Guidelines for obtaining a municipality’s 
CLEAR profile

Report prepared for the Council of Europe

Valeria Guarneros (De Montfort University, UK)

Vivien Lowndes (De Montfort University, UK)

Lawrence Pratchett (De Montfort University, UK)

Version
28 November 2006
Summary

This report provides a guide to local authorities, citizens and organisations of civil society who are interested in constructing their own participation profile after implementing the CLEAR tool.

Before creating the CLEAR profile, the person or team responsible for implementing the tool need to be aware of two sets of elements against which the information collected is going to be assessed:

1.1. Quality Information Set - how good is the information which has been collected? Here, the analysts need to pay attention to such elements as:

· The nature of the answers – how complete and accurate is the information collected?

· Interpreting the questions - how relevant were the issues being raised by the tool to the circumstances of the locality?

· The thoroughness of the questions – how detailed and referenced was the information collected?

1.2. Significance Set – what are the implications of the data collected with regards to the practices, methods and programmes promoting participation? Within this set the analysts need to pay attention to elements such as:

· Quantitative answers – how is the numerical data providing a sample of the locality’s reality?

· Qualitative answers – how is the qualitative data providing a useful classification of the locality’s reality?

· Interrelationship between answers – how are quantitative and qualitative data being interrelated in order to obtain a more accurate picture of the locality?

In creating the CLEAR profile, three steps are suggested to be followed by the analysts. Throughout this process analysts will take into account: a careful archive management and consultation with different local stakeholders.

2.1. Defining the Aims – what are the aims that guided the implementation of the CLEAR tool?

2.2. Resources for implementing the tool – once defined the aims, what will be the resources available to implement the tool? This point includes time, human, informational and financial resources.

2.3. Developing the profile - once established the resources, what will be the criteria to measure or assess how good is the information collected and its implications? In other words, this step assesses the data collected based on the elements specified in the quality information and significance sets. 

The assessment criteria can be based on a scoring scale which can be determined by the analysts’ interests. Following the scale definition, a scoring procedure has to be completed for each of the five components of the CLEAR tool. 

Finally, analysts must remember that the CLEAR tool does not provide standardised objective data that can be used to compare localities and reach some ranking of different municipalities. However, if a comparative approach is to be made, it is important to bear in mind that the tool is adaptable to local circumstances: it would be a mistake to ignore or underestimate these aspects throughout the comparative exercise or in using Likert scales.

Introduction
The report provides a guide to local authorities, citizens and organisations of civil society who are interested in constructing their own participation profile after applying the CLEAR tool. This guideline works as the second stage of the diagnosis process. The first stage is considered as the collection of data required to implement the CLEAR tool. The second stage is concerned with the analysis of these data in order to develop an assessment of where do local authorities or organisations stand with regards to promoting participation. This stage builds a municipality’s picture with regards to its position based on the CLEAR tool.
This report does not provide any background information on the CLEAR tool as the details are available in academic documents and reports prepared for the Council of Europe.
 Part 1 of this report suggests a series of elements that have a twofold use: assessing the quality of the information obtained after applying the CLEAR tool and assessing the relative significance (e.g. weaknesses, strengths, opportunities and challenges) of the strategies promoting participation. These elements are organised into two different sets which work as the basis for building the municipality’s CLEAR picture.
Part 2 of this report reflects on the process required to construct a municipality’s CLEAR profile. It draws upon the elements for assessing the quality of data and identifying the level of significance obtained from the tool’s answers with regards to the municipality’s participation strategies or initiatives.  
Part 3 develops two cautionary notes. The first refers to the use of a comparative approach after the diagnosis process has been achieved and the second refers to the use of Likert scales as part of the comparative approach. 
Part 1: Developing the elements for assessing information and level of significance
To start with the analysis process of the self-diagnosis tool (CLEAR), the elements against which the information collected is going to be assessed have to be developed. Two sets of elements are suggested: the set assessing the quality of information obtained after applying the CLEAR tool and the set diagnosing the implications of the strategies promoting participation in a particular municipality.  The former set coined as ‘quality information set’ aims to identify what questions were answered, how they were answered and the extent of the answers. The latter set of elements coined as the ‘significance’ set aims to examine the implications of the answers in the CLEAR tool in order to improve participation methods, strategies and local policies.
1.1. Quality information set
In order to identify what questions were answered throughout the CLEAR tool, what methods were followed to answer them and the extent of the answers, the following three elements are suggested.

