01\00\07\00\00\00\00\00\00¨É\00\07\00\00\00Ôä\12\00Q\05‘|\07\00\00\00m\05‘|è\0AÉ\00\00\00\00\00ˆ\00\00\00ºC:\5CDocuments and Settings\5CSarah\5CMy Documents\5CLeeds systematic literature review\5CSystematic Literature Review\5CProcite databases\5CE government Systematic Literature Review A List 250205.pdt\11Cowell 2004 #2090\01\02\00\06\00àà\00\00\00\04\05\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00«Ë\00üð\12\00²\1BÝs¸\00\00\00\0B\00\00\00\00\00\00içsÈ\02É\00\03\00\00\00\05\00\00\00\00\00\00\00|ò\12\00€ÖX\00ÿÿÿÿ  QUOTE "(Cowell, 2004)" 
(Cowell, 2004)
. Building the trust and skills needed for participation takes time  QUOTE "(Lowndes and Sullivan, 2004)" 
(Lowndes and Sullivan, 2004)
. The growing numbers of organisations involved in the planning and delivery of local services may mitigate against citizen and user involvement. Local government engagement with communities may be ineffective in improving services in a context where more services are delivered by not-for-profit and private companies  QUOTE "(Orr and Mcateer, 2004)" 
(Orr and Mcateer, 2004)
. When dealing with a partnership or a service provided by multiple organisations, it may be difficult for citizens to identify where power and accountability lie  QUOTE "(Lowndes and Sullivan, 2004)" 
(Lowndes and Sullivan, 2004)
. 
It is usually assumed that participation leads to service improvement, but in reality the reverse may also be true. Provision of improved services to the public can raise living standards, education levels and aspirations, particularly of the most socially excluded, enabling them to better participate in society. “Delivering better services may increase the possibilities for participation, not simply the other way around”  QUOTE "(Orr and Mcateer, 2004 p152)" 
(Orr and Mcateer, 2004 p152)
. A recent study of UK local authorities found that local participation is affected by “rules-in-use”, formal and informal institutions and arrangements that shape the behaviour of those involved: participation is encouraged by the openness of the political system, a public value orientation by managers and effective umbrella civic organisations  QUOTE "(Lowndes et al.  2006)" 
(Lowndes et al.  2006)
. Table  2 draws together these issues in an attempt to summarise the key themes.
Table 2 Participation – a summary of key themes 

	Participation occurs at different levels, from receiving information to joining a committee �|p\05‘|ÿÿÿÿm\05‘|ÞÂÂw\00\00\01\00\05\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\002\00\18î�|p\05‘|ÿÿÿÿm\05‘|ÞÂÂw\00\00\01\00\09\00àà\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\002\00\18î�|p\05‘|ÿÿÿÿm\05‘|ÞÂÂw\00\00\01\00#\00\00\00\00\00\00oÊ\00\07\00\00\00@ä\12\00Q\05‘|\07\00\00\00m\05‘|ðhÉ\00\00\00\00\00\1E\00\00\00ºC:\5CDocuments and Settings\5CSarah\5CMy Documents\5CLeeds systematic literature review\5CSystematic Literature Review\5CProcite databases\5CE government Systematic Literature Review A List 250205.pdt\1BLeach & Wingfield 1999 #310\01\04\00\05\00àà\00\00\00\04\11\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00ˆKÍ\00\18ð\12\00²\1BÝs¸\00\00\00\03\00\00\00\00\00\00ÃÂw\07ÄÂw,\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿm\05‘|\04ò\12\00\00\002\00\09\00àà\00\00\00\04\11\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00ˆKÍ\00\18ð\12\00²\1BÝs¸\00\00\00\0A\00\00\00\00\00\00içsXœÄ\00\03\00\00\00\05\00\00\00\00\00\00\00|ò\12\00€ÖX\00ÿÿÿÿ  QUOTE "(Leach and Wingfield, 1999; Lowndes and Sullivan, 2004)" 
(Leach and Wingfield, 1999; Lowndes and Sullivan, 2004)

 QUOTE ""  ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\00\01\00\00\06\00\00\00ºC:\5CDocuments and Settings\5CSarah\5CMy Documents\5CLeeds systematic literature review\5CSystematic Literature Review\5CProcite databases\5CE government Systematic Literature Review A List 250205.pdt\1BLowndes & Sullivan 2004 #70\00\1B\00 
.

