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1 Executive Summary

Over recent decades, citizen participation, partic-
ularly public deliberation, has become increasingly
important in democratic decision-making. A consid-
erable amount of experience has already been cap-
tured in guidelines on how to organise and conduct
such processes. However, clear guidance on how to
initiate these processes effectively and maximise the
value of the results they produce is still lacking.

Participatory processes are usually divided into dif-
ferent phases, each with its own challenges — from
the initial idea and initiation of the process (set-up)
to citizen interaction and recommendation develop-
ment (engagement), and finally the dissemination
and implementation of results (follow-up).

This document emphasises the critical importance of
the set-up and follow-up phases in these processes,
highlighting their role in ensuring reliable and im-
pactful citizen engagement that influences policy-
making. While most guidelines focus on the engage-
ment phase, where participation and deliberation
occur and different methods are implemented, this
document fills the gap by providing detailed guid-
ance on the earlier and later stages of the process.

The set-up phase involves preparing for participa-
tion, defining the purpose and mandate, selecting
citizens, and ensuring alignment with policy cycles.
A well-organised set-up phase is crucial for clar-
ifying goals, ensuring inclusivity and determining
how outcomes will inform decision-making. In this
phase, sufficient resources, clear governance struc-
tures, and comprehensive planning are paramount
for success.

The follow-up phase involves integrating the results
of public participation into policymaking, ensuring
that citizens’ input is acknowledged, and ultimately
acted upon. A lack of attention to follow-up activi-
ties can undermine the trust and effectiveness of the
entire process, making it crucial to establish mecha-
nisms for tracking results and maintaining account-
ability.

Genuine participatory processes begin when pub-

lic input has the potential to influence decisions, for
example through consultation. This aligns with the
widely used five-step participation model of inform-
ing, consulting, involving, collaborating, and em-
powering. Activities that do not reach this level are
generally classified as information sharing.

Topics considered by citizen participation or deliber-
ation are mostly defined by policymakers. These pro-
cesses are often planned or commissioned by public
administrations.

While this guide is primarily intended to support re-
gional-level authorities or higher, smaller authori-
ties may adapt the guidelines according to their ca-
pabilities. Achieving positive outcomes requires
reliable, high-quality processes — a standard these
guidelines are designed to support.

Regardless of scale, public administrators responsi-
ble for the process should receive adequate training
or seek expert advice to ensure effective engagement.



Executive Summary

The document also addresses foundational norms
and values, such as clarity, transparency, inclusive-
ness and accountability, which should underpin the
quality of any participatory or deliberative process.
These principles help to ensure consistency and build
trust in the process.

These guidelines aim to improve the quality of cit-
izen engagement by offering practical support for
the set-up and follow-up phases and referenc-

ing the best existing practices for the engagement
phase. When designed and executed well, participa-
tory and deliberative processes have the potential to
strengthen democratic governance by making it more
inclusive, responsive and accountable. There are nu-
merous examples of the effectiveness of such ap-
proaches, some of which are provided in the appen-
dix to this document.

o )\
These Guidelines are a product of the “Network
for Citizen Participation & Deliberation in Europe”,
founded by the Bertelsmann Stiftung and FIDE. It
comprises experts and institutions focused on im-
proving citizen participation in Europe. The aims:
To strengthen as well as institutionalise citizen
participation and deliberation in Europe. It works
to improve the quality of citizen participation and
deliberation. The focus is on embedding participa-
tion and deliberation in representative structures
and processes on the local, regional, national, and
EU level.

For more information see:



https://www.bertelsmann-stiftung.de/en/our-projects/new-democracy/project-news/network-for-citizen-participation-deliberation-in-europe-founded-experts-develop-guidelines-for-good-citizen-participation

2 Introduction

Citizen participation (The word citizen is used
throughout this document in a civic sense, including
both those legally recognised as members of a state
with associated rights and obligations as well as resi-
dents and inhabitants.) is an important part of creat-
ing a more inclusive and responsive democratic soci-
ety. It enables citizens to influence public policy and
fulfil the fundamental principles of democracy by
providing them with a genuine role in political affairs
(Hierlemann, Roch, Butcher, Emmanouilidis, Stratulat
and de Groot 2022). Participatory budgeting and cit-
izens’ assemblies are two examples of forms of par-
ticipation that empower citizens beyond electoral
representation, enabling them to contribute directly
to decision-making on various issues.

In this document, we refer to participatory processes
in a broad sense, as well as to deliberative processes,
which are usually understood to be structured for-
mats, such as citizens’ assemblies. Careful prepara-
tion is important for any participatory process, and
its significance increases with the level of influence
that the process is expected to have on public deci-
sion-making, which tends to be higher in delibera-
tive formats.

Such processes have been implemented at local,
national and European levels to enhance the qual-
ity, transparency and legitimacy of political de-
cision-making. In many cases, citizens have been
given a say in matters such as urban planning, pub-
lic budgeting and far-reaching constitutional issues.
One example is citizens’ participation in the Irish
Citizens’ Assembly to inform abortion law reform.
Deliberative formats have also been used in the Eu-
ropean Commission’s citizens’ dialogues, the Ger-

10

—
Citizen participation is the process by which in-
dividuals or groups are actively involved in deci-

)

sion-making, policy development, or community
activities that affect their lives. It broadly covers
everything from surveys to town hall meetings,
and voting.

Public deliberation, in the context of citizen partic-
ipation, refers to a structured process in which cit-
izens engage in thoughtful and respectful discus-
sions and reflection on issues. This involves taking
different perspectives and evidence into consider-
ation to make informed decisions or provide rec-
ommendations. Examples of this include citizens’
assemblies.

—

—

man Parliament’s Nutrition in Transition Citizens’
Assembly, and the French Convention Citoyenne
pour le Climat (Citizens’ Convention for the Climate).

Citizen participation processes are communicative
processes that give ordinary people, who do not have
the right to participate in democratic decisions by
virtue of an office or mandate, the opportunity to in-
fluence the decision-making process by sharing their
knowledge, preferences, assessments and recom-
mendations, either directly or indirectly.

Ideally, the public can engage in accessible, open-
ended discussions about important societal issues.
As experts in their own living environments, citizens
exchange their different points of view in an atmo-
sphere of mutual respect, expressing their concerns
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and discussing facts and opinions. The aim is to form
well-informed opinions and identify areas of poten-
tial consensus, or at least a basis for compromise.

The Role of Participation and Deliberation in
Political Decision-Making

Ideas about the extent of citizens’ direct political in-
fluence — beyond elections and participation in rep-
resentative democracy — are evolving.

Countless examples demonstrate that deliberative
democracy and direct citizen participation in deci-
sion-making create added value for democracy. De-
liberation can produce sensible and useful results,
leading to better, more trusted political decisions. It
can also overcome polarisation and bridge social di-
vides. Extreme views have been shown to diminish

in deliberative forms of discourse (Grénlund, Herne
and Setdld 2015). By giving equal consideration to all
views and seeking consensual solutions to conten-
tious issues, deliberative methods can reduce social
division (Jain and Roch 2025). The various forms of
political participation reinforce one another. Given
the current widespread disenchantment with poli-
tics and the rise of populism, innovative forms of cit-
izen participation can help build trust and strengthen
democracy (OECD 2024). Additionally, politicians can
gain ideas and suggestions and broaden their un-
derstanding to improve their decision-making. This
lively exchange can lead to greater acceptance of po-
litical decisions and democratic processes among cit-
izens.

Why Guidelines for Participation and
Deliberation?

As political decision-makers and public authori-

ties increasingly turn to participatory and delibera-
tive processes to address complex policy challenges,
the need for high-quality processes has become
more urgent. Well-designed processes ensure clarity,
transparency and integrity, whereas poor design can
lead to frustration, disillusionment and disengage-

ment (Bertelsmann Stiftung 2014). This is detrimen-
tal to citizen participation as a whole. Citizens will no
longer participate in new programmes if they are in-
vited to contribute their views and ideas, but ulti-
mately not listened to. However, meaningful citizen
participation does come with expectations. Such pro-
cesses are often costly, but the organisers justify the
expense by claiming that the outcomes will be more
trusted, representative and informed than typical
community engagement methods, such as surveys
and public hearings. Meeting these expectations, re-
quires citizen participation to adhere to quality stan-
dards such as the OECD’s Good Practice Principles
for Deliberative Processes for Public Decision Making
and the Council of Europe’s Recommendation on De-
liberative Democracy by the Committee of Ministers.

Why focus on the Set-up and Follow-up
Phase?

While much attention has been given to the engage-
ment phase of participation, more focus is needed on
the set-up and follow-up phases as they are critical

Figure 1 | Overview Participation/Deliberation
Process

Set-up Phase

Engagement Phase

Follow-up Phase

Source: Own illustration | BertelsmannStiftung
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to the quality and, therefore, the success of partici- Who are the Guidelines for?
patory and deliberative processes.
These guidelines focus on public administrators re-

The set-up phase involves defining the scope, sponsible for citizen participation processes at re-
method, and level of participant involvement, while gional, national or higher levels of governance, but
the follow-up phase ensures that the outcomes are they can be effectively adapted for participatory and
integrated into policy decisions. Both phases are crit-  deliberative processes at various levels. While these
ical for the success of participatory processes. guidelines encourage all those involved in organis-

ing participatory processes to strive for the highest
possible quality and outcomes, certain recommen-

Figure 2 | The Ladder of Participation

Empower

Goal: Place final decision-making power in the hands of the public.

Role of people: They control the outcome; authorities support and enable.
Examples: Citizen juries with binding decisions, participatory budgeting,
community-managed services.

Power balance: Citizens hold authority — “citizen control.”

Collaborate

Goal: Partner with the public in each aspect of decision-making.

Role of people: They share responsibility for developing alternatives and
identifying solutions.

Examples: Joint policy boards, co-design teams, community planning councils.
Power balance: Decisions are made together — partnership between citizens
and authorities.

Involve

Goal: Work directly with the public throughout the process to ensure concerns and
aspirations are understood.

Role of people: They influence the process more actively, but final power still rests
with authorities.

Examples: Workshops, advisory committees, participatory planning sessions.
Power balance: More two-way communication; feedback visibly shapes outcomes.

Consult

Goal: Obtain public feedback on analysis, alternatives, or decisions.

Role of people: They give opinions through surveys, hearings, or comment
periods, but decision-makers are not obliged to act on them.

Examples: Public meetings, questionnaires, focus groups.

Power balance: Citizens are heard but don’t share power.

Inform

Goal: Provide the public with balanced, objective information.

Role of people: They are kept aware of decisions, processes, or outcomes but
have no influence.

Examples: Newsletters, websites, fact sheets, public notices.

Power balance: One-way communication (authority public).

Source: Own illustration | BertelsmannStiftung
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dations, such as those in the evaluation or gover-
nance sections, may be too demanding for smaller
local authorities if applied without adaptation. Those
working at the local level could design a checklist
when preparing a process to assess what is feasi-

ble with the available resources. For instance, a large
city might have the resources of a smaller region,
whereas a small town would need to determine what
is essential and what is not within its means. Such
decisions should be made by assessing which compo-
nents would most effectively contribute to the integ-
rity of the process and public trust, recognising that
this will vary by context. While these guidelines offer
flexibility, it is highly recommended that a partici-
pation expert be consulted to ensure an informed and
effective approach, regardless of the scale.

What kind of processes are the Guidelines
intended to advise?

The guidelines aim to improve the quality of pro-
cesses where citizens’ input is intended to meaning-
fully influence public policy. In terms of the spectrum
of public of participation, these are processes that are
consultative or higher. As processes advance along
this spectrum, it is increasingly important that they
are robust and well-managed.

The Key Principles of the Guidelines

Generally, participatory and deliberative processes
often differ in terms of participant numbers, selec-
tion methods, and processes, but both aim to em-
power citizens in public decision-making. Successful
processes rely on clear norms and values that shape
the organisers mindset and guide the process. The
key values that should be incorporated for quality
and accountability standards to be met include

+ Clarity: Clearly define the purpose and connect it
to decision-making.

« Transparency: Ensure participants understand
their role and how their input is used.

- Representativeness, Inclusiveness, and Accessi-
bility: Ensure the process is inclusive and acces-
sible to diverse groups.

+ Openness: Encourage dialogue and provide true
potential for change.

- Integrity and Fairness: Protect the process from
bias or political capture.

+ Commitment and Accountability: Public author-
ities must commit to acting on citizens’ input.

By adhering to these principles, participatory pro-
cesses can enhance democracy by ensuring citizens’
voices lead to meaningful policy changes. These can
also be found in available participation guidelines
and are addressed and developed some more in these
guidelines.