1.1.1. The nature of the answers: This element assesses the ability for answering the questions of the CLEAR tool. The nature refers to the extent of the answers, thus being able to detect their completeness and clearness. By assessing the nature of the answers the person or team in charge of developing the diagnosis will be able to identify what type of information is missing or unclear, being able to report this gap in a future stage of revision (see example 1.1). 

Example 1.1. Missing information

	Assume that to the question ‘what proportion of the population belongs to an ethnic minority group?’ Municipality A answered the following: 31.6% immigrants and 23.9% non-westerns.

This answer is unclear, it can be interpreted as 23.9% of the 31.6% of immigrants are non-westerns or it can also be interpreted as 23.9% are non-westerns in addition to the 31.6% of immigrants.

Furthermore, it may be the case that in Municipality A there is an ethnic minority who is western and non-immigrant, such as a Jewish group or a converted Muslim family in a Christian community. Thus it is important to clarify what are the percentages representing and to include in the answer the cases that can be an exception to the rule (if applicable).


This element also assesses the alternatives used for collecting information in order to answer the questions. For example, the range of groups and individuals consulted, the use of primary and secondary data, diversity of methods for collecting information (surveys, focus groups, etc.), and in-house or consultancy activities for collecting data. By focusing on this aspect of the criterion the person or team in charge developing the diagnosis will be able to identify if the methods of data collection were enough to generate clear, complete and thorough answers.
1.1.2. Interpreting the questions: This element detects some of the questions in the CLEAR tool that were difficult or challenging to answer. By detecting this sort of question, the person or team in charge of the diagnosis can suggest possible alternatives to overcome the difficulty of interpretation. A definition of a term can be established either consulting with the nearest colleagues (example 1.2a) or organising surveys and focus groups (example 1.2b) in order to obtain a wider vision of how a certain word can be interpreted.

Example 1.2. Interpreting the terms and concepts

	a. Consulting with colleagues. Assume that Municipality X encountered problems in answering if people in the community were helpful to others. To overcome this problem the team implementing the CLEAR tool decided to change this question by asking if people felt responsible or more involved in neighbourhood activities. 
b. Consulting with other groups. Assume that Municipality Y encountered problems in answering the questions that involved ‘community’. In order to overcome this problem the team in charge organised a survey distributed to all neighbourhood associations asking what their members understood by community. It was found out that the term community was equivalent to ‘residential area’. Based on this latter term, the questions within the identity and homogeneity subsections were answered. 


The exercise attempting to overcome the difficulties of interpretation is considered positive insofar as it prompts creativity for: defining participation, including elements that probably were not considered in an original definition of participation, such as trust or identity, or promoting participation throughout the definition process.

1.1.3. The thoroughness of the answers: This element assesses the amount and depth of information provided by the answers obtained from the CLEAR tool. The amount of information refers to the listing of sources or references from where the information of an answer was obtained. The depth of information refers to the level of detail provided in order to construct an answer (see example 1.3).

By following this element, it is possible to asses the level of analysis that can be developed based on the amount and depth of information which identifies the positive or negative implications of the practices, methods and programmes promoting participation. This element is highly related with the set of points within the significance set.


Example 1.3. The depth of information
	Suppose that to the question on ‘citizens having the necessary skills for participating in political life’ municipality Z answered, yes.

The answer apart from being scant, does not clarify the sources the team in charge of implementing the tool used to justify the answer. It may have been that the team based their answer in other surveys or data bases carried out by the municipality or national bodies in previous years, it may have obtained information from reports containing the minutes of specific open meetings or neighbourhood boards. Whatever the answer, especially when it creates a reason for further inquiry, it is important to provide references. This will help external auditors or researchers interested in re-implementing the tool what procedures were followed. If in addition to the references a detailed explanation is provided of how the answer turned out to be positive, in terms of citizens having the necessary skills to participate, the better.


