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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Resume in Danish 

 

I denne kandidatafhandling undersøger jeg public engagement som en politisk 

rationalitet med udgangspunkt i en foucualdiansk inspireret analyse af udvalgte 

kilder. Gennem analysen søger jeg at frembringe en alternativ fortolkning, der 

argumenterer, at public engagement ikke udelukkende kan forstås som den 

endelige realisering af demokratiet og vejen til effektive og målrettede offentlige 

services i en transparent offentlig administration. 

 

Man kan for det første tolke public engagement som en diskursiv artikulation over 

hierarkisk statslig styring i en kritik af new public management. I begyndelsen af 

indeværende årtusinde, opstod en stigende kritik af central, statslig styring, som 

blev anklaget for at være i kritisk tilstand. Problematikken artikulerede staten som 

uoplyst og uhandlekraftig, mens borgerens blev konstitueret som indsigtsrig. Idet 

hierarkisk politisk styring udelukkede det oplyste borgersubjekt fra den politiske 

proces, blev denne uengageret i at løse samfundets problemer. Mit argument er, at 

dette legitimerede en diskursiv konstituering af borgerens indlemmelse i statslig 

styring som styringsobjekt i statslige strategier. 

 

Man kan for det andet tolke public engagement som et styringsrationale, der i på 

normativt vis arbejder gennem en politisk eskatologi. I kritikken af hierarkisk 

politisk styring, konstitueres den lokale borger og civilsamfundet som løsningen, 

hvori den epistemologisk adgang til sande indsigter findes.  På den måde fremstår 

public engagement som en risikoreducerende, antipolitisk tese, der annekterer 

civilsamfundet ind i staten som en kontrolmekanisme, der erstatter statskritik med 

en harmonisk indsats for at integrere borgeren i den politiske styring. 
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1.1 Motivation 

 

This thesis aims to study modes of participatory governance, namely ‘public 

engagement’ and ‘inclusionary policy’ as used interchangeably by the OECD, in 

the interest of exploring its alleged role successors of hierarchal and marked based 

modes of governance. In the wake of hierarchical and market based modes of 

governance that dominated Western democracies in the 1980s, 1990s, and early 

2000s, it has become common for governments to have engagement and 

inclusionary policy-making strategies, and the OECD is supplying with guidelines 

and theoretical arguments (Greve 2007: 10; Mongkoll 2011: OECD 2009). A new 

trend is emerging and among the supporters a wide range of municipalities, 

policy-makers, and academics are found. While many studies aspire to 

unanimously manifest the complexity and advantages of engagement in public 

policy and its implementation, I intend to take a rather different prospected path. 

Instead of taking the citizen’s or welfare worker’s “engagement” into policy-

making as a given object, I will study how it become to be an something 

governments strategize and aspire to. The study will furthermore focus on the 

rationalities, thinking, and knowledge that emerge when employing one mode of 

governance rather than another. This implies discussing how public engagement 

became something governments make strategies to master, i.e. how the citizen’s 

“engagement” with a state or policy-making became an aim of states.  

 

1.2 Problem Statement 

 

How did the belief that the citizen ought to be engaged in policymaking emerge as 

the solutions to societal problems in specific texts by specific agencies and 

authorities, and which discursive rationalities and subjectification does this mode 

of governing bring? 
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1.3 Working Questions 

 

1. How did public engagement emerge as a government category and how 

does it solve its perceived problem of too much governing? 

2. What forms of knowledge, discourse and rationalities shape the idea of 

public engagement? 

3. In what way does public engagement construct the idea of a utopia? 

 

 

1.4 Study Outline  

 

The present thesis is based on a theoretical background inspired by the 20th 

century thinker Michel Foucault. The label thinker is attributed to Foucault in 

order to chose a somewhat neutral term to someone that has been ascribed and 

can be read as a political theorist, sociologist, historian, aesthete, philosopher and 

the list continues. In this chapter, I will discuss analytical approaches of Foucault 

in order to construct a theoretical framework and discuss its empirical application 

to put together an analytical strategy. A term employed to signify the practise or 

method in which a scientific perspective is created to make policy practices 

emerge as objects of scholarly analysis (Andersen 1999: 11). 

 

Since the writings of Foucault have taken many paths during the progression of 

his authorship, I will make explicit and deliberate choices of analytical methods. It 

will not be a full nor representative version of Foucault’s endeavours (if such 

thing even makes sense) but rather a cohesive, constructed, and eclectic body of 

ways of conducting analysis. The adaptation of an already defined set of concepts 

does not imply that the empirical or intellectual quest is to confirm the analyses 

they came of. It is rather to help unfold and illuminate the rationalities behind the 

practices in question. In elaborating on analytical elements, I will also include 

minor discussions on the consequences of particular choices; why exactly these 



5 

choices and not others, and what consequences do they have for how the empirical 

material is analysed, as other choices would make it emerge differently (ibid.: 14). 

 

To answer the working questions in a satisfactory manner I intend to adopt 

concepts of Foucault’s terminology including genealogy, problematization, 

governmentality, technologies, and self-formation. To put order into the eclectic 

collection of terms, the thesis will be within the general theme history of thought. 

To elaborate it in brief, it implies the contention that history cannot be 

disassociated from discourse, and the historic emergence of, in this case, policy 

and administrative matters should therefore be studied as discursive 

configurations and how they emerged historically; in this line of thought, the 

present thesis also enters into the continuous negotiation, interpretation, and 

reconfiguration of how governance is thought of (Foucault 2008: 1-10; Foucault 

2010: 2-6). A feature of the present thesis is therefore not to deliver the actual or 

correct interpretation of public engagement, but rather to provide an 

interpretation that might provide reason to a critical stance. 

 

Within this theoretical perspective, the empirical explorations will be divided into 

two with each an analytical perspective. First, I will study how public engagement 

and the citizen’s inclusion in policy making emerged as a manageable category of 

government. This will be done with using the methods of genealogy and 

problematization. More specifically, I will approach how new public management 

and hierarchical government structures have been criticised in public debates and 

constituted as the cause of a public dis-engagement and lacking motivation among 

public employees. They were, in other words, symbols of too much governing and 

representing a state-criticism that claimed centrally oriented bureaucracy 

insufficient in solving societal problems. I will argue that this lead to public 

engagement becoming an object of regulation in order to release alternative 

sources of knowledge and potential. Second, I will study the technologies of 

public engagement and how they seek to regulate the level and ways in which 

citizens engaged in policy-making processes. Engaging citizens does not come as a 

neutral instrument furthering political or public interests, but with constitutive 
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consequences for the particular ways it turns into specific subjects with shaped 

desires, ambitions, and obligations (Foucault 1983: 781). To further this line of 

thought, I will argue that a particular way of self-formation is embedded in the 

political rationalities of public engagement that finally constructs a political utopia 

repealing the distinction between civil society and the state. 

 

In the writings to come, I will construct the theoretical framework as an analytical 

strategy while continuously elaborating on its empirical applications and the 

constitutive consequences for analysing public policy in this manner. 
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2. ANALYTICAL STRATEGY  

 

2.1 Epistemological Studies and Discourse 

 

Before attending to the more specific way of operationalization of a Foucault 

inspired analysis, I find it prudent to make a few remarks on the philosophical 

background of the approach including the expectations, potentials and limits of 

the analytical strategy in question.   

 

The general theoretical theme or philosophical stance of this thesis represents a 

shift from ontology to epistemology. The distinction between ontological and 

epistemological styles of analysis regards the either assuming essential character of 

objects and the possibility to study objects in themselves or, as the epistemological 

style proposes, “taking a step back” (Andersen 1999: 12). This metaphoric 

direction entails that objects, concepts, propositions, methods, identities, 

categories, etc. are not taken for granted. Rather it is studies how they are 

recognized and collectively constitute a body of knowledge (ibid.). Contrary to 

ontological or positivistic scientific methods, it is thus not about producing true 

knowledge concerning an object and set verifiable patterns valid in all times in all 

places, but rather problematizing things we take for granted (Ibid.: 15). In public 

policy studies, the shift from ontology to epistemology demarcates a line between 

studying the citizen, the state, or civil society in itself as a necessary object and 

studying how we study and think about these categories. How do government 

strategies perceive the citizen; what are policies regulating; how do the aims of 

policy emerge via technologies? As the general epistemological framework does 

not take the citizen to be static, essential nor a necessary category, he or she is 

rather up for strategic negotiation (Foucault 1983; Foucault 2009: 59). This 

strategic game is the centre of analysis. In sociological, political studies it is often 

applied to study the consequences of government-employed strategies on 

individuals with presumed autonomy, and how it is shaping the behaviour of such 
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citizens in liberal democracies1. In this thesis, I will along these arguments not 

ascribe ontological status to the engagement of citizen or the public as a general, 

but rather analyse how it emerges in government documents and discuss what 

modes of citizen identity it brings when used as a political instrument. 

 

The “unit” or object of study in epistemological analysis is discourse, and can be 

accessed through textual analysis under the belief that discoursive articulations 

emerge through explicit, material statements, and is there to be discovered and 

made visible (Andersen 1999). In order to stay on track for the overall analytical 

strategy, I will not dive into the deeper theoretical patchwork of discursive 

theories, but briefly lay out the theoretical background and how it is central for 

the style of analysis. Approaching empirical texts within a field of public 

administration, the researcher in faced with collection of arguments and 

statements, where the task of discourse analysis is to study the and seek a 

regularity embedded within discourse that sets conditions for what can be said 

under which circumstances by whom (Villadsen 2006: 96). A feature of discursive 

analysis is that one avoids taking a moral stand towards or making claims of 

defining what is “actually at stake” in, say, technologies of engagement. Instead 

the academic vigour is directed towards making anonymous rationalities visible in 

order to deliver ammunition for a potential critique and increasing awareness of 

present relation within power and knowledge (Foucault 1982: 778; Villadsen 

2013a: 339). Embedded rationalities within discourse and government policies is 

obviously a complex matter and need to be further elaborated in the coming 

theoretical parts of the paper, most notable in the section on government 

technologies. 

 

 

                                            
1 (Villadsen 2004) and (Dean 1995) provide instances of such style of analysis. 

2 This debate gained significant attention when the originator ”new public management” as a 

concept, Christopher Hood, published an economic evaluation of new public management, 
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2.3 History of Thought  

 

When new trends in public administration emerged or, put more generally, 

preferred techniques and practices of states change, it is not obvious how to grasp 

their way of coming into question. The Foucaultian concept of ‘history of 

thought’ can help cast light on how public engagement emerged as a government 

category, and it will be the general theme of analysis. 

 

As a historic discipline it distances itself from the belief that a historian or social 

scientist is able to place himself at a neutral point in history, isolated from present 

conflicts (Villadsen 2006: 89). Thus Foucault differentiates himself from common 

historic tradition by practising history of thought, and a central concept is “focal 

points of experience”: 

 

“(…) By “thought” I meant an analysis of what could be called focal points 

of experience in which forms of a possible knowledge (savoir), normative 

frameworks of behaviour, and potential modes of existence for possible 

subjects – these three things, or rather their joint articulation, can be called, 

I think, “focal points of experience”” (Foucault 2010: 3). 

 

Using focal points of experience as object of studies leads the researcher towards 

the intersection between knowledge, normativity, and subjectivity. On this 

account, a focal point of experience becomes the results of a historic articulation 

that constitute and shape an experience of something. The three articulations, 

possible knowledge, normative frameworks, and modes of existence each find 

their place in the analysis. First, possible forms of knowledge as a concept 

illuminates how knowledge and criteria for truth are transformed in the history of 

thought (ibid.: 5). In analysing how public engagement emerges, the 

transformation will be studied with focus on how it modifies who can speak 

truthfully on what subjects. Second, normative frameworks of behaviour leads 
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analysis towards studying how “thought” and how, say, policies are perceived and 

thought about set particular kinds of behaviour as desirable and deem other 

undesirable (ibid.). In the empirical analysis, I will therefore continuously discuss 

how the normativity of certain actions is transformed. Finally, potential modes of 

existence denote the process of subjectification and how people are turned into 

subjects (ibid.). This yields analysing how public engagement gives a particular 

identify and way of thinking about oneself in an empowering as well as supressing 

manner. 

 

The theme of history of thus becomes a critical history of the present illuminating 

how thoughts or knowledge are historical products in spite of appearing necessary 

or objectively true (Villadsen 2006: 90). As stated previously, the overall theme of 

present thesis is history of thought entailing that I will attempt to study the 

intersection of knowledge, normativity, and subjectivity – or focal points of 

experience – in order to grasp the emergence and constitutive consequences of 

public engagement.  

 

 

2.4 The Analytics of Genealogy 

 

A way of operationalizing history of thought is genealogy as it helps the researcher 

identify the contingent character of present rationalities (Villadsen 2006: 89-91). 