13
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Figure 3 | The Guidelines at a Glance

Set-up Phase ) o
define the objectives

of the project
setting the agenda

define the engagement
process
clarify the scope and
authority of the process

integrate the relevant (O
units of administration
plan the intrgation of results (9
into the policymaking process
plan the communication (@
around the process
plan how the process (@
will be evaluated

allocate sufficient
resources

° establish a governance
structure
°) define your target groups
@ provide relevant information
and support learning
@ define your roadmap
of the project

Engagement Phase
ensure qualified facilitation
involve the relevant experts

cater for different
learning styles

provide sufficient time

integrate stakeholders
and the wider public
ensure the privacy
of the participants

Follow-up Phase
ensure the integration of results @
integrated into decision-making
give feedback to the citizens '—@

Legend: The numbered guidelines offer a step-by-step approach to participation projects. Since every project is different, | BertelsmannStiftung
the order of steps may vary. Colour highlights show which guidelines belong together and form a shared perspective.

organise the communication
of the results

@—‘ track the participatory impact
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3 The Guidelines at a Glance

In this section, we briefly present our key guidelines
for the set-up and follow-up phases. For the engage-
ment phase, we mostly refer to existing guidelines,
so this section is brief. Please note that the guidelines
are not necessarily step-by-step instructions. They
overlap in terms of timing and content to varying de-
grees depending on the circumstances of the partici-
pation project in question.

What are the specific objectives of the citizen
participation process?

The first step is to define the purpose of the par-
ticipation process. These processes exist within
a broader policy context, and clear connections
should be made between the purpose and role of
the citizen participation process and the related
goals of the authority. What is the public policy
problem that is being addressed? What specific
decisions are being made? What will the role of
the citizen participation process in the wider de-
cision-making process be? What impacts are in-
tended to be achieved through the process? What
types of output are required? Who intends on ini-
tiating the process and why? Why is the citizen
role important?

Who will set the agenda for the participation
process and how?

Selecting the appropriate topic or policy issue is
crucial, and so the method to make that choice
should be well thought through. Citizens should
be given an issue where real choices can still be
made that have relevance to them and stakehold-

ers. Increasingly, the idea is that a balance needs
to be struck between citizen and policy logic in
deciding on a topic. If a topic raised by citizens is
not within the relevant competencies or aligned
with existing policy cycles, it may have limited
impact. Note: this does not refer to determining
the question itself, but rather the broader issue or
problem.

What type of engagement process is best suited
to the needs?

Different types of participation can have dif-
ferent goals and serve different purposes. Some
tools are, for example, better at finding com-
mon ground between a representative sample of
the population, while others are better at involv-
ing a very large number of citizens in setting the
agenda. The requirements outlined above should
be linked to the capabilities of different partici-
pation formats. To support making an informed
decision on the most appropriate method, it is
advisable to consult a participation expert.

What is the scope and authority of the
participation process?

The mandate of the process should be clearly
defined from the outset. What power will the
process have over the authority, and what influ-
ence will its decisions have? Participatory and
deliberative processes encompass a wide spec-
trum of decision-making, ranging from advisory
to empowered or binding. Determine how much
decision-making power to give citizens. It is also
necessary to clarify what falls within or outside
the scope of the process, considering jurisdic-
tional, technical, legal, political, and financial

15



The Guidelines at a Glance

constraints — all of which should be clearly
justified.

Are there sufficient resources to deliver the
process effectively?

Sufficient resources, time, and budget must be
invested, especially if a diverse and inclusive
recruitment of the population is to be ensured,
as well as an impactful follow-up and an inde-
pendent evaluation.

How will the relevant units of administration be
integrated into the participation process?

Public participation processes need to be effec-
tively integrated into general political and ad-
ministrative structures. This integration requires
administrative investment, potentially involv-
ing training in participatory or deliberative skills,
collaboratively designing processes, and under
the consideration of necessary resources and
communication channels among different de-
partments.

e What governance structure will be put in place to

16

oversee the participation process?

In the set-up phase of the process, a governance
structure should be established that clearly de-
fines the distribution of tasks, rules, and respon-
sibilities — including responsibility for providing
background information and content, respond-
ing to participant questions, and obtaining expert
input. Who is responsible for managing the over-
all process? While the commissioning authority
can perform a good number of tasks during the
process, there should also be some independent
oversight at arm’s length from that authority.

How do you intend on integrating the outcomes
of the participation process into the policymaking
process, and who is responsible for organising and
overseeing the follow-up process?

From the outset, determine the expected objec-
tives and desired outcomes of the process, and
how these will be integrated into the policymak-
ing process. The timing of the process should be
aligned with the relevant policy cycle, and re-

sponsibilities and timelines for follow-up should
be established and communicated before the pro-
cess begins.

° What target groups do you want to include, and
how will you reach them?
Different processes aim to include different
amounts and types of people. You should think
about the needs of your context, process and
what ultimately will build wider public trust in
the process. Anticipate all the steps needed to
reach the widest and most diverse audience for
participatory processes, prioritising broad and
diverse recruitment, and outreach strategies. For
deliberative processes, the recruitment process
is organised by a civic lottery. Furthermore, par-
ticipation should be encouraged through remu-
neration, reimbursement of costs, and the provi-
sion or funding of childcare, eldercare, and other
support services, as well as at least basic food and
beverages. You should also think about ways of
including people not directly involved in the pro-
cess, such as stakeholders and the wider public.

@ How will you organise communication around the
process to increase its perceived legitimacy?
All citizens should be able to understand and, in
some way, observe the process, whether through
public communications or by directly attending
proceedings. The dedicated website of the public
participation process can be used to publish up-
dates on the process.

@ How will you provide information and support
learning for participants reaching a considered
judgement?

Some public participation processes provide citi-
zens with transparent, diverse, and balanced in-
formation about the issue under discussion. For
deliberative processes, it has proven useful to
provide an information kit before the start of the
process, give access to speakers throughout, and
offer the opportunity to request specific speakers
and information.
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@ How will the process be evaluated to learn from

the experience?

Conducting independent (external), accompa-
nying evaluations is the most credible approach
to evaluating a process. For smaller and shorter
processes, the OECD recommends self-reports by
members and organisers that can also enhance
the learning experience.

@ What is your roadmap and how will the process be

structured and organised?

After deciding on the key features above, you will
need to complete its design — including a clear
timetable, roles and responsibilities, resources
needed, recruitment methods — and ensure that
the design aligns with the issue’s complexity
and the goals of the process. It is good practice to
publish the process document.

How can the process ensure skilled facilitation
that supports constructive small-group work?
Skilled facilitation keeps small group work fo-
cused, inclusive, and productive. Clear objectives,
basic rules, and participatory methods ensure
that all voices are heard.

How can members be given the opportunity to
hear from and question experts?

Experts enrich discussions by providing reliable
knowledge and making complex issues accessi-
ble. They can give presentations, join panels, or
answer questions, ideally selected with stake-
holder involvement to build trust.

What strategies can be used to incorporate
different learning styles and visualisation
methods?

Different learning styles require varied methods
like visuals, discussions, and hands-on activities.
Offering materials in multiple formats ensures
inclusivity and better understanding.

How can sufficient time be provided for
participants to consider information and develop
an informed judgement?

Providing sufficient time allows participants to
reflect and form well-informed judgements. Or-
ganisers can stagger processes, share resources
early, and include pauses or follow-up activities.

How will stakeholders and the wider public be
involved during the process?

Involving stakeholders and the wider public
brings diverse perspectives, builds trust, and in-
creases legitimacy. This can be done through
consultations, surveys, workshops, or transpar-
ent updates.

What measures will be implemented to protect
participants’ privacy?

Protecting privacy encourages participation and
trust. Measures include clear policies, anonymi-
sation, secure platforms, informed consent, and
compliance with data laws.

Follow-up Phase

How will the communication of the process
results to participants and the public be
organised?

All citizens should be able to access the report
on the process. The public participation pro-
cess website can be used to report and track the
results of participation, showing the process-
ing stage and outlining the follow-up steps to be
taken.

@ How will the results be integrated into decision-

making to enable effective follow-up?

The authority should ensure that the citizens’
report with the recommendations creates res-
onance and is discussed within the political
sphere. Clear feedback and justification in writ-
ing should be given for each recommendation. A
meeting should be held with interested citizens
6 to 12 months after the end of the process so
that they can monitor the authority’s actions. It
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is possible to formally involve citizens in the fol-
low-up phase through a follow-up committee.

@ How can participatory impact be tracked in the
medium and long term?
Keeping track of the participatory footprint in
the medium and long term is important to ensure
that the follow-up of the process truly leads to an
impact, as this is what most citizens define as a
success factor for participatory processes.

What mechanisms will be used to provide
feedback to participants?

Citizens expect feedback from the initiators on
the use of their contributions.

Especially in terms of established, and sometimes
long-term, political coordination processes within a
multilevel governance system — for example, in de-
partmental coordination — citizens expect consis-
tent feedback. The planning of feedback to citizens
for the phase of political negotiations is important so
that positive results from the process do not fade.
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4 The Good Practice Guidelines in Detail

These practical guidelines are intended to support
the implementation of participatory and delibera-
tive processes, and to improve their quality. Some
of the guidelines contain text boxes that demon-
strate how they can be implemented using specific
examples.

The overall focus is on providing guidance for
planning and organising the set-up and follow-up
phases. For the engagement phase, we list existing
guidelines.

Set-up Phase

The set-up phase refers to the initial stage where de-
cisions are made regarding the parameters of the
process, how it will interface with the administra-
tion, and what kind of supporting infrastructure is
needed. This phase is crucial for ensuring that the
process is well-designed, clear, and aligned with
the goals of both the public authorities and the mo-
tivations and requirements of the citizens involved.
Proper planning and structuring in the set-up phase
lay the groundwork for a successful and impactful
engagement process and follow-up.

The Set-up Phase
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What are the specific objectives of the citizen participation process?

Determine the required outcomes of the process
to ensure it meets the needs of the citizens and
policymakers.

Why: Clarifying the objectives ensures that the par-
ticipation process is purposeful, aligns with the
needs of both citizens and decision-makers, and ef-
fectively addresses the issue at hand. Without defin-
ing your goals and the purpose of the citizens’ in-
volvement, the results will not serve the goals, and
the process will lead to disappointment on all sides.

How: This can be achieved by clearly defining the
problem you want to solve with the help of citi-
zens, the sort of advice or output sought, identifying
stakeholders, and exploring the interests of citizens.

Firstly, you need to decide why the participation
process is being initiated and what exactly is being
sought. This could involve solving a specific prob-
lem by generating options and ideas, providing feed-
back on multiple viable solutions, or getting feedback
on a draft policy. This also involves analysing the sit-
uation, topic and interests of the stakeholders and
target audience, as well as considering which goals
can be achieved through public participation. Why
carry out a participatory process in the first place? Is
the question directed to citizens framed in a genu-
inely open-ended way? If you already know the an-
swer you are looking for, it is better to organise a
well-thought-out information campaign. Why do
you think citizens would be interested in participat-
ing in the process?

The Set-up Phase



Selecting the right topic ensures the process
is relevant, engages citizens and fosters meaningful
discussions that contribute to the effective design of
policies and decision-making processes.

This can be done by choosing a complex, open-
ended issue of public concern, collaborating with cit-
izens in the initial stages of the policy cycle, and en-
suring the scope is manageable.

One of the most important decisions in a participa-
tory or deliberative process is the selection of the
topic or policy issue to be addressed. It is advis-

able to choose a complex and challenging issue for-
mulated as an open-ended yet focused question that
matters to citizens, and which is hard to resolve for
policymakers. This choice must be within the com-
petences of the responsible authority and be appro-
priate in scope and complexity for the time available.
The topic should resonate with the community, en-
gage citizens, stakeholders, and experts alike, and
offer lessons for policymaking. The discussion should
focus on open-ended choices rather than simple yes
OT NO answers.

When formulating the topic, it is important to find
the right scope! It should be broad enough to en-
courage creative thinking, but not so much so that

it overwhelms the participants or leads to impracti-
cal recommendations. Conversely, overly narrow or
technical topics can limit discussion and systemic
solutions. Remember that citizens are invited as ex-
perts in everyday life, not technical experts, and they
have ideas and needs. Clear parameters, such as geo-
graphical, jurisdictional and financial boundaries,
should be outlined from the outset.