	Who is being invited to participate? Users / consumers / citizens / communities �|p\05‘|ÿÿÿÿm\05‘|ÞÂÂw\00\00\01\00\1E\00\00\00\00\00\00ÝÊ\00\07\00\00\00@ä\12\00Q\05‘|\07\00\00\00m\05‘|è\0AÉ\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00ºC:\5CDocuments and Settings\5CSarah\5CMy Documents\5CLeeds systematic literature review\5CSystematic Literature Review\5CProcite databases\5CE government Systematic Literature Review A List 250205.pdt\16Orr & Mcateer 2004 #10\00\16\00  QUOTE "(Cowell, 2004; Orr and Mcateer, 2004)" 
(Cowell, 2004; Orr and Mcateer, 2004)

 QUOTE ""  ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\00\01\00\00ˆ\00\00\00ºC:\5CDocuments and Settings\5CSarah\5CMy Documents\5CLeeds systematic literature review\5CSystematic Literature Review\5CProcite databases\5CE government Systematic Literature Review A List 250205.pdt\11Cowell 2004 #2090\01\02\00\06\00àà\00\00\00\04\05\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00«Ë\00üð\12\00²\1BÝs¸\00\00\00\0B\00\00\00\00\00\00içspõÄ\00\03\00\00\00\05\00\00\00\00\00\00\00|ò\12\00€ÖX\00ÿÿÿÿ 
.

	When services are delivered by a plethora of public, private and voluntary organisations, it may be difficult for citizens to get involved  QUOTE "(Lowndes and Sullivan, 2004)" 
(Lowndes and Sullivan, 2004)
.

	The actions of local authorities in raising service standards  QUOTE "(Orr and Mcateer, 2004)" 
(Orr and Mcateer, 2004)
 and setting “rules in use” �øÉ\008\00\00\00\01\00\00\00\00\002\00ðã\12\000içs\07\00àà\00\00\00\00\00\00ë\06‘|ÉÃÂw\00\002\00\00\00\00\00ÎÃÂw\07ÄÂw,\00\00\00\0E\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00ë\06‘|ÉÃÂw\00\002\00\00\00\00\00ÎÃÂw\07ÄÂw,\00\00\00u\00\00\00ºC:\5CDocuments and Settings\5CSarah\5CMy Documents\5CLeeds systematic literature review\5CSystematic Literature Review\5CProcite databases\5CE government Systematic Literature Review A List 250205.pdt%Lowndes, Pratchett, et al. 2006 #5820\01\04\00\07\00àà\00\00\009\14\00\14\00\00\00\01\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\10\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\0D\00\00\00\02\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00,\00\00\00\01\00\00\00Tô\12\00}‚J\00,\00\00\00€ô\12\00Tô\12\00\09\00àà\00\00\009\14\00\14\00\00\00\01\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\10\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\0D\00\00\00\13\00\00\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÎÃÂwçÃÂw,\00\00\00Lò\12\00.ÄÂw,\00\00\00\00\00\00\00  QUOTE "(Lowndes et al.  2006)" 
(Lowndes et al.  2006)
 can lead to increased participation.

	Lack of participation skills among staff in public organisations �øÉ\008\00\00\00\01\00\00\00\00\002\00ðã\12\000içs\06\00àà\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\002\00\18î�|p\05‘|ÿÿÿÿm\05‘|ÞÂÂw\00\00\01\00\07\00\00\00\00\00\00¥Æ\00\07\00\00\00Ôä\12\00Q\05‘|\07\00\00\00m\05‘|è\0AÉ\00\00\00\00\00ˆ\00\00\00ºC:\5CDocuments and Settings\5CSarah\5CMy Documents\5CLeeds systematic literature review\5CSystematic Literature Review\5CProcite databases\5CE government Systematic Literature Review A List 250205.pdt\11Cowell 2004 #2090\01\02\00\06\00àà\00\00\00\04\05\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00«Ë\00üð\12\00²\1BÝs¸\00\00\00\0B\00\00\00\00\00\00içsXœÄ\00\03\00\00\00\05\00\00\00\00\00\00\00|ò\12\00€ÖX\00ÿÿÿÿ  QUOTE "(Cowell, 2004)" 
(Cowell, 2004)


