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Abstract 
Involving stakeholders in program decision-making 

can support existing programs and reduce tensions 

against the state. However, to be involved, stake-

holders may request specific mechanisms to influ-

ence program design or outcomes. This paper ana-

lyzes the design of four consultation mechanisms 

and the resultant stakeholder experiences in a pro-

vincial Canadian program called Farm Income 

Stabilization Insurance (FISI). The program offers 

a protection against low prices. The findings of this 

paper are based on 18 semi-structured interviews 

conducted with current and former participants 

familiar with the mechanisms. An analysis is 

accomplished through Arnstein’s ladder of citizen 

participation and Glasser’s choice theory. Results 

show that stakeholder representation can be im-

proved by adequately designing consultation mech-

anisms and implementing specific actions. Recom-

mended practices include separating political and 

technical discussions, asking a third party to take 

charge of the consultation mechanisms and prepare 

information, formally laying down recurrent mech-

anisms, and involving high-ranking individuals in 

the discussions. 
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Introduction 
Designing government-sponsored programs in-

volves many factors. These include budget consid-

erations, stakeholders’ needs and demands, and the 

potential impact of the program on the environ-

ment, on society, or on other groups that may 

expect to receive similar support (Bellemare & 

Carnes, 2015; Daugbjerg & Swinbank, 2012; 

Josling, 2002; Mercier, 2016; Skogstad, 2008). 

Ideally, policymakers who design government pro-

grams rely on many sources of information to 

make sound decisions, leading to the efficient dis-

tribution of funds, thus achieving their primary 

objective of benefitting stakeholders. 

 Many of these funding decisions are based on 

data gathered by bureaucrats working with existing 

programs (Kelman, 2005; Lindblom, 1959). While 

this type of data is valuable, primary beneficiaries 

of programs also have knowledge and information 

that could influence the decision-making process 

(Gailmard & Patty, 2013). One way to access bene-

ficiaries’ input is to engage interest groups through 

the lobbyists who represent them and serve as their 

voice. This mechanism could convey information 

directly from interest groups to politicians and the 

state (Baumgartner et al., 2009).  

 The case study presented here showcases such 

a relationship regarding the design and implemen-

tation of one provincial risk management program 

in Canada, the Farm Income Stabilization Insur-

ance (FISI)1 program. This study enables the iden-

tification of factors supporting stakeholder partici-

pation and contributes to a better understanding of 

FISI, a program that has historically lacked atten-

tion from researchers (Gervais & Larue, 2007). 

Informational considerations are especially im-

portant for this program since problematic infor-

mation can yield additional risks for farmers 

(Antón et al., 2011).  

 Drawing on Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of citizen 

participation and Glasser’s (1999) choice theory, 

this paper examines the involvement of Québec 

farmers in decisions affecting the FISI program 

through mechanisms of consultation, where farmers’ 

groups have a voice in the establishment of 

parameters surrounding the program and the 

 
1 In French: Assurance Stabilisation des Revenus Agricoles (ASRA). 

eligibility of the beneficiaries. This specific combi-

nation of theories creates a framework covering the 

formal aspects of consultation and the interactions 

between stakeholders inside and around these con-

sultations. Furthermore, it also addresses the rela-

tionship between beneficiaries’ representatives and 

the state. By focusing on the relationship rather 

than the use of power or resources, this approach 

departs from the more traditional perspective of 

interest representation in some political science and 

public policy theories (see Bachrach & Baratz, 

1962; Cawson, 1986; Cobb & Ross, 1987; Dahl, 

1961; Kanol, 2015). 

 This research relies on an outcome evaluation 

of the mechanisms of consultation, particularly 

through expert interviews, to increase our under-

standing of how farmers’ groups are incorporated 

into program decision-making. 

 The results suggest that since the early 2000s, 

when the state implemented these mechanisms of 

consultation, tensions related to risk management 

programs between the state and farmers’ groups 

have lessened in Québec. The process has led to a 

climate of collaboration rather than one of mistrust 

and confrontation. The results also identify certain 

aspects of mechanism design that can foster partic-

ipation. 

 This paper first includes a section presenting 

how Arnstein’s ladder of citizen participation and 

Glasser’s choice theory can be combined to inform 

farmer participation in the program decision-

making process. A second section describes the 

FISI program and the mechanisms of consultation 

used to inform and update program parameters. A 

third section discusses the use of outcome 

evaluation and expert interviews to assess the utility 

of the mechanisms as perceived by the participants. 

Finally, the fourth section concludes with the re-

sults of this assessment, as well as the patterns that 

emerged that support sustaining stakeholder 

participation. 

Stakeholder Involvement in 
Program Decision-making 
This study focuses on the interaction between 

stakeholders’ representatives via specific FISI 
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mechanisms of consultation. The study adopts a 

combined perspective of individual participation 

and mechanism design by combining Arnstein’s 

ladder of citizen participation and Glasser’s choice 

theory.  

 In 1969, Sherry Arnstein developed a ladder 

representation of citizen involvement in decision-

making processes, illustrating stakeholders’ roles in 

the process and their level of influence. The ladder 

is focused on the capacity of citizens to gain power 

inside the institution in which they are involved 

through political mechanisms, such as lobbying 

(Collins & Ison, 2009). The theory considers that 

the greater importance given to consultation partic-

ipants, the greater influence stakeholders will have. 

The visual manifestation of the theory is a ladder 

composed of several rungs that stakeholders can 

climb to acquire more power. Each rung is cumula-

tive with precedents equalizing the relationship 

between participants and the organization in charge 

of the consultation. For instance (see Table 1), 

lower rungs of participation are associated with 

actions of manipulation or therapy. On these 

rungs, stakeholders are not asked about their posi-

tion on the topic but rather to participate and learn 

the right attitude toward the organization’s actions. 

