
Archived at the Flinders Academic Commons: 
http://dspace.flinders.edu.au/dspace/ 

Speech delivered by Adam Graycar:

"Participation"

to the Royal Institute of Public Administration 
(R.I.P.A.), November 1976

© Flinders University
This speech is made available under the CC-BY-NC-
ND 4.0 license:
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/ 

http://dspace.flinders.edu.au/dspace/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


,1 
r I 
1 ·1 ·. 
..... ''I< 

R.I.P.A • ADELAIDE l□/ll/76: Adam Graycar 

When I first started to get together some notes for today's talk, I 

looked across at one of my bookshelves, and saw a whole row of books on 

participation. I started rummaging through my filing cabinets and found 

two drawers full of notes on participation and xeroxes of journal articles 

on participation. I looked at another bookshelf and found it crammed with 

reports on projects, here and overseas, that had a strong participatory 

element. I had read most of the books, most of the reports and most of the 

xeroxed articles and immediately felt dismayed - not because I thought I 
'4.t''"" 

didn't know it all andAknow all the answers, but because I realized how vast

and diverse the topic is and how complicated the situation really is. I 

was dismayed at, the thought of preparing a 45 minute talk - and felt that to 

do justice to the topic I ought to do a Fidei Castro - harangue you for hour 

after hour after hour. But being a university lecturer I remembered the 

definition of a lecturer - somebody who talks in someone else's sleep. I 

could imagine going back to my ivory tower and saying to my colleagues - they 

were a great audience - they were really polite� they covered their mouths 

when they yawned. 

So I'm going to concentrate only on a small range of issues that relate 

ta community involvement. If we're talking about community involvement, 

we're talking about civilization. 

Civilization, as the pessimists would say, is the history of human 

society with a split Adam at the beginning and a split atom at the end -

I}- t I 

Scientists are still debating whether splitting the atom was a 

wisecrack. 
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The less pessimistic among us would see civilization as a state of affairs 

where it takes less and less time to fly around the world, but more and more 

time to drive across our cities. 

The fact that it takes more and more time to drive across our cities, 

given our exceptionally advanced technological state of affairs raises questions 

both of a technological nature and a community welfare nature. Building 

super roads in an inner city area is an important technical task, but demolishing 

houses, breaking up communities and relocating families is a major welfare 

issue. Who is to make the decisions on the roads - the engineers who know 

how to build them? The people whose lives are to be disrupted and dislocated? 

The people who are going to use the roads to get from outer suburban areas to 

the city centre? The community welfare workers who are going to haYe to pick 

up the pieces that will result from the dislocation. 

Obviously all should have some say - especially if one has any commitment 

to social justice - all should be able to participate. 

participation be effected? 

But how can this 

Can the poorly educated person of low socio-economic status participate 

equally with the well trained eningeer in the shiny suit? Is participation 

a threat to expertise? Should it be? This is one of the themes m want to 

take up today. 

I want to take it up in the context of our varying conceptions of social 

welfare, our varying views on participation,and the balance between citizen 

power, community leadership and bureaucratic expertise. 
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In the paper that has been distributed I argue that different forms of 

community involvement relate to different views of social welfare. 

If we're thinking in welfare state terms, then a certain form of partici-

pation is relevant. If we're thinking in post-welfare state 

different form of participation is relevant. 

Three forms of participation can be conceptualized: 

participation as socio-therapy 

term~then a 

<-. ) . ~ a..y :-
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participation as market research (both~ forms of tokenism) 

and - participation as citizen power. 

In order to talk in terms of the latter, we must re-examine our theories 

of liberal democracy and the existing structure of bureaucratic administration. 