	Participation often associated with short-term initiatives, so does not get established and not part of any on-going involvement strategy �øÉ\008\00\00\00\01\00\00\00\00\002\00\5Cã\12\000içs\05\00àà\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\002\00¸ïÉ\00p\05‘|0íÉ\00d\012\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\05\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\002\00¸ïÉ\00p\05‘|0íÉ\00d\012\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\09\00àà\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\002\00¸ïÉ\00p\05‘|0íÉ\00d\012\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00<\00\00\00\00\00\00iÊ\00\07\00\00\00@ä\12\00Q\05‘|\07\00\00\00m\05‘|ðhÉ\00\00\00\00\00\06\00\00\00ºC:\5CDocuments and Settings\5CSarah\5CMy Documents\5CLeeds systematic literature review\5CSystematic Literature Review\5CProcite databases\5CE government Systematic Literature Review A List 250205.pdt\1BLowndes & Sullivan 2004 #70\00\1B\00  QUOTE "(Leach and Wingfield, 1999; Lowndes and Sullivan, 2004; Pearce and Mawson, 2003)" 
(Leach and Wingfield, 1999; Lowndes and Sullivan, 2004)

 QUOTE ""  ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\00\01\00\00µ\00\00\00ºC:\5CDocuments and Settings\5CSarah\5CMy Documents\5CLeeds systematic literature review\5CSystematic Literature Review\5CProcite databases\5CE government Systematic Literature Review A List 250205.pdt\1APearce & Mawson 2003 #2170\00\1A\00 

 QUOTE ""  ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\00\01\00\00\1E\00\00\00ºC:\5CDocuments and Settings\5CSarah\5CMy Documents\5CLeeds systematic literature review\5CSystematic Literature Review\5CProcite databases\5CE government Systematic Literature Review A List 250205.pdt\1BLeach & Wingfield 1999 #310\01\04\00\05\00àà\00\00\00\04\11\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00ˆKÍ\00\18ð\12\00²\1BÝs¸\00\00\00\03\00\00\00\00\00\00ÃÂw\07ÄÂw,\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿm\05‘|\04ò\12\00\00\002\00\09\00àà\00\00\00\04\11\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00ˆKÍ\00\18ð\12\00²\1BÝs¸\00\00\00\0A\00\00\00\00\00\00içspõÄ\00\03\00\00\00\05\00\00\00\00\00\00\00|ò\12\00€ÖX\00ÿÿÿÿ 


	Socially excluded groups and individuals may be marginalised in participation initiatives  QUOTE "(Orr and Mcateer, 2004)" 
(Orr and Mcateer, 2004)
.


Methodology and Research Design

The design experiment is a relatively new methodology in UK social science. It has its origins in the design sciences, where it is used to develop a useable product from an initial innovation, by repeatedly tweaking the design until it reaches a sufficiently high standard to be launched. (Askew, John and Liu, 2008). During a design experiment researchers work with a local authority over a period of time to design, implement, evaluate and re-design an innovation. The aim is to perfect the intervention over several iterative cycles until it is the best it can be. The essential requirements of a design experiment are: 
 have adapted the methodology for use in evidence-based policy making, where there is often an innovative idea of what might work, but it needs tweaking and refining to find out how best to implement it in practice. This design experiment approach has already been used in a small number of studies with UK local authorities Stoker and Greasley (2005) and John and Stoker (2005)
1. An identified problem or concern.

2. An innovative, untried approach to the problem or concern that the authority wants to do anyway but where there is a lack of clarity on how to implement it.

3. Clearly defined and measurable objectives for the intervention.

4. A single setting or a small number of settings

5. A comparison group or area where a more standard form of practice is operated.

6. A clear theory and a set of hypotheses to test.

7. An initial plan of design-redesign cycles based on the hypotheses.

8. A commitment to comprehensive recording, attention to detail and regular reflective reviews.

9. A clearly defined and stable governance group who own the design experiment and have the authority to implement change.