By analysing the historic emergence of present institutions, practices, and modes 

of behaviour it manages to demonstrate that something appearing necessary or 

obvious has emerged in a particular way, and hence its non-essential nature (ibid.: 

87). When contemporary practices are perceived to be radical breaks with 

previous practices, genealogy seeks to demonstrate continuities through historic 

articulations that illuminate how a body of practices or knowledge is formed by 

previous practices. When, on the other hand, modern practices are perceived to 

be a logical progression towards the present, genealogy seeks to demonstrate 

discontinuities by identifying times in history, where radically different 
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articulations dominated (ibid.: 91, 93). To answer the working question and 

further the history of thought thematic, I will apply the genealogy as an analytical 

element on selected empirical sources to demonstrate how public engagement 

emerged as a management technology. As of the scope of this paper, it will not be 

a comprehensive archive of public administration papers and utterances, but 

rather selected sources in and around the complex of policy-makers to illuminate 

the emergence of a public administration category that have become a matter of 

survival for open, democratic governments (OECD 2005b). 

 

Genealogy, on this view, becomes the study of how individual subjectivity and 

political ideas are articulated historically, and how mechanisms of power are 

entangled into the workings of government practices. Supplemented with the 

distinction of continuities and discontinuities, I will study empirical sources from a 

different periods beginning in the 1980 articulating the citizen/state relation, to 

see how it has been articulated and up for negotiation. 

 

 

2.5 Problematization 

 

To support the genealogy analytically, I will include the analytical enquiry with the 

study of how public engagement and how it problematize previous conducts and 

rationalities, and in this way constitutes a problem as well as itself as a solution. 

The study of problematization doesn’t occur at a particular point in the works of 

Foucault, but can be identified within a number of historic studies, and Carol 

Bacchi (2012) argues in favour of its centrality in Foucauldian studies as the 

genealogies of sexuality and punishment. In this thesis, I intend to use it alongside 

the genealogy, as it seems tightly related and potentially supplementary to the 

general theme of history of thought and genealogy. Methodologically, it makes the 

researcher able to cast a particular focus or problematize present questions and 

practices (ibid), and I will adopt this interpretation of the study of 

problematizations and their role in the methodological apparatus of Foucault. The 
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concept of problematization entails the belief that present solutions, be it various 

fields of public policy or others, rely on a historically rooted tension which the 

researcher can identify: 

 

“By studying problematizations therefore it is possible to demonstrate how 

things which appear most evident are in fact fragile and that they rest upon 

particular circumstances, and are often attributable to historical 

conjunctures which have nothing necessary or definitive about them” 

(Foucault in Mort & Peters, 2005: 19) 

 

I believe this underlines an important element within problematizations as an 

analytical tool. It highlights a tension or behaviour that is deemed problematic and 

how particular solutions are accordingly deemed necessary to change matters that 

previously unproblematic prior to the problematization. It thus becomes a focus 

of analysis to point out fields that have previously been perceived as 

unproblematic, but suddenly begin to raise discussion, criticism, and stirs up 

something that is no longer silently accepted as of a change in discourse. When 

approaching the empirical material, this leads the researcher to discuss if public 

engagement has emerged with the general perception that something particular 

was problematic and blocking the hidden potentials; here, a problematic state-

centric top-down way of governing that caused the absence of engagement. 

 

The consequence of something being problematized is, in general terms, that 

something as a consequence can exist as an object for thought forged by particular 

knowledge and regulations (Bachhi 2012: 1). This helps arguing in favour of the 

non-essential character or absence of necessity of an object. The circumstances in 

which problematization occurs are discoursive practices rendering something 

problematic and thus provide an entry point for reflecting on it. This yields the 

academic endeavour of reflecting upon the relation between problematization and 

practise (ibid.: 4). Or simply ‘that what we say we want to do about something 

indicates what we think needs to change and hence how we constitute the 

“problem”’ (ibid.: 7). Doing so analytically includes asking how objects are 
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expected to offer solutions to preceding problems. In practise, a problematization 

thus doesn’t only create an object, but also offers a way of legitimating actions 

upon the object. In this interpretation, the study of problematizations renders the 

question of how a discursive formation articulates and establishes something as a 

problem that renders particular solutions more visible and likeable than others. 

Illuminating a problematization and its consequences can therefore help 

demonstrate the contingencies of objects that have emerged within a historic 

progress. 

 

It is my contention that this approach is prudent in the study of modern ways of 

governing. On the questions of public engagement, the study of problematizations 

can provide an entry point of questioning why something suddenly begins to 

appear within public documents, interviews with leading policy-makers, public 

sector job ads, and the list continues. This implies asking questions such as ‘what 

problem is this a solution to’; ‘what tension do these intervening initiatives rely 

on?’; ‘in relation to which problems is a development or change deemed positive?’ 

and ‘where did this problem emerge?’. 

 

 

2.6 Governmental Rationality 

 

Until this point, I have mostly dealt with the general idea of Foucault’s 

epistemological historic analytics and problematization through genealogical 

analysis. This has included the general framework of discourse analysis and 

problematization as enabling certain kinds of subjectification, truth, meaning and 

modes of being. I find it worthwhile to supplement the analytical strategy with a 

more content specific approach as the previously discussed themes provide a very 

general mode of analysis. To finalize the analytical strategy, I will therefore attend 

to the concept of governmentality or government rationality. As it is a concept 

particularly directed towards government in modern welfare states, it will be suited 
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for analysing the workings of strategies and policy proposals by political 

organizations. 

 

Governmentality designates rationalities behind modern political governance 

concerning the strategic frugalities of managing a living population (Villadsen 

2015: 147). Foucault himself derived the concept from a genealogy of how 

governments appear epistemologically and what governance is as presented in a 

series of lectures he conducted in 1978 and 1979 under the title Security, 

Territory, Population (Foucault 2009). Illuminating the historic emergence on how 

states became governing bodies helps analysis of the same governing bodies. 

Foucault’s study of what it means to govern begins with Guillaume de la Perriére’s 

writings from 1567 on how government is making the right disposition of things 

arranged so as to lead to a suitable end (ibid.: 92). While previous political 

theorists as Machiavelli has maintaining sovereignty and territory as focal point of 

attention, governmentality as an art of governing breaks from such ideas. 

Foucault’s contention is that the sixteenth century marks a shift from territory to a 

complex of ‘men and things’; within this complex the population is found as 

something on which states employ tactics and policies:  

 

“(…) the ensemble formed by institutions, procedures, analyses and 

reflections, calculations, and tactics that allow the exercise of this very 

specific, albeit very complex, power that has the population as its target, 

political economy as its major form of knowledge, and apparatuses of 

security as its essential technical instrument” (ibid.: 108). 

 

Governing the population presents a rather different approach than, say, the 

efficacy or morality in protecting land and borders, and one might say it defines a 

transformation in governmental studies. This means that tax reforms, car 

emission, public health care, unemployment benefits and the like are only 

interesting insofar as they relate to regulating or governing behaviour within the 

population. 
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The population as a regulatory object consists of a heterogeneous mass of 

different desires and beliefs that becomes a state matter that can be regulated and 

shaped (Gordon 1991). Along the lines of the theme of history of though as 

sketched out above, the historic enquiry rejects the necessity of the population as 

objet of regulation through various tactics and consideration. It is rather a 

contingent matter, a present practise, or perhaps one might call it the result of 

political discourse changes. Governmentality studies, on this note, places 

importance in illuminating power exercised on and within the population. 

 

Foucault’s concept of governmentality is usually defined as ‘the conducting of the 

conduct of others’ (Foucault 2010: 4). The central component, ‘conduct’, is 

complicated by a duality of significance. The first ‘conduct’ resembles the conduct 

of ‘the conductor’ in the action of leading or directing (Dean 1995: 561). As the 

maestro directing an orchestra; ensuring coordinated beginning and end, setting 

tempo, shaping style etc. Without playing an instrument, the maestro directs those 

who do; he cannot determine actions of others, but rather structure a set of 

possible actions with sophisticated strategies. In the light of public engagement in 

the present thesis, it will be understood a governmental way of governing, 

structuring possible actions, valorising some and managing potentials in the 

population that problematizes and expands the barriers of what can and what 

cannot be managed within the individual’s own conduct. 

 

Following Dean (1995: 562), the latter sense is entangled with liberal governance, 

which implies some level of autonomy within the governed. This directs the focus 

towards the free individuals. Just like the musician being confined within using own 

skills to master the instrument and following the directions of the conducting 

maestro. As Dean phrases, liberal governance and conduct of conduct, 

presuppose… 

 

“(…) at least the possibility of a self-governing individual as the primary 

locus of conduct and as a norm through which to define the government 
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of other categories which are held not to or only partially to possess the 

capacity of self-government” (Dean 1995: 562). 

 

It is evident that there are two modes of individuals at stake. The forced or 

coerced individual acting upon commands, and the free individual acting 

autonomously based upon own thoughts, desires, ideas etc. The distinction 

between a forced or controlled individual and a free one is thus not absolute 

(ibid.: 561-2). We can then interpret governmentality as the deliberate agency that 

is not determining the autonomous individual, but rather shaping or influencing 

its capacity to decide for oneself. Governmentality is, on this view, neither 

supressing nor determining. Rather it is a productive kind of government that 

enables the citizen to act in a certain way. 

 

The discussion of freedom points towards that the concept of governmentality 

and Foucault’s policy-oriented studies as tightly connected with liberalism. 

Governmentality as an analytical tool illuminates how power is possible and 

exercised in otherwise free and liberal societies (Villadsen 2015). In the practical 

explorations of power relations in modern states, Foucault studied how liberal 

states emphasizing rights and welfare enabled a continuously growing number of 

disciplinary institutions with the purpose of regulating and shaping citizens (e.g. 

Foucault 2008; Foucault 2010). It is the study of liberal governance that casts light 

on or illuminate which power relations are in play in new tendencies of 

governance, and how it shapes free citizens’ exercise of autonomy. One must 

therefore not read Foucault as a controlling or repressive theorist. Rather, 

governmentality places the individual’s self-practise in the centre, but in a 

structured field of possible actions. Instead of forcing actions, it shapes and 

educates (Villadsen 2006: 5). The free subject must thus be governed and is only 

free insofar as it is exercising its potential as free subject within certain frames. 

The present study will emphasize the necessity of assuming free subjects, and how 

public engagement as a governmental rationality becomes a technical means in 

governing the population. 
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Analysing empirical material as an instance of governmentality is not an essential 

endeavour, but rather a contingent one and therefore it also comes with analytical 

implications. Focus will be not on what the state is but rather as an object of 

reflection. Since the object of government is not given, the analysis will focus on 

how government governs, who or what is governs, and how objectives of 

government appear when asking such analytical questions. Legislation is a 

frequent object of social, but will neither be in focus nor assumed to be the main 

instrument of government, but rather one among more. This identifies 

governmentality as an independent mode of research in contrast to how, say, a law 

scholar would study laws and their interpretation or a philosophy scholar would 

study the morality or legitimacy of government or particular policies. Instead I 

propose to study practices employed by governments or articulated in political 

institutions. 

 

 

2.7 Governmental Technologies 

 

When diving into the particular analytics consisting of the cluster of themes within 

the governmentality analytics, I intent to approach my empirical material with 

what can be labelled technology analysis. While governmentality delivers a loosely 

connected body of knowledge and ways of conducting the conduct of a living 

population, technology can be specified as the particular means with which a 

states carries out its governmentality, and hence the particular object of analysis. I 

will therefore attend my empirical parts with a technology analysis. 

 

It is a common perception within mainstream theory in public administration and 

management that methods and tools are neutral extensions the objectives of the 

state, the company, or the board of directors (Andersen & Thygesen 2007). In this 

sense technology is not exclusively to be understood as new inventions of the 

digital era, but broadly defined including contracts, benchmarks, outsourcing, 

project management or ways of achieving efficiency or communicating with 
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employees or citizens etc. The epistemological framework challenges its position 

of neutrality furthering intentions of those deploying them; it is not merely an 

instrument translating an intention into an effect (ibid.). A famous argument is the 

dictum of Heidegger asserting that the world made of nails in the optics of the 

hammer (Heidegger 2013); enabling as well as disabling certain perspectives. This 

means that technologies create specific visibilities as some options are highlighted 

as valorised possibilities over others. In this sense, technology affects the possible 

and likely sphere of actions and plays a defining role by constituting and 

constricting our experience of things along the lines of the epistemological 

framework.  