I conclude the written paper by arguing that the three components of our decision-

making structures - ordinary citizens, community leaders and 

all have a great deal to offer, but to limit the input~ any 

expert bureaucrats 
1r~u 

one will lead to 

" an unbalanced and unjust situation. The vast literature on participation that 

has developed in the last decade reflects the enormous interest the notion has 

generated. But there is a lot of ambiguity about the concept. There are 

virtually as many interpretations of participation as there are proponents of 

participatory theories. Furthermore, the gaps between the theory and the 

practice are staggering. The story of participation is like the story of the 

famous voyage of Christopher Columbus in 1492. He didn't know where he was 

going when he started - when he got there he didn't know where he was - and 

when he got back he didn't know where he had been. 
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People have long joked (Slide 1) about different forms of participation, 

but before discussing participation in detail, I want to look briefly at the 

concept of social welfare. 

The modern industrial state invests in government a responsibility for 

developing strategies that lead to increasing or maintaining the well-being 

of their citizens. There are many interpretations of "well-being" and 

historically we have developed welfare strategies that reflect different 

views of social welfare. 

We have moved from a view of welfare as charity - something that nice 

people dispense to those less fortunate than themselves - to a broader 

institutional view of welfare - one in which welfare is seen as the first 

line function of modern industrial society. The Welfare State is the mani-

festation of this view, and vast resources of the public sector today go into 

welfare expenditure. 

Built on the assumptions that economic growth does not eliminate poverty, 

but merely alters the distribution somewhat, and that the free market cannot 

really achieve a just allocation of goods and services, the Welfare State 

came into existence. 

While it was hailed at its inception as a solution to our social malaise, 

the evidence of the last 30 years has shown that the Welfare State has not 

led to a basic change in society, has not led to a redistribution of wealth, 

power and income, nor to a diminu/tion of corporate power. 

The debate in Social Welfare in recent years is on whether the Welfare 

State solves our problems, or merely bandaids festering sores, and props up 

our unequal society. Those who argue that we are moving beyond the Welfare 
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State see the move as a move towards social development. 

'No longer can we assume we are dealing with minor defects, they say, 

with isolated social problems that can be controlled without fundamental 

alteration in the entire social structure In a sense social welfare 

as social development is part of the rediscovery of society. It represents 

an increasing, though belated recognition that man must substitute intelligent 

political direction for the invisible hand of the free market and social 

responsibility for economic individualism. Collective decisions must help 

establish social order and assure a greater measure of social justice when 

neither tradition nor the automatic operations of market forces are adequate 

to the task ••• We 1re moving, they say, beyond the welfare state to a 

concept of a welfare society committed to a continuing renewal of its 

institutions to promote the fullest development of man. They envision not 

a static planned society, but a society in continuous process of collaborative 

planning. 

Evidence for this view can be found in the efforts of governments in 

seeing the targets of social policy not merely as the depressed and down

and-outs, but increasingly as whole communities - particularly urban communities. 

Several recent welfare programmes overseas, and in Australia, have focused on 

community development as a welfare strategy. 

Two paradigms of social welfare are used to illustrate this shift in 

thinking (Slide 2). What might be called Paradigm I sees poverty as an -
individual's failing - its his fault - he might be lazy - he mightn't want to 

work - he's not taking the opportunities society has to offer. The other 

approach, Paradigm II sees poverty and inequality as an inevitable output of 

an industrial society. The strategy in a Paradigm I approach is to bring 

about change in the individual - to provide welfare handouts and services 
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in an attempt to have the individual restored, equipped, rehabilitated and 

helped to cope more adequately with the system. 

The strategy in Paradigm II is to try to bring about some change in 

the social structure, not by giving handouts to individuals to prop them up 

and prop up the system, but by trying to shift resources - both financial 

and decision making resources to the people who are the recipients of the 

welfare outputs of the state, 

In the U~S., Canada and the U.K. it was quite apparent, in the 1960 1 s 

that Paradigm I solutions had had little effect on overall community welfare, 

and consequently experimental projects were set in train in order to try to 

move to a Paradigm II approach. Similarly in Australia in the 1970 1s, 

programmes were set in train to involve citizens more in the decisions tt-a.t 

affect their welfare. Two such programmes were the Australian Assistance 

Plan, and the Community Councils for Social Development. 

Both were programmes that focused heavily on citizen participation, 

and for those of you not familiar with them, they are briefly described in 

the printed paper on page ••• 

Let's look, for a moment, at what we mean by citizen participation. 