10. A willingness to revise the intervention in response to the research evidence to achieve the highest standard.

11. Researchers and practitioners work as a team.
In this experiment, researchers are working in partnership with local authority staff to investigate the most effective ways to encourage civic behaviour. The overall aim of the design experiment is to test innovative ways to stimulate active citizen participation in local activities.  We have agreed to do this through:

· Experimenting to change the nature of the interaction between service providers and citizens during everyday points of contact.  The idea is to transform a passive, one-way transactional relationship between ‘consumer’ and ‘provider’ into a more active two-way co-production relationship.

· Providing additional information, encouragement and advice on ways to engage in more effective ways than have traditionally been used.
· Exploring whether the opportunity structure for citizen participation in local activities needs to be adapted e.g. creating more and different opportunities for participation.
The main research question for this design experiment is “How can local authorities successfully build on customer contact to encourage civic behaviour?” Subsidiary questions include: How do individual and neighbourhood material factors influence civic behaviour? What are the motivations for civic behaviour? How can local authorities successfully tailor their encouragement to address these motivations?

The design experiment focuses on promoting neighbourhood activity, exploring how staff can encourage callers who phone the contact centre about environmental issues to get more involved in their neighbourhoods.  The neighbourhood is in a northern town. It has about 1400 households and about 4000 residents. It is predominantly a residential area. The proportion of people receiving key working age benefits (in 2005) was between 15%-19%, slightly above the national rate of 14%, but below the rate of the local authority area, which is 21%. It is within the 30% of most deprived areas in terms of Indices of Multiple Deprivation rankings. The ethnic make up of the ward in which the neighbourhood sits is mainly white and Asian: in 2001 57% of the ward population was white and 41% were Asian, mostly of British or Pakistani heritage
. The area was chosen as a suitable area for this experiment because it has an active and welcoming community association together with a range of other potential activities.

The experiment includes all telephone callers from the neighbourhood to the council’s contact centre about cleansing, environment or neighbourhood services. There are two steps to the experiment. Firstly, officers in the contact centre identify callers who might be willing to become more pro-active environmentally, provide some basic information on next steps and ask if they would like to get more involved. The research is helping identify how best to do this. Secondly, the citizens who are identified as interested are split into two groups. Half join the intervention group. They are encouraged - using a variety of approaches – to take further steps such as joining a local group, becoming volunteers or changing their environmental behaviour. 

The first wave lasted from April – June 2008. After two weeks the researcher presented some initial research findings to the project steering group and the intervention was tweaked slightly. A research report on the first wave has recently been completed and presented to the local authority. A steering group of managers from the contact centre, staff from the neighbourhood team, neighbourhood engagement managers and policy officers, together with researchers from the University are discussing how to refine the intervention for the next wave. The aim is to identify the most effective and appropriate way to design the intervention, both in the contact centre and in the neighbourhood.

Preliminary Findings

Over the seven weeks of the experiment, 30 callers have said they would like to get involved in improving the neighbourhood. They were all referred to a neighbourhood worker: 13 were referred for an information pack and 17 were referred for a visit or appointment. Before they were contacted by the neighbourhood worker, all participants were interviewed over the phone by a researcher about their civic behaviour, civic attitudes and discussing their concerns and motivations for getting involved.
The research participants are equally split between female and male and just over half are Asian: there are 7 white men, 7 white women, 8 Asian men and 8 Asian women. 60% of participants have children living in their household; 37% are under 35; 70% are working or self-employed. There is variation among the participants in their level of pre-existing civic behaviour. There is one person who is a school governor and a few who have been officers for local community groups. All say they take part in eco activity at such as recycling, picking up litter and re-using carrier bags. Half have given unpaid help to someone other than a relative in the past 12 months. But within the participants there are 5 people who have not undertaken any civic activity in the last 12 months other than eco behaviour. The experiment has attracted a good cross section of people in the neighbourhood, not just the “usual suspects”.

40% of participants agree that they can influence decisions affecting the local area. This is a higher level of efficacy than the 26% of residents across the local authority who agree they can influence decisions affecting the local area (Best Value User survey 2007). Even among those who disagreed, some felt that groups can achieve more, “If enough people get together, but individually no” and “not me personally, but maybe as a group”. 40% of participants agree that people in their neighbourhood pull together to improve the area. In response to this question, some felt that there were some sorts of people who do pull together and others who don’t. Typical comments were: “Half and half” and “A few, minority would pull together, but majority would not”. 70% of participants feel strongly that they belong to the immediate neighbourhood, about the same as the local authority figure of 71% (Best Value User survey 2007).