1.2. Significance set

In parallel to the identification of quality information, this second set consists of assessing the relative significance that the answers provide when compared to a specific policy, plan, regulation or programme. The achievement of the level of significance is developed throughout two stages that will help to obtain a CLEAR profile. The first categorises the data; and the second creates inter-linkages between the information categorised. The first two elements (coined quantitative and qualitative) are contained within the first stage and the third element (coined interrelationship) is contained within the second stage of the assessment.
1.2.1. Quantitative: This element refers to those answers that provide numerical information (the Likert scales are not considered here). Many of these numerical answers can be found in the stage 0 of the implementation tool and in some of the questions within the ‘Can do’ section. However, all of the questions in the other sections of the tool can provide numerical answers depending on the way they are designed to be answered. The numerical answers provide a universe of the municipality upon which the diagnosis will be developed. Through these answers it is possible to identify the quantity, percentage or change rate of employed people, ethnic minority groups, immigrants, and highly educated and skilful people residing in the municipality, as well as data relating to civil associations and media firms impacting upon the municipality. 
1.2.2. Qualitative: This criterion refers to those questions in the implementation tool that guide the answers to be classified into different groups or types. Certain classifications can crosscut questions within different sections of the CLEAR tool (see example 1.4).
Example 1.4. Classifications cross-cutting different questions

	Assume that from question 1.5 in the tool the team in charge of the diagnosis process identifies that citizens are most likely to contact a politician or a municipal officer to influence municipal decision makers. The team decides to classify this fact as a ‘person to person influence’. Under this classification other questions throughout the tool could provide further information about ‘why’ and ‘how’ citizens contact politicians or officers. The answers to the next series of questions can provide a deeper analysis: 

2.8. Do citizens have an easy access to resources for political participation

2.11. Do citizens have skills for participating?

2.12. Do citizens have the competence to utilise the resources in their community?

2.13. Which skills are in short supply?

2.14. To what extent are these skills and resources differently distributed across the community?

3.11. How much do citizens trust the municipality to make decisions that in the interest of the community?

3.15. Are there groups of the community that are likely to feel excluded?

3.16. Is there a sense in the municipality that voices are more legitimate than others?

4.3. Which organisations have the most influence?

5.1. In what ways does the municipality see to engage citizens?

5.5. Does the municipality offer incentives to citizens to participate?

6.1 What are the procedures for insuring the citizens’ voice is considered in the decision-making?


The tool questions that ask directly for a classification are listed in table 1.1. 

Table 1.1. Questions in the CLEAR tool that help to classify information
	Section
	Questions 

	0
	1.5, 1.6, 1.7, 1.8, 1.10

	Can do
	2.6, 2.7, 2.8, 2.10, 2.11,2.12, 2.13

	Like to
	All questions in this section can offer a classification if the team in charge of the diagnosis decides to make a detailed research of how neighbourhoods differentiate between each other 

	Enable to
	4.1,  4.2, 4.3, 4.8

	Ask to
	5.1, 5.2, 5.8

	Respond to
	6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.7


1.2.3. Interrelationship: This element is developed during the analysis of the quantitative and qualitative elements. The element offers an interrelationship between the answers contained in different sections of the tool. In some cases it will be possible to obtain a general picture from what it is answered in one question, but more commonly, it will be the case in which a general picture will be obtained from  putting together different answers (as in example 1.4). However, the answers provided can generate further specific questions that the general tool does not involve, but which are relevant to reflect upon to understand better the present picture of the municipality with regards to its methods and strategies of participation. Example 1.5 provides more details.