It's a term very much in vogue at the moment, with social scientists and 

social operators. Everybody always says its a good thing and there ought 

to be more of it - because it makes our society "more just","more democratic", 

"better", But we really don't know how to incorporate it and how to measure 

it. I don't know the answers - I wouldn't presume to be prescriptive about 

it - all I can hope to do is point out the strengths and weaknesses, the 

pitfalls, the contradictions and the inconveniences associated with it • 
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Dur political system emphasizes the formalized means of participation -

voting, pressure group activity, and individual representation to relevant 

authorities. Less well regulated participation such as in demonstrations, 

anomic collective behaviour, and activities of local action groups are very 

difficult to assess. Not only that, but they pose a threat to established 

power structures, and are not highly regarded in the participatory civic 

culture. 

While it is widely accepted that increased participation is desirable, 

very few opportunities are given by powerholders to increase citizen partici

pation. 

' Shortly before becoming a Minister in the Whitlam Government, Mr. Tom 

Uren said: 

"In a democratic system there must be also a great deal 

more citizen action. In the last few years, via the 

mass media, people have had an increasing exposure to 

the problems facing them. However, their chance to 

do anything about them has not changed. They are 

still expected to cast their vote every three years 

and leave the rest to the politicians and bureaucrats. 

The political structure will have to join the twentieth 

century along with the technology and the media. They 

should be encouraged to become involved in decision

making.11 

While these are very important sentiments they appear to be statements 

that only an Opposition politician, and not a Minister might make • 
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Neot<l!ln~ -ekithese comments illustrate that there is a gap between 

views on participation that might be held by those in power and those out 

of power. 

But need there be a stark dividing line between those in power and 

7 
those out of power. 

There are gaps in skills, &U& between those in power and those not 

in power. Participation is a relatively skilled activity, and education 

for participation is an important first step. Chastising people for not 

participating effectively, where there is no well developed participatory 

culture, as we lack in Australia, is most unfair. Education for participation 

is costly and time consuming and could well be perceived, by the authorities, 

as threatening. 

The premise on which democratic political theory is based is that the 

representatives of the people adequately reflect the spectrum of values and 

beliefs in our community. Participation in Australian political life is 

not restricted by direct limitations or freedom of association, speech, or 

action. So, every now and then one casts one's vote and gets the government 

one deserves. Equality of access, while an important principle, is in 

reality, confined to very limited numbers of skilled, or moneyed, or organized, 

or articulate people. The great bulk of the population are passive onlookers. 

And so they should be, argue those who believe that anything else would make 

the system unworkable. 

Arguments for greater citizen participation challenge this. Citizens 

should, the argument goes, be in a position to affect the decisions that 

affect their everyday lives. Voting once every three years hardly allows 

them to do this. This is particularly important when it relates to human 

welfare. 
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The great thrust for citizen participation in the United States came in 

the 1960 1s when it became apparent that the regular political processes were 

seen to have had no impact at all on urban poverty, health and welfare services, 

and urban squalor. Various programmes in the American War on Poverty tried 

hard to develop a participatory culture, primarily among urban blacks. 

Participatory programmes in the War on Poverty were very largely socio-

therapeutic exercises directed at the urban poor. They were not aimed at 

the middle classes, for they already knew how to achieve their immediate goals 

in the health, housing, welfare and education systems. The idea, with regard 

to the poor, was to overcome the emptiness and apatthy of life in the ghetto. 

Alienated from the norms of society, the poor were seen as retreating into a 

protective sub-culture of poverty, characterized by social disengagement and 

indifference. 

Poverty is not merely the lack of material advantage, but is very much 

related to the lack of power. To overcome the powerlessness (and hence the 

poverty) what was seen to be needed were programmes of self-help and partici-

pation. Self-respect and self esteem was to be achieved by involvement and 

participation in shaping and creating one's life and environment. 

The poverty programme then, was essentially concerned with promoting 

compliance with American norms. But while, at times, it might have made 

individuals feel a little better, there was no drastic elimination of urban 

poverty and no urban reincarnation. The Model Cities Program for example, 

had a budget of $575 million per annum to deal with urban problems. People 

were encouraged to participate in the decisions about their environments. 