Motives for wanting to get involved in improving the area were primarily instrumental: most people wanted to make a difference in the area. In particular, the themes that were mentioned by many were:
· Ensuring the area is a good place for children to grow up in and providing enough for children and young people to do so they don’t hang around and get into trouble.

· Improving the appearance of the area by reducing the amount of dumped rubbish, eliminating litter and making the area more attractive, for example by improving front gardens.

· Concerns about crime and community safety. Some talked about setting up a neighbourhood watch, “We should be vigilant and help each other”; others wanted more presence from police community support officers or improved parking. 
7 of the 30 were motivated by a principled feeling that everyone should do their bit. For example, “I think I should – not just complaining, actually doing something” and “If you’re not making an effort you can’t complain”.

The people who declined to get more involved all mentioned barriers to involvement, including illness, work, age and caring responsibilities. They tended to be older, were more likely to have already undertaken civic activity and more of them were white.

The 30 participants were all contacted for another telephone interview 6-8 weeks after they were referred to the neighbourhood worker. None of them had undertaken any new action to improve their neighbourhood, but 10 people said they were planning to get involved. When compared to the whole group of participants, the 10 people who want to get more involved are more likely to be male, less likely to have children, and are more likely to be white. Among the 10 are 4 white men, 4 Asian men, 2 white women and no Asian women. Their previous involvement in groups is about the same as the rest of the participants, but they are more likely to have been informal volunteers and more likely to have approached a councillor, MP or council officer.

Table 3 Who is planning to get more involved?

	
	All participants
	Those planning to get involved in action to improve the neighbourhood

	Sex 
	15 female (50%) 
	2 female (20%)

	Has children in household
	18 (60%)
	2 (25%)

	Age range 
	16-24        1

25-34        10

35-44        14

45-54         1

55-64         2

65+            2
	16-24        1

25-34        2

35-44        6

45-54        0

55-64        1

65+           0

	Ethnicity 
	14 white (47%)

16 Asian (53%)
	6 white (60%)

4 Asian (40%)

	Employment 
	21 working (70%)

4 home carers 

3 retired

2 unemployed
	7 working (70%)

0 home carers

0 retired

2 unemployed

	Unpaid help to groups/clubs in last 12 months 
	11 (37%)
	3 (30%)

	Unpaid help to someone who was not a relative in last 12 months
	15 (50%)
	7 (70%)

	Contact with:        councillors 

                             MPs

                             Council officers                           
(This excludes contact for personal issues such as housing repairs and contact through work)
	8 (27%)

5 (17%)

9 (30%)


	5 (50%)

2 (20%)

4 (40%)

	
	Total = 30
	Total = 10 


The next wave of the experiment will be re-designed to take account of the issues raised from the research in the first wave. This next wave is likely to include further contact with the original 30 participants plus a roll-out in another contrasting neighbourhood (more diverse ethnically, more social housing, greater mobility). Some key issues arising from the first wave will be used in the re-design. Firstly, the opportunities to get involved need to be more varied, including one-off fun events to catch the attention of those too busy to commit to on-going meetings and opportunities for people to have their voices heard about crime and litter/waste issues. Secondly, we need to start by listening carefully to the issues people want to address and use that information to identify opportunities for them to engage with. Thirdly, a number of participants were sceptical about how many people would respond to this initiative so it could be beneficial to call people together or publicise the level of response. Fourthly, there is a need to look closely at the response of those from outside the usual suspects to identify how the local authority can build on the initial enthusiasm to encourage them to go further in getting involved. Fifthly, we need to consider whether resources can be made available for a more intensive effort to engage with those who want to participate.
Reflections
Our theoretical framework suggests that civic behaviour is affected by both the external context or facilitating conditions and internal orientations and dispositions (Cotterill, Richardson, Stoker, Wales, 2008). Although the experiment is at an early stage to be drawing specific conclusions, we introduce here some reflections on the design experiment in the light of this framework. 