Therefore, consultation mechanisms placing stake-

holders on these rungs limit stakeholders’ influence 

and participation. Stakeholders are included in 

proper consultation mechanisms for the middle 

rungs, but usually as information receivers rather 

than actual contributors. Finally, the higher rungs 

of participation include partnership development, 

with the delegation of some power and control of 

the organization held by stakeholders. Participants 

are recognized as contributors on these rungs, and 

their perspective is heard. Thus, according to Arn-

stein (1969), by identifying which rung represents 

the involvement of stakeholders in decision-

making processes, it is possible to depict who is 

actually making the decisions. The higher the rung 

that stakeholder reaches, the more power they have 

to influence decision outcomes. 

 Even though this ladder is over 50 years old, it 

is still regularly used by researchers from a wide 

variety of fields (e.g., health care, urban planning, 

public administration, climate change) (Collins & 

Ison, 2009; Schively Slotterback & Lauria, 2019; 

Stelmach, 2016; Tritter & McCallum, 2006). In 

agriculture, Beyuo (2020) used Arnstein’s ladder to 

understand how the level of engagement by farm-

ers in non-governmental organizations (NGOs) 

influences their adoption of sustainable agronomic 

practices. 

 Arnstein’s ladder is a useful and appropriate 

tool to analyze and criticize public participation 

mechanisms as it focuses on the access and influ-

ence provided to stakeholders’ representatives 

(Blue et al., 2019). This theory also allows us to 

consider multiple stakeholders in different mecha-

Table 1. Ladder of Citizen Participation in Instances Organized by Another Actor 

Rung Rung name Maximum stakeholder power allowed for each rung 

1 Manipulation Information provided to change their opinion 

2 Therapy Accompanied by professionals that can diagnose their problem 

3 Informing Reception of information to increase their knowledge 

4 Consultation Inclusion in committees that have no decision-making power 

5 Placation Inclusion in decisional committees but without resources allowing them to be relevant 

6 Partnership Share the decision-making power 

7 Delegated Power Have delegated power to make decisions  

8 Citizen Control Have the sole control of the programs overseen 

Source: Arnstein, 1969. 
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nisms, thus limiting potential influences from indi-

vidual participant characteristics if the unit of anal-

ysis is kept at the mechanism of consultation level 

rather than at the individual stakeholder level 

(Stelmach, 2016; Tritter & McCallum, 2006). Fur-

thermore, by using this theory, it is possible to do a 

first screening to qualify the place given to stake-

holders in each mechanism. 

 However, Arnstein’s ladder of citizen par-

ticipation also has some serious limits, such as 

assuming a linear relationship between influence 

and place granted in consultation mechanisms 

(Blue et al., 2019; Collins & Ison, 2009). For 

instance, it assumes that citizen control is the best 

possible participation process, even if it might not 

align with participants’ rationale, expectations, or 

capacity (Tritter & McCallum, 2006). Moreover, 

the framework considers that each stakeholder in a 

group is similar, obscuring the place of minorities 

(Blue et al., 2019; Tritter & McCallum, 2006). 

 To alleviate some of these limits, this paper 

adds a second theory, Glasser’s (1999) choice 

theory, which allows a deeper examination of the 

aspects influencing relations in the mechanisms of 

consultation. It is a psychiatric theory explaining 

the behavior and motivation of individuals through 

their attempt to fulfill their needs (Milford & Kid-

dell, 2020). It posits that individuals act out of un-

happiness rather than mental illness. Thus, an indi-

vidual’s actions can be explained by understanding 

the relationship between their current situation and 

the expected ideal situation. From a psychiatric 

perspective, it includes the concept that fulfilling 

the basic needs of individuals should be the core 

focus of intervention rather than medicating men-

tal illnesses (Lyngstad, 2020; Milford & Kiddell, 

2020). Glasser stipulates that individuals are con-

stantly trying to change their situation to align it 

with their perceived ideal situation. Thus, individu-

als are incentivized to adjust their behaviors to ful-

fill their needs rather than palliating their symp-

toms (Brown et al., 2007; Glasser, 1999; Tanrikulu, 

2014). In terms of consultation mechanisms, it 

would mean that changing the design of a mech-

 
2 A fifth one, survival, was developed by Glasser (1999) to refer to the physiological needs of survival, nourishment, and shelter. 

Following the work of Bjornstad (2009) and Seriès (2012), this study omits survival as it refers to actions outside of the scope of the 

mechanisms of consultation. 

anism could help shift the actual situation of 

participants toward their ideal one. 

 This broad theory has mostly been applied in 

educational settings and has focused on mental 

health issues. Though, as Bjornstad (2009,p.69) 

mentions, there is interest in adapting Glasser’s 

theory to a political perspective since individuals 

also try to fulfill their goals in these situations: 

“Although choice theory and assessment of needs 

has mostly focused on intimate relationships 

and/or professional relationships within education, 

there is no explicit theoretical limitation that pro-

hibits these principles from being applied to politi-

cal relationships.” Therefore, this study adjusts 

Glasser’s (1999) choice theory to apply it to 

organization and mechanisms of consultation.  

 Following this theory, participants in the 

mechanisms of consultation seek to fulfill four 

basic needs: belonging, power, freedom, and fun.2 
Here, belonging refers to the capacity of an organi-

zation to make its stakeholders feel included and 

understood. Similarly, power refers to the ability of 

stakeholders to control their environment and 

influence other stakeholders in the decision-making 

process. In this case, during consultation meetings, 

the organization must ensure that the decisions 

made have an impact. Freedom refers to the capac-

ity of stakeholders to express their opinion and 

assume the consequences of these opinions. The 

organization must then avoid restraining stakehold-

ers’ expression of any ideas or avenues of reflec-

tion. Finally, fun refers to the pleasure stakeholders 

feel when they participate in the mechanism’s 

activities. For any organization, fun can be reached 

by ensuring that the other fundamental needs are 

fulfilled (Glasser, 1999; Seriès, 2012). 