They were, however, encouraged to plan for vast problems that they had no 

means to solve, and in the end found themselves wrangling over a playground, 

the site of a neighbourhood drop-in centre, the type of furniture to be 
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bought, whether to paint the swings red or blue, all of which were pretty 

conventional projects which scancely touched any crucial needs. The dis-

tinguished American sociologist, Roland Warren, was trenchant in his criticism: 

"Never again should we ask the slum residents of 150 

American cities to come to endless rounds of frustrating 

meetings, to be lectured on what a splendid opportunity 

they have to improve their neighbourhoods if only they 

would participate responsibly in decision making; never 

again should we expect them to jump the same old partici

pation hoops with the help of the same old professional 

people at their elbow telling them why this or that 

innovation is impractical ••• it is an insult to their 

own intelligence and integrity as human beings, and to 

our own." 

Black communities in the 1960 1 s rejected this early socio-therapeutic 

view of participation. 

as a cure. --
They pushed for participation as power rather than 

From this very brief example three quite different notions of citizen 

participation or community involvement can be identified: 

First there is citizen participation as sociotherapy. (Slide 3) 

The rationale is - get people involved so they feel good - so they feel part 

of the system - so they don't burn the cities down or engage in other forms 

of destructive behaviour. Their problems will not be solved, but they will 

feel good (for a while, anyway!). 
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Second there is citizen involvement as market research. The experts 

present the plans, and the citizens say if they like them or not. If they 

like them then it becomes a citizen decision. If they don't, and put up a 

drastically different plan, the charJes are that they are not participating 

"responsibly" and anyway, their proposals are probably not feasible. 

Third there is citizen participation as citizen power - not through 

the ballot box, but through consultation, partnership, shared decision making 

and delegated power. 

These three approaches can be seen respectively as non participation, 

tokenism, and some degree of citizen power. Much of what passes as community 

' involvement is little more than tokenism, but the move beyond tokenism to 

citizen power raises some very important political and administrative questions. 

The questions are many and varied. Do we really want citizens to have 

power in decision making? What should be the scope of this power? Who really, 

is to benefit? Are we trying to change the citizens, or the institutions of 

our society? What sorts of resources ought to go into encouraging citizen 

involvement? How will this affect the existing distribution of political 

responsibility? What if the citizens are at variance with the experts who 

must bear the administrative responsibility? When arguing in favour of 

participation, how does one deal with the fact that there is no one si~Jle 

"citizen view" but rather a broad range of conflicting "citizen views"? 

While the two Australian participatory programmes I mentioned, (the 

A.A.P. and the Community Council for Social Development) appear similar, there 

are important conceptual and political differences between them. Examining 

them from an analytical perspective, the Community Councils could be seen as 
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having originally been thought of in tokenism terms. (This may have been 

the only feasible political approach.) The Community Council Programme is 

a Paradigm I programme in which citizens are invited to participate so that 

they might inform the authorities of what services might be desirable, and 

how better these services might be delivered. This advice will always be 

wsigh~d:up against bureaucratic expertise, and so the relationship between 

participation and expertise must be examined in this context. 

The A.A.P. was originally thought of in citizen power terms. It was 

a Paradigm II programme, but there were problems, in that the rhetoric of 

a Paradigm II programme had to fit into and operate within a Paradigm I 

world. It was intended to establish citizen structures that would develop 

' their own planning and co-ordinating functions and thus realize the goals of 

local communities as they perceived them, rather than as the bureaucratic experts 

perceived them. One problem was that the resources that were allocated were 

meagre, and these limited resources together with the lack of a well developed 

participatory culture were not likely to produce successful outcomes. 