The facilitating conditions for civic behaviour include material, institutional and cultural factors. Much is already known about the affect of material factors on civic behaviour and this experiment does not set out to directly explore this relationship. However, we can examine which types of people are most influenced by the intervention and how the intervention variably impacts on socio-economic difference. The design experiment focuses on how we can vary the institutional factors to encourage civic behaviour. This is done by altering the call routine in the contact centre and varying what is offered by the neighbourhood intervention. Approaching people who telephone the contact centre has attracted a broad cross-section of people, including some who local authorities traditionally find hard to engage with. The initial group of volunteers included young people, Asian women and people without a strong background of civic activity. However, the neighbourhood intervention seems not to have inspired the interests of all these initial volunteers and has appealed disproportionately to the usual suspects. The next wave will endeavour to try different approaches at the neighbourhood level to maintain the interest of a more diverse group. We will also test the approach in a different neighbourhood where the material factors and cultural context will be different.

The most evident orientation/disposition during the experiment has been consequential reasoning: people’s primary motivations have been to try and make a difference in the area, whether it be on crime, litter or improving the area’s appearance. During the design experiment people have been provided with generic information on local pre-existing organisations and activities. But some studies have suggested that merely supplying information and choice can lead people to feel overwhelmed and unable to move forward (Cotterill, Richardson, Stoker, Wales, 2008). It might be better to adopt a partnership approach, with the neighbourhood worker working with individuals to work out the best solutions to the issues they have raised. Bringing together those with similar interests and concerns might help establish practical solutions and a way forward on specific issues. 

The application of a design experiment methodology to public policy research is relatively new, so it is worthwhile reflecting on the utility of this experimental approach. A core feature of the design experiment is that the intervention is tweaked and refined over a number of waves. During the first wave of this experiment the contact centre intervention lasted for 7 weeks, attracting 30 people interested in getting involved in the neighbourhood. This was just about large enough to make some comparisons. It took some time for the neighbourhood team to contact all theses participants and then the researcher conducted interviews, analysed the data and produced a report. The consequence is that each wave, if it is to include sufficient numbers to draw some comparisons, is prolonged: there is a delay before the leaning from the research can be discussed and the next wave planned. This can lead to a disjointed application.
Each participant has so far had two telephone interviews about their civic behaviour with a researcher. This could contribute to a Hawthorne effect, particularly for those in the comparison group who were not contact by the neighbourhood team. The intervention and the research are intertwined and it is likely that participants’ views of the intervention have been coloured by their views on the research process.

The experimental design meant that half the participants were randomly assigned to be visited by a neighbourhood worker and half were assigned to receive an information pack. The intervention by the neighbourhood team was not as intensive as originally envisaged: not all the participants allocated a visit were actually visited and most were only visited once. So, the intervention group did not necessarily get a more intensive experience than the comparison group. At the outset we hypothesized that most people would respond more to a visit, but it may be that people’s preferences on this would vary, with some preferring to receive information and other wanting further support. We hope to test this in the next wave.

The two previous design experiments conducted by IPEG examined intensive support programmes for vulnerable people: a drugs policy intervention and a support package for families with vulnerable children. In both these design experiments it was difficult to measure the impact of the intervention on outcomes for participants. Measuring changes in civic behaviour has also been a challenge. Firstly, we are reliant on self-reporting of behaviour and planned behaviour rather than any observations. Secondly, civic behaviour is a very broad concept encompassing a variety of different behaviours and it is not always easy to establish a shared understanding between researcher and participant. For example, some participants mentioned that they had swept their communal back alleys. This is clearly civic behaviour, and falls in the category “individual DIY” in table 1, but it is not one of the behaviours directly asked about in telephone interviews (e.g. joining groups, volunteering, being consulted, approaching politicians or officials) and was not necessarily discussed by participants as civic behaviour. 
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� Part of this section is based on a forthcoming book chapter: Askew, R. Cotterill, S. and Greasley S. ‘Changing Behaviour: a new agenda for local governance’ in Durose, C. Greasley, S. and Richardson, L (2008) Local Governance, Changing Citizens


� Information gathered from the Office for National Statistics Neighbourhood Statistics 11th August 2008 http://www.neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk/
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