Example 1.5. Generating further specific questions
	Assume that Municipality G identified from question 4.1 that civil organisations with most membership are sport clubs, neighbourhood boards and parents associations.
From this answer further inquiry can be obtain. For example, are any of these organisations working as umbrella organisations? Municipality G identified that neighbourhood boards support the development of other civic organisations in their respective area. This information may be an opportunity for the municipality to develop participation projects that involve difficult to reach groups through neighbourhood boards’ activities. However, Municipality G can ask itself if parents associations and sport clubs could also become an additional opportunity in order to involve difficult to reach groups into municipal participation activities.

In addition to the latter, from the answers developed within the section ‘Like to’, Municipality G detects that the questions under identity, homogeneity, trust and citizenship can be easier to answer if the neighbourhoods within the municipality are classified. It can be that under this classification Municipality G will distinguish neighbourhoods inhabited by commuters, ethnic minorities and one-individual or family households. It can also identify those neighbourhoods that preserve local traditions or organise local festivities, as well as the level of coverage of urban services and infrastructure within each area. By incorporating all neighbourhoods’ characteristics, Municipality G will be able to design projects and strategies reinforcing networks and community responsibility as well as defining specific identities. Through these activities the municipality’s initiatives can be expanded aiming to engage different citizen groups inhabiting in several municipal areas.


The implications involved in example 1.6 involve further action by Municipality G in order to start constructing a more solid programme which promotes community engagement and sustainable political participation. The further action required is not part of the diagnosis process, but the identification of the gaps in information and relative significance, as well as their documentation is part of the process. Thus, it is relevant for the person or team responsible in developing the diagnosis to produce notes or reports on these aspects, which can be incorporated, in a future stage, to the agenda for reviewing or improving the participation methods, strategies and policies followed by the municipality.
Part 2: The process for obtaining a municipality’s CLEAR profile
The process to construct a municipality’s CLEAR profile consists of putting together the elements within the quality information and significance sets, mentioned in Part 1. The assessment of these elements relies on subjective interests determined, for example, by the team responsible in carrying out the diagnosis. Because these interests are not objective to the eyes of those politicians, officers or citizens which have not been involved in the diagnosis process, this part of the report recommends the steps that can be followed in order for the process to be replicable and consequently more reliable. 

For the process to be replicable two factors have to be present throughout the development: archive management and consultation.

Archive management: this aspect refers to the documentation process which gathers text and numerical information in either hard copy or electronic version as well as audio or visual materials. These documents or informative materials have to be securely kept in an ordered way and in durable formats that can minimise the lost of data.  A reliable archive management (ordered and secured) is the basis for a replicable process to be carried out.
Consultation: this aspect refers the consultation procedures that the person or team in charge of implementing the CLEAR tool follow in order to determine: 
· The aims of carrying out the self-diagnosis

· The terms or concepts that the tool includes throughout its questions 

· The methods followed to obtain primary information required by the tool and the analysis of the data
The advantage of following these consultation procedures is the achievement of a more holistic understanding of specific concepts or terms and more holistic views of the opportunities, strengths, weaknesses and challenges that the municipality faces, in relation to the initiatives promoting participation.
Bearing in mind these two aspects, the next paragraphs describe the three steps to follow in order to obtain a CLEAR profile: 
2.1. Defining the aims: It is important to first establish the aims for implementing the diagnosis tool. This step allows the municipality to define what aspects about the existing participation methods and strategies are to be tested, revised or improved. Table 2 exemplifies the different approaches that aims can have.
By defining the aims which will drive the implementation of the tool, it will be possible to decide what sort of strategies to follow in order to obtain the information required (see 2.2). The defined aims will also become the measuring scale for assessing the profile of the municipality in terms of its participation initiatives (see 2.3). 


Table 2. List of different aims 

	Case 1 – it may be that the municipality wants to find out the type of primary data required for implementing the CLEAR tool
Case 2 – it may be that the municipality wants to identify which strategies of participation needs to improve in order for citizens to become more engaged in education activities
Case 3 – it may be that the municipality wants to identify which strategies of participation could be improved within a limited time and budget

Case 4 – in may be that the municipality wants to understand how a particular organisation perceives and develops public participation


2.2. Resources for implementing the diagnosis tool: Based on the aims defined in 2.1, the team in charge of implementing the tool will need to establish the types of resources that are available in order to implement the tool.  The following five aspects provide a guideline on how to define resources.
Existing data sources: They can be quantitative or qualitative, and are identified as sources that could help to answer part of the questions within the tool.