 

Technologies shape possible way of perceiving something by, say, providing a 

distinction. Making a distinction can be between unemployed that are actively 

looking for a job, and those who are not (Dean 1995); a distinction between those 

who can tell the truth and those who cannot; the practices that are deemed moral 

and those that are deemed immoral etc. Actively in the job seeker sense, here, 

imply presenting oneself neatly, approaching employers etc. A management tool 

or technology offers a difference to social workers helping clients finding a job 

that they can utilize to direct and conduct their daily tasks. With a particular 

technology, behaviour and thoughts emerge discursively by becoming something 

practitioners within the state suddenly act upon. Technologies are thus not merely 

something helping a state or public manager reaching an objective of, say, moving 

unemployed into employment, but also something that brings consequences in 

rendering the possibilities and necessities of practitioners and leaders. That is to 

say that technologies and policies in general affect our lives, and create norms that 

are internalized within human beings and generates ideas of how ones ought to 

live ones life. This goes well along with the history of thought as materialized by 

focal points of experience highlighting the articulation of normative frameworks 

of behaviour. In relation to technologies, this entails that a ”functional 

epistemological sphere” is embedded within the technology (Villadsen 2013b: 65). 

Such shape perception by creating specific visibilities. In the case of public 
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engagement, it yields the question of what characteristics of the citizen it 

highlights. 

 

It is worth noting that the following intellectual and academic quest is not 

rejecting technologies, but rather perceiving its constitutive consequences. 

Following the epistemological theoretical style of analysis, it is rather to expose 

embedded and seemingly anonymous ways technologies shape our possible 

perception. In this way, governmental technologies are neither innocent nor 

neutral, but bring rationalities and subjectification. Shifting the focus from the 

state, or going behind the institutions, towards technologies enables the researcher 

to illuminate the means and conditions of administration and rule, with a particular emphasis 

on the form taken by such means (Dean 1995: 569). Dean proposes subjectification and 

self-formation as a way of operationalizing the study of technologies (ibid.), and in 

the following I will use his framework of analysing governmental technologies in 

terms of self-formation.  

 

 

2.8 Practices of Self-Formation 

 

As a final element of the analytical strategy and methodological approach of the 

thesis, I wish to include a final way of operationalizing the consequences 

analytically of government rationalities. An axis of self-formation can complement 

and operationalize the studies various modes of governance as it illuminates the 

cultivation and stylization of personal attributes and capacities, and marked out spaces for the 

supervised exercise and regulation of these capacities as arenas of freedom (Dean 1995: 560). A 

reason to expand the framework from the sole endeavour of describing how 

government rationalities are conducting conduct arises from the embedded 

rationalities of technologies and practices.  As argued in previous section, it is not 

always visible how power relates to knowledge, and takes new objects of 

governmental technologies with particular modes of subjectification as 

consequence. 
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It is important to emphasize, however, that the practical arts of government, no 

matter how apparently mundane, routine and technical, always contain and coexist 

with a dimension of ‘thought’. The analysis of such arts, then, can never be 

reduced to an empirical description of the actuality of such practices (Dean 1995: 

570). It thus serves, as a manner in which the researcher can operationalize the 

practices of government that subjectifies the individual into being something that 

one not necessarily must be. In other words, it brings about the contingencies of 

ways of making humans into subjects. In analysing the constitutive consequences 

of public engagement rationalities within governance structures, I will employ this 

framework to unfold the practices and self-forming subjectification. The following 

four dimensions, forming the axis of self-formation, offer a conceptual device to 

consider such (ibid.: 565-6): 

 

The first dimension to shape the analytical perspective is ontological concerning 

with what is attempted to govern in citizens or the substance worked upon. An 

example of such is Foucault’s study of sexuality as governed substance in the 

1970s liberation ethics (Foucault 1997: 163-74). The second dimension is that of 

ascetics looking at how the substance is governed. In the realm of governmentality, 

this leads to questions as how certain a rationality is embedded in a particular 

mode of governance; such governance or management technology can be 

everything from reports, strategies, procedures, etc. This includes how various 

technologies as discussed above are employed on e.g. the unemployed, the non-

integrated (or dis-engaged) etc. The third dimension is the deontological aspect of 

modes of subjectification concerning our adapted approach to norms, regulation 

and rules leading to how we govern others and ourselves. The final dimension, 

and perhaps the most interesting in the question of engagement, is the teleological 

one studying what kind of ideal or archetypical society is envisioned. When 

rationalities and technologies emerge as of a particular problematization they 

often tend to promise a way of reaching a desired end. This leads to the 

interesting question of what the nirvana of public administration in modern 

western welfare states look like.  
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2.9 Intermediary Conclusion  

 

Having presented the analytical strategy, I find it worthwhile to briefly summarize 

as of this state. Not taking practices for granted, the thesis is embedded within a 

tradition of epistemological studies as opposed to those of ontology. This is 

embodied in the overall theme of history of thought that denominates the rejection of 

the researcher’s ability to take a neutral stance in history; instead it strives towards 

illuminating rationalities that are contingent and thus not necessities of society. 

 

The first part of the analysis will further history of thought and practically be 

operationalized through genealogy and problematization. The former is interpreted as 

an analytical tool that identifies continuities and discontinuities, and how we 

articulate practices, categories, etc. The latter argues that problematizing a practise 

or relation does not only fix something as a problem, but also opens up for 

possibilities of presenting solutions that act on the constituted problematic 

substance. In the coming analysis, I will begin by studying how a number of state-

centric rationalities achieved recognition, but were later deemed problematic. This 

problematization opens for the possibility of discussing articulations of the 

problems and how it creates a possible field of behaviour, and I will argue and 

discuss how public engagement is deemed the solution on the perceived 

problems. 

 

The second part of analysis will be constructed by an analytical strategy with focus 

of governmentality and self-formation technologies. The former designates a 

political rationality with focus on governing a living population consisting of free 

individuals with a complexity of desires, ideas, beliefs, relations and the like. This 

entails conducting the conduct of citizens. The latter focuses on practices in form 

of technologies that bring their own rationalities and subjectification rather than 

instrumentally furthering objectives of the manager and leaders. This developed 

into a framework studying the governed substance, the works of government, 

modes of subjectification, and finally the aim society it hopes to achieve. Studying 
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public engagement as a governmental self-formation technology enables an 

understanding of it as a technique or strategy applied to realize particular 

potentials in the population. I will study it as part of a governmental collection of 

problems that seek to illuminate how one can manage individuals’ conduct of 

themselves. 

 

 

2.10 Empirical Considerations 

 

Before attending to the considerations behind particular choices of what to 

include empirically and what not, I want to make a few remarks on the role of 

empirical sources in the general framework of the thesis and likeminded Foucault 

inspired studies.  

 

First, the aim is partially to deliver a criticism or illuminating presentation of 

contemporary practices and the like, and thus selected sources should also 

represent this. Therefore texts are related to problems of everyday life or policy 

problem in policy studies. By looking at practical guidelines or textbooks 

practitioners discussing methods and approaches, the researcher can finds discuss 

that practices and whether they represent discursive changes.  

 

Furthermore, an aspect is the problematizing character of sources. Often texts are 

problematizing elements concerned with controlling the social or civil life and 

suggest better methods (Villadsen 2006: 99). Texts should be motivated or 

inspired by the perceived issues at hand; the one the researcher wants to dig into. 

 

Finally, texts and documents should be selected so they form an archive that 

consists of network with texts of mutual reference. By finding a number of central 

texts and furthermore studying the texts that they implicitly or explicitly refer to, 

and continuing until the circularity finishes, a network emerges (ibid.: 101). An 

explicit reference is understood simply as when a text refers to a concept from 
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another text which can illustrate how text knowingly embed themselves within a 

discussion of how to, say, conduct good governance. Implicit references are 

understood as texts using the same concepts, terminology, premises, or 

problematizations. Since much of the discussion on methods amongst 

practitioners as well as academics take place in blogs and debate post on websites 

focussing on public administration, I will use a number of sources from websites. 

This enables the inclusion of not only reports from major policy organization, but 

also the reaction “from the bottom” making up a significant part of the network. 

The thesis at thereby empirically include texts that use the same terminology 

around public engagement as well as articulate different version and terminologies 

within the same problematization and recognition of how the citizens inclusion or 

absence in policy-making present a problem. Thus a network emerges of implicit 

and explicit references with an internal referentiality that constitutes a particular 

problematization. 

 

 

2.11 Empirical Overview 

 

The literature around public engagement and especially the preceding debates is 

extensive, spread out on at least three decades and geographically present in most 

Western democratic nations. This yields empirical boundaries and careful 

selections. 

 

In the first empirical analysis, studying problematizations and historic continuities, 

my focus will be on the Danish public sector, its development and debate around 

it. As a historic secondary literature on the public sector, Greve and Ejersbo’s 

“Modernisering af den offentlige sektor” (Greve & Ejersbo 2014) provides insight 

into reform and discussions that led to the emergence of marked and hierarchical 

government models. Following this track, I will explore the rationalities behind 

based on Greve’s “Offentlig ledelse of styring” (Greve 2007) that provides a 

secondary account of ideas behind a dominating style of reform. This will provide 
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historic background for the problematization that followed. To dive into criticism 

of the reform agenda and the first contours of problematizing the citizen’s lack of 

engagement, I will employ four sources. A background papers and a press release 

from a research project at Copenhagen Business School under the title “Strategic 

Leadership Research in the Public Sector” (CBS 2012); a interview with the 

political leader of the major Danish opposition party constituting the citizen as 

“lost” by government technologies (Information 2016); a counter-movement led 

by academics Torfing and Sørensen hoping to break with new public management 

and include citizens into policy-making (Den Offentlige 2012). 

 

In the second part of analysis, I will go deeper into the strategies made in order to 

engage the public. My main source is an extensive report conducted by the 

international think-thank in public policy OECD. Titled “Focus on Citizens. 

Public Engagement For Better Policy And Services”, the report sets guidelines 

and prepare theoretical arguments in favour of having the citizens not only as 

focus for policy-making, but also a vital part of it formulation (OECD 2009).  

 

These sources have been chosen as they all articulate either ideas of rationalized, 

top-down governing, criticism of such governing, or finally public engagement as 

the alternative. It is clear that the conclusions of this thesis would have appeared 

differently with different empirical sources; even if they might have been 

articulating rationalities of resemblance. This is a consequence of the 

epistemological analytical strategy. It does not aim towards deriving universally 

valid truths. Rather, it aims at delivering interpretations and understandings of 

articulations that might yield criticism or, at least, illuminating the discursively 

constituted rationalities embedded in ways of governing. 
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3. PROBLEMATIZING AUTHORITIES 
 

The following section will contain the first of two parts of the analysis in the 

present thesis. First, one conducting a genealogical study to unfold the historic 

contingencies focussing on how public engagement emerged as a governmental 

category as of a problematization of previous practises; second, another analytical 

section with focus on governmentality and self-formation technologies. 

 

It is my argument that the rise and emergence of public engagement came out of a 

criticism of a number of reforms inspired by the theoretical body of ideas 

amounting to new public management (NPM). I intend to explore the criticism, 

its object, and the point of critique that make up what is perceived to be a 

governance crisis in the public sector (Hjortdal et. al. 2007; Den Offentlige 2012; 

CBS 2012; Information 2016; Baltser 2017). My aim will not be to study criticised 

measurements, reforms and economic agendas in-depth in themselves, but rather 

the criticism that followed and its constitutive consequences. This entails 

refraining from entering into the discussions on whether reforms provided the 

processual and administrative efficiency2. Instead I will focus on a criticism that is 

not just a rejection of particular policies, but also constitutes a certain kind of 

behaviour and policy as problematic, and expands the scope of government by 

giving mandate to new objects of regulation. Furthermore, I will discuss to what 

extend the solutions bring the same rationalities, or represent a complete break. 

 

                                            
2 This debate gained significant attention when the originator ”new public management” as a 

concept, Christopher Hood, published an economic evaluation of new public management, 

challenging the initial promise of better and more cost-efficient public services. He found that it, 

contrary to its intentions and promises, lead to increased bureaucracy and more costly services in 

the UK (Hood and Dixon 2015). 
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The initial reforms marking the beginning of new public management, were 

implemented during the 1980 and roughly three decades ahead due to an 

increasing concern with inefficient public services and budget deficits rose and got 

accompanied by a series of economic reforms within diverse policy fields ranging 

from labour market, taxation, education, unemployment and so forth (Greve 

2007)3. In the beginning of the 2000s, where the reformist ideas from the 80s and 

90s were still present, an academic voiced the following idea of policy-making in 

the International Public Management Journal: 

 

“The rational approach [new public management, ed.] emphasizes the 

objective measurement of performance and the rewarding of 

organizational leaders based on documented results” (Gruening 2001: 11). 

 

Denoting an approach as “rational” furthers the idea that there is a universally 

valid way of governing “out there”, and what proper measurements realising their 

capabilities, the ideal administration can be achieved. It emphasises the public 

manager and the tools at hand such as “objective measurements of performance”. 