 When participants cannot fulfill their needs, 

they should feel some discomfort or pain (Howatt, 

2012). Applied to the mechanisms of consultation, 

and leading back to Arnstein’s view, the decision-

making control exerted by some individuals can 

create a poor relationship in which participation 

can hardly be reached (Bjornstad, 2009; Edwards, 

2009; Tanrikulu, 2014). Thus, by understanding if 
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and how participants’ needs are fulfilled in the con-

text of a mechanism of consultation, it would be 

possible to infer a participant’s situation. Combin-

ing both theories creates a framework that encom-

passes the influence of procedures and informal 

rules and habits between participants (Seriès, 2012). 

The Farm Income Stabilization 
Insurance (FISI) Program 
FISI was established in the province of Québec in 

1975 with the primary objective of reducing farm 

income variation while guaranteeing a net positive 

income for farmers (Commission sur l’Avenir de 

l’Agriculture et de l’Agroalimentaire du Québec, 

2008; Groupe de Travail sur la Sécurité du Revenu, 

2014; St-Pierre, 2009). It was first implemented to 

support cow-calf production and has since been 

expanded to most of the important commodities 

produced in Québec that are not covered by supply 

management (Gervais & Larue, 2007; Lachappelle, 

2007). 

 The program acts as insurance against market 

price fluctuations that would cause losses to farm-

 
3 For most farmers, FISI does not have any copay. 
4 FISI ended their coverage of apples a few months after the completion of this study. 
5 Until 2001, when the Financière Agricole du Québec was created, decisions related to stabilized income were made by the Ministry 

of Agriculture, Food, and Fisheries. Since that time, the Financière Agricole du Québec has been responsible for most of the decisions 

related to FISI, along with the Centre d’Études sur les Coûts de Production en Agriculture. 

ers. Farmers pay a premium every year to enroll in 

FISI and receive a payment from the government 

if the market price is below the stabilized income. 

Hence, if the annual average market price is higher 

than or equal to the stabilized income, the pro-

ducer receives nothing from the state (see Case A 

from Figure 1). If it is lower, the producer receives 

the difference between the stabilized income and 

the market price (see Case B from Figure 1) 

(FADQ, 2018).3 There is a different stabilized 

income for each of the 10 commodities covered 

(hogs, lamb, cattle, apples,4 and different cereals). 

In this sense, it is a classic protection program 

against low commodity prices, similar to the 

counter-cyclical payments included in the U.S. farm 

bill from 2002 to 2013 (Smith & Glauber, 2019). 

 The determination of the threshold for pay-

ment is the main difference between FISI and simi-

lar programs in the United States. The stabilized 

income threshold represents the actual price pro-

ducers should receive if the market adequately 

covers their cost of production. It is determined by 

a production cost study that the Financière Agri-

cole du Québec (FADQ) carries 

out through an independent non-

profit organization, the Centre 

d’Études sur les Coûts de Pro-

duction en Agriculture (CECPA).5 
This study is conducted every five 

years through mandatory audits 

on a sample of farms producing 

the commodities, resulting in a 

model farm on which the FADQ 

bases all its calculations, such as 

the number of units produced 

and the production of non-FISI 

commodities.  

 Central to this paper is the 

idea that the determination 

method of each element of the 

stabilized income varies by 

commodity and time, with the 

Figure 1. The Farm Income Stabilization Insurance Mechanisms of 

Compensation 

Source: Author. 
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potential for involvement of farmer’s groups in 

some cases (FADQ, 2018). The process currently 

includes four mechanisms of consultation that 

allow for farmer involvement through the farmers 

union—the Union des Producteurs Agricoles. 

Figure 2 highlights the four mechanisms (circled). 

Arrows represent the relationship inside mecha-

nisms, and square boxes identify the institutions 

and groups involved. In Québec, Union des Pro-

ducteurs Agricoles has specific chapters—or 

unions—grouped by commodities produced. This 

research focused on each of these mechanisms of 

consultation to highlight their impact on the 

decision-making processes. 

 In the lower left corner of Figure 2 is the Cen-

tre d’Études sur les Coûts de Production en Agri-

culture (CECPA). It oversees two of the mech-

anisms of consultation: sectoral committees and 

CECPA’s board. The first step in determining 

production cost is the meeting of each sectoral 

committee; there is one committee for each com-

modity or group of commodities. They meet every 

five years for about 12 to 13 months. The commit-

tees ensure that the methodology used to deter-

mine production cost is adequately applied while 

respecting the uniqueness of each sector. The com-

 
6 Each commodity group can also request a meeting to discuss concerns about technical elements that need to be updated or changed 

to ensure the calculation represents the reality of farmers. 

position of the sectoral committees varies in 

number but always includes representatives from 

the FADQ, the Ministry, and commodity groups 

(CECPA, 2018). 

 Second, sectoral committees recommend 

results from the production cost studies for adop-

tion by CECPA’s board. CECPA’s board must for-

mally adopt the study once sectoral committees 

validate it. The board does not have the power to 

change the cost of production, but it can raise addi-

tional concerns or overlooked issues for discussion. 

This board includes equal members from Union 

des Producteurs Agricoles, FADQ, and the Minis-

try. Once the board is confident about the results, 

it sends the study to the FADQ, which uses the 

information to compute the stabilized income. 

 The FADQ is in the top right corner of Figure 

3. It oversees the other two mechanisms of con-

sultation: ad hoc meetings and the Financière Agri-

cole du Québec’s board. First, FADQ holds ad hoc 

meetings to present the stabilized income to the 

commodity groups. In these meetings, FADQ 

usually invites multiple representatives from a sin-

gle commodity group to discuss the circumstances 

associated with the commodity’s market condi-

tions.6 

Figure 2. Institutions Involved in FISI and Their Decision-Making Bodies 

Source: Author. 
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 Finally, FADQ’s board adopts the final cost of 

production so it can become the major component 

used to compute the stabilized income. As such, 

the board acts as the last resort for questions that 

would have been left unanswered. The board in-

cludes the deputy minister, representatives from 

Union des Producteurs Agricoles, and representa-

tives from civil society that are not involved in 

agriculture. 