Primary data sources: They can be quantitative or qualitative, and are designed with the specific purpose of developing the answers within the tool. 

Methods of primary data collection: First, this aspect is related with the range of stakeholders that want to be consulted in order to develop some answers within the tool. The range is potentially large: from elected politicians and their political parties, through employees of various public bodies, to organised interests, community groups and individual citizens. Second, the range of methods in which this information can be obtained is also wide: from surveys and questionnaires sent by post or uploaded in a specific website, through focus groups or blogs, to interviews or documentary reviews. The wider the range of stakeholders consulted and the wider the range of methods used (as well as consulting existing data), the longer the time it will take to analyse the information collected and the costly it may be. However, the analysis developed will reflect a more precise picture of the municipality’s CLEAR profile.
In-house or consultancy activities: This point depends on the municipality’s time and budget restrictions to decide about the ranges of stakeholders consulted and methods used. With the appropriate budget it may be possible to hire consultancy services provided by private firms or by higher education or non-governmental organisations.

Time: Depending on the time period that the team has for implementing the tool it will be possible to define the level of analysis in which the tool will be implemented. This could be limited to a particular administrative jurisdiction, geographic community, organisation or a combination of the three. Time will also define if the data is to be collected all at the same time or if it will involve different stages of collection. 
2.3. Developing the CLEAR profile: To create a general picture it is required to set a scale in which the elements within the quality information and significance sets can be assessed. For example, the team in charge of the diagnosis can set a scale from one to ten; where one represents a very low quality of information with very low significance being detected in order to understand or improve the methods and strategies of participation. Ten represents a very high quality of information with several implications being detected in order to understand, improve or innovate the methods and strategies of participation.
The scale range can vary according to the interests that the team responsible in implementing the tool wants to follow. The wider the scale the more flexibility will be obtained when assessing each of the five factors in the tool (C, L, E, A, R). It is important to document the reasoning behind the scaling approach in order to enhance the reliability of the process. Following the latter, a scoring procedure has to be done for each of the five components of tool. The scores are arrived by adding the weights given to the quality information and significance sets when compared to an existing policy, programme, regulation or other type of reference.
If the aims of the team responsible in implementing the tool were to assess the quality of information obtained from primary or secondary sources, it will be common to observe that the weight given to the elements within the quality of information set are higher than those weights given to the elements within the significance set (see table 2, case 1). The contrary will happen, if the team decides that the aims of implementing the tool have to do more with improving the citizens’ engagement in a specific policy, considering or not time and budget restrictions (see table 2, cases 2 & 3).
Once a scoring has been given to each of the five factors, they could be transformed into percentages. The total percent across the five factors adds to 100, by being differentially distributed between them. It is worth noting that the total sum of the five scorings does not need to add ten, especially when the scale range that has been chosen is different from one to ten.  The total sum can add to a different number to ten, however, this number has to be considered as 100 percent. Table 3 shows an example on scoring and percentages.
There is, inevitably, an element of judgement in this process. However, the outcome is also objective insofar as it draws systematically upon collected data and scoring procedure. 


Table 3. Examples on scoring and percentages
	
	Municipality D
	Score*
	%
	Municipality E 
	Score**
	%

	C
	Population and socioeconomic profile identified

Citizen have access to resources and skills for participation

Other forms to engage citizens in participation
	3.2
	32
	Socio economic and population profile has been identified

Citizen have access to resources and skills for participation
	0.19
	19

	L
	People do not trust each other

No strong community spirit

Some group voices are more legitimate than others and some groups are excluded
	1
	10
	People have low trust in each other and in the municipality