The Good Practice Guidelines in Detail

The public debate organised by the French Na-
tional Commission for Public Debate (CNDP) on
aninfrastructure project called NEO in Saint-De-
nis on the island of Réunion (France) in 2020 has
set up - for the first time in the history of the
CNDP- acitizens’ assembly prior to the actual
public debate in order to define how the topic
should be posed, which main themes and contro-
versies should be addressed in priority and who
are the most concerned audiences. The overall 60
citizens also decided on the channels of mobili-
sation and communication to be used for the de-
bate. Letting the citizens co-construct the mo-
dalities of the debate was a way to enhance its
legitimacy and acceptance, as the last public de-
bate in 2018 in Réunion Island was highly politi-
cised and risked being cancelled before the end. In
addition, “debate ambassadors”, i. e. former volun-
teer members of the citizens’ assembly, promoted
the debate in their immediate environment and
informed their fellow citizens about the differ-
ent ways in which they could participate init. In
this way, the co-construction process has also led
to the debate being promoted by citizens and ulti-
mately increasing its outreach.

Initial stages of defining the topic may involve col-
laborative efforts, such as convening mini-pub-

lics or engaging in co-design approaches. This en-
sures that the question to be addressed is formulated
jointly and enhances trust in the process. Some pro-
cesses empower citizens to set agendas, promoting
inclusivity, legitimacy, and responsiveness to pub-
lic concerns. Striking a balance between citizen in-
terest and policy logic in setting topics is increasingly
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The Finnish “Kansalaisaloite” (Citizen's Initia-
tive) is a legal mechanism that enables Finnish cit-
izens to propose new laws or amendments. For an
initiative to be debated in parliament, it must be
signed by at least 50,000 citizens eligible to vote.
It is then submitted to the Finnish Parliament.
The Finnish Citizens’ Initiative (Cl) is a so-called
“agenda” initiative, as it does not lead to a referen-
dum. Agenda initiatives give citizens the opportu-
nity to influence the parliamentary decision-mak-
ing agenda by proposing new topics to legislation.
The results also in terms of inclusion seem to be
encouraging, as they suggest that the Cl mobilises
even some otherwise marginalised groups. This
was most evident among younger citizens, who
were significantly more likely to sign a Cl than
other forms of participation.

recognised as essential for effective participation and
deliberation. Transparency and harmonisation are
crucial throughout this process to ensure fairness
and credibility.
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The permanent citizens’ council composed of 24
citizens selected by civic lottery in East Belgium
(known as the “Ostbelgien Model”), has a strong
agenda setting role. The citizens’ council can ini-
tiate up to five ad hoc citizens’ panels during the
legislative term and decide which issues the pan-
els should address. The citizens’ council also de-
cides on the number of participants and the dura-
tion of the citizens’ panel. Proposals from citizens
supported by at least 100 citizens, as well as pro-
posals from parliamentary groups or the govern-
ment, may also be submitted for consideration by
the citizens’ council.

When writing the question or remit for the process,
it is recommended that you focus specifically on ad-
dressing the problem at hand, using questions such
as: How should we do this? and, how can we do that?
Modifications to this approach include centring on
specific value trade-offs or providing additional con-
text in an introductory sentence. Remember that you
will have additional time during the process to pro-
vide more context, and that participants will gain

a thorough understanding of the issue. However, a
confusing or overly wordy remit can be detrimental,
so avoid going overboard (newDemocracy Founda-
tion 2018a).
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What type of engagement process is best suited to your needs?

Determine the appropriate type of process given
your objectives and target groups.

Why: Diverse types of participation have differ-

ent goals and serve different purposes. Some meth-
ods or tools are, for example, better at finding com-
mon ground between a representative sample of the
population, while others are better at involving an
exceptionally large number of citizens in setting the
agenda.

How: You should link the requirements outlined
above to the capabilities of different processes. Make
sure to be advised by an internal or external partic-
ipation experts to make an informed decision about
the most appropriate method.

Figure 4 | Designing Effective Participation Procedures

You do not need to make every single decision in a
citizens’ assembly, and many decisions, on the other
hand, are not suited to binary referenda. You should
consider the requirements of your process holisti-
cally, including the type of decision, the shape of the
output, the time you have to make the decision, the
level of trust or polarisation around the issue or de-
cision-maker, the complexity of the topic, and the
scale of the decision.

Projects may combine a range of methods — for ex-
ample, agenda-setting through public surveys, fol-
lowed by online engagement to identify key concerns
and perspectives on the chosen topic, and culminat-
ing in a citizens’ assembly to address the difficult
trade-offs involved.

Selection of formats and methods for different procedural purposes and participation goals

Website, Newsletter,
Information Stands,
Lectures, Podcasts,
Video Clips

Dialogue Group,
Citizens’ Assembly,
Idea Competition,
Petitions, World Café,
Surveys

Excursion/Site Visit,
Consultation Hour,
Participation Slam,
Hackathons, Expert
Hearing

Citizens’ Referendum,
Future Workshop, Think
Tank, Working Group

Co-create

Sources: Fraunhofer Institute for Systems and Innovation Research ISI; Institute for Future Energy and

Material Flow Systems (1ZES); Status: 12/2024

| BertelsmannStiftung

The Set-up Phase
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Defining the scope and authority ensures ac-
countability, sets clear expectations, and enhances
the effectiveness of the participation process. With-
out having defined the scope, you might get citizens’
recommendations beyond your area of responsibility.
Without having a clear mandate (the official authori-
sation and resources to execute specific tasks or ac-
tions) to perform the participation process, you will
not be able to get the resources needed, involve other
parts of the administration, and get political com-
mitment for processing the results.

Ensure political commitment (democratic legit-
imacy of the process) in writing. This can be achieved
by clearly outlining the mandate — specifying roles,
responsibilities, and the decision-making power of
the process to all involved — while avoiding over-
promising and maintaining transparency throughout.

Ensuring the effectiveness and accountabil -

ity of a participation process requires establish-

ing a well-defined mandate during the initial design
phase. Clearly outlining the political ownership of the
process and how its result will be processed is crucial
for accountability and successful execution. A clear
mandate also avoids confusion on what the partic-
ipation process can and cannot do and will there-
fore avoid confusion or even disillusionment after-
wards. Overpromising on the mandate compared to
what can or will be done with the output in practice is
a common mistake that can be avoided.

The strength of the mandate can range from advisory

to empowered (Arnstein’s Ladder) or binding. While
many citizen participation processes result only in
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consultative outcomes, providing recommendations
to decision-makers, they can also lead to empowered
decisions. In such cases, citizens can hold real de-
cision-making power, for example through partici-
patory budgeting. How much power is delegated de-
pends on existing decision-makers, the design and
purpose of each initiative, and the legal framework.

The Irish Constitutional Convention (2012-14)
addressed, among other issues, same-sex mar-
riage to break a political deadlock. The Conven-
tion recommended that the Irish Constitution be
amended to allow same-sex marriage. The recom-
mendation of the Convention was subsequently
put to a referendum in May 2015 which gave the
process the greatest possible legitimacy. The ref-
erendum was strongly supported by the Irish elec-
torate, with a clear majority voting in favour of the
constitutional amendment.

Later, the Irish Citizens’ Assembly (2016-18),
which addressed abortion rights among other
issues, played a crucial role in holding a referendum
on the Eighth Amendment to the Irish Constitution.
In response to the recommendations of the Citizens’
Assembly, the government decided to hold a na-
tional referendum in May 2018 to ask Irish voters
whether they wanted to repeal the Eighth Amend-
ment and allow the Irish Parliament to legislate

on abortion. The referendum resulted in a historic
vote to repeal the Eighth Amendment and marked
a significant shift in Irish law and public policy on
access and legalisation of abortion rights.



Sufficient resource allocation ensures the suc-
cess, inclusivity, and sustainability of the participa-
tion process, addressing both immediate needs and
long-term follow-up.

This can be achieved by budgeting for all nec-
essary elements, including staff, external expertise,
stipends for participants, digital tools, and future
follow-up, while ensuring the resources align with
the scope and objectives of the process.

Successful citizen participation requires sufficient
resources to be invested. This relates to time, budget
and the level of participation (and therefore capac-
ity) of official staff. Sufficient resources must be al-
located to ensure the population is recruited in a di-
verse and inclusive manner. Other elements that are
often overlooked in the initial resource assessment
include the costs of communication, effective fol-
low-up, independent evaluation and public relations
activities that convey the process and its outcomes
effectively. The scope and design of the process must
inform the allocation of resources.

Note: Resources must already be allocated and ready
to spend by the unit that has the mandate to exe-
cute the process, even if the framework conditions
have not yet been finalised. Depending on the bud-
getary terms, this step might be required a year or
more ahead of the detailed planning of the process,
depending on whether the project is part of the com-
missioning authority’s existing project list or already
considered in the budget.

The Good Practice Guidelines in Detail

In practice, estimating the necessary resources for a
process before implementation can be challenging.
Several variables can increase the cost of a process in
terms of resources, such as its size, length and geo-
graphical scope (i.e., travel costs). In some cases, cit-
izens receive a stipend or reimbursement for their
participation, which can become an important bud-
get item. Similarly, there may be a need to draw on
external expertise (e.g. facilitation), which must be
factored in. It is important to remember that, even
after the final report has been issued, citizens may
interact with the commissioning authority, which
could incur costs.

When designing participatory and deliberative pro-
cesses, it is important to allocate sufficient resources
to digital activities and those that promote digital
engagement. These resources may include the tools,
platforms, staffing and budget required to facilitate
meaningful participation in virtual or online settings.
These processes are not necessarily cheaper.

25



The Good Practice Guidelines in Detail

How will the relevant units of administration be integrated into the

participation process?

Involve and prepare relevant administration
units to make sure citizen recommendations are
implemented.

Why: Integrating the administration ensures that
citizen recommendations are effectively imple-
mented, preventing disconnects between participa-
tory processes and administrative actions.

How: This can be achieved by involving relevant de-
partments early, exploring their interest in the topic,
in the results and their capacity to provide expertise
and ultimately supporting the implementation of the
results. Even if the link to their own work is not im-
mediately apparent, it can be useful to include them
in the governance structure and make them co-own-
ers of the process, thereby ensuring their active in-
volvement and commitment to follow-up.

One of the most important lessons learned by prac-
titioners and scholars in recent years is the need for
public participation processes to be effectively inte-
grated into broader administrative structures. In the
end, it will be one or more units of administration
that will need to make sure citizen recommendations
are considered and integrated into policy design and
implementation. Without this integration, there is a
risk that the outcomes of these processes remain a
tedious task and the implementation of results a bur-
den, leading to tensions between administrative and
participatory logics that can undermine well-con-
ceived projects. Ideally, the responsible depart-
ment heads are invited as members of the oversight
or governance committee so that they are part of the
public participation process. Anchoring the deliber-
ative and participatory processes firmly and early on
within the administration is of fundamental impor-
tance for ensuring the implementation of citizens’
suggestions. The administration’s role in the fol-

low-up process should therefore be determined at an
early stage. Such support requires the administration
to invest time and potentially acquire specific com-
petencies through training, for instance, in delibera-
tive skills. There are two common scenarios: First, an
internal public engagement unit owns the engage-
ment process, and the subject matter staff own the
follow-up and engagement roles. Second, the subject
matter staff are responsible for both the process and
the follow-up and implementation. Before the pro-
cess begins, officials should be involved in shaping
it, helping to foster a sense of ownership. Designing
is most often a collaborative effort, and the result of
the relationships officials have with elected officials
and consultants.

This preparation phase often includes bringing to-
gether several units or departments in a project
group for the process. Citizens are not aware of func-
tional divisions or organisational silos in the admin-
istration when they provide policy-input. In trans-
lating citizen recommendations into concrete policy
actions, this project group can allocate and distribute
tasks within the administration.

By anchoring processes within administrative struc-
tures and involving relevant units from the outset,
administrations play a crucial role in ensuring the
success and meaningful impact of participatory and
deliberative initiatives.
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What governance structure will be put in place to oversee the

participation process?

Set up a governance structure to ensure
independent oversight of the process.

Why: Establishing a clear governance structure en-
sures independent oversight, accountability, and le-
gitimacy, particularly in controversial or highly im-
pactful processes.

How: This can be done by creating a framework with
defined roles, responsibilities, and decision-making
authority, including non-government actors and an
independent oversight body to manage citizens’ con-
cerns and ensure transparency.

Local, regional or national government bodies often
initiate and oversee participatory and deliberative
processes. While the commissioning authority or the
unit in charge can carry out a significant number of
tasks during the process, independent oversight from
that authority is also necessary. A governance struc-
ture is a framework comprising clear roles, responsi-
bilities, rules, decision-making procedures and task
allocation relating to organisational and content-re-
lated matters, which ensures effective and account-
able governance throughout the process. Those re-
sponsible for making decisions about the process
should be perceived as impartial and trustworthy by
policymakers and the public alike. Depending on the
context, including non-governmental actors along-
side the commissioning authority may support this
perception, though this is not guaranteed.