Methods 
This paper adopted a program evaluation method-

ology and conducted an outcome evaluation on the 

mechanisms of consultation to assess stakeholders’ 

perceptions of how each of the four mechanisms 

works in Québec’s FISI program. This approach is 

appropriate when assessing the capacity of a pro-

gram to achieve its intended goals or its capacity to 

reach some standards (Kellaghan & Madaus, 2000; 

Schalock, 2007). Furthermore, applying this 

method to consultation mechanisms can facilitate 

the evaluation of different stakeholders in influenc-

ing program decision-making. By considering that 

the goal of each stakeholder is to influence FISI to 

achieve their own economic objectives (Godbout, 

1983), conducting an outcome evaluation may indi-

cate the extent to which the different stakeholders’ 

interests are being met (Kellaghan & Madaus, 

2000) since it values the judgments of those partici-

pating in the process (Schalock, 2007). 

 This study included 18 semi-structured inter-

views conducted with stakeholders representing the 

four organizations involved in FISI’s mechanisms 

of consultation. The research was conducted under 

the University of Arkansas IRB Protocol 

1903182902. For each of the four mechanisms, at 

least five participants were interviewed (see Table 2 

for details). Each interviewee must participate, be 

active in, or oversee other individuals who partici-

pate in the mechanisms of consultation. Most par-

ticipants are involved in more than one mecha-

nism, which explains the discrepancy between 18 

interviewees and 33 participants in consultation 

mechanisms. The first round of interviews was 

with participants who organize meetings or super-

vise employees to familiarize them with this project 

and ask their help in identifying additional partici-

pants (McDavid et al., 2013). 

 A general interview guide was developed and 

then slightly modified so that each participant 

responded to questions related to their experience. 

Interviews were conducted in French (an English 

version of the interview guide is in Appendix A). 

As part of the interview guide design, the inter-

viewer considered participants as experts with 

knowledge in their field inaccessible to members of 

the public (Froschauer & Lueger, 2009). According 

to Wroblewski & Leitner (2009), such participants 

are particularly helpful when the interview gener-

ates nonexistent data on the context of a program 

and the stakeholders involved in it. To increase 

participants’ confidence and generate more detailed 

information regarding mechanism discussions, the 

interviews were not recorded. Instead, the inter-

viewer took detailed notes regarding the key ele-

ments mentioned by participants.  

 The interviewer developed the interview guide 

and coding template for the thematic analysis of 

the results (Owen, 2014) 

based on Arnstein’s ladder 

of citizen participation and 

Glasser’s choice theory (see 

Appendix B for the full 

codification grid). Table 3 

presents the association of 

interview questions with 

Glasser’s (1999) funda-

mental psychosocial needs 

for participation. 

 The interviewer reviewed 

the material grouped in each 

category and each mecha-

Table 2. Affiliation of Interview Participants by Mechanism of Consultation 

Affiliation 

CECPA’s sectoral 

committees 

CECPA’s  

board 

Ad hoc  

meetings FADQ’s board 

UPA and commodity groups 7 2 7 3 

MAPAQ 2   1 

FADQ 2 2 3 2 

CECPA 1 1   

Total 12 5 10 6 

Notes: CECPA: Centre d’Études sur les Coûts de Production en Agriculture 

 FADQ: Financière Agricole du Québec 

 MAPAQ: Québec Ministry of Agriculture, Food, and Fisheries 

 UPA: Union des Producteurs Agricoles 
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nism to look for similarities in participant 

responses. A deconstruction process was used to 

reduce the potential for identifying participants’ 

codification. The data from each interview was 

divided into a new document to regroup all infor-

mation mentioned for each theme. Identification 

of individual participants was kept with the infor-

mation until the writing process. Some contextual 

information that could help the readers understand 

the meaning of the information was lost, but the 

trade-off for increased confidentiality was deemed 

more important since participants knew each other 

and received a copy of the study. 

 The interviewer developed themes to describe 

similarities as they appeared. As an example of cod-

ing elements, the theme ‘Positive Climate’ in the 

category ‘Fun’ for CECPA’s board included “The 

climate is good, meetings are positive,”7 and “This 

is not a negotiation mechanism but a place for ex-

change and understanding.” Moreover, the theme 

 
7 All quotes are translations of the participants’ responses. Attempts were made to stay as close as possible to the syntax and word 

choice of the participants.  

‘Acceptation of Different Ideas’ in the ‘Belonging’ 

category of ad hoc meetings included “Topics must 

be well prepared [by those bringing them to the 

table], this is not a banking machine,” and “Smaller 

commodity groups need to really prepare what they 

are looking for with great care because they often 

have preconceived notions that are not backed by 

facts.” 

 The themes were then used to qualify the ex-

tent, or ladder rung, that each mechanism would 

occupy on Arnstein’s ladder of citizen participa-

tion. Each theme could have a positive, negative, 

or neutral contribution to each variable. Some 

examples of themes with positive contributions  

included “Positive climate,” “Capacity to express 

ideas,” and “Dynamic of the meetings.” Negative  

examples included mentions of “Tensions,” “Op-

position,” and “Framing of information.” Neutral 

examples included “CECPA’s role,” “Direction of 

the board,” and “Type of topics addressed.” 

Table 3. Association of Interview Questions With Elements of Glasser’s (1999) Choice Theory 

Generic Question Belonging Power Freedom Fun 

In general, how would you define the climate of the interactions 

between members of the mechanism? Are you satisfied with it? 
   X 

Which factors do you think are contributing to maintain/obstacles 

to an adequate climate for mechanism’s meetings? 
   X 

Do you think that some members of the mechanism tend to have 

more influence than others? Is it linked to certain of their 

characteristics? 