No strong community spirit
	0.07
	7

	E
	Voluntary sector is active and some organisations are influential

Umbrella organisations exist

Municipality supports the voluntary sector

Sector’s weakness identified
	1.3
	13
	Several voluntary organisations exist

Voluntary sector is very active and influential

Voluntary organisations sufficient to reach all citizen groups 

Umbrella organisations exist

Municipality support the voluntary sector

Sector’s weakness has been identified
	0.30
	30

	A
	Several forms of participation are promoted

Internet used for information purposes

Sufficient forms to engage citizens into participation
	1.3
	13
	Wide range of forms of participation are promoted

Internet used for information purposes

Strategy on participation exists, but not all forms of participation reach all community groups
	0.22
	22

	R
	Statutory procedures exist on citizen participation

Decision makers good at understanding citizen views and municipality good at explaining decision to citizens

Communication strategy has been improved to engage citizens in decisions

Citizen programme exists and politicians have been trained
	3.2
	32
	Statutory procedures exist 

Decision makers are good at understanding citizen views but municipality is not good at explaining decisions to citizens

Citizen education projects exist and some politicians have been trained
	0.22
	22

	
	
	38.8/10
	100
	
	1/5
	100

	(*) Score scale: from one to ten

(**) Score scale: from one to five


Part 3: Cautionary notes on using a comparative approach and Likert scales

The CLEAR tool is not designed to provide standardised objective data that can be used to compare localities and reach some ranking or classification of different municipalities.  However, it is natural for almost any observation to be driven by some form of comparative assessment. Comparison is the process through which the observer assesses the defining features and significance of an object under study (Pierre, 2005: 454).
 The tool provides an opportunity for those stakeholders (e.g. team implementing the tool) to assess the defining features and significance of the data in order to review, improve or innovate the participation methods and strategies followed by the municipality. Thus it is natural to feel tempted to compare how the municipality is doing with respect to other municipalities within the region or country.
Nevertheless, it is important to bear in mind that the tool is adaptable to local circumstances; consequently, it can be possible that a simple comparison can overlook local aspects that have established, for example: the aims for implementing the tool, the stakeholders included within the implementation stage, the methods for collecting data, or the interpretation given to specific terms (e.g. community spirit, trust). Due to the adaptable nature of the tool, it is relevant not to underestimate these local circumstances.  The advantage of comparing municipalities within a same region or country is that the analysis can be easily matched on national policies, cultural, historical, ecological and probably socioeconomic dimensions. The cost of ignoring local circumstances is the generation of a weak comparative analysis.
The oversimplification of the process in which the information is obtained, can be related to the use of Likert scales (suggested in the original tool that the municipalities on the first road-test encountered). The use of Likert scales can be attractive to elaborate a comparative approach among municipalities, as their outcome could tell, for example, that Municipality A reported that its citizens were very attached to their neighbourhoods, whilst Municipality B reported that its citizens were almost unattached.  The Likert scales oversimplify the comparison, overlooking the level of detail within each case. The recommendation is that if Likert scales are to be used, then the results will be more reliable if a complementary justification is attached. Using Likert scales as a substitute to the answers will generate reasons to consider the whole diagnosis process as unreliable. A convincing self-diagnosis as well as the comparative analysis between municipalities of the former process is not their irrefutability but their coherent general sense.
� For details on the CLEAR framework see: Lowndes, V., Pratchett, L. and Stoker, G. (2006) ‘Diagnosing and remedying the failings of official schemes: the CLEAR framework’ Social Policy and Society, vol. 5, No. 2, pp 281-99; Lowndes, V., Pratchett, L. and Stoker G. (2006) Locality Matters: Making Participation Count in Local Politics, London: IPPR. Also, see documents from the Council of Europe Conference ‘Tools for strengthening democratic participation at the local level’ Tampere, 28-29 June 2006; Lowndes, V., Pratchett, L. and Stoker, G. (2006) CLEAR: An auditing tool for citizen participation at the local level, CDLR/LR-DP document, Strasbourg, 14 September 2006.


� Pierre, J. (2005) ‘Comparative Urban Governance: uncovering complex causalities’, Urban Affairs Review, vol. 40, No. 4, pp 446-62.
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