The more controversial a topic (e.g., when the popu-
lation is polarised on the issue) or the more impact-
ful it is (e.g., public works with effects lasting de-
cades), the more important it becomes to have a clear
governance structure to demonstrate the impartiality
of the process and ensure the legitimacy of the out-
come.

In deliberative and participatory processes, gover-
nance structures can vary significantly and must be
adapted to the specific context. Generally, diverse
groups are formed and tasked with commissioning,
designing processes, communicating, making expert
choices, coordinating, facilitating, monitoring and
(sometimes) providing independent advice. It is cru-
cial to form a multidisciplinary team with diverse ex-
pertise, including project management, facilitation
and knowledge of the topic, to support the public au-
thority effectively and enhance legitimacy.

. Transparent governance of the process:

The Citizens’ Assembly of Mostar (Bosnia and

Herzegovina) has adopted a detailed rulebook in
which all the rules and principles on which the as-
sembly is based are publicly available. Because
city politics in Mostar has been very polarised his-
torically, a very transparent governance of the as-
sembly was seen as indispensable to make sure
citizens trusted the decisions about the assembly
to be fair and not political.

Regardless of the specific organisational set-up, it is
of utmost importance that all actors involved know
who has the authority to make what decision in the
process. There should be an actor independent of the
commissioning authority to whom citizens can turn
with procedural questions, requests for further in-
formation, or complaints.

The Set-up Phase
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Choosing experts in citizen participation pro-
cesses is important and sensitive because the ex-
pertise provided can greatly influence the qual-

must be selected carefully to ensure they are im-
partial, knowledgeable, and able to present bal-
anced, evidence-based information, without dom-
inating the discussion or influencing participants’
views unduly. Additionally, the selection of ex-
perts can affect public trust — if perceived as bi-
ased or lacking diversity, it can undermine the le-
gitimacy of the entire process, and the decisions
made. Therefore, transparency and inclusivity in
the expert selection process are crucial for fos-
tering trust and ensuring that all perspectives are

experts include:

1. Does the expert possess in-depth knowledge in
the relevant field, and is she/he recognised and
politically independent?

2. Does the group of experts cover all relevant
subtopics?

3. Is there a balanced mix of different schools of
thought and positions?

4. |Is the group diverse in terms of personal attri-
butes such as gender, age, and societal back-
grounds?

5. Does the group include a balanced mix of aca-
demic experts as well as practical actors?

6. Are all experts capable of presenting complex
topics to citizens in a clear and comprehensible
way?

7. Can they explain evidence-based content and
analyses in a way that is understandable and
logical, even for those without an academic
background?

— )

ity, credibility, and fairness of the process. Experts

fairly represented. Leading questions for selecting

— -/

These guidelines apply primarily to (inter)national
and regional processes. In smaller local settings,
forming separate groups for different tasks may
not be feasible; however, a small, committed pro-
ject team can still achieve a great deal. Even in such
cases, clear guidelines and rules should be estab-
lished for how the team collaborates and draws on
internal and external expertise.
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How do you intend to integrate the outcome of the participation
process into the policymaking process, and who is responsible for
organising and overseeing the follow-up process?

Define where the results will fit into the
policymaking process.

Why: Clearly defining how results will be integrated
into the policymaking process ensures transparency,
sets realistic expectations, and strengthens the im-
pact of citizen contributions on policy development.

How: This can be done by aligning the participation
process with the policy cycle, planning integration
from the outset, and ensuring clear communication
about how outcomes will be considered by deci-
sion-makers and implemented by public authorities.

Defining how the outcome of a process will be inte-
grated into the policymaking process is crucial for
transparency and effectiveness. Careful consider-
ation of expected objectives and desired outcomes is
essential from the outset. This includes planning how
the results will be incorporated into the policymaking
process by authorities and establishing the scope and
expectations for citizen participation. Aligning the
timing of the process with the relevant policy cycle is
imperative. If an issue has just been through a pol-
icy cycle (e.g., an important reform bill on the topic
has just been voted and implementation is ongoing),
there might not be a lot of openness to change that
again. Be mindful of electoral cycles; will delivering
recommendations to a different government be met
with the same kind of commitment to act? Similarly,
many participation processes are launched after
most of the important decisions have already been
made, leaving little room for anything beyond pro-
viding feedback on a project that is final and already
being implemented. In these instances, it is import-
ant to manage expectations.

The outcome of the participatory and deliberative
processes can be a part of any stage of the policy-
making cycle; however, these processes primarily

target the policy formulation stage (input dimen-
sion). If a policy has been decided with broad goals
(e.g., climate targets) but leaves considerable scope
for diverse ways of achieving them, a participation
process can focus on that specific question.

Integration in decision-making:

Demoscan in Switzerland is a citizen project in-
spired by the Citizen’s Initiative Review (CIR) pro-
cedure used in Oregon (USA). In the process a
group of around 20 citizens chosen by lot spend
four days analysing the topic of an upcoming ref-
erendum. They gather information, listen to ar-
guments from both sides and deliberate among
themselves. The group draws up a brief report
containing important, verified information on the
topic of the referendum. This report also contains
the main arguments “for” and “against” the refer-
endum question but does not give a voting recom-
mendation. This report is then distributed to ev-
eryone entitled to vote, in addition to the official
voting documents, to help other citizens decide
on how they will vote in the referendum.

For participatory processes addressing open-ended
policy areas, a broad and general mandate can set
policy priorities or develop a long-term strategic vi-
sion, often resulting in agency reports or policy doc-
uments. Clear communication is paramount to man-
aging expectations, ensuring citizens understand the
nature of their contribution, and the presentation of
the outcomes.

The Set-up Phase
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Figure 5 | Policymaking Cycle
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Deliberative processes require meticulous planning
for outcome integration. Designing the follow-up
process before the Citizens’ Assembly commences
is a proactive measure. Responsibilities, structures,
and timelines for follow-up should be defined by
the commissioning authority. Establishing a dedi-
cated team, comprising policy and process special-
ists within the administration, before the assem-
bly starts, helps ensure effective coordination and
support for the commissioning authority’s response
throughout the process. It is essential that the ad-
ministration relevant to the topic supports partici-
pation and welcomes the results. They have to be in-
volved early on in order to be able to integrate the
recommendations into their work.

The outcomes that the participatory and deliber-
ative process produce should be given careful and
thoughtful consideration. The commissioning au-
thorities should give clear justifications and argu-
ments on how some results will be implemented or
why others will not be considered. For that, author-
ities need to establish whether the process is purely
consultative or how far they commit to integrating
the results from the process. They should also com-
mit to regularly communicating about the process
and preliminary results in the political sphere.

Integration in decision-making:
Approaches to handle outcomes should be
considered from the beginning. Here two
examples:

1. Written response by commissioning author-
. ity: The commissioning authority carefully re-
views recommendations and issues a written
response within a reasonable timeframe. The
response indicates whether each recommenda- :
tionis accepted, rejected, or modified. This ap-
proach ensures transparency and accountabil-
ity in the decision-making process.

. Predefined status for threshold recommenda-
tions: The commissioning authority may de-

. cide to pre-emptively declare that recommen-

. dations exceeding a specific threshold among

. assembly members will automatically receive a

special handling. For instance, if a recommen-

dation garners support from a significant ma-

jority of assembly members, it could be fast-

tracked for implementation without further

deliberation.
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Accompanying the follow-up:

The permanent citizens’ assembly on climate in
Brussels has established a secretariat which follows
up on the recommendations and meets with the rel-
evant civil servants and cabinets to ensure progress
and government support. The government provides
aninitial response within three months and a second
response within twelve months.

A monitoring committee of 10 randomly selected
members of the assembly (made up of 65 - 100 citi-
zens) oversees government action for one year and
meets with ministers (at least) twice. Besides the
two moments, the citizens define their work and its
intensity themselves. The permanence of the pro-
cess allows members from one cycle to transmit
knowledge to members of the next cycle. This may
also allow for a longer-term follow-up on both policy
development and scrutiny of government action.

.
© © 0 0 0000000000000 00000000000000000 00 00

© © 0 0 0 000 0000000000000 00 0000000000000 0000000 0000 00

The Set-up Phase

The Good Practice Guidelines in Detail




The Good Practice Guidelines in Detail

Who do you want to include and how will you reach them?

o

Ensure inclusive and fair representation. For deliberative processes based on random selec-

tion, public authorities should call on external exper-
Why: Different processes aim to include differ- tise or an independent organisation that are experi-
ent numbers and types of people. Consider the needs enced in democratic lotteries (Huesmann and Roch
of your context and process, and what will ulti- 2020).
mately build wider public trust in the process. An-
ticipate all the steps needed to reach the widest and
most diverse audience for participatory processes, Tttt sm e amnmmnnees
prioritising broad and diverse recruitment and out- . Actively reaching out to specific target groups I:
reach strategies. The choice of topic can influence
the groups involved in the process, and these groups * The German organisation “Es geht LOS” uses a
can, in turn, influence the choice of methods. Broad . combination of targeted outreach and follow-up to
and diverse recruitment ensures fair representation, encourage participation in their deliberative pro-
inclusivity and equitable participation, leading to a : cesses. To have 100 people participating, they first
more legitimate and effective process. . randomly select and invite around 120 people.

: Those who do not respond are personally invited at
How: Recruitment begins by addressing the fol- . their doorstep and asked what they need to partic-
lowing question: Who is affected, and whose input . ipate. By taking this step, they convince more peo-
is needed? Where and how can I reach the people, I ple to join the assembly and gain insight into the
want to involve? This can be achieved by using a va- . reasons why people do not initially respond.
riety of communication methods, ensuring outreach ettt ettt et e, 3
through multiple channels, and utilising external ex-
pertise to ensure a representative and inclusive par-
ticipant pool. Specific measures for hard-to-reach Most deliberative processes are recruited to reflect
groups may help to increase diversity. the wider public in terms of gender, age, socio-eco-

nomic status and place of residence. Depending on
For a participation process to be considered fair and the context, ethnicity or religion may also be consid-
accessible, citizens first need to be informed about ered. The size of the assembly and the topic to be de-
the participation opportunity. Prioritise broad and liberated on may also influence the selection criteria.
diverse recruitment by using a variety of communi- For example, an assembly discussing a controversial
cation methods and reaching out through numer- issue such as abortion or climate change may need to
ous channels, including websites, emails, post, social ~ emphasise that all perspectives are represented. In
media, phone calls, news outlets, municipal partner-  such cases, it could be worthwhile to consider partic-
ships, and multilingual posters and brochures. ipants’ attitudes during the selection process, while

bearing in mind the methodological challenges in-
volved. If deemed necessary, oversampling or tar-
geting groups affected by the topic under discussion
may be an option. These decisions are typically mo-
tivated by the desire to improve public trust in the
process.
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Different outreach and engagement methods can be
combined. Person-to-person outreach, while poten-
tially time-consuming and costly, can increase par-
ticipation, especially among those who are less likely
to take part in this type of process.

—

Create an enabling environment:
For public participation to be successful, numer-
ous social, linguistic, and physical barriers may
need to be overcome to ensure that specific com-
munity groups are not only informed but also able
to participate actively. Translation into different
languages, British Sign Language interpretation,
and introductory sessions can help reduce barriers
to participation and facilitate entry into the pro-
cess. To enable broad and inclusive participatory
and deliberative processes, participation should
also be encouraged through remuneration, reim-
bursement of costs, technical and logistical assis-
tance, and the provision or funding of childcare,
eldercare, and other support services. Any such
measures should be communicated to participants
before the process begins.

— -/

)
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How will you organise communication around the process to increase

its perceived legitimacy?

Prepare a communication plan for the process.

Why: Clear, transparent, appealing and easy-to un-
derstand communication builds trust and enhances
the perceived legitimacy of the process.

How: Explain the project’s objectives, provide regu-
lar updates, and involve diverse stakeholders to en-
sure transparency and responsiveness.

Actively reaching out to specific target
groups ll:

The Climate Assembly UK in 2020 broadly rep-

resented the population in terms of age, gender,

ethnicity, education level, place of residence (con-

sidering both the rural/urban area and the region),
- level of concern regarding climate change.

This topic-related criterion was included to avoid
critics claiming that the panel was biased towards
citizens who were already very active on climate
issues.

Increasing the perceived legitimacy of a citizen par-
ticipation process requires clear, transparent, and
consistent communication. When participants and
the wider public understand the purpose, goals, and
methods of the process, they are more likely to trust
it and feel their involvement is meaningful.