During the next decades, commentators, academics, and public managers seem 

equally divided between those who argue that it has increased the state of the 

nation economically and the other group who states that reforms and the 

introduction of techniques inspired by the private sector hasn’t come without a 

cost. Just a decade later, an utterance from a research group states the following: 

 

“The public sector is stuck in management techniques, numeric regimes 

and endless performance measurements. Everyone can see the problems, 

but no one – not even politicians – is able to solve the gridlock. This 

makes a public administration professor conclude that the Danish 

                                            
3The introduction of market based governing and a focus of efficient public services is often 

attributed to a modernization reform (“Moderniseringsprogrammet”, Finansministeriet 1983) 

introduced to the parliament by the Ministry of Finance in November 1983. 
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democracy is in a crisis, and has to be reformed” (my own translation and 

italics, CBS 2012) 

 

It stems from a press release concerning the initiation of a research project at 

Copenhagen Business School in 2012 (titled Strategic Leadership Research in the 

Public Sector (SLIP)) representing a frequently stated critique that unfolded in the 

2000’s and onwards. The “crisis” talk is clear, and reartikulation of managerial 

methods it striking. The political system and democracy has been diagnosed in a 

critical state necessitating action and attempts to solve the “gridlock”. 

 

Before elucidating the critique, I find it worthwhile asking why to begin a study of 

public engagement with a criticism of something else, i.e. a critique of certain 

governmental measurements? Following the general framework of history of 

thought and genealogy, present concepts, techniques, and ideas are derived 

historically, and I will explore how they emerged. It is my contention that this 

particular problematization enabled the visibility for the citizen’s level of 

engagement in the state and thereby paving the road for a number of public 

engagement rationalities that are to be discussed in coming sections. 

 

In the present genealogical problematization, my argument will come in three 

stages representing three periods of continuous transformation and articulation 

making public engagement possible as a governmental category. First, a trajectory 

of reforms in the 1980 and 1990s under the theme of new public management 

that emphasized the importance of having an elaborated space of managing for 

public leaders. This transforms the contingent criteria for access to true 

knowledge in the field of good governance and public value. Second, since the 

promise of new public management had yet not been perceived realized in a 

satisfactory manner, the truth-telling abilities were diminished and a search for 

new levers of governance began. The criticism and crisis discourse denounced the 

mandate and ability for true decisions made by traditional policy-makers as 

politicians and civil servants, which imbrued ‘a problematization of the state-

citizen relationship. Finally, with the ambition of realizing the idle resources in the 
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public, the problematization of solutions from traditional policy-makers opens up 

for the possibility of providing a new role and responsibility located within the 

public, which, as I will finally argue, made the emergence of public engagement 

possible. 

 

 

3.1 Emergence of Rationalized Management 

 

What has characterized the public administration within the last couple of 

decades? To unfold the predecessors for public engagement, I will discuss some 

governing and managerial principles and trends behind a number of public sector 

reforms that has dominated the public sector in Denmark since the 1980s and 

roughly three decades ahead. My emphasis will be on Denmark, but the 

tendencies of modernising public sector reforms with focus of enhancing 

performance through a combination of markets and hierarchies have dominated 

most western democracies in the latest years (OECD 2005). The need for 

something new and radical is evident, listening to Knud Heinesen, Minister of 

Finance in the Danish government in the early 1980s, diagnosing the national 

economy and administrative efficiency in these words: “We are on the edge of 

abyss” (free translation, Den Offentlige 2012). The abyss that politicians and civil 

servants at the time felt compelled to react against consisted of an inefficient 

public administration and almost predictable budget deficits in municipalities and 

other local government agencies. A perception of immediate crisis has a 

legitimating effect, and politicians and policy-makers can take a number of 

seemingly radical breaks and reformate the way of doing things in the public 

sector. Tackling the absence of control and with hopes of reaching a more 

efficient public sector, the Ministry of Finance introduced the reform programme 

“Moderniseringsprogrammet” [Eng. The Modernization Programme, own 

translation] in 1983 to gain control over public budgets and introduce a 

modernized public management policy which led to a number of public sector 

reforms over a course of a decade (Greve & Ejersbo 2014: 33-6). An instance of 
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such reform is “Moderniseringsredegørelsen” [Eng. The Modernization 

Presentation, own translation] from 1990 that created performance targets and 

success criteria for public managers including simplifications of rules (ibid. 41). 

Bureaucratic rules and systems are here perceived to be reducing the manager’s 

ability to deliver valuable solutions and increasing suboptimal solutions and 

dissatisfaction with public services. Instead value is specified centrally in success 

criteria, and the manager is constructed as one who can release an innovative 

force if hindrances are removes. The reforms do not perceive a categorical 

distinction between state centric and de-central, but rather aim to keep 

governance “within” the state, but push decision mandate to less central agencies 

(ibid 34-5). 

 

These are the government principles that have later been associated with the 

concept of new public management. The originator in the term, the British political 

scientist Christopher Hood, listed 7 elements as most central: transparent 

professional management, explicit performance targets, focus on output, 

disaggregating units, market orientation and competition, management techniques 

from the private sector, and efficient use of resources (Hood 1991: 4-5).  More 

simply, Greve characterizes NPM as public administration with two branches of 

inspiration: new institutional economics and management techniques from the 

private sector (Greve 2007: 7). Institutional economics can for instance be 

market-based solutions, where rationalities inspired by free market theories make 

their presence in public administration. Management techniques can imply focus 

on professional management or providing leaders ability and responsibility to set 

performance targets and focus on outputs as specified by Hood above. For 

present purposes, the latter and managerial aspect will be most important as it 

provides the ground for how the ability to arrive to true statement were rendered 

towards what I will call the politico-administrative complex; the loosely connected 

body of politicians, civil servants, and other policy-makers. Although the 

decentralizing market side of NPM is an important aspect, it will receive little 

attention as it is articulated to a smaller degree in the sources in question. 
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Encompassing Hood’s explicit performance targets and output focus, the 

managerial techniques place a particular responsibility on the public manager. This 

is contrasted to a classic understanding of a state-centric view of public 

administration or hierarchical governance, where governing is based central 

control and command  (Torfing 2012: 1). Instead of having a hierarchically 

structured regulatory system that civil servants would have to abide, the public 

manager ought to seek opportunities and make improvements on his own in the 

optics of NPM. Ideally, the public manager is located closer to the citizen and can 

therefor grasps their needs and design policies accordingly (Greve & Ejersbo 

2014: 33). Laws, regulation, control, and administrative procedures are not seen as 

the fundamental ground on which decisions are made in the light of democracy 

ensuring citizen rights, but rather a hindrance that limits the manoeuvrability of 

the public manager that articulates a particular role and ability for public 

managers. In this light, he becomes someone who can grasp the local needs and 

must have an open space of possibilities to realise these insights. 

 

Reasoning on state matters like this becomes the first period identified in the 

genealogy; a state of crisis requires action from government. The conditions of the 

state at the time were articulated to be inefficient; not serving citizens properly 

and thus not satisfying state justification of delivering public value; the system is 

too tied up in itself without capacity for new and prudent solutions. The 

constitution of the state as being in a critical condition justifies the re-articulation 

of its mandate and, more specifically, public managers.  

 

The introduction of NPM paints a picture of public managers being granted a 

particular role and expected to be the source of local solutions in the NPM style 

$perceive the public manager as well as the citizen. The discussion on good 

governance will, as I will demonstrate throughout the genealogy, furthers 

particular views on the relation between public manager and citizen as well as the 

relation between them. The discoursive articulations bring a particular role, 

responsibility, ability, potential and obligation. Along these lines, a strong 

cementation comes from the American public administration scholar Donald F. 
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Kettl who summarized the mechanism behind new public management with a 

strong emphasis on the public manager: 

 

“Letting managers manage, and making managers manage”         

(Kettl 1997)  

 

The first part of the dictum dictates an active “letting” meaning that a room 

should be made within which the manager or leader can make dispositions and 

unfold the managing.  That is requires and active letting implies the possibility of a 

public administration not letting the manager manage. Such obstacles could be 

bureaucracy understood as rules or institutional frameworks where decisions are 

made elsewhere. On this view, the central state decisions are constituted as a 

hindrance to the manager realizing this potential for improving government 

solutions. Letting them manage pleads a manager-role that is competent and 

possesses the necessary ability to make needed decisions to provide good public 

services if bureaucratic restrictions are minimized. Within the state a criticism of 

too much governing thereby becomes evident, although the solution is still within 

state boundaries. A leading civil servant is not only allowed but also encouraged to 

design solutions benefitting society to the best of his abilities. The second part 

emphasises an imperative “make” with which Kettl means must be “forced” to 

manage. Not force understood as brute force, but rather in terms of incentives, 

career opportunities, or risk of loosing his or her position (Greve 2007: 8). This 

provides a well-rounded picture of the manager role and position in NPM, but 

also the economic rationalities behind. It is understood that if there are no 

institutional or legal barriers and incentives at stake to do a desired action, the civil 

servant will also carry out that action and provide value to government and 

society. 

 

The dictum illustrates an important point on NPM important for present thesis. 

When public organizations find themselves in struggles, be it budgetary or 

malfunctioning services, the public manager can turn the ship; he or she is able to 

gain insight in the challenges at stake as well as the spectre of viable solutions. The 
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manager should therefor be given the institutional space, mandate, and finally 

incentives to do so according to the NPM view (Hood 1991). In the broad view, 

this place much importance in the politico-administrative complex as this, 

especially higher positions, is constituted as the source of true knowledge and 

those who can deem reforms necessary. This illustrates that the conditions 

determining who can reach true propositions on selected matters is neither neutral 

nor necessary. Rather it is entangled into the discoursive and up for negotiation. 

In this case, it can be perceived that the emergence of new public management 

policies and reforms renders conditions for truth telling in favour of the public 

managers; they become epistemologically privileged. In this first historic period of 

the genealogy, it discursively transforms knowledge into something particular 

public managers can attain, and furthermore creating a normative framework in 

which they ought to excessive the abilities of such privilege. With such normative 

capacities, NPM interpreted as a governmental technology conducts the 

autonomous public manager’s own perception of possibilities, desires, and 

obligation with the purpose of making certain, innovative actions more likely. In 

this way, the governmental conduct of conduct provides an understanding of a 

particular self-management amongst public managers articulated in the body of 

knowledge constituting new public management. 

 

While the manager ought to be given proper manoeuvrability and incentives to 

manage, those lower in the government hierarchy as citizens and welfare workers 

are perceived less of a decisive or truth-telling role. That employees are given a 

less decisive and more producing role is a direct implication of the manager’s tasks 

of measuring performance and setting targets. Similarly citizens are excluded from 

the policy-making and governing process. While welfare workers as public 

employees become producers, citizens are granted a consuming role. As we will 

see, this becomes a major point of criticism in the years following introduction of 

NPM inspired government managerial reforms. 

 

Providing an epistemological privilege to the public manager is also a particular 

solution to concerns on problems with governance. The reforms in the 1980 and 
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1990s were largely targeted on solving issues of inefficient governing and low 

satisfaction with public services. Now, placing a particular value in judgements 

from public leaders located the solution within the state. Although decision 

privileges a placed on specific persons that might previously have had less 

decision power, it remains within the state in the managerial aspects of NPM. 

 

 

3.2 Crisis on the Edge of Abyss 

 

In the decades with increased implementation of managerial styles and public 

sector reforms entrenched into the body of concepts connected to new public 

management, criticism and debate on its consequences and whether it delivered it 

its promises arose. The discussion and criticism is not only limited to academics 

and practitioners. It has also received wide public interest and several Danish 

newspapers have in recent years discussed the topic in various articles, debate 

posts, and leaders. To present a sufficient picture of the discourse on the  

“leadership and government crisis” I will include debate posts from thought 

leaders within the field, academic sources, arguments from politicians, and quotes 

and summaries from conferences on this and related topics. 

 

By discussing 4 sources against new public management that each articulate it in 

its own way, I will attempt to get a grasp the kernel of the perceived government 

crisis and what the aim of the criticism. These four will be first, a continued 

discussion on the CBS SLIP research project, secondly a debate post by four 

former public managers in the Ministry of Finance, thirdly in interview with 

opposition leader Mette Frederiksen, and finally an article by academics Torfing 

and Sørensen. After analysing these four sources I will structure a proposition on 

how they problematize state-centric governing and in different variations propose 

public engagement. 
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First, it helps digging into the quote from the research project at Copenhagen 

Business School on leadership in the public sector. It reacts on a crisis in 

government that is caused by “management techniques”, “numeric regimes” and 

“endless performance measurements” which are bodied together and make up a 

“locked” system; one that cannot move on, i.e. no ability to develop (CBS 2012). 

These are to the point components that Hood and Greve describe as NPM and 

accordingly the trajectory of public servant truth-telling ability. The press release 

from the public governance research elaborates the view in the following way: 

 

“… the power of change hardly comes from the politico-administrative 

system nor their clients and lobbyists (…). Politicians are in terms of 

survival limited to make their mark on single cases. Therefore the public 

sector is dominated by shortsighted and simple rules, unilateral hunt for 

performance, and a culture not leaving room for errors. It would rather 

avoid risks to maintain stability rather than changes and innovation” (ibid.) 