The Community Council concept reflects advanced Welfare Stats thinking, 

not post-Welfare Stats thinking. It was to use citizens as sounding boards, 

not decision makers. The initial thinking was that sensible, respectable, 

level-headed citizens only1 nsed apply. These would be the people who would 

participate responsibly. No specific provision was made for client rsprs-
-. 

sentation, nor for the alienated, dispossessed or downtrodden. In any 

conceptual analysis the program could be seen to fit into a tokenism or 

market research model. 
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With regard to the Community Councils the rhetoric smacked of 

benevolence, but the administrative structures were feasible and practical, 

~th regard to the A.A.P. ) The rhetoric was reasonable Paradigm II stuff, 

but the administrative structures were hopelessly impractical and verging 

on the impossible from an implementation point of view. By admin. structures 

I mean not just the administrative machinery, but also the public administration 

theory within which it all operates. 

I don't have time to go into detail on the two programmes (they're in 

the printed paper). All I want to say about them is that one must always be 

clear, if one is talking about citizen involvement, whether one means involve

ment in a tokenism sense, often to ratify what you've decided anyway, or 

whether one means involvement in power terms - and then a whole new debate 
v1. M.,< f °"rk 

starts - what is the degree of power contemplated? 
i1 

In any community there are community leaders, there are experts and 

there are ordinary citizens who might or might not participate. 

Participation alone cannot deliver programme effectiveness. Expertise 

alone cannot deliver programme effectiveness. Community leadership alone 

cannot deliver programme effectiveness. These three values are invariably 

in competition and it is the task of those responsible for programme develop

ment to ensure some sort of balance among these three variables if they 

want their programme to be regarded as containing an element of social 

justice. 

In a recent American book it was argued that each of these three values 

competes for ascendancy in community life. Each has a different conception 

of the public interest, and each, when maximized contains the seeds of its own 

destruction and generates conditions which will encourage another of the values 

to emerge. 

,. , 
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Participation is a value that extols the virtue of each and every 

person to join meaningfully and directly in making decisions that affect 

their welfare. It becomes a primary value in governing community affairs 

when leadership or expertise are perceived as unresponsibfe to those being 

led or served. Under these circumstances movements for change will grow 

around dissatisfaction with the ways community institutions are run by 

their custodians. Decentralization, localism and constituency satisfaction 

are likely to be the major programmatic goals of planning. 

Leadership as a value is the antithesis of participation. Because 

complex decisions must be made continuously and in great number, and because 

authority must somehow extend to their implementation, leadership becomes 

important in any organized collectivity. In a complex society community 

decision making is bound to generate a hopeless drone of discussion and 

debate unless citizens can find leaders whom they can trust and whom they 

can hold responsible to mitigate conflict quickly and fairly. When leadership 

emerges as the prime value in community life, then centralization and growth 

become the major programmatic goals of planning. 

Expertise (Slide 4) is a value that makes rationality the supreme 

criterion for decision making. Theoretically experts choose among pro-

grammatic alternatives on the basis of merit rather than on the basis of 

politics. Historically, expertise in government has often appeared on the 

scene to undo or restrain the ravages of leadership. Because he is remote 

from petty community hassles the expert supposedly can make sensible decisions 

for the community. As the value of expertise becomes primary the emphasis 

is on technique, on professionalism, on experimentation, on qo-ordination 

and improved methods of executive intervention. 
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As I suggested earlier, these three variables each contain the seeds 

of their own destruction. Experts often succumb to their own ambitions. 

They may be inclined to preserve the status quo and to protect their privileged 

position either as vanguards of the ruling coalition or as vanguards of an 

emergent technocracy. In time they may become a major obstacle to innovation 

and change. Technocracy may then be challenged and community renewal brought 

about by new efforts to mobilize the dissatisfied public, to organize the dis-

advantaged, and from their ranks to draw fresh leadership. Sooner or later 

these new leaders will call upon the experts for advice - and so the cycle 

recurs. 

years. 

This cycle can be seen in community welfare in Australia in recent 

After long periods of insipid and lacklustre leadership, a thrust 

was made for a greater emphasis on community participation. The participation 

star shone for a short period, but was quickly eclipsed by a number of cultural 

factors and political constraints. This is now giving way to expertise to 

help solve some of the problems, and this expertise will give way, it could 

be hypothesised, to leadership in an attempt to pass the programmes down. 