Communication might include:

1. Process information and a follow-up phone call
to encourage active participation from citizens
during the pre-process and recruitment phase.

2. Information for experts, stakeholders, and the
media regarding their contributions to the pro-
cess, especially during the process itself.

3. Transparency, results, and follow-up actions,
communicated before, during, and after the pro-
cess.

In the case of a deliberative process, this kind of
communication informs other citizens that a project
is taking place in their community and shows them
how they can contribute to the assembly. Addition-
ally, attention should be given to building relation-
ships with the media to encourage their engagement
in reporting on the process. Increased participa-
tion has several benefits, one of which is that cit-
izens know that people like themselves have been
heard and are involved. This is only possible if they
are aware of it. A key feature of any participatory or
deliberative initiative is an accessible website that
functions as a pivotal platform for disseminating in-
formation and encouraging engagement. It is crucial
for transparency and legitimacy that all citizens can
readily access all information about the process.

First, organisers should clearly explain the objectives
and the importance of the project. This can be done
through public statements, informational materials,
and usually a website. Introductory meetings where
purpose and expected outcomes are outlined are also
important. For example, organisers could host town
hall meetings to explain the process, provide updates
on how citizen input is being used, and address con-
cerns. This transparency, along with visible outcome
that reflects public input, boosts the legitimacy of the
process, and enhances public confidence.

By providing a solid rationale for the process, partic-
ipants are more likely to understand why their input
is valuable and how it will be used.
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Providing regular updates throughout the process
also helps to build trust and ensure transparency.
These updates could include progress reports, sum-
maries of key decisions and examples of how partic-
ipants’ feedback has influenced the project. For ex-
ample, following a public consultation or survey,
organisers could release a summary of the findings
and explain how these will inform the next steps.

Additionally, involving a diverse range of stakehold-
ers, including community leaders, experts, and or-
ganisations, can lend credibility to the process. When
participants see that a broad spectrum of voices is
being considered, they are more likely to trust that
the process is fair and representative.

Furthermore, providing accessible channels for feed-
back and ensuring a responsive approach helps par-
ticipants feel that their voices are being heard. Ad-
dressing concerns, answering questions and being
open to dialogue reinforces the legitimacy of the pro-
cess.

o ®® ® %0 e e s 0000000000000 0000000000000 00

Communication about the process:

Different communication channels were used to
prepare the citizens’ dialogue on sustainable mo-
bility in Filderstadt (Germany) in 2016: accessible,
preparatory district walks in all neighbourhoods,
postcard campaigns to all households with a good
response rate, a household survey on mobility be-
haviour and a kick-off event with presentations
and discussions with mobility experts. For the two
strongly underrepresented groups in Filderstadt
- young people and immigrants - the city also of-
fered separate events with adapted formats.

. .
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How will you provide information and support learning for
participants reaching a considered judgement?

Enable an informed and considered judgement on a
publicissue.

Why: Building basic knowledge of the topic at hand
is a prerequisite for an informed discussion. Provid-
ing comprehensive and diverse information ensures
participants can make informed, balanced judge-
ments, enhancing the legitimacy and quality of the
decision-making process. The preparation of mate-
rials before the process begins can ensure that par-
ticipants are provided with the necessary materials
for reference throughout the process, though care-
ful consideration should be made to ensure that the
group learns together. It is equally as important to
document expert input throughout the process, so
participants can revisit and reflect the evidence as
discussion evolve.

How: This can be done by curating a variety of in-
formational formats, including expert presenta-
tions, reports, testimonials, and field visits, and al-
lowing participants to request additional information
throughout the process. The information provided
should be balanced — reflecting diverse perspectives
rather than claiming objectivity — and easy to un-
derstand.

Effective information plays a crucial role in ensuring
transparency and fostering informed decision-mak-
ing among participants. In many cases, exten-

sive knowledge about the topic cannot be assumed
prior to a process involving citizens and must there-
fore be provided. Beyond merely handing out mate-
rials, it involves curating a diverse range of informa-
tion sources and formats to cater to the varied needs
and preferences of participants. This comprehen-
sive approach includes reports, articles, expert pre-
sentations, but also testimonials, public feedback,
skill-building sessions, and field visits.

Supporting participants:

The Deliberative committees of Brussels have fo- .
cused on addressing the needs of four marginal- .
ised groups: young people, people experiencing
poverty, persons with disabilities and people with
children. Efforts are also being made to include
people who do not speak the region’s two main
languages, French and Dutch, by formulating in-
vitations in five additional languages. The “buddy
system” allows participants to bring a designated
person who can support them throughout the en-
tire process by translating or providing assistance.

Moreover, it is essential to recognise the diverse
types of information that various stakeholders, ex-
perts, and the public can bring to the table. While ex-
perts may provide specialised knowledge and techni-
cal insights, stakeholders offer valuable perspectives
based on their experiences and interests. Meanwhile,
members of the public contribute diverse viewpoints,
pro and contra arguments, and their subjective expe-
riences that enrich the process.

In the context of deliberative processes, where con-
sidered judgement is required, it has proven useful
to provide an information kit at the start of the pro-
cess to help members prepare for the range of top-
ics. It is essential to ensure that all aspects of the de-
bate are presented fairly and that a variety of sources
are made available. In most cases, this kit is prepared
by the administration responsible for the policy area
of the assembly topic. It is also advisable to set up a
reading committee and consider different ways of
presenting information to specific audiences, such as
video, audio, graphics and text. However, providing
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too much information about the topic ahead of the
process can be a hurdle for many people. It is there-
fore important to ensure that all the necessary infor-
mation to understand the problem is provided at the
meetings, as you cannot guarantee that all citizens
will read the given information.

Citizens should also be able to request latest infor-
mation, either in person from experts or through
documents, during the process. This builds confi-
dence in the process and ensures that they do not
have the impression of being led to a particular con-
clusion through limited or biased information. In
some participatory initiatives, there are examples of
platforms created to allow the public to propose ex-
perts or submit evidence, further broadening the
scope of perspectives considered.

The difficulty with including public submissions or
an online consultation in a participatory or delib-
erative process is the potential for bias. Such sub-
missions may be from individuals who are highly
engaged with the topic or influenced by advocacy
campaigns. Effectively managing these submissions
requires robust procedures to uphold the integrity
and inclusivity of participatory and deliberative pro-
cesses. This can be achieved through a knowledge
management committee with a clear set of rules.

The Good Practice Guidelines in Detail

Easy to understand information:

In Hamburg (Germany), some urban and land-
scape planning departments that come into con-
tact with citizens have started to teach their em-
ployees the fundamentals of successful expert

- lay citizens’ communication in a seminar. They
learn how to express themselves clearly, avoid ab-
breviations and explain difficult issues.

The Set-up Phase
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How will the process be evaluated to learn from the experience?

Evaluate the process and learn from experience.

Why: Evaluation ensures legitimacy, accountability,
and continuous improvement. Evaluation is import-
ant for transparency and making the first dimension
of impact (happiness with the process) public.

How: Conduct process and outcome evaluations
using surveys, interviews, and independent assess-
ments during and after the process.

Conducting evaluations has two functions. First, it
increases the legitimacy of the public and stake-
holders in the outcomes of participatory or delibera-
tive process. An external evaluation that shows that
the process was well conducted and balanced can

be a strong antidote to criticism on the outcomes. A
second important function is that it allows for pro-
cess-learning. Especially when new methods are
used (such as deliberation), the first processes might
still include a lot of learning opportunities to refine
its further use, and an evaluation will highlight the
most important lessons learned.

. Evaluation and learning:

An independent High Level Advisory Group
(HLAG) observed the Conference on the Future
of Europe (CoFoE) in 2021 and presented an eval-
uation report. It is composed by an international

« consortium comprising the Bertelsmann Stiftung,
the European Policy Centre, the King Baudouin
Foundation and Stiftung Mercator. The group
critically analysed deliberations at the confer-
ence and the way in which citizens’ recommenda-
. tions are followed up by the EU. The findings were
made public in online-seminars open to everyone.

Follow-up surveys and interviews with participants
provide valuable insights into how they perceive the
long-term impact of their involvement. These tools
can help determine if citizens feel their input has in-
fluenced decisions, if outcomes align with their ex-
pectations, and if they remain engaged in the pro-
cess. Additionally, it is important to gather feedback
on whether the decisions made through the process
have resulted in real changes in the community or in
the policy.

Following the OECD’s Evaluation Guidelines for Rep-
resentative Deliberative Processes (2021) which can
be applied to both participatory and deliberative pro-
cesses, these evaluations should encompass both
process and outcome assessments, providing evi-
dence of process quality and ensuring accountabil -
ity and transparency. Process evaluation involves
assessing the integrity of participatory or deliber-
ative processes, considering aspects such as trans-
parency, inclusivity and procedural fairness. It in-
volves examining how well the process was designed
and implemented, whether diverse perspectives were
adequately represented, and whether participants
felt empowered to contribute meaningfully. Out-
come evaluation, on the other hand, assesses im-
pact and effectiveness of the process, including the
extent to which participants’ input influenced deci-
sion-making, the quality of the resulting decisions,
and the overall societal impact the process has. Eval-
uation methods should be considered throughout
the process. These methods should be diverse, util-
ising a combination of surveys, interviews, observa-
tions, document analysis and other data collection
methods, to gather reliable and valid information.
Furthermore, evaluations should be conducted by
independent parties wherever possible to ensure
credibility and impartiality. The results should be
made publicly available and communicated to stake-
holders to foster transparency and accountability.
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What is your roadmap? How will the process be structured and

organised?

Define the design of the process to determine the
boundaries of the process.

Why: Structuring and clearly designing the process
by choosing the methods, defining aims, tasks and

output for each step ensures clarity, transparency,

and effective citizen engagement. It is essential for
realistic time planning.

How: This can be done by carefully defining the
scope of the process, the objectives, roles, and re-
sources. Each of these steps often requires more time
than anticipated.

The design is the intentional and thoughtful plan-
ning and structuring of a participatory and deliber-
ative process. This phase involves making key de-
cisions about fundamental aspects of the process,
including the scope, objectives, methods, and overall
structure. Process design means that you describe the
aims and tasks for each step, the output, the time/re-
sources needed (and the people responsible). Once all
these questions have been answered, you are ready to
commission the process or begin its design.

The scope determines the boundaries of the process,
specifying which aspects of the issue at hand will be
considered and what will be excluded. This will, for
example, include refining the exact way the topic is
proposed to the citizens after the agenda setting.
The scope must be realistically achievable based on
the available resources, including time, human and
financial resources, and the practical workload for
participating citizens.

Simultaneously, task definition becomes integral in
this design phase, providing clarity for both partici-
pants and the executing and/ or commissioning au-
thority. It should be clear who will have what role.
In an extensive process, such as a citizens’ assem-
bly, this will involve setting up a whole governance
structure.

The design, encompassing purpose, scope, and tasks,
should be in proportion with the complexity and sig-
nificance of the addressed issue and the overarching
purpose of the process. If a minimal design is used
for a principal issue, then this can lead to frustra-
tion or even questions about the honesty of the com-
missioning government. Transparency and openness
in both the design and mandate are crucial, mak-

ing the goals and procedures clear and accessible to
all stakeholders. Integrating both the design and task
definition ensures a comprehensive framework for
participatory and deliberative processes, promot-
ing effectiveness, clarity, and meaningful citizen en-
gagement.

The Set-up Phase
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As to the engagement phase, the following briefly
lists the guidelines for the in-between phase. This
phase involves the actual conduct of the citizen par-
ticipation process, including informed discussions
among citizens, seeking compromise or consensus,
and formulating the results. In most cases, recom-
mendations for political decision-makers are formu-
lated here.
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These engagement guidelines are mainly derived
from the guidelines of the OECD (2020), the rec-
ommendations of the Council of Europe (2023), the
newDemocracy Foundation’s UNDEF Handbook En-
abling National Initiatives to Take Democracy Be-
yond Elections (2018b), MosaicLab’s Facilitating De-
liberation: A Practical Guide (2023) and the handbook
on citizens’ assemblies published by the Innovation
in Democracy Programme (2020). A detailed descrip-
tion of the guidelines can be found in the sources
mentioned and shall not be restated here.



https://www.mosaiclab.com.au/the-big-book
https://www.mosaiclab.com.au/the-big-book

The Good Practice Guidelines in Detail

How can skilled facilitation be ensured for constructive small group

work?

Enable constructive and effective discussions in
small group work.

Why: Skilled facilitation ensures focused, inclusive,
and productive discussions.

How: Use clear objectives, basic rules, and methods,
like round-robin, to ensure equal participation.