 

Themes as flexibility are articulated in relation to deciding actors within the 

politico-administrative system. While the NPM reforms most notably constituted 

the manager as the competent and creative driving force that could solve 

administrative and policy problems, this locus of change and true knowledge it up 

for negotiation and re-articulation. NPM privileged the public manager a role in 

reaching true statements on public needs and policies, and this criticism of NPM 

alters the privileged position. Now, those hierarchically below the manager are 

positioned in a truth-telling place. The state-centric solution blocks instead of 

releases the drive towards innovation and change. This sets the distinction, which 

will later prove important, between what comes from the politico-administrative 

system in a top-down manner, and those ideas and solutions that come from 

other sources in a down-up manner. The tools available for established policy-

makers are criticism above (numeric regimes, etc.) are rendered insufficient, and 

incapable of solving problems. The political system itself is equalized to these 

tools, making it something that does not focus on the bigger picture or what is 

creating public value in society, but rather lone standing cases. Here, solutions 
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from inside the system becomes problematic in governing too much, and it can be 

labelled a kind of emerging rationality of state-centric criticism. Furthermore, the 

politico-administrative system’s interest is re-articulated. Instead of perceiving 

them to be shared with the public value or interest, they are seen to be 

representatives for stability, minimal risk, and lack of insight into needed change. 

In other words, it is blinded by its position; a position seemingly loosing the 

epistemological privilege previously granted. 

 

Preben Melander, the academic leader of the SLIP research project, builds onto 

the idea that constitutes public managers as incapable of change and 

improvements in a manner that disqualifies them from true insights: 

 

“Everyone can see the problems in the public sector, and everyone can 

point out the necessary reforms and solutions for the Gordic knots, but 

the solutions are usually short sighted, too limited and too tied up the in 

internal logic of the system. On the contrary, there is a need for idea that, 

in a more visionary and reflective manner, realizes the challenges and need 

for change” (CBS 2012) 

 

This illuminates how the introduction of governmental technologies that allegedly 

should be able to give the public manager a frugal manoeuvrability. In comparison 

to the period of NPM introduction, the issues of a rigid and inefficient public 

sector tied up in bureaucracy are still valid in a continuing manner. A discontinuity 

however, is observed in the public manager. While the theoretical framework 

behind NPM granted policy-making leaders with a decisive role that is not in the 

public interest, the public manager is now constituted as a short sighted character 

without insight into the change needed in society. This problematization 

constitutes choices made in certain arenas as suboptimal and without eye for the 

needed progress; instead other sources are to provide policy-making with value.  

 

In the second source to be analysed, this point of view is elaborated further with 

reference to an essay written by 8 former leading civil servants in the Danish 
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Ministry of Finance reflect upon public management developments in the 90s and 

2000s (Hjortdal 2007). It caught a lot of attention as the criticism has mainly been 

uttered outside what Melander called the politico-administrative system. Now, it 

seems that self-awareness is reaching the public managers: 

 

“(…) It is almost risk free to continuously be a poor public manager. If the 

formal requirements to economic management and contract management 

are in order, the political leadership is served loyally, then the ‘bottom line’ 

is satisfied” (Hjortdal et al. 2007) 

 

They attribute a cause to why public managers are in a position where they do not 

have insight in actual problems; public managers are placed in an institutional 

context that disables them to go on an incentive driven quest to improve 

government. This expands the scope of criticism to public managers as well as the 

structures of NPM they are limited of. This deems the institutional framework to 

be depriving the managers of reaching true statement and ideas on improving 

public solutions. This goes along the lines of over-steering as the former civil 

servants continue: In spite of good intentions (…) we have reached a state where management 

gone into over-steering and has become its own worst enemy (Hjortdal et. al. 2007). It is the 

continuous articulation of government-made decisions and those that are not; 

those made within the politico-administrative complex are clearly not qualified to 

build a public sector with employees that are satisfied, motivated and provide 

good service for citizens. The problem, in other words, is too much governing. There 

is a demand for some other locus or source that is not management; neither 

performance measurements nor public leaders enforcing them. Thus emerges a 

paradox where new concepts are needed to eliminate over-management. One can 

say that we need new kinds of government to solve to issues of too much 

government.  

 

The third source stems from Mette Frederiksen, Social Democratic member of 

the Danish parliament and leading political figure in the current opposition to the 

government, who further elaborates the problematization of the role of the public 
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manager in a large interviews with the Danish newspaper Information in relation 

the a national congress in the Social Democratic Party (Information 2016). This 

stabilizes the internal criticism of new public management with the politico-

administrative system. Under the theme “obviating the public regime of control” 

the party leader said: 

 

“This is a quest against new public management as a government tool in 

order to ensure professionalism. (…) This goes along with the knowledge 

we have achieved within the latest years, which demonstrates that the 

intensive and earnest performance measurement gives a backfire. Actually, 

it can have demotivating and distorting effects” (Frederiksen, M. in 

Information 2016) 

 

The public administration researcher, Jakob Torfing, forwards a similar view: 

 

“One has to be careful not the make a comprehensive rule based 

management and performance measuring, and very careful not to do it in a 

manner that seems controlling. That is demotivating and decreases 

productivity” (Torfing in Information 2016) 
 

The consistent accounts of Frederiksen and Torfing articulate the relation 

between public managers and employees that corresponds to the relation between 

the public sector and citizens. When the performance of welfare workers or other 

desirable measures of citizens are targeted in a managerial technique as 

performance measurement, it has an alienating effect. Instead of finding an inner 

motivation, a sense of distorting control arises – a sense with a negative effect. 

Overall it paints a picture of a critique perceiving government measurements 

towards efficiency within the body of new public management to be alienating. In 

other words, it makes a barrier between policy-maker and those subject to policy. 

Those who make it don’t understand the subjects of it, and as a result, the subjects 

feel overlooked or disconnected. 
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The criticism as found in Danish public represented via the source as above is 

consistent with the account of a literary view of the academic debate on new 

public management with references to Hood among others (Mongkol 2011). To 

illustrate the paradigmatic network-like character of the empirical selection, I will 

briefly lay out the academic literature review and its similarity to the articulations 

and problematizations in the sources of Torfin, Frederiksen, Thelander, and the 

group of former ministers of finance. 

 

On one side, the criticism found in academia regards a hierarchical kind of 

performance management, where a central agency, often within the government, 

sets targets for performance with economics rewards or sanctions if they are 

satisfied (ibid.: 36). This gives services that are focused on reaching a performance 

goal rather than servicing citizens. Especially Frederiksen and Torfing articulate 

same citizen conception as being supressed by techniques of control. 

 

The second aspect that is a market based government, where one adopts a market 

rationality by creating a quasi-market with the intention of citizens or welfare 

workers acting as utility optimizers and thus allowing central agencies to design 

solution or systems that leads to a desired behaviour (ibid.: 37). The former group 

of mister are especially found here, as they also articulate this discrepancy of 

which truth public managers conceive and what is actually true. This is criticised 

insofar as a division is perceived between what a market brings about, and what 

citizens actually need. 

 

The four sources problematizing NPM and rearticulating the locus of truth makes 

us able to summarize the culmination with the criticism targeted towards new 

public management related shifts in government from a range of academics, 

politicians, and civil servants. As of the conflict between the top-down focused 

new public management and a solution in terms of engaging citizens deliver 

following points of negative consequences with NPM: 
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To draw the lines from the initial emergence of new public management and the 

following critique, one can perceive a continuity in how it NPM as well as it critics 

articulate a critique of too much exterior governing. The body of NPM 

government technologies could solve the perceived problem of strong hierarchies, 

which led to inefficient governance. By providing public manager in agencies and 

local centres with an extended decisive mandate, it was to release his or her 

innovative capacities and insights into true statements on governing and public 

value. The four critical sources perceived a dis-connection between perceived 

needs amongst public managers and needs of society. This is based upon a 

metaphoric distance between those who make policies and those who experience 

the consequences of them. Citizens and lower level welfare worker, on this view, 

are perceived be alienated from policies which mount to lacking motivation when 

they are made subject to performance management. The lack of motivation or 

engagement makes public services poorer which furthermore has a consequence 

of services not being able to satisfy the needs of citizens. In this way, continuity is 

observable. The central government or politico-administrative regime is not the 

source of true knowledge, and thus hierarchy critical government models came as 

a solution. Now, critics further this criticism targeted towards NPM in spite of its 

promises of solving issues of too much governing. As a result, public managers 

are deprived of their true-telling abilities through problematization. In other 

words, they are no longer perceived to possess a primary insight that was 

otherwise granted them in new public management. 

 

 

3.3 The Other Side of the Politico-Administrative System 

 

In this last section of the empirically problematizing genealogy chapter, I want 

discuss how public engagement is articulated as the salvation for the abyss of new 

public management. As we will see, politicians, policy-makers, and academics 

perceive engagement to be the answer to too much government and dis-

engagement. The Roskilde University professors, Jakob Torfing and Eva 
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Sørensen, who in a 2016 article pleaded for a movement away from NPM towards 

co-creation and inclusive policy-making, suggest the following: 

 

“Companies should lead social initiatives that contribute to solve 

important societal problems by engaging local agents” (Torfing and 

Sørensen 2016) 

 

It marks a significant move away from the politico-administrative system as the 

main societal problem-solver: decentred companies outside the politico-

administrative complex are to engage citizens to make solutions. Two central actors 

forming a vast part of civil society are hereby discursively articulated as attaining 

much of the role, ability and responsibility that the public manager enjoyed in the 

previous NPM-articulations. 

 

This makes us able to answer the first working question (How did public 

engagement emerge as a government category and how does it solve problems of 

too much governing?) By building on the rejection of the public manager as being 

capable of innovation and improvements, there ought to be a new driver of 

change and efficient public services. Due to a conflict and problematization, a new 

policy problem thus emerges and yields a solution: there is a decisions vacuum 

that must be filled, and since citizens have been dis-engaged through alienating 

state-centric policies, they are to be re-engaged. While the politico-administrative 

system is problematized and “depraved” of its ability to make true statements of 

policy-making and administration, it is granted a new task, namely that of 

identifying the truth among citizens. The possibility of public engagement thus 

emerges as the NPM critique left an open space for new sources of truth on 

public policy and value; a position that public engagements places the citizen in. 

 

Another aspect in the discoursive change regarding legitimacy and professional 

norms: 
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“The question is therefor not whether NPM is dead or alive, but rather 

how the concern for local governance is balanced out with the concern for 

professional norms and democratic legitimacy” (Baltser 2017) 

 

Rasmus Baltser, a public policy commentator on the web media “Den Offentlige” 

(Eng. The Public) returns to articulation of NPM as dividing central decisions and 

local decisions. Understanding NPM as the public manager praising style of 

governance, it constructs a division between inside and outside the politico-

administrative system. On the inside, there is the traditional policy-makers bound 

by professional norms, and a governance model driven locally by those outside. It 

becomes a question of contemplating or scrutinizing the scope of local managerial 

scope of decisions and locating the source of truth. When legitimacy and the 

move away from the polico-administrative complex are coupled together, it does 

not just become a question of governing effectively, but legitimately. In other 

words, in order to be a legitimate authority, administrating laws, legislating as of 

political mandate etc., the state must include “local governance”. This entails that 

if the political system closes around itself and makes decisions, it cannot achieve 

legitimacy. 

 

A distinction between professional norms and local governance furthermore 

devaluates what decisions the politico-administrative system would make, as they 

per definition would be based on professional norms. With this in mind, state 

ought to include citizens in the policy-making process with a priority over own 

experience. It is within realm and line of thought the terminology of engagement 

begin to appear.  

 

This marks the final stage of the genealogy by tracing the second continuity. In 

the early 1980s it was dissatisfaction with a public sector that could not identify its 

true tasks and were inefficiently governed, and the solution was to install new 

modes of governance. When the perception of crisis emerges within and around 

policy-making networks, there is a call for action. Although it seems to be a 

paradox, the movements criticising new public management, pose solutions with 
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resembling rationalities. While NPM in the 1980s found the government too rigid 

and bureaucratic, the decision and change mandate was move downwards; from 

central agencies to public managers, who were to liberate their innovative force by 

being granted legitimacy and manoeuvrability. On this view, one can say that the 

cure for too much governing was moving the ability to make decisions 

downwards. In the 2000s and onwards, when the NPM criticism arose, the 

current legitimate decision maker was devaluated and depraved of truth-telling 

ability. Again, the cure against too much governing is moving decision mandates 

downwards. Not arguing that the movements are identical, but merely that there is 

a continuity in how crises in governments have continually help the emergence of 

distrust in central agencies, and increased faith in moving decisions further away 

from central agencies. By this we can yield two observations based on the sudden 

emergence of the engagement of citizens. While the discourse in the 1980s 

criticised “too much governing” and wanted to liberated innovative forces and 

realizer a truer democracy, we see the same discourse making the emergence of 

public engagement possible. The criticism and state of abyss in the public sector 

articulated and problematized the relation between the government and the 

individual as one that is over controlling. We can thus observe continuities from 

the criticism of governing pre-1980s that led to new public management and the 

criticism in 2000’s and 2010’s that led to the emergence of public engagement, as I 

have demonstrated. 