X    

To what extent are discussions in other mechanisms of consultation 

and their decisions influencing the decisions in your mechanism of 

consultation? 

 X   

Do you feel that the decisions you take are generally respected by 

other mechanisms of consultation? 
 X   

Are you generally able to influence the agenda of the discussions in 

your mechanism of consultation? 
  X  

Do you consider that the meetings are generally positive and help 

you push your claims? 
  X X 

Could some solutions be implemented to enhance the climate of 

the mechanism’s meetings? 
X X X X 
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Results 
The following section presents where each mecha-

nism of consultation fell on Arnstein’s eight-rung 

ladder of citizen participation and its capacity to 

fulfill Glasser’s psychosocial needs. Table 4 sum-

marizes each mechanism’s classification following 

these two theories.  

Sectoral committees are in charge of verifying that 

the application of production cost methodology is 

in line with the particularities of each sector. 

Accordingly, they orient their discussions toward 

technical aspects of production and how to capture 

them. As such, the discussions are not focused on 

data but on the processes used to gather data. 

 All participants recognized that the sectoral 

committees are purely consultative, making sugges-

tions to the CECPA about data collection and 

treatment adjustments. However, participants also 

indicated that the committees’ conclusions always 

result from a consensual discussion between differ-

ent parties. This combination of consultation in an 

attempt to reach consensus and the comments 

from participants makes it hard to identify the 

mechanism as a pure placation or partnership on 

Arnstein’s ladder. 

 The partnership aspect reflects the comple-

mentary roles of each actor as identified in partici-

pants’ responses. They mentioned FADQ as 

focused on methodology and budget control, 

Union des Producteurs Agricoles and commodity 

groups as the most vocal actors representing the 

preoccupations of farmers, and the Ministry’s rep-

resentatives as advocating for a program reflecting 

political orientations. Each participant mentioned 

that they could raise their concerns and felt that 

each actor played its role as intended. When talking 

about the relationships between committee mem-

bers, conviviality, collaboration, respect, good faith, 

confidentiality, and constructiveness were men-

tioned frequently. These comments highlight a 

sense of participant belonging in this mechanism. 

 On the other side, the placation aspects of the 

mechanism had some impact as responses exposed 

participants’ frustration with the relative lack of 

power they feel they have in the decision-making 

process. Specifically, the requirement to respect 

established methodological guidelines in the pro-

duction cost study was repeatedly identified as a 

source of frustration by commodity groups. As an 

example, one participant shared the following 

when describing FADQ’s attitude toward pro-

posals for change: “The [Financière Agricole du 

Québec] is very active during the meetings. They 

are always quick to prevent any evolution of the 

study. They always want to go back to the method-

ological guidelines. They are perceived as grumpy.” 

 This burden of proof requirement also limits 

the freedom of discussion. For instance, the tacit 

knowledge and anecdotal evidence offered by 

farmers are sometimes dismissed, according to 

some participants. Moreover, one participant men-

tioned that not all commodity groups have suffi-

cient financial and human resources to collect the 

data they need to support their claims. CECPA can 

then supplement commodity groups by acquiring 

Table 4. Affiliation of Interview Participants by Mechanism of Consultation 

Affiliation 

Arnstein’s Ladder of  

Citizen Participation 

Glasser’s fundamental needs 

Belonging Power Freedom Fun 

CECPA’s sectoral committees 
Between placation and 

partnership 
Strong Weak Strong Strong 

CECPA’s board Partnership Strong Medium Medium Strong 

Ad hoc meetings Informing Weak Weak Medium Medium 

FADQ’s board Consultation Strong Medium Medium Strong 

Notes:  CECPA: Centre d’Études sur les Coûts de Production en Agriculture 

 FADQ: Financière Agricole du Québec 
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information through the production cost study and 

conducting specific analysis on demand. “It is hard 

to bring new data because we do not have access to 

it. But recently, there is an opening by [Centre 

d’Études sur les Coûts de Production en Agricul-

ture] to document most questions that are raised.” 

Moreover, other participants described the concern 

shown by CECPA as it listened to requests made 

by stakeholders. Hence, the freedom aspect 

appears to be present, though partially limited by 

FADQ’s request for data-driven discussions.  

 Finally, participants considered that stakehold-

ers demonstrate mutual respect and shared under-

standing of other members’ goals. Participants 

shared how they trust one another and find com-

mon ground when disagreements arise. Members 

mentioned that the committee leader’s actions 

drive transparency. According to one member, 

There is not much room to improve the posi-

tive climate because it is going so well. Partici-

pants have a lot of experience, so it helps. So, 

these people—whether they are farmers or 

not—they know the objectives of everyone. 

When there is some skirmish between partici-

pants, it does not last long. Though we have to 

understand that it can get emotional 

occasionally. 

Over the years, CECPA’s board has adopted and 

revised the methodology guidelines for the produc-

tion cost studies. The board then can focus on 

assessing whether these guidelines were adequately 

followed to ensure the trustworthiness of the 

results. 

 Since each organization has seats reserved on 

the board and CECPA presents the information to 

its board members, it is possible to consider this 

mechanism as a partnership between stakeholders. 

Participants also indicated that the mechanism is 

one where decision-making is shared, and all per-

spectives and concerns are deemed valid. One par-

ticipant mentioned, “It was created as a neutral 

entity, not affiliated to any of the stakeholders.” 

 Participants unanimously asserted that the 

inclusive environment led to a feeling that repre-

sentatives from diverse organizations have a voice 

in the process (belonging needs). It was also men-

tioned that board members could see beyond their 

own interests and focus on a shared goal. For 

instance, one participant said, “Everyone is [on 

board] for the best of [Centre d’Études sur les 

Coûts de Production en Agriculture] and not to act 

as a representative of their own organization.” 