Skilled facilitation is essential for keeping small
group discussions focused, productive, and construc-
tive. A skilled facilitator creates a safe and inclu-

sive environment in which all participants feel com-
fortable sharing their ideas. They encourage active
listening and ensure that all voices are heard. They
must set clear objectives, establish basic rules for re-
spectful communication and guide the group through
structured activities or discussions. This involves
keeping the conversation on track while being flexi-
ble enough to respond to issues that arise.

For example, a facilitator may divide participants
into smaller groups to discuss potential solutions

to a local issue, such as improving public transport.
Methods such as round-robin or brainstorming can
be used to ensure that everyone contributes. Mon-
itoring group dynamics helps prevent one person
from dominating the conversation, allowing the fa-
cilitator to intervene and clarify points, summarise
discussions and guide the group towards consensus.
Skilled facilitation ensures that the group stays fo-
cused on the task at hand, while also considering di-
verse perspectives in a way that fosters collaboration
and creativity.

Engagement Phase
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Experts ensure informed and trustworthy dis-
cussions.

Experts can give presentations, join panels, or
answer questions.

Involving experts in citizen participation projects is
crucial for ensuring that decisions are informed and
evidence-based. Experts provide specialised knowl-
edge that helps to clarify complex issues and make
them accessible to citizens from a range of back-
grounds. Their involvement ensures discussions are
based on accurate, up-to-date information, help-
ing to prevent misunderstandings and misconcep-
tions. They can also bridge knowledge gaps, facili-
tate meaningful dialogue and ensure that proposed
solutions are feasible and practical. Their involve-
ment also fosters accountability and builds trust in
the process, as citizens can be confident that deci-
sions are based on reliable evidence. Overall, experts
enhance the quality of deliberations, guiding citizens
towards more effective and sustainable outcomes,
while ensuring that the process remains transparent
and inclusive.

42

There are various methods of involving experts in
citizen participation, such as inviting them to give
presentations or briefings to clarify complex issues.
They can also sit on advisory panels to inform deci-
sion-making processes, deliver training in the form
of workshops and facilitate discussions to ensure in-
formed conversations. They can participate directly
in small group sessions or provide citizens with on-
going access to ask questions. These approaches en-
sure that expert knowledge enhances deliberations
while keeping citizens actively engaged in the pro-
cess.

However, the question remains: Who selects the ex-
perts, and how? Best practice involves stakehold-
ers and participants in the nomination process be-
cause their involvement helps to broaden the range
of views and build trust in the fairness of the infor-
mation included.



It ensures all participants can engage and un-
derstand the material well.

Use diverse methods like visuals, discussions,
and hands-on activities.

It is important to incorporate different learning
styles and visualisation methods because this en-
sures that all participants can engage with and un-
derstand the material in a way that matches their
strengths. People learn in different ways: some are
visual learners, some are auditory, and others pre-
fer hands-on, experiential learning. Catering to these
differences increases the chances of effective learn-
ing and retention for everyone.

Using diverse methods also makes learning more in-
clusive, ensuring that no one is left behind regard-
less of their preferred learning style. It encourages
greater participation, fosters a deeper understand-
ing of the content and helps to accommodate a wide
range of learners in both formal and informal set-
tings. This approach leads to more effective commu-
nication and knowledge sharing.

The Good Practice Guidelines in Detail

Several strategies and visualisation methods can be
employed to incorporate different learning styles.
Firstly, incorporate a variety of visual, auditory and
kinaesthetic learning activities. For example, visual
learners can benefit from infographics, videos, or di-
agrams, while auditory learners can engage with dis-
cussions or podcasts. Hands-on activities or interac-
tive tasks can benefit kinaesthetic learners.

Additionally, offer multiple forms of visualisation,
such as mind maps, charts, and interactive simula-
tions, to appeal to different preferences. Encourage
collaborative learning through group activities where
diverse learning styles complement one another.
Providing materials in various formats (written, vi-
sual and audio) ensures that all participants can en-
gage in the way that suits them best, thereby en-
hancing their understanding and retention.
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Sufficient time allows participants to reflect,
engage deeply with information, and make well-in-
formed, considered decisions.

Organisers can stagger the process, provide
clear and accessible resources, offer reflection peri-
ods, and support participants with expert access and
follow-up activities.

Providing sufficient time for participants to consider
information and make an informed decision is cru-
cial. When participants have sufficient time, they can
reflect on complex issues, engage with the informa-
tion more deeply, and ask questions that lead to more
informed contributions and decisions.

To achieve this, organisers can break the project
down into stages and stagger the process. Rather
than rushing through discussions, they can first pro-
vide basic information and then allow participants
time to reflect individually or conduct research be-
fore coming together for discussions. This approach
gives participants the chance to digest the informa-
tion thoroughly before forming opinions.
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Providing accessible resources is also important. In-
formation should be distributed early and in clear,
comprehensive formats such as written materi-

als, videos and infographics, to allow participants
to absorb the material at their own pace. Addition-
ally, organisers can facilitate reflection time by in-
corporating pauses in meetings or workshops where
participants can consider what they have learnt be-
fore moving on to the next topic or phase. For in-
stance, after a presentation on a policy issue, time
should be allocated for participants to ask questions
or engage in small-group discussions.

Offering support is another key strategy. Providing
opportunities for participants to engage with ex-
perts or facilitators for clarification or further infor-
mation ensures they can deepen their understanding.
This can be achieved through office hours, Q&A ses-
sions or online resources, which allow participants
to delve deeper into the subject matter. Lastly, fol-
low-up activities such as sessions or feedback loops
allow participants to refine their thoughts and judge-
ments based on ongoing discussions or the latest in-
formation.

Providing time for community members to review
budget proposals and ask experts questions, followed
by a period for deliberation and feedback, for exam-
ple, ensures that participants make well-informed
decisions. This approach helps to build trust in the
process, leading to decisions that reflect a more
comprehensive understanding of the issues.



Involving stakeholders and the wider pub-
lic ensures diverse perspectives, builds trust, and in-
creases the legitimacy of decisions.

Engage stakeholders through public consul-
tations, workshops, surveys, advisory groups, and
maintain transparent communication with regular
updates throughout the process.

Involving stakeholders and the wider public in the
citizen participation process is essential for achiev-
ing inclusive, transparent and effective outcomes.
Engaging these groups ensures that diverse perspec-
tives are heard, builds trust, and increases the legiti-
macy of decisions.

To achieve this, organisers can invite stakehold-

ers to participate at various stages, such as provid-
ing input during the planning phase or offering feed-
back on proposals as they develop. This could involve
holding public consultations, town hall meetings or
workshops, where stakeholders and the public can
share their concerns, ideas and expectations. Addi-
tionally, surveys, online platforms, and social media
can be used to provide broader access and allow the
wider public to participate, even if they cannot attend
in-person events.

The Good Practice Guidelines in Detail

Involving stakeholders directly in decision-making
processes, such as advisory groups or steering com-
mittees, ensures their concerns are integrated into
the planning and engagement phases. This helps
make the process more representative and grounded
in the community’s actual needs. Organisers can also
encourage collaboration between diverse groups,
creating spaces for dialogue that foster partnerships
and collective problem-solving.

Furthermore, regular updates and transparent com-
munication are essential for keeping stakeholders
and the public informed and engaged throughout the
process. Sharing progress reports and hosting feed-
back sessions, for example, ensures that people un-
derstand how their input is being used and how the
project is evolving. This ongoing engagement helps
to maintain public trust and encourage continued
participation.

Stakeholders such as local businesses, residents and
experts might, for instance, participate in workshops
to co-design solutions, while the wider public could
provide feedback via an online survey. This level of
inclusion helps to ensure that decisions reflect the
needs and interests of both key stakeholders and the
wider public.
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Protecting privacy builds trust and encourages
open and honest participation, while ensuring com-
pliance with legal and ethical standards.

Implement clear privacy policies, anonymise
data, use secure platforms, obtain informed consent
and comply with data protection regulations.

Protecting the privacy of participants is critical in
citizen participation projects as it builds trust and
encourages open and honest engagement. Protecting
participants’ privacy ensures that they feel safe ex-
pressing their opinions without fear of personal con-
sequences and that legal and ethical standards are
met.

To protect privacy, organisers can implement several
measures. First, they should clearly communicate the
privacy policy to participants, explaining how their
data will be used, stored and protected. This trans-
parency helps participants understand the extent of
their privacy rights and the precautions in place.

Next, organisers can anonymise or pseudonymise
data where possible. For instance, survey responses
or contributions to public forums can be collected
without personal identifiers to ensure anonymity. If
personal information is necessary, it should be kept
to a minimum, stored securely, and accessible only to
authorised personnel.
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Additionally, it is important to use secure platforms
for digital participation. Whether it is an online sur-
vey, forum or virtual meeting, using a platform with
robust encryption and security protocols prevents
unauthorised access to participant data.

Another effective measure is to obtain informed con-
sent from participants, ensuring they understand
what data will be collected and how it will be used.
This can be achieved by providing a consent form at
the start of the participation process.

Finally, if sensitive data is being collected, or if there
are specific legal requirements (as in health or legal
contexts), organisers must ensure compliance with
data protection regulations such as the EU’s GDPR,
or similar legislation in other regions.

For instance, participant’s names and personal de-
tails could be anonymised before being included in
reports, ensuring their views are represented while
maintaining confidentiality. If online tools are used,
the platform should be encrypted and access to par-
ticipant data restricted to authorised staff only. Tak-
ing these steps helps to protect participant privacy
while ensuring a secure and trusted environment for
citizen engagement.
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Follow-up Phase

The follow-up of participatory and deliberative pro-
cesses is crucial for ensuring that the outcomes of
citizen engagement are well recognised and trans-
lated into tangible actions and meaningful change.

It involves a systematic review of the recommen-
dations and decisions generated during the process,
as well as the integration into the democratic deci-
sion-making process, implementation, and evalua-
tion. To ensure genuine follow-up, it is crucial to give
the administration an explicit role and mandate. Fol -
low-up mechanisms serve to uphold accountability,
transparency, and trust in democratic processes by
demonstrating responsiveness to citizen input and
commitments made during deliberations. This may
include regular reporting on the progress of discus-
sions in the political space, ways of implementation,
engaging stakeholders, participating citizens, and
experts in ongoing dialogue, and revisiting the pro-
cess to address emerging issues or concerns.

The follow-up deals with the effects and impact of
the process. The first impact dimension relates to the
participants and stakeholders and their satisfaction

with the fairness and transparency of the process

and with the results. The second relates to the reso-
nance that the results generate in society, the public
debate, and in the political arena. The third refers to
the actual influence on political decision-making and
solutions. The aim is to improve these through the
contribution of citizens. Participatory processes can
lead to tangible impact such as policy changes, im-
proved services, and better resource allocation. They
also build trust in institutions, empower citizens, and
foster social cohesion.

The follow-up phase is often initiated by a special
event at which the citizens’ recommendations are
handed over to the commissioning authority in the
presence of relevant stakeholders, the media, and in-
terested members of the public. It is important that
the commissioning authority is present to accept the
citizens’ report, listen to it and discuss it with the
participants, and provide initial feedback. This event
marks a milestone for the citizens, as it is the point
at which they present their agreed recommendations.
While the participation process ends here, the dis-
cussion process on the recommendations in the po-
litical arena begins.

Follow-up Phase
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Clear communication of the results (e.g., the
citizens’ recommendations) ensures transparency,
builds trust, and demonstrates the openness to lis-
ten, and the willingness to consider and discuss the
results, fostering greater public engagement.

The final recommendation report is pre-
pared, reviewed by the participants, and then made
public. The results are then made readily available
through various formats, such as summaries and
mobile-friendly websites, actively encouraging pub-
lic dialogue and media involvement.

While communication has already been addressed in
general terms under project design, it becomes even
more important at the end of the active participation
phase — when citizen input or recommendations are
handed over to the authorities. The results should be
made publicly available in accessible formats, such
as short summaries, mobile-friendly web pages,

and social media posts. It is also important to raise
awareness among policymakers and the public about
the outcomes of the process and to clearly communi-
cate the planned follow-up steps.
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Encouraging active communication from citizens
about the process and the results further enriches its
scope and ensures diverse perspectives are consid-
ered. By fostering open dialogue and engagement,
participatory initiatives can extend their reach and
effectively harness the collective wisdom of the com-
munity, ultimately enhancing the legitimacy and ef-
fectiveness of decision-making processes.
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How will an impactful follow-up be ensured after the participation
process? How will the results be integrated into decision-making to

enable effective follow-up?

Engage with decision-makers early to enable an
impactful follow-up.