The challenge to leadership will be a broad participatory challenge. And 

so the cycle goes on its merry way. 

As welfare programmes, both the A.A.P. and the Community Councils can 

be seen to fit into this cycle. The A.A.P. was developed on the premise 

that the traditional leadership-oriented charity nature of welfare simply 

was not delivering. 

people". 

An attempt was made to move welfare planning to "the 

It did however, have an important educative component. And, as we 

know, education for participation is every bit as important as participation 

itself. Resources were allocated for the employment of Community Development 
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Officers - people who would work with powerless groups and encourage them 

and teach them how to make their way in the system and use it to their 

advantage. 

To dismiss community development officers as too expensive indicates 
I\ 

that participation is not being considered in genuine terms. Nevertheless, 

the A.A.P. hasn't worked in the short run, though there is the likelihood 

of important participatory spin-off effects. The A.A.P. has now lost the 

support of the Federal Government. It didn't make an impact on the really 

big issues, and so the pendulum has now swung to expertise. The experts 

in the welfare field are now dealing with two major sets of issues - issues 

of developing an income security system, and issues relating to co-ordination 

and integration of health and welfare services. 

The Community Council system on the other hand worked from a different 

premise. The belief was that expertise was not delivering, and so an attempt 

was made to stress leadership, particularly as it might co-operate with 

expertise. Perhaps this leadership may give way to participation, but it 

could be argued that within the Community Council structure the intention 

is for the pendulum to swing only between leadership and expertise, and not 

include participation at all. 

To develop community policies entirely with a focus on only one of 

these three values will not ensure welfare policies that will be entirely 

effective. The reasons for this relate to the interdependence and complexity 

of bureaucratic and local politics. 

The weaknesses in banking entirely on citizen participation or community 

leadership are obvious. In the printed paper I set forth an argument against 
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banking too heavily on bureaucratic expertise and excluding citizen partici

pation and community leadership. 

Bureaucracies are complex (Slide 5) and the essence of the argument 

focuses on the weakness of the Max Weber/Woodrow Wilson view of hierarchial 

administration. This view of centralized power which concedes democratic 

government but refuses to concede democratic administration is not all that 

relevant in a complex, modern, competitive society. As public administration 

is concerned with relating social conditions and social consequences and 

doing something about them, a remote hierarchial theory of bureaucracy is 

not appropriate to social development. Experts acting alone cannot adequately 

diagnose social pathologies and alter the conditions. 

To do this justly, some coalition must be forged with both community 

leadership and participating citizens. One of the key features is a solid 

information base to be used by all. When I first saw the cartoon that's 

up now my reaction was not towards the unhelpful tea drinking public servants -

that inaccurate stereotype is just too hackneyed - but rather to the poor 

people not having enough information on working the system, and thus letting 

it unwittingly beat them. If only they were participants rather than recipients 

the ball game would be different. 

Conclusion 

To answer the question of what is the relevance of citizen involvement 

to social welfare and public administration, a number of value questions must 

be considered. 
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If citizen participation is to be encouraged by the authorities is 

it to be done in the qu~st for attaining Welfare State, or Paradigm I goals, 

or is it to be done to seek out post-Welfare State, or Paradigm II goals? 

If it is the former then participation, as tokenism, is appropriate. If it 

is the latter, then some degree of genuine citizen power is the fundamental 

basis of participation. The key question to ask is, is the objective to 

work towards a better society, or merely a society which works better? 

This is the fundamental issue in distinguishing Welfare State from 

post-Welfare State goals. 

In a recent report for the Monarto Development Commission on Public 
I 

Participation in Planning, Leonie Sandercock summed it up well. "Partici-

pation is not a substitute for planning or for regular government. It is 

not an effective means of radical social change ••• [however] participatory 

mechanisms can keep public authorities honest and human,,and thoughtful and 

considerate of the people they're serving; they are useful in pressuring 

and persuading the authorities to perform their duties more sensitively. 

Such an achievement justifies a certain amount of expense, delay, and 

inconvenience to the bureaucracy." 

* * * * * 