 Participants mentioned that meeting discus-

sions are organized around the technical aspects of 

production cost studies (e.g., choice of data 

sources, indexes to use, modulation factors of tech-

nology usage). However, participants also identified 

that a singular focus on technical aspects reduced 

their autonomy. In terms used by Glasser, this 

could mean that participants feel that their needs 

for freedom and power are not fully met. For 

example, one participant noted, “If [Financière 

Agricole du Québec is] not convinced, it is not a 

good start to ensure a follow-up of the decision.” 

Still, the board remained the mechanism in charge 

of adjusting the guidelines and thus had actual deci-

sion-making power. Participants also praised the 

capacity of the mechanism to openly share 

knowledge that complemented the information and 

suggestions shared by others. As one participant 

mentioned, “The diversity in stakeholders helps to 

bring different perspectives without creating 

redundancy.” 

 Hence, it is possible to consider that a positive 

climate is present during the meetings without 

strong opposition being raised. Participants espe-

cially identified transparency and professionalism 

as factors sustaining beneficial, and thus fun, 

collaborations. 

Ad hoc meetings are held at least once a year to 

review the previous year of FISI actions or address 

issues with the parameters of the compensation 

calculation. They are an informal form of consulta-

tion with the FADQ, mostly presenting infor-

mation to commodity groups. In this case, one 

actor leads the meeting while the others listen. This 

structural arrangement represents Consultation, 

which appears in the lower half of Arnstein’s lad-

der (rung 4 of 8). As one participant mentioned, 

“I feel that the Financière Agricole du Québec 
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doesn’t really consider farmers’ input, but follows 

their own preferences.” This structure creates a cli-

mate of negotiation that is not present in the other 

mechanisms and is reflected in the participants’ 

responses, with a pronounced divergence between 

the higher-level participants and farmers’ repre-

sentatives. Higher-level participants generally men-

tioned that meetings were held with the idea of col-

laboration, a willingness to listen to different per-

spectives, and a generally positive and fruitful cli-

mate. On the other side, there was a recognition 

that individuals in the meetings are cordial; how-

ever, participants critiqued the lack of willingness 

to understand the different perspectives presented 

in the meetings, with some individuals playing a 

political game instead. For instance, one participant 

mentioned a sentiment of paternalism in the dis-

cussions. Another noted that it was important to 

educate the producers to focus on relevant topics 

when voicing their demands. Glasser’s belonging 

needs might be negatively affected by this situation. 

 Moreover, the terms used by participants (e.g., 

paternalism, need to educate) illustrate the exist-

ence of a power gap between participants. Some 

participants also indicated their suggestions for 

change were seldom enacted. For example, one 

participant claimed the FADQ sometimes misrep-

resented one mechanism’s ideas and suggestions to 

another. This created confusion and tension 

between groups, with one thinking that another 

had made recommendations that conflicted with 

theirs and hindered them from meeting their objec-

tives. Similarly, farmers mentioned that to maintain 

good relations with the FADQ, they sometimes 

had to choose their battles, in some cases accepting 

the will of the FADQ so that other objectives 

might be met in the future. In addition to power as 

a fundamental need, this situation likely affects 

Glasser’s fun need. Still, fun’s limitations are to be 

put in perspective since participants identified the 

climate as professional with respect demonstrated 

by all actors. 

 Finally, the structure of the ad hoc meetings 

has repercussions for the freedom of the discus-

sions, especially for smaller groups. Participants 

mostly involved with smaller FISI productions 

talked about a lower frequency of meetings and 

some problems encountered in getting considera-

tions for their items. On the other hand, partici-

pants mostly involved with larger groups men-

tioned that ad hoc meetings were quite frequent 

and better able to realize additional inquiries. For 

the latter group, participants declared that they had 

the freedom to address various topics and be con-

sidered in their demands which seems to oppose 

the former group’s experience. 

The role of FADQ’s board is to adopt the stabi-

lized income (i.e., the basis for compensation). In 

addition, this board acknowledges the previous 

work of other mechanisms and acts upon their 

conclusions. Because Union des Producteurs 

Agricoles has a minority of reserved seats on the 

board, this mechanism can be considered a part-

nership between the Ministry and Union des 

Producteurs Agricoles. 

 This partnership is also reflected in partici-

pants’ responses, though they mentioned that, in 

the past, the board’s leadership questioned the 

Union des Producteurs Agricoles’ presence on the 

board. One long-serving member claimed, “There 

were times when it was going quite awful on the 

board and we almost fought it out. The new chair-

man is knowledgeable about agriculture and wishes 

to have a stronger [Financière Agricole du 

Québec].” 

 Participants, however, mentioned that political 

decisions constrain FADQ’s board. First, the Min-

istry and the government oversee the acts that 

define the scope of the FADQ’s actions and FISI’s 

intervention mechanisms. Second, participants 

mentioned how limited the board is in making 

decisions because those involving more than 

CA$1M (less than 0.2% of FADQ’s budget) must 

be submitted to the Council of Ministers. Third, 

three participants from different professional back-

grounds mentioned that information presented at 

board meetings represents the priorities of the 

senior executives of the FADQ rather than what 

was discussed in the other consultation mecha-

nisms. Thus, even if the formal process identifies a 

specific role of the board regarding FISI, the 

answers from the participants point toward limita-

tions and barriers to expressing this power. 

 Furthermore, participants suggested that if 
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Union des Producteurs Agricoles strongly disagrees 

with a decision, it may rely on its political influence 

to address the Minister directly and bypass the 

whole consultation process. Nevertheless, the 

board’s current leadership was praised by partici-

pants regarding the positive climate of the meet-

ings. They specifically mentioned an environment 

of mutual respect and collegiality, alleviating the 

tension and controversy that was once present dur-

ing meetings. Time also appeared to be given to 

board members to ensure they could fully process 

all the information before making a decision. One 

participant noted, “If a group of individuals feels 

uncomfortable with a proposition, or raises doubts, 

oftentimes the decision is postponed.” 