Why: With the publication and presentation of the
citizens’ recommendations, the internal process in-
tensifies. Ensuring impactful follow-up is essen-

tial for turning citizen input into meaningful actions,
maintaining accountability, and reinforcing trust in
the democratic process.

How: This can be done by engaging decision-mak-
ers early, establishing clear follow-up mechanisms,
providing regular updates, and ensuring continued
dialogue to keep citizen recommendations central to
policy implementation. The most important success
factor is to define a person or unit responsible for the
process and for communicating the interim status to
the participants.

Depending on the kind of participation method being
used, the follow-up phase varies in its form, depth,
and scope. Alternatively, in online engagement plat-
forms or surveys, follow-up could entail sending

out periodic updates to participants on how their
input has influenced decision-making or policy de-
velopment. In participatory budgeting for instance,
the decision on which projects or budget mea-

sures to adopt completes the process. Regardless of
the method used, the effectiveness of the follow-up
phase ultimately hinges on its ability to sustain mo-
mentum and ensure that the voices and concerns ex-
pressed during the participatory process remain
central to decision-making and implementation pro-
cesses. It is recommended to invite participants to
public parliamentary debates or committee meetings
to present the results and explain them in their own
words. However, this needs to be considered earlier
in the process, as you need to know what participants
are willing to be nominated.
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Ensuring impactful follow-up
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The Conference on the Future of Europe (CoFoE)
in 2021, a joint undertaken by the European Com-
mission, the European Parliament, and the Coun-
cil, has enabled to bridge a gap between citizens
and institutions at European level.
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A common secretariat composed by high level
civil servants and Members of the European
Parliament, representing the three institutions
equally, assisted the work of the executive board.
The Common Secretariat supported the organi-
sation and proceedings of the plenary session of
the Conference and the European Citizens’ Pan-
els. It contributed to the coordination of the three
administrative branches and made it possible to
build a bridge between citizens, political institu-
tions, and elected representatives as well as their
respective administrations at the European level. .
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For deliberative processes, the follow-up phase hap-
pens after citizens’ recommendations have been for-
mulated and handed over and, ideally, discussed with
the commissioning authority. This phase requires
careful planning and design, as political and/or ad-
ministrative structures must be used or established
(ideally from the very beginning of the process) to en-
sure effective consideration of citizens’ input in deci-
sion-making processes. Unfortunately, in many pro-
cesses the mandate ends here. This is because no one
anticipates the importance of careful follow-up. How-
ever, it is possible to take a different approach. This
creates a disconnect between those responsible for or-
ganising the assembly and the policymakers who are
supposed to respond to the recommendations. The ad-

Follow-up Phase
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ministration, as part of the organising team, needs the

mandate to manage the follow-up. The organisation

commissioned to run the process should also be tasked

in its contract with supporting communication and

feedback activities after the handover, even if resources

are limited or the work spans election cycles.

During the process, it may emerge that the policy
priorities and recommendations formulated by citi-

zens concern not only the commissioning authority,
but also other policy areas or levels (e.g., European,
national, regional or local). In this case, it will be im-
portant to re-evaluate the stakeholders and the most
important political actors and interlocutors and ad-
just the follow-up process accordingly.

Figure 6 | Increasing impact on the decision | Climate Assembly Impacts

Area of impact

Type of impact

State actors

Impacts on national and
regional government
decision-making.

Key actors: policymakers,
politicians, parliamentari-
ans, civil servants.

Instrumental Impacts
New ways of acting on
climate change

Changes to climate
policy, strategy,
legislation, laws,
regulation and official
guidance.

Capacity Impacts

New expertise and/

or reprioritisation of
resources for acting on
climate change

Changes in expertise and
resources for climate
action, including con-
necting climate deliber-
ation and public engage-
ment to policymaking.

Capacity Impacts
New ways of understanding
climate change and climate action.

Changes to understanding of
climate action by state actors,
including role of public engagement
and perspectives.

Non-state actors and
civil society

Impacts on wider society
and public discourse.

Key actors: members

of the public, media,
businesses, third sector,
advisory bodies, assembly
members.

System and structure
Impacts on underlying
features of practices
(including decision-
making) that alter the
goals or mandates that
guide climate action.

Changes to behaviour
or climate action by
wider publics; changes
to media policy,
practices or coverage;
changes to business or
organisational policies
and practices; changes
in behaviour of assembly
members.

Changes to the under-
lying mechanisms with
which society addresses
climate change, account-
ing for the systemic na-
ture of the climate crisis
(e.g., new tax systems,
economic goals, shifts in
responsibilities).

Changes in expertise and
resources for engaging
in climate action by non-
state actors, such as civil
society initiatives to
establish greater public
contribution to climate
action.

Changes in organising
principles or in expertise
and resources available
to tackle the systemic
nature of the climate
crisis.

Changes to understanding of
climate action by civil society,
media and business organisations,
including enhanced recognition of
the importance of climate in their
practices, and the role of public
engagement and perspectives. This
category also includes changes

in understanding of climate

action among assembly members,
organisers and the wider public.

Changes to understanding of

the climate crisis and climate
action as a systemicissue (e.g.,
interconnected with other societal
challenges). Fundamental shifts in
shared understandings and norms
governing climate action.

Source: https://cdn.prod.website-files.com/65b77644e6021e9021de8916/675ff37b91b3f53c964415ad_Updated_IEF_Dec_2024.pdf
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How can the participatory impact be monitored in the medium and

long term?

Keep track of the participatory footprint in the
medium and long term.

Why: Tracking the participatory footprint and im-
pact over time ensures that citizen engagement leads
to tangible, lasting changes, fostering trust and on-
going involvement in future processes.

How: This can be done by establishing specific im-
pact indicators, conducting follow-up surveys,
maintaining ongoing communication with partic-
ipants, and documenting the integration of citizen
input into policy outcomes.

Tracking the participatory footprint in the medium
and long term is essential in ensuring that the out-
come of the process leads to meaningful impact,
which is often defined by citizens as a key measure of
success. The impact of a participatory process can be
assessed across three key dimensions: trust and sat-
isfaction, the participatory footprint, and actual pol-
icy influence.

The first dimension, trust, and satisfaction, re-

flects the degree to which citizens feel their engage-
ment has been valued and is meaningful. This is often
achieved through transparent communication and
responsive feedback mechanisms. Ensuring partici-
pants feel heard and seeing the process deliver on its
promises is a significant factor in building trust and
satisfaction with the process, and with democracy in
general.

The second dimension, the participatory footprint,
refers to the visibility and dissemination of the re-
sults within relevant decision-making bodies, stake-
holders, the media, and the public. While it can be
difficult to track the overall influence of the pro-
cess, it is useful to define realistic activities that can
be monitored. For example, tracking where and how

outcomes are discussed among key decision-makers,
reported in the media, or incorporated into public
discourse can provide tangible evidence of the reach
and relevance the participatory process has had.

The third dimension, influence on policymaking, is
the most challenging to track, as it involves the di-
rect incorporation of citizen input into actual policy
decisions. To monitor this, organisers can use tools
like KNOCA'’s Impact Framework to track the im-
plementation of citizens’ proposals and ensure that
input is reflected in the final policies. Periodic up-
dates on the integration of participatory suggestions
into policy can demonstrate the long-term influence
of the process.

In summary, tracking impact — trust and satisfac-
tion, the participatory footprint, and policy influence
— ensures that the process is not only successful in
the short term but also continues to build momen-
tum and achieve real and lasting change. These wins
should be actively communicated to participants and
documented publicly.

Follow-up Phase
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How can feedback be provided to the citizens?

Ensure feedback to the citizens involved is given.

Why: Feedback builds trust, validates contributions,
and encourages future participation. Feedback should
address two dimensions: Where and with whom are
the citizens’ recommendations discussed with and
what is the resonance, and how do they feed into ac-
tual policy making?

How: Use clear feedback channels such as email
lists, newsletters, public meetings, and, where ap-
propriate, meetings with citizens who participated
in the citizens’ assembly. Provide regular updates
and maintain transparency about how input is being
used. Consider inviting participants to a follow-up
meeting, for example after one year, where the au-
thority reports back on progress.

Citizens expect specific feedback from the initia-
tors on how their contributions have been used. This
is particularly important in established, and some-
times long-term, political coordination processes
within a multilevel governance system — for exam-
ple, in departmental coordination — where citizens
expect consistent feedback. The planning of feed-
back to citizens for the phase of political negotiations
is important so that positive results from the process
do not become faded. It is important to manage citi-
zens’ expectations, as some measures may take time
to be implemented in one form or another. Partici-
pants never expect their recommendations to be im-
plemented entirely, but they expect their work and
feedback on its progress to be treated with respect.

Ensuring feedback to citizens involved in participa-
tory processes is essential for maintaining trust and
engagement. Citizens expect to hear how their con-
tributions have been used and whether their input has
influenced decision-making, especially in complex
political systems like multilevel governance. With-

out consistent feedback, there is a risk that the enthu-
siasm generated during the participatory phase may
fade, and citizens may feel their efforts were in vain.

To provide effective feedback, organisers should es-
tablish clear communication channels from the start.
Regular updates, such as newsletters, public meet-
ings, or online platforms, should be used to inform
citizens about the status of their contributions and
how these are being integrated into the political pro-
cess. This feedback should be timely and specific, de-
tailing the steps taken because of citizen input.
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Written feedback to the citizens’
recommendations:

In the context of the Scottish citizens’ assem-

bly on climate the government was required by
law to respond to the assembly’s report within six
months. A support team responsible for organ-
ising the government’s response to the assem-
bly’s report was established before the assem-
bly began its work. The sponsorship team worked
with about 30 directorates responsible for the
policy areas covered by the assembly’s recom-
mendations.

The secretariat and steering group, which are nor-
mally disbanded at the end of the assembly, re-
mained in place to promote the report and enable
members to engage with public officials and poli-
ticians. Members not only met with political lead-
ers, such as the First Minister, to present their
recommendations, but also came together as an
assembly for another weekend to reply to the
government report.

. .
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It is also important to communicate during key
phases of political negotiations. For instance, when
decisions are being made at the departmental level or
in cross-governmental coordination processes, citi-
zens should be informed about how their suggestions
are being considered or modified to fit broader pol-
icy frameworks. This ensures that the positive results
from the participatory process are not lost in lengthy
political discussions.

In addition to updates, organisers can offer oppor-
tunities for citizens to ask questions, provide further
feedback, or clarify their views as decisions progress.
This could involve follow-up meetings or online Q&A
sessions where citizens can engage directly with pol-
icymakers or project leaders.

For example, in a community development project,
after citizens submit their ideas for local improve-
ments, regular updates about the feasibility, ap-
proval, and eventual implementation of these sug-
gestions will help keep participants informed and
motivated. This ongoing feedback loop is crucial for
reinforcing the legitimacy of the participatory pro-
cess and ensuring that citizens see their contribu-
tions have led to a real, tangible outcomes.

To address these challenges, guidelines for follow-up,
inspired by KNOCA (2023) recommendations, include
responding to recommendations promptly, provid-
ing clear justifications for any inaction, and plan-
ning additional contact moments between the com-
missioning authority and participants. These contact
moments serve to engage stakeholders in the policy
field and increase the legitimacy of subsequent poli-
cymaking steps. In some cases, citizens are formally
involved in the follow-up phase through mechanisms
such as follow-up committees, while others may form
independent associations to monitor the authority’s
actions and advocate for their recommendations.

Follow-up Phase
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Conclusion Guidelines

The Good Practice Guidelines demonstrate that
meaningful citizen participation does not end
when citizens’ recommendations are written. En-
suring impact depends on careful preparation and
requires embedding participation within estab-
lished policymaking processes, specifically by as-
signing clear responsibilities for follow-up and
maintaining transparency and dialogue with citi-
zens beyond the event itself.

When citizen participation is planned strategi-
cally, communicated clearly, and followed up sys-
tematically, it strengthens trust, legitimacy, and
the capacity of institutions to respond to complex
societal challenges. Ultimately, these Guidelines
intend to encourage a cultural shift—from parti-
cipation as a single project to participation as an
integral, continuous element of democracy in Eu-
rope.

53



Good practices: Case studies on the
application of the guidelines

Permanent Citizens' Dialogue in East Belgium

Case Overview

Title Birgerdialog in Ostbelgien
(translated meaning Citizens'
Dialogue in East Belgium)

Duration Permanent process

e Citizens’ council: Meets
monthly for 36 months

o Citizens’ assembly: Five
sessions over three months,
followed by two follow-up
sessions

Level of governance Regional

Number of participants  24-30 citizens

Parliament of the German-
speaking Community of
Belgium (federal state
parliament)

Commissioning
Authority

Permanent Secretary of the
Parliament

Organising Body

Context and Objectives

On 25 February 2019, the Parliament of East Belgium
unanimously passed a decree establishing and in-
stitutionalising a permanent citizen’ dialogue. This
deliberative process is a world first, as it is the first
region in the world to set up a permanent citizen
council, mandated by law, and annual citizen assem-
blies.