 

To reiterate a consequence of the philosophical style of analytical strategy, namely 

a Foucault inspired post-structuralism, an observed continuity does not entail any 

kind of normativity. The quest is hence to illuminate or illustrate that one ought to 

show a certain critical approach towards trends in government that promise a new 

start and a final break with previous over steering governments. As illustrated 

here, it is a continuous debate and the answer in the 1980s and onwards turned 

out to increase government over-steering and control instead of reducing it. In the 

next chapter, I will go further in details with the technologies of public 

engagement to enable a discussion on its promises of salvation by equalizing the 

hierarchy between state and citizen. 
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3.4 Intermediary Conclusion 

 

In the first part of the analysis, I have discussed the emergence of the citizen’s 

relation to the state in inclusion in policy-making, here under the concept of 

“public engagement”. It began with a critique of bureaucratic, rigid, expensive and 

inefficient government administration and services, that lead to the emergence of 

new public management. A way of governing with emphasis on professional 

management techniques inspired by the private sector, which in an 

operationalized manner provided the public manager with increased mandate to 

make decision to realize innovative forces. During the coming decades this was 

criticised for being too rigid, bureaucratic and lost in its’ own logic; instead 

something else is needed to drive public sector changes. With the disqualification 

of public managers, the citizens entered the strategic apparatus as the new locus of 

truth. 

 

Genealogically this illustrated how there are continuities as well as discontinuities 

in the emergence of public engagement as a government category. Discontinuities 

are perceived in the rendering of conditions on who are able to speak truthfully 

on public value and good public administration. NPM is constituted around the 

innovative and driven public manager that have the ability to realize what is good 

for a particular public sector agency; thus he or she is also granted the mandate to 

speak truthfully. In the criticism of NPM, however, this was rendered insufficient 

and the citizens were conditioned to realize the truth. Thus the shift of NPM to 

engagement marks a transformation in who can speak truthfully on matters in the 

public sector. 

 

Although it marked a change in sources of truth, there was however a continuing 

rationality in terms of moving downwards hierarchically to solve challenges of 

rigidity. A shift from central agencies to de-central public manager in the NPM-

era was continues in the engagement transformation. Shifting from public 

managers to citizens represents another downwards shift. On this note, we can say 
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that public engagement emerged as a solution to too much governing; it is, 

however, also replacing something that similarly was the solution to too much 

governing. This invites to a natural doubt when new methods in public 

administration are expected to eliminate bureaucracies and hierarchies while 

creating an effective public sector that delivers public value oriented services 

without distortions.  

 

The genealogy also provided a point within the terminology of problematization. 

As of the genealogy, engagement and the citizen’s relation to the state as a 

regulatory object are an essential matter, but rather a historic product. The 

problematization then demonstrates that it rests on a particular problematization, 

namely in the fact that the former truth-telling public managers have lost some 

touch with public value. Thus ahistorical conjuncture of two otherwise 

independent matters emerges attributable to a critique of particular style of public 

administration.  
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4. PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT 
 

Public engagement as a governmental category has emerged out of a discourse 

problematizing state-centric reforms related to new public management, and the 

engagement of citizens is perceived to provide an alternative. In this section, I 

want to explore what happens when it wanders into governmental strategies with 

a widespread agreement on the potentials of engaging citizens. This occurs when 

the OECD recognizes the critique and adapts the conflict in its strategies (OECD 

2009); from being a critique of the politico-administrative complex to a strategy 

and set of practises deployed by the same complex. In other words, the criticism 

and yield for engaged citizens become operationalized, and the present purpose is 

to explore its rationalities; not as a problematizing category, but rather a political 

rationality aiming at making governments more effective and legitimate. 

 

In the previous section, I presented a broad criticism from actors forming a 

network outside and around the politico-administrative regime. This gave rose to 

a conflict between truth-tellers personified by citizens possessing truth on one 

side, and the internal logic of economic science and the regime on the other side. 

This demonstrated a peculiar shift in how and who have interest in this topic and 

conflict. From being a concern voiced outside and around the regime, numerous 

state actors adopt it and include it is their strategies. In the chapter, I will explore a 

major report by the OECD and a local application in a municipality form a 

perspective of liberal governance and governmentality. By doing so, I attempt to 

cover as broad a spectre as possible by having a macro-oriented think-tank as 

OECD, and the day-to-day practitioners on a local level. 

 

It is my argument that public engagement is employed out of a concern of not 

having an effective administration, but analytically is it irreducible to intentions of 

governing properly. In other words, there is more to public engagement than 

attaining knowledge and improving public administration for governments. As I 

will argue, there is an element of self-formation that invites the individual to think 
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of himself as an active and useful citizen that can deliver input to the state. Instead 

of merely opening a neutral room for sharing ideas, engagement practises instruct 

the practitioner in setting up a framework that through governmental apparatuses 

seeks to cultivate the citizen to handle the complexity in societal challenges in a 

particular way that is frugal.  

 

To carry out this argument, I will operationalize the governmentality analysis and 

let the empirical material come forward in the optics of technologies and practises 

of self-formation. By beginning with the first three elements – substance, subject, 

and works of government – I will conduct an analysis of the practises of 

governmentality and self-formation in the theoretical body behind public 

engagement. Having done this, the arguments made will be discussed in 

perspective as a general dispositional rationality ensuring security in a utopian 

society where the distinction between state and that outside the state has been 

lifted. In this way, public engagement as a governmental managerial technology 

promises an idealized, risk-reducing democracy where citizens are invited to move 

their perception of public value closer to that of the politico-administrative 

complex. 

 

 

4.1 The Landscape of Inclusion and Participation 

 

Public engagement as a mode of governance that replace or support hierarchical 

government structures by inviting the citizen into the policy-making process can 

be interpreted as being part of a broader field of knowledge consisting of the 

public administration concepts under the term participatory governance and network 

governance. It is my argument that public engagement and the broader theoretical 

body of governance theories such as participatory governance as they build on the 

same premises and way of problematizing top-down hierarchical styles of 

governing. Before elucidating the analysis of public engagement as such, I 

therefore want to briefly discuss its relation to other modes of governance. 
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Participation and networks refer to a way of governing that emphasizes the 

importance in involving services from actors independent of the state enabling 

them to play “a crucial role in societal regulation” (Torfing 2012: 1). Such actors 

can be citizens but companies and non-governmental organizations are equally 

important. The OECD defines public engagement as “open and inclusive policy-

making” (OECD 2009: 12). “Open” indicates that citizens have access to 

information on policy matters as well as the processes that determine how they 

are put together; “inclusive” indicate that as many citizens as possible have voiced 

their thoughts before policies are finalized (ibid.). This bears a strong resemblance 

to entitling non-state actors with a crucial role in societal regulation. In this way, 

public engagement, participatory governance, and network governance can be 

interpreted as constituting a knowledge field represents a way of thinking of the 

state as a decentred unit consisting of changeable relations. In this way, civil 

society and citizens are emphasized as being part of a never fixed set of relations 

that are always subject to discursive negotiations about sources of authority as well 

as societal moral obligations. Within this knowledge field there is an inherent 

criticism of hierarchical top-down policy-making as there is a resonating 

articulation of the conditions of knowledge. Within both public administration 

theories, this results in a scepticism towards technocratic solutions, which leaves 

an ideational space for the non-expert actor to step in who are as a result 

constituted as procurers of truth. 

 

“Engagement” does also seem to have a more general application. A quick, 

preliminary search on Google for ‘engagement’ + ‘ministry’ in order to find 

ministerial documents reveals that virtually no position in government can be 

carried out without being ‘engaged’; be it leading civil servants in a ministry or a 

local social worker. Almost all job adds being their description of the ideal 

candidate for a vacant position with demanding engagement making it appear as a 

concept applied more broadly than just governance. It is however outside the 

objective of the present thesis to explore and interpret the use of engagement 

within, say, recruiting and human resources practices. To set a clear academic 
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focus and analytical boundaries, I will study the public engagement as is forwarded 

by the OECD. 

 

 

4.2 A Guide to Public Engagement 

 

Justification and new arguments come with new practises, and in the following 

section, I will explore these before diving into the rationality and self-formation 

analysis. The motivation behind the report came to life at a ministerial meeting 

held in Rotterdam with participation from all OECD member countries. 

Participants agreed that governments “need to do better at engaging with citizens if they 

are to build trust while designing and delivering better public policy and services” (OECD 

2009). Achieving this furthermore becomes “a matter of survival for open, democratic 

government” (OECD 2005b). The meeting resulted in a two year long working 

project under the title “Open and inclusive policy-making” that studied and 

discussed the concept and conducted a number of surveys on their current efforts 

on engaging with citizens as well as its potentials, challenges, and costs (OECD 

2009). The work mounted to the report “Focus On Citizens: Public Engagement 

For Better Policy And Services“ which was published in 2009. It forwards 

arguments for public engagement illustrated with surveys while offering empirical 

cases and guiding principles that are to inspire policy-makers’ work with public 

engagement.  

 

In the report, OECD builds upon the same rationalities and inherent criticism of 

state-centric solutions by forwarding a line of though around governments that 

place importance in continuously elaborated relations between public authorities 

and the general public. This is the response to a particular, urgent government 

crisis that has evaporated and. By leveraging resources outside the state, a more 

harmonious society is to emerge constructed with an engaged public (OECD 

2009). 
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The perceived problems are numerous and urgent. Governments face hard 

challenges striving to meet demands since budgets are tight (ibid: 24). 

Furthermore, the demands and expectations of a continuously better educated 

and enlightened population are increasing (ibid.: 21). Finally, there are challenges 

as climate and obesity that are too complex and cannot be solved with the tools 

and knowledge currently available (ibid.: 18). In this way, the difficulties in 

governing are articulated in a problematizing manner that necessitates taking 

remarkable actions. Hence, the report argues that tackling these challenges 

requires engaging with citizens and society in general, and these ought to be 

recognized as another lever of governance (ibid.: 21). Public engagement and 

inclusive policy-making offers the solution to all this:  

 

“Open and inclusive policy making is most often promoted as a means of 

improving democratic performance. For good reason too, as it enhances 

transparency and accountability, public participation and builds civic 

capacity. Yet open and inclusive policy making can do much more. It 

offers a way for governments to improve their policy performance by 

working with citizens” (ibid.: 22) 

 

In this way, the articulation of knowledge and conditions for truth enters into a 

strategic negotiation on the question of where it is located. While the previous 

historic articulations have places significant epistemic privilege on the public 

manager, this can be interpreted as a way of deconstructing the manager’s ability 

to reach true insights into policy-making. 

 

In the quote and throughout the report, the justification of targeting the level of 

engagement of citizens is two-fold. On one hand, it is to realize a true democracy, 

and on the other hand it is a tool that has to potential to deliver effective public 

solutions. 

 

The first argument envisions that public engagement will be a quest for a better 

and true democracy (ibid.: 18, 202, 296). The issue to be fixed is not absence of 
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democracy, but rather a perceived declining interest in democracy that results in 

lower voter turnouts, lower interest in policy-making and a general distrust of 

government (ibid.: 301). If citizens are part of the process that results in the 

policies that govern a state, it increases trust in the state by building up 

“democratic performance” which represents the degree to which governments 

live up to morally attainable principles (ibid.: 22). As trust increases, public 

engagement becomes a driver in aligning the perceptions on value within 

authorities and citizens by reaching out to those who otherwise wouldn’t have the 

resources for participation and voicing their concern (ibid. 12). In this way, 

engaging the public becomes a way to abandon all democratic distortions and 

realize a true and more transparent democracy as it is rendered to be legitimate. 