Discussion 
Based on the experience of 18 participants in the 

four different mechanisms of consultation of 

Québec’s FISI program, it is possible to identify 

emerging patterns in the capacity of these mecha-

nisms to involve and satisfy stakeholders. Each of 

these patterns then affects the extent to which the 

fundamental needs of participants are met. 

 First, most mechanisms recognize the legiti-

macy of stakeholders regarding program decisions. 

Even if they appear on different rungs of Arn-

stein’s ladder, the program’s main beneficiaries at 

least have official recognition of their input. In 

public policy theories, this is not always the case 

(Arnstein, 1969; Schneider & Ingram, 1993, 1997), 

so involving stakeholders should not be considered 

as systematically granted. 

 Second, the hierarchical arrangement of the 

mechanisms presented in this paper creates oppor-

tunities for the involvement of different levels of 

actors. For instance, in sectoral committees, com-

modity groups and lower-level bureaucrats partici-

pate in discussions. In contrast, on the boards, dis-

cussions involve higher-ranking individuals with 

senior executives of Union des Producteurs 

 
8 Even between the two boards, a hierarchical relationship can be observed. For instance, Centre d’Études sur les Coûts de 

Production en Agriculture’s board involves individuals holding positions such as director and assistant deputy minister. Opposingly, 

on the Financière Agricole du Québec’s board, individuals hold positions such as CEO and deputy ministers. 
9 Participants also recognized that politics had a place and that meetings were held to address less technical aspects. However, these 

meetings tended to be held outside of the mechanisms of consultation covered in this research, conducted through a lobbying 

approach by stakeholders. Still, one participant recognized that such meetings forced discussions to acknowledge political aspects. 

Agricoles and Ministry.8 This arrangement allows 

different levels of concerns to be addressed. In sec-

toral committees, questions and comments are 

more centered on the actual reality experienced by 

farmers. In contrast, the subjects discussed on both 

boards tend to be directed toward sectoral and 

industry concerns. The higher-level mechanisms 

also allow elements that were discarded previously 

but are important for beneficiaries to be brought 

back to the table. Similarly, they provide an oppor-

tunity to share elements from one sector to 

another to avoid discrepancies between sectors. 

Hence, other mechanisms may influence how dis-

cussions are held and what subjects are addressed. 

This element of collaboration illustrates a form of 

complementarity between the rungs depicted by 

Arnstein. 

 Third, multiple mechanisms can help to com-

partmentalize political and technical discussions. In 

the case of the FISI mechanisms, the focus of dis-

cussions is highly directed toward technical aspects 

of the program. This approach demonstrates that 

elements supported by facts and research are highly 

valued over tacit knowledge, experience, and opin-

ions.9 Schneider and Ingram (1997) call these pro-

grams Scientific and Professional Policy Designs. 

In their concept, this design reduces the involve-

ment of beneficiaries and political elements and 

instead recognizes that scientists (and professionals 

could be added here) control the information and 

thus the discussions. This may present a problem 

for stakeholders, as it requires them to mobilize 

financial resources to hire experts and profession-

als, thus creating a barrier to entry for some actors 

that wish to participate in the debate. In addition, 

smaller commodity groups highlighted their limited 

capacity for the data generation necessary to sus-

tain group discussions. However, different partici-

pants identified that CECPA’s team could conduct 

additional research when requested by committee 

and board members. Actions from the neutral 
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agency could then be used to improve the fulfill-

ment of belonging and freedom needs, as discussed 

by Glasser. 

 Fourth, recurrent meetings organized into a 

formal schedule can support the belonging aspect 

for participants. This is achieved through a facili-

tated understanding of each participant’s position. 

The proposal for recurrent meetings incorporates 

many conclusions from economic and political sci-

ence theories on repeated contacts between agents 

and the benefits of official recognition from the 

state (Matthews, 2001; Williamson, 1989). In this 

study, many participants mentioned other partici-

pants’ experiences as facilitators in the discussions 

and tension reducers. The fact that some partici-

pants have been involved in these mechanisms for 

almost 20 years also reduced the entry barrier of 

technical aspects as topics tend to repeat from one 

production study cycle to another.  

 Fifth, several participants identified the pres-

ence of a neutral agency, the CECPA, as a contrib-

utor in reducing the friction between actors. For 

instance, its leadership equalizes the position of 

each actor as it produces documentation to inform 

the discussions. However, it is important to note 

from participants’ answers that the mere existence 

of a neutral agency would likely not have been a 

sufficient condition to achieve such leadership. 

Instead, participants mentioned that CECPA’s 

attention to their concerns and its focus on involv-

ing everyone in the discussions were key factors in 

instituting a collaborative climate. As such, the 

experience and care shown by the agency staff 

might be as equally important as the existence of 

this agency. 

Conclusion 
This paper offered a unique perspective into the 

relationships between the state and stakeholders as 

they work on improving a long-lasting farm 

income support program. Based on the experience 

of 18 participants in the mechanisms of consulta-

tion, the paper identified solutions that can be 

implemented to reinforce existing programs and 

create some form of personal attachment to a pro-

 
10 Having a neutral agency holding the discussions also had the effect of exempting these consultations from Freedom of Information 

requests. 

gram. It showed that a neutral agency could facili-

tate such relationships by reducing power gaps 

between actors and reinforcing their sense of 

belonging. Moreover, the information obtained 

through this agency can focus the discussion on 

technical aspects rather than political considera-

tions, which is an avenue to reduce tensions 

between actors. However, political discussions 

would likely remain, and formally laying down 

recurrent technical and political mechanisms could 

increase the involvement opportunities for repre-

sentatives of different hierarchical levels. It is an 

expectation that adopting these characteristics 

would help to reduce tensions inherent to a lobby-

ist-based relation between state and interest groups 

if it was replicated elsewhere. Particularly, it could 

foster the adoption of a climate of consensus and 

support stability in existing programs. 