 

The second, and more extensively developed argument, can be termed as the 

efficiency argument; an attempt to build a better public administration that 

produces cost-effective public services (ibid.: 17, 23, 225). Societal problems and 

general complexity of moving state and society towards efficacy and real 

democracy is too complex, and the necessary knowledge is not located within the 

public authorities; it needs an innovative force in terms of ideational richness and 

the extra resources to carry it out (ibid. 22). The supplementary resource in work 

force and innovation is found within the public and can be leveraged by public 

engagement. When thinking of government as governing a free, living population 

with a complex of values, desires, mechanisms, it becomes indispensable to 

involve citizens. This furthers the constitutive consequence of the previous 

argument in terms of rearticulating abilities, obligations and responsibilities. It 

locates not only ability but also responsibility for societal problems within the 

general public and depending on the engagement of citizen, which legitimizes 

government intervention. While the NPM criticism in previous section 

represented a relocation of ability to tell truth on policy matters, this marks an 

extension of this as it is not only a question of knowing what’s right, but also an 

obligation to act upon a knowledge of what’s right. By doing so public 

engagement becomes necessary and legitimate as a regulatory object. 
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Realizing a more direct democracy and tapping value from new resources could 

intuitively be contrasting endeavours, but public engagement is perceived as 

realizing both democracy and effective governance as illustrated in this model: 

 
(ibid.: 22) 

 

On this view, public engagement doesn’t provide a dilemma or contradiction 

between values, but rather the full realization of democracy while solving the 

challenges of bureaucracy and inefficient solutions as where problematized in the 

previous section. In this way, it becomes antithetical to political or ideological 

discussions. By confining escalating conflicts, public engagement imbrues a 

sanguine view of a utopian future. Interpreting a governmental technology as a 

utopian, harmonious vision provides a strong and alternative interpretation that is 

to be continuously developed in the analytical sections to come. In the following, 

I will discuss the practises of self-formation that follows this under the concepts 

of first, governed substance; second, the governable subject; third, the works of 

government; and finally, the thelos of governing and its ideal society. 
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4.3. Governed Substance 

 

The untapped potential that is constituted within the general public is the desired 

resource to be utilized in public engagement, which raises the question of what 

substance or material it seeks to govern. Although the line of thought zooms in 

on the citizen and te general public that is located outside the politico-

administrative complex, it becomes evident that the initiator of public engagement 

must be some kind of public manager in a facilitating or training role. About a 

vast majority of the respondents consisting of policy-leaders in OECD countries 

say that it’s “important” or “very important” to train citizens in order for them to 

release their potential; similarly civil servants are believed to be in need of training 

to presume their engagement facilitating role (OECD 2009: 42). Governments are 

in this way articulated as responsible for creating an environment that enables the 

responsibility of citizens. 

 

Considering the individual as part of a complex population, there might already be 

engaged citizens who receive less attention in the report as they already satisfy the 

obligation and responsibility of being included contributors in policies. As a 

dividing practise, it constructs a division between those who are engaged and 

those who are not. As of the efficiency-argument, the non-engaged represents a 

potential within the population: 

 

”This may mean making particular efforts to hear the “silent majority” or 

reach out to, or building capacity among, those members of society who 

are least- equipped for public participation in terms of their education, 

capacity, culture and status.” (OECD 2009: 46) 

 

Those who are not engaged in policy-making are here discursively constituted and 

categorized as a defined group, “the silent majority”. Not being included or 

voicing concerns, on this view, becomes an issue for governments legitimating 
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governing the characteristics and desires constituting the behaviour of the dis-

engaged. Public engagement operates with an objective of moving citizens from 

dis-engaged to engaged, and insofar as being engaged is a question of living up to 

a constituted responsibility, the governed substance becomes the responsibility of 

the population. Hindrances of this are here suggested to be education, culture, 

capacity and status. Public engagement thus emphasizes the frugalities of 

governing and democratic principles, and therefore cares about eliminating 

elements that hinders realizing a subject position of a responsible citizen. 

 

From a point of concern with the risk of not being able to engage everyone, the 

OECD categorizes those not engaged into two groups (ibid.: 46). This build on 

the trajectory of a knowledge field consisting of more and ore sophisticated 

strategies to regulate subjects. The engaging policies especially care about the 

citizens that are not engaged within the policy-making process. To tackle this, they 

are categorized within two groups to be engaged in the “art of inclusion” (ibid. 

24); the willing but unable and the able but unwilling in these two prescriptive 

principles on what governments should do to further public engagement: 

 

“ - Lowering the barriers of entry to participation for people who are 

willing but unable to participate. The barriers these people are facing can 

be socio-economic, cultural, geographical or barriers of another external 

nature. 

 

- Increasing the appeal of participation for people who are able but 

unwilling to participate. These people face subjective rather than objective 

barriers. The lack of�appeal�of participation for them may stem from a 

low interest in politics, a lack of trust in how their input will be used, or 

limited personal benefits from participation.” (ibid.: 24) 

 

This categorizes and divides the dis-engaged into those who are interested in 

being included into the policy-making process but have no means or ability, and 
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those who possess the ability, but have no interest in being engaged. This enables 

employing particular strategies on traits that are discursively connected to groups 

as of a dividing practise. Increasing, say, education level of the un-engaged would 

also increase engagement and as a consequence further democratic principles and 

governance effectiveness. The second group, those who have no interest in being 

engage and included, are especially for present thesis. Since the individual has a 

potential that can be released, not doing so constitutes a problem for 

governments, and provides a substance to be governed. Now, the hindrance of 

the individual’s engagement becomes absence of interest, trust or personal 

benefits. While it poses a new tasks for governments in making politics interesting 

and making sure citizen inputs are being used as well as providing a personal gain. 

 

The cohesion of general public and administrators committing to inclusionary 

policy-making that emerges in public engagement is assumed to be able to 

produce members as responsible and able citizens who are able to produce 

solutions to complex problems and prioritizing. In this manner, the governed 

substance of public engagement becomes the characteristics that public 

engagement seeks to grow within the public. This enables the cultivation of 

personal characteristics that determine whether one falls into one or the other 

category. On this interpretation it becomes the form of individual responsibility of 

fulfilling a discursively articulated moral obligation that can be observed as 

acknowledging one’s own role in building a society without resistance that is build 

with lack of engagement. 

 

 

4.5. Works of Government 

 

With an Aristotelian concept the works of government is termed techne, and 

designate the body of tools, technologies and techniques that are opens the space 

of government intervention. The works of government are arranged around a self-

formation and invite the individual reflection of himself as a utility that is to 
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improve government performance. This becomes observable when studying 

guidelines from OECD and a local case from a Danish municipality as it 

represents a way of governing through the same rationalities as public 

engagement. 

 

To translate ideas into practise, the OECD offers 10 guiding principles; 

commitment, rights, clarity, time, inclusion, resources, co-ordination, 

accountability, evaluation, and active citizenship (OECD 2009: 79). Together, they 

aim for government practises to release resources that can improve government 

efficiency and democratic principles. There is however a striking absence of easily 

applicable practise oriented guidelines practitioners can adopt in their local efforts 

to engage citizens. In this way, the methods must be established locally in OECD 

member countries or municipalities. Interpreting the absence in this way, it 

becomes a governmental strategy that does not enforce a specified solution. 

Instead it delegates the decisions mandate allowing decentralized decision makers 

to consider their own abilities, context, and possibilities of engaging the citizen. 

The rationality of governmentality is thereby observable on two levels. On a 

macro scale, the OECD build on a rationality that invites members states to 

reflect upon their own engagement strategies. One a micro scale, these strategies 

regulates the self-regulation of citizens. An example of this is the Danish 

municipality of Odense with a local practise referring to the same ideas as the 

OECD such as citizen inclusion, innovation, and active citizenship (MindLab 

2012).  

 

The municipality of Odense (Odense Kommune) created a “citizen house” on a 

pedestrian street with support from a governmental innovation agency, MindLab, 

who published a case description in the collaboration between the agency and 

Odense Kommune. In the house, citizens are to enter and meet public servants 

and have frugal discussions on how to solve societal problems by sharing their 

views and ideas (MindLab 2012). Analysing the house as an engaging technology, 

it attempt to create an open space, where citizens can further their insights into 

public problems. Local authorities are in this way inviting citizens to take part of 
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the continuous negotiation of knowledge conditions and how to establish an ideal 

society. This articulates the citizen role as possessing an ideational and decisive 

force that can be realized through dialogue and careful cultivation. 

 

As the OECD does not make strategies or methods explicit or easily applicable, 

public engagement can be observed to make certain perspectives visible. The case 

from Odense Kommune demonstrates how the modern political rationality 

valorises public administrations that don’t consider itself an authority, but is rather 

open to inputs from citizens. In the particular dialogue, there is room for 

negotiating the conditions of truth discursively to figure out the criteria for which 

ideas that are put into operation. 

 

There is a discussion in OECD report on the risk of inputs that are not consistent 

with the ideas from the politico-administrative complex, and it thereby entering 

into a negation on the relation between ideas or opinions from accordingly the 

public and the politico-administrative complex (OECD 2009: 16, 25, 43). Making 

a new space for deliberation does not come without a risk, and the 

reconfiguration of abilities to make true statements in the public’s favour on 

policy and public value as concluded in the shift from NPM to engagement 

becomes a risk. When the source of new solutions is moved from the tradition 

expert or policy-maker to the citizen, it becomes important that these are not 

inconsistent with current policies (ibid.: 23). There is thus a potential tension 

between the principle of realizing true democracy and inviting citizens to release 

innovative force and create solutions in society. The tension is evident in the 

perceived risks that include lacking compliance, extensive time use and “agendas 

being hijacked” (Ibid.: 16, 25, 43). The effort of reaching high compliance is 

described accordingly: 

 

“Making people part of the process of prioritising and deliberation, helps 

them to understand the stakes of reform and can help ensure that the 

decisions reached are perceived as legitimate, even if they do not agree 
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with them. More open policy making contributes to raising compliance 

levels with decisions reached.” (OECD 2009: 23) 

 

This expands the tasks of the included citizens. While is it only not a space 

without rule for ideational sharing, it is also one where decisions of priority are to 

be made. It is observable that citizens are thought to gain a better understanding 

of policies – and not only create them – if they can be part of making them. On 

this view, engaging practises become a way of creating a shared understanding 

between citizens and public authorities by creating a perception of legitimacy in 

public policy solutions. By inventing the citizen as engaged, the modern political 

rationality establishes the possibility of regulating the intersection between citizens 

and authorities; this furthers the previously argued political antithesis. Instead of 

encouraging debate, disagreement, and criticism, public engagement creates a 

normative framework that valorises behaviour that is “responsible”. 

 

The risk is further elaborated in the potential of particular groups of special 

interest “hijacking” an agenda. 39% of respondents that include representatives 

from OECD countries perceive “Hijacking by special interest groups” as a major 

risk of public engagement (ibid.: 43). In this way, they render only certain inputs 

feasible not. This suggests the need to not only facilitate, but also ensure that 

public engagement rests on government premises. Finally, “Higher administration 

burden” (30%) and “Delays in policy implementation or decision making “ (48%) 

are among the most immediate risks.  

 

In this way public engagement can be interpreted as a way of allowing button-

down influence in politics, but on the premises of the government. It is thus less 

of a neutralization of power between citizen and government, but rather the 

institutionalization of a particular and anonymous way of exercising power. The 

quest of reaching an alternative to hierarchical top-down government structures 

and new public management strikes a resemblance with what it attempted to 

replace: continuous state authority, high degree of exterior governance, and 

technocratic solutions. While the works of government might solve problems of 
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unsatisfied citizens that feel overlooked, it might just as well pose own problems 

in terms of conflicts between when inputs are deemed useable if they are in 

conflict with efficacy aspirations.  

 

 

4.4. The Governable Subject 

 

Individuals are continuously enrolled in various discourses that form and shape it 

through management technologies and it occurs embedded in discourse and 

constitutes contingency anonymously, (Foucault 1983: 789). The subject is 

therefore not assumed to have a fixed unit, but rather one that is constantly 

shaped and reshaped. The continuing efforts to shape and form of the subject is 

the question in hand when it comes to the “governable subject”; discussing how 

citizens are turned into subjects to be governed through public engagement as a 

governmental technology. A force of Foucaultian governmental studies is that one 

refrains from reducing exercise of power and use of practises to a mere question 

of suppression by enabling a complex and conjoint subject position (Foucault 

1983: 781). It is my argument that public engagement discursively constitutes a 

particular subjectification and creates a double subject role that is socially 

controlled as well as empowered. 

 

Public engagement as a governmental technology empowers the subject in terms 

of providing an identity with possibilities as well as an institutional framework 

supporting this. In this context, an engaged individual is someone with skills, 

desire, and ability to drive and change societal challenges:  

 

“Given the complexity and scale of emerging governance challenges, 

governments cannot hope to design effective policy responses, nor to 

strengthen legitimacy and trust, without the input, ideas and insights of as 

wide a variety of citizens’ voices as possible”  (OECD 2009: 24) 
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For the engaged citizen, providing valuable input to complex problems is not 

merely a possibility that is offered, but rather an obligation that is constructed and 

imposed. This is observable when OECD makes strategies to shape those who 

have the ability but lack the interest. In this way, to become responsible, the 

citizen ought to take this identity upon himself, and manage own actions towards 

something innovative. 

 

Elements of social control or suppression are observable since governmental 

apparatuses are deemed necessary for engagement providing the citizen with a 

particular subject role (ibid.: 16, 24, 25, 42, 43). The Latin aphorism cum habilitate 

obligatio encompasses much of this kind of supressing subjectification. There is a 

need to ensure engagement, and the OECD underlines that the citizen needs 

training enabling them to provide “useful” inputs (ibid. 42). The compliance 

concern, as stated above, helps determine what is useful. In relation to public 

engagement, being compliant means to understand the legitimacy of policy 

decisions they don’t necessarily agree with (ibid.: 23). The engaged subject must 

therefore translate own desires into government thinking and can only enjoy the 

institutional support and empowerment insofar as inputs are successfully 

mediated through the governmental apparatuses. Public engagement makes more 

likely that the individual is seeing a similarity between own views and the state’s 

views. In a lighter interpretation, the individual should move his opinions towards 

of the state. 