 However, these conclusions are inherently em-

bedded in the particularities of FISI’s program, 

which include, but are not limited to, a long-lasting 

presence, a strong reliance on farmer’s data, and an 

official recognition of farmers’ groups by the state. 

Similar analyses in different program designs are 

required to better understand how these program 

characteristics may affect the relationship between 

actors. Unfortunately, the work between lobbyists 

and the state most often is conducted behind 

closed doors (Baumgartner et al., 2009), and these 

mechanisms of consultation can be quite opaque. 

This opacity also limits the access to actual data to 

document these meetings,10 which may be a barrier 

to replicating a similar study.  

 In addition, the research design of this paper 

only focused on the actors invited to the discus-

sions. As such, it neglected those left outside. First, 

the public—through its representatives—is not 

involved in technical program discussions, even 

though public funds are used to support FISI. Sec-

ond, farmers are not a monolithic group, and 

involving a single group in the discussions may not 

represent this diversity. Hence, traditionally under-

represented groups with different perspectives may 

not have been captured by the research design. 

 The conclusions presented in this paper could 
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benefit from the additional application of the de-

sign in different programs. Specifically, a compara-

tive approach of consultation between programs 

could reinforce or challenge the observed impact 

of a neutral agency. Similarly, it would be interest-

ing to identify different avenues that would con-

tribute to the segregation of political and technical 

discussions while involving various actors.  
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Appendix A. Interview Guide 
 

[Greetings] 

As mentioned by email, I am currently working on a research project that focuses on FISI’s mechanisms of 

consultation. More specifically, my attempt is to map the process that is followed by recommendation for 

change or adjustment to FISI and to assess whether the conditions in which the discussions are happening 

allow for fruitful and constructive exchanges at every step of the process. To do so, I am conducting a series of 

interview with members of the different mechanisms of consultation. Today, I would like to talk with you about 

your participation in the mechanism X and your perception regarding the meeting of this mechanism. The 

whole interview process is confidential to the extent of the limits of the law and University of Arkansas’ policies, 

and your name will not appear in the report, nor in any other communication. Moreover, you will notice that my 

questions do not address the actual content of the discussion you can have in the mechanism X, but rather 

focus on the climate surrounding these discussions. Usually, the interview process is about 30 to 45 minutes. 

Before I start with my questions, do you have any questions for me? 

I will start with basic questions on your experience with mechanism X. Then, I will ask you questions 

related to your perception of the meeting in the mechanism X where you are involved. 

• I would like to know first for how long have you participated in mechanism X? 

• Mechanism X involves participants from different organization. What is the role and place of each 

organization in mechanism X? 

• Do you think that some members of the mechanism tend to dominate the discussions? Is it linked to 

certain of their characteristics (e.g., gender, experience, job, organization)? 

• In general, how would you define the climate of the interactions between members of the mechanism? 

Are you satisfied of it? 

• Which factors do you think are contributing to maintain an adequate climate for mechanism’s 

meetings? 

• Which factors do you think are creating obstacles to adequate climate for mechanism’s meetings? 

• To what extent discussions in other mechanisms of consultation and their decisions are influencing the 

decisions in mechanism X? Who has the ultimate word on that? 

• Do you feel that the decisions you take are generally respected by other mechanisms of consultation? 

• Could some solutions be implemented to enhance the climate of mechanism’s meetings? Which ones? 

Why? 

• Are you generally able to influence the agenda of the discussions of your mechanism of consultation? 

• Do you consider that the meetings are generally positive and help you push your claims? 

• If I had to speak with someone else on this topic, is there anyone you think I should not miss? 

This ends all the questions I had for you today. Is there anything else you would like to add regarding 

anything you said, or an area that was left unexplored? 

[Thankful note] 

As mentioned by email, you will receive a copy of my evaluation report when completed. It should be 

around the middle of May 2019. You will find inside of it some recommendations regarding the different 

mechanisms and the process of adjustment to FISI. 
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Appendix B.  
 

Table B1. Codification Grid 

Categories 

Themes (as classified by mechanism of consultation) 

Sectoral Committees CECPA’s board Ad Hoc Meetings FADQ’s board 

Role • None • Responsibilities 

• Utility 

• Frequency 

• Topics addressed 

• None 

Structure of 

Participation 
• None • None • None • None 

 

Belonging • FADQ’s role 

• Ministry’s role 

• Commodity Groups’ 

role 

• CECPA’s role 

• Participation and 

inclusion 

• UPA representatives’ 

role 

• Ministry representa-

tives’ role 

• FADQ representatives’ 

role 

• Participation and 

inclusion 

• Acceptation of differ-

ent ideas 

• Forms of the meet-

ings 

• UPA representatives’ 

role 

• FADQ representatives’ 

role 

• UPA representatives’ 

role 

• Civil society 

representatives’ role 

• Place of board 

members 

• Direction of the board 

Power • Limits from the meth-

odology 

• Limits from the differ-

ences between sectors 

• Implementation of 

decisions 

• Scope of discussions 

• Level of discretion 

• Areas of influence 

 

• Obstacles to demands 

for change 

• Opportunities for 

change 

• Framing of information 

• Political constraints 

Freedom • Topics addressed 

• Burden of proof 

• Opposition of ideas 

• Additional inquiries 

• Direction of the board 

 

• Process to request a 

meeting 

• Type of topics ad-

dressed 

• Capacity to express 

ideas 

• Level of preparation 

prior to the meeting 

• Dynamic of the 

meetings 

 

Fun • Respect, good faith 

and transparence 

• Negative aspects 

• Influence of indivi-

duals 

• Positive climate 

• Respect and trans-

parency 

• Opposition 

• Positive climate 

• Political imperatives 

• Tensions 

• Productive climate of 

the meetings 

• Influence of individuals 
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