 

This encourages the question of what it means to be complaint and a responsible 

citizen; and what does it mean not to be? The risk of agendas being hijacked by 

particular groups yields hypothesizing about a search for a universally valid 

epistemological argument of truth. The apparatus of compliance and cultivation 

enables the citizen to perceive certain suggestions as more prudent than others. 

Suggestions that have a generalizing character are better than those of subculture 

or perhaps desire. Accepting compliance implies, on this view, accepting and 

integrating own beliefs, desires, and hopes for society into a universal, public 

value. Being an engaged subject is hereby to take an active role in making sure one 
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is included in policymaking and undertaking systematic approaches to improve 

ideas and making them fit into a framework of public authorities. Engaged 

subjects must be able to figure out what is frugal and provide this value through 

ideational sharing. Public engagement becomes a way of governance that sets a 

number of premises for the citizen’s spontaneous contribution. 

 

Public engagement can as of these observations be interpreted as a governmental 

technology that simultaneously facilitate and construct a possibility and obligation 

through practises and technologies enabling the citizen’s entry into the tasks of 

making policies, but also take upon hard priorities. This subjectification 

reconfigures the relation between citizen and state, as the citizen becomes a co-

responsible for governments delivering what they are expected to. It also creates 

legitimacy for the state to intervene into the citizen’s desires and abilities if these 

do not satisfy the requirements for being engaged; thus governments are 

permitted and obligated to train citizens and shape their wishes to fit into a pre-

existing governmental framework of public policy. 

 

 

4.6.  Thelos and Risk Reducing Governing  

 

The final analytical dimension of the present inquiry is with the purpose of 

addressing the thelos. It poses the question of what kind of society or form of 

existence it tries to realize; its utopian dimension (Dean 1995: 577). 

 

A way of approaching a public administration thelos is political eschatology. The 

concept of eschatology origins from the Old Testament and designates a state of 

perfection where the goodness of God has defeated all evil powers (Villadsen 

2016: 14). It was employed by Foucault during a 1978 lecture in a secular version 

to denote political visions of utopia proclaiming unified versions of the state and 

society as the final, teleological state of history (Foucault 2009: 453). He used it to 

designate the utopian, political ideas of unifying communities in an anti-state 
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manner that realizes a final cause in history (Villadsen 2016: 17). In this way, 

Foucault observed how the idea of eschatologies emerge in modern political 

discourses and inspire movement critical of state-centric and top-down 

governments in order to install alternative down-up movements: 

 

“The day when civil society can free itself of the constraints and controls 

of the state, when the power of the state can finally be reabsorbed into this 

civil society – into a civil society that I have tried to show was born within 

the form and analysis of governmental reason itself – time, the time if not 

of history then at least of politics, of the state, will come to an end as a 

result” (Foucault 2009: 454) 

 

Political eschatology hereby elaborates criticism of state authority possible with 

the promise of a more harmonious society where a perceived contrast between 

state and society has been dissolved (Villadsen 2016: 14). This gives a modern, 

political interpretation of eschatology as a discoursive resource that can emerge in 

different political rationalities with different purposes. 

 

Adapting Foucault’s interpretation of eschatology, it is my contention that public 

engagement can be interpreted as the emergence of an art political eschatology. As 

a political rationality, it has emerged out of a criticism of new public management 

understood as a state-centric way of governing too much that left the public and 

civil society out of the decision making process. The teleological aim then 

becomes the limitation of central governing by public managers making fewer 

decisions and citizens, or “the public” making more by being engaged into policy-

making. The eschatological state of ideal society then becomes the one where all 

citizens have the ability as well as institutional possibility to provide solutions to 

the societal problem they experience themselves without state-centric, top-down 

intervention. By discursively constituting a moral obligation to citizens, they are to 

take more governing upon themselves under obligation to society in the name of 

effective public administration and democracy. A feature of political eschatology 

is that it must not necessarily realize the utopian dimension it idealizes, but yet it 
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installs a particular subject position. Thus public engagement becomes a political 

resource in spite the possibility that all citizens might never be “engaged”. Instead, 

it continuously invites them to take accept the idea of the possibility of realizing 

an engaged society with minimal exterior governing which makes particular 

patterns of behaviour possible and normatively valued. 

 

Foucault argues that political eschatologies have alarming potentials that ought to 

raise awareness and political distrust (Villadsen 2016: 24).  If the citizen accepts 

the subject role by being a part of policy-making it comes on the condition that 

the citizen subject must accept cultivation and articulate own inputs in an 

applicable, utilizing manner. The pervasion of governmental rationalities creating 

responsible citizens becomes a calibration for certain traits within the individual; 

namely those that don’t pose risks and bear the possibility of limiting rebellion. 

Public engagement voices a utopian society where the citizen’s ideas are 

channelled through a governmental apparatus in order to ensure obedience, or in 

the words of the report, “compliance”. In this way, a “cost” of engaging civil 

society or the public emerges. 

 

To make a final remark on the “costs” of engagement, I will suggest the 

application of Foucault’s dispositive of security. It is a kind of rationality that can 

be installed into politics by recognizing that undesired human behaviour cannot 

be eliminated or effectively prohibited, and should instead be reduced as much as 

possible (Villadsen 2012: 19). Like the rejection of state-centric and top-down 

governing, public managers are able to become wiser and governing the complex 

population better; with a stronger understanding of its nuances, desires and 

difficulty to be controlled it minimizes risky and inconvenient behaviour. 

Similarly, public engagement contains a kind of limitation of possible critiques and 

oppositions towards the state. Not just encompassing behaviour deemed illegal, 

but also just undesirable or against what is believed to be frugal. Consider the dis-

engaged who are categorized in the willing but unable and able but unwilling 

which legitimized (OECD 2009: 24). On this view, public engagement becomes 

an installation of a security dispositive that acknowledges that there will always be 
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state critical citizens and lack of understanding towards policy-decisions, but with 

the aim of reducing the issues that such absence of understanding and 

disengagement poses. Letting the public include itself in policy-making thus have 

risks. 

 

Adapting rationalities of public engagement thus becomes a operation of reducing 

the possibility of criticizing state measures to make citizens accept the premise of 

shaping political views to fit needs of operationalization in the name of being 

engagement. This can belittle political disagreements as the centre of politics, and 

shift the focus towards mainly attempting to build apparatuses and channels that 

can engage and operationalize a particularly mediated version of the opinions of 

the public. This replaces the possibility of major political choices as the 

democratic enabler. Political eschatologies are in this way an anti-political thelos 

(Villadsen 2016: 19). Public engagement thus makes rebellion and criticism of 

state measures less likely by articulating the key political mission to construct a 

union between citizens and civil servants. 

 

The union of state and civil society can thus be interpreted as a risk reducing 

apparatus to ensure the continuous power relation. Instead of acknowledging the 

possibility of state-criticism and historic ideological battles, the key political aim 

becomes one of facilitation. To reiterate, the aim of the present argument is not to 

claim a certain epistemological privilege in providing the correct way of 

understanding and interpreting the political rationalities, but rather attempting to 

provide an alternative interpretation than the unanimous appraisals. 
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5. CONCLUSION 
 

By first exploring a the emergence of public engagement genealogically and later 

as a governmental technology, this aim of the present thesis has been to offer an 

alternative interpretation that distances itself from the unequivocal praise of the 

public engagement’s potential to instead deliver a critique. I have done so from 

within the general theme of history of though that builds on the belief that the 

historical emergence of public engagement as a governmental rationality cannot 

be disassociated from the discursive field and must thus be examined as such. 

Within this epistemological style of analysis, I have argued that public engagement 

was shaped by? the discursive re-articulation of knowledge, normativity, and 

subjectivity. The notion thus began to take up a central role in the negotiation of 

roles that constitute the public manager and citizen subjectivity that makes certain 

patterns of behaviour more visible and likely than other. 

 

The dominating discourse in the 1980s and roughly following two decades 

focussed on the employment of rationalized, top-down governing technologies to 

solve an economic and governing crisis that was allegedly caused by too much and 

inefficient governing. This expanded the scope of government by giving mandate 

to let public manager unfold their abilities and innovative force. Constructing the 

public manager as the key player capable of solving societal problems illuminated 

the historic reconfiguration of conditions for speaking the truth regarding public 

governance. Following historically the continuous re-articulations, I analysing 

empirical sources including academics, politicians, and leading public managers, 

and I argued that the theme of top-down versus down-up and possible forms of 

knowledge became increasingly the object of negotiation. Since public services 

were said to be unable to satisfy the needs of citizens, a lack of motivation and 

engagement was problematized and believed to constitute a new crisis in public 
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administration that was perceived inefficient and out of touch with its inner 

purpose. Constituting new public management as the cause of a government crisis 

did not only problematize a practise, but also opened up for possibilities of 

offering solutions targeting a particular matter, which in this case was the 

disengagement and lack of motivation in policy-making among citizens. This 

development made the public possible as an object of governmental strategies or, 

in other words, something governments ought to act on and engage with by 

means of sophisticated technologies.  

 

The genealogy consisted of discontinuity as well as continuity. Including the 

public in policy-making in an engaging way, constituted the citizen as the one 

possessing access to truth, an innovative drive and solution-oriented mind-set to 

be released. Thus the possible source of truth was rearticulated and shifted from 

the public manager to the citizen, representing a discontinuity in the conditions of 

truth-production. Although the shift from new public management to public 

engagement has been perceived as a remarkable shift of styles of government, I 

argued, however, that continuity was also observable. Both representing a 

criticism of too much governing, they took part in the same governmental 

rationality of constructing a subject position assuming the subject, be it a public 

manager or citizen, to harbour an inherent force of innovation and a drive 

towards releasing inner ideas that can pose solutions that has not before been 

known within the state. 

 

To zoom in on the governmental rationality of public engagement, I proposed 

analysing it as a governmental technology invested with particular ways of 

conducting the conduct of others and constitutive consequences. This I analysed 

using the framework differentiated into the governed substance, government 

techne, modes of subjectification, and finally the utopian society envisioned. The 

OECD published a large report in 2009 that provided the empirical background 

insofar as it articulated the same criticism of top-down hierarchical governing as 

governance theories and examples from municipalities. Following public 

engagement as the solution to the government crisis and disengagement which 
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was supposedly caused by hierarchical new public management-models, public 

engagement as the solution attempts to govern the individual characteristics that 

hinder the individual’s inclusion in policy-making. With a normative framework of 

behaviour that constructs what kinds of morally attainable action that can be 

identified as ‘being engaged’ and taking part in solving societal problems, citizens 

become constituted as responsible for doing so. Emphasizing the constitution of a 

valorised pattern of behaviour, the citizen was invited to take a subject position 

where he/she was at once empowered and became a subject to control. Through 

governmental technologies, the citizen is supposed to accept the necessity of 

receiving training and translating his/her own desires and thoughts into a 

framework designed by the government / public authorities … kind of framework 

to make it possible to implement. The citizen is therefore only empowered on the 

condition that a position of disempowerment is at the same time accepted. Public 

engagement is thus not a power-free and unmediated channel to voice concerns, 

but rather a mechanism that render some statements, actions and attitudes better 

than others. 

 

I finally sought to interpret public engagement as a political eschatology 

comparing it to broadly to political movements critical of state-centric and top-

down governments in the quest of installing an alternative down-up governed 

society without friction between state and civil society. I noted that in order to 

realize public engagement as a political utopia, the citizens must accept the 

apparatuses of risk reducing governing. In this way, public engagement becomes 

not only the institutional framework that allows citizens to voice their concerns, 

but also a mechanism of control that operates, as it were, by ‘absorbing’ society 

into the state. This can be interpreted as an anti-political movement that precludes 

the possibility of resistance since the citizen is requested to act responsibly, taking 

part of solving discursively articulated public administration crises. In this 

perspective, there is little need for major confrontations between historically 

received ideologies, and instead the political discussion can now centre on how to 

technically incite and integrate citizens’ mediated desires. 
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In this way, I have attempted to propose an alternative interpretation of public 

engagement that provides ammunition for a potential criticism. This is not to say 

that governments ought to distance itself from citizens or civil society, but rather I 

wish to encourage them to take a critical stance towards it. A key question is 

whether public engagement fulfils its intention of reducing or doing away with 

exterior governing since engagement, as I have demonstrated, can only be 

articulated through sophisticated governmental techniques. The citizen’s 

engagement is thereby only in the condition that he or she accepts a discursively 

constructed normative field of behaviour that entails being subject to training 

aimed at living up to a set of specific responsibilities. There is in the realization of 

public engagement a continuous production of rationalities, tehcniques of social 

control and reproduction of hierarchies, in spite of its doctrine of “merely” letting 

the citizen have influence.  
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