Like other deliberative initiatives, East Belgium’s

permanent citizen dialogue seeks to actively involve
citizens in shaping public policy. It was introduced

54

following a successful pilot project in 2017, which fo-
cused on childcare.

The politicians behind this initiative intended to ad-
dress the limitations and challenges of the elec-
toral model of representative democracy, includ-
ing declining political trust, misinformation and the
growth of populist movements. They also hoped that
permanent citizen dialogue would enhance the le-
gitimacy of political decisions by demonstrating re-
sponsiveness to citizens’ needs and desires. They
also expected this process to foster attachment to
the institutions of the small federal state among the
population, as well as strengthening the identity of
the German-speaking community.

Recruitment and Selection of Participants

 Eligibility Criteria: All residents living in the ter-
ritory of the German-speaking community were
eligible to be drawn by lot. Recruitment broadly
reflected the region’s population in terms of gen-
der, age, level of education, and place of resi-
dence.

+ Recruitment Methods: Participants are recruited
through random selection carried out by the per-
manent secretary of parliament.

+ Incentives/Compensation: Financial compensa-
tion for each session is provided as well as the re-
imbursement of travel expenses.
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Participation Format

Citizens can be chosen by lot to sit on the citizens’
council or to take part in a citizens’ assembly on a
given topic.

Citizens’ council: The citizens’ council consists of 24
members, drawn by lot from former participants in
citizens’ assemblies, who meet monthly over a pe-
riod of 36 months.

To ensure both continuity and the introduction of
new perspectives, the citizens’ assembly operates on
a staggered rotation system. In practice, one-third
of the members are replaced annually, allowing each
member to serve for a maximum of three years.

Its mandate has two main functions. Firstly, it sets
the agenda and has the power to convene up to five
citizens’ assemblies per legislative period. It also de-
termines the topics to be addressed by each assem-
bly. It can also receive suggestions for assembly top-
ics from the public or two of its own members. The
council also decides on the number of participants
and the duration of each assembly. Following the
amendment to the decree in April 2024, parliament
can now also propose topics for citizens’ assemblies,
in addition to citizens and the citizens’ council. The
parliament’s presidium can propose up to three top-
ics, at least one of which the citizens’ council must
consider within a period of five years. This amend-
ment seeks to leverage policymakers’ insights into
areas where legislation is needed and where public
input is valuable.

Second, the council ensures follow-up by receiving
responses from the relevant parliamentary commit-
tee and minister one year after the recommendations
are presented and initially responded to in parlia-
ment. The entire process, from setting the agenda to
following up, can take up to two years. One-third of
the council’s members are replaced after every citi-
zens’ assembly, ensuring regular renewal.

Citizens’ assembly: Every citizens’ assembly con-
sists of approximately 30 citizens selected by lot. As

is usual in citizens’ assemblies, this group of citizens
first informs themselves about the topic at hand,
then discusses it, and finally formulates recommen-
dations on the topic for politicians. The discussions
are facilitated by an external moderator. As a rule,
the decisions of the citizens’ assembly are made by
consensus. If no agreement can be reached after re-
peated voting attempts, a decision can be made by a
four-fifths majority if at least four-fifths of the citi-
zens participating in the citizens’ assembly are pres-
ent. Citizens who disagree and have voted against the
decision can explain why in a statement attached to
the decision.

A secretariat, staffed by a full-time civil servant em-
ployed by parliament, is responsible for organising
the civic lottery for both the citizens’ council and cit-
izens’ assemblies. It also manages the operations of
the citizens’ council and organises the citizens’ as-
semblies, including preparing materials and mak-
ing propositions for experts, with the final selection
of experts made by the citizens themselves. Addi-
tionally, the secretariat supports the citizens’ council
during the follow-up phase of its recommendations.

Decision-making

After citizens vote on their recommendations, the
regional parliament discusses them in a public hear-
ing. The follow-up, overseen by the citizens’ coun-
cil, involves three public, streamed meetings of the
relevant parliamentary committee. In the first meet-
ing, the citizens’ assembly presents its recommen-
dations, in the second, politicians offer their ini-

tial reactions, and in the third — held a year later

— politicians report on which recommendations
have been accepted, and which have not, and why, as
well as how they are being implemented. This regu-
lated, well-integrated process ensures consistency
and avoids improvisation, a unique strength of the
system. Additionally, informal intersessions can be
held for citizens and politicians to exchange views
off-camera. Parliament has also allowed members
of the citizens’ council to participate in committee
meetings when broader discussions on the subject
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arise, for example, through new legislation, an adap-
tation, or a hearing, ensuring strong citizen involve-
ment.

Outcome and Lessons Learned

Since 2019, seven citizens’ councils and assemblies
have addressed topics such as care, inclusive edu-
cation, housing, digital skills, immigrant integra-
tion, and lately, pupils’ skills. Over the last five years,
a series of citizens’ recommendations have been ad-
opted and implemented by parliament as a whole or
in part or have been considered in its decisions.

Two main challenges remain: First, it remains chal-
lenging to engage the entire population, especially
the marginalised, in the council or citizens’ assem-
blies, despite offering attendance allowances and
travel reimbursements. This is due to the consider-
able time and commitment required, particularly for
the citizens’ council, which can last up to three years.
Second, while the Ostbelgien Modell is internation-
ally well-known among participation experts, it still
faces challenges in gaining visibility within the Ger-
man-speaking region itself. Additionally, citizens
often struggle with defining relevant themes, finding
it difficult to propose topics that benefit the broader
community. Too frequently, their suggestions focus
on personal issues or fall outside the region’s areas of
authority. Despite the challenges outlined below, the
permanent citizens’ dialogue is certainly one of the
most interesting and well-designed institutionalised
public participation processes currently in place.

References and Supporting Documents

Website “Biirgerrat Ostbelgien”
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Citizens’ Assembly on End of Life in France

Case Overview

Title Convention citoyenne sur la fin
de vie

Duration December 2022 - April 2023

Level of governance national

Number of participants 184 citizens

Number of sessions 9 sessions each of which 3 days

(27 days)

Commissioning Prime Minister of France

Authority

French Economic, Social and
Environmental Council (CESE)

Organising Body

Deliberative citizens’ assembly,
including online platform

Type of Process

Context and Objectives

Organised by the French Economic, Social and En-
vironmental Council (CESE), the Citizens’ Conven-
tion on the End of Life brought together 184 ran-
domly selected citizens to represent the diversity of
French society. This was the second national citizens’
assembly to be held in France. Their task was to an-
swer the question posed by the Prime Minister: “Is
the framework for providing support at the end of life
adapted to the different situations encountered, or
should changes be introduced?”

Recruitment and Selection of Participants

+ Eligibility Criteria: All residents were eligible to
be drawn by lot. Recruitment broadly reflected
France’s population in terms of gender, age, level
of education, socio-professional category, geo-
graphical distribution (rural, suburban, urban),
and region.

+ Recruitment Methods: Participants were re-
cruited through random selection.

+ Incentives/Compensation: Citizens are com-
pensated for their participation, reimbursed for
travel, accommodation and meal expenses, and a
childcare allowance was introduced.

Participation Format

Over the course of 27 days, the citizens worked both
collaboratively and individually, participating in
hearings, exchanges, and debates on end of life is-
sues, while dedicating sessions to listening to and
auditioning around 60 experts from diverse fields —
legal, medical, religious, and philosophical — and
deliberating and voting on proposals, all with care-
ful attention to preserving the nuances of opinions
on this complex, intimate, and collective subject. Ad-
ditionally, participants carried out research, met
health care professionals, visited palliative care ser-
vices, and exchanged views with patients to enrich
their reflections.

An innovative measure was the inclusion of two cit-
izen members from the previous national citizens’
assembly on climate in the governance commit-
tee, ensuring that the citizens’ perspective was ac-
tively represented in the governance process. These
citizens rotated with each session, preventing them
from assuming leadership roles and maintaining
their equal status with other citizen members.

During the convention, the wider public was invited
to contribute via an online platform, primarily by
sharing testimonials about their subjective experi-
ences of caring for loved ones at the end of life. While
this input was available for convention members to
consider alongside expert contributions, the plat-
form was not designed as a fully participatory tool.
For instance, it did not include features for proposal
development.
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Decision-making

During the debates, participants put forward a wide
range of proposals and voted on the issues raised.

The citizens’ assembly concluded that the healthcare
system is in a critical state, suffering from shortages
in both human and financial resources. They high-
lighted issues such as medical deserts, overcrowded
emergency departments, and unequal access to pal-
liative care.

Additionally, the members emphasised the need

to improve support at the end of life, by develop-
ing support at home, increasing guaranteed access
to palliative care for all and supporting better train-
ing for healthcare professionals in palliative care,
and improved public awareness. Most of the citizens
decided that it would be necessary to introduce both
assisted suicide and euthanasia. 23% of participants
were opposed to this, citing ignorance of existing
laws and the risks to vulnerable people. However, as
the citizens’ assembly recognised the complexity of
the issues surrounding the end of life, it did not seek
to establish a single path for developing the current
support framework. A colour chart was drawn up,
structured around three main groups and eight opin-
ion clusters, ranging from refusal of all active assis-
tance in dying to universal access to assisted suicide
and euthanasia.

In the end, members adopted 65 collective propos-
als aimed at strengthening the legal framework for
support at the end of life. The final report reflects the
diversity of the citizens’ opinions, illustrating both
their points of convergence and divergence.

Outcome and Lessons Learned

One year after the citizens’ assembly delivered its re-
port, the final session was held on 26 and 27 April
2023. This follow-up session allowed citizens to dis-
cuss the assembly’s outcomes with President Em-
manuel Macron and other high-level policymak-

ers. The meeting at the Elysée garnered significant
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media attention, raising the profile of the process. An
Al tool called Panorama, developed by Make.org, al-
lowed the public to easily follow the sessions, hear-
ings, and various positions of the citizens’ assembly,
while also generating relevant video excerpts on spe-
cific topics.

However, as Macron dissolved the national parlia-
ment after the European elections, the work of this
commission was suspended and only resumed at the
end of April 2025. On 27 May 2025, the National As-
sembly held a first reading of two bills: one on pal-
liative care, and the other on introducing assisted
dying. These will now be sent to the Senate for review
in autumn 2025.

References and Supporting Documents

Website “Citizen Assembly
on End of Life”

Chatbot and FAQ on the “Citizen
Assembly on End of Life”

Recommondations of the “Citizen
Assembly on End of Life”
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https://www.lecese.fr/sites/default/files/documents/CCFV/Conventioncitoyenne_findevie_Synth%C3%A8se.pdf
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Birgerforum G8/G9 in Baden-Wiirttemberg (Germany)

Case Overview
Title Burgerforum G8/G9

Duration June-December 2023

Level of governance Regional State

Number of participants 64 citizens

Number of sessions 6 sessions over a period of

3 months

Commissioning
Authority

Federal state government of
Baden-Wiirttemberg

Organising Body Servicestelle Dialogische
BiirgerbeteiligungType of

Process

Deliberative citizens'
forum, including preceding
participation scoping with
stakeholders and online
engagement

Type of Process

Context and Objectives

Purpose: Gathering citizens’ input on a legislative
proposal regarding the duration of high school.

The state government launched a broad-based par-
ticipatory and deliberative process with a citi-

zens’ forum on the duration of high school. In
Baden-Wiirttemberg, the Gymnasium (German for
high school) currently takes eight years (referred to
as G8). Until the 2004/05 school year, however, high
school lasted nine years (G9), and its reintroduction
has been under discussion for years.

The participation process included intensive de-
bates on the future duration of the general education
Gymnasium (high school) in Baden-Wiirttemberg. In
the coalition agreement between the Conservatives
(CDU) and the Greens, the government had initially
committed not to address questions of education
policy during its five-year term, as the two parties
hold hugely different views on the school system.
However, when it became clear that a citizens’ ini-
tiative advocating for nine years of high school edu-
cation (G9 jetzt! BW) was gaining traction, the state

government decided it was important to listen to a
wide range of perspectives rather than framing the
issue as a simple pro-or-con question. The citizens’
forum was tasked with making recommendations to
the state government.

Recruitment and Selection of Participants

 Eligibility Criteria: All residents registered in
Baden-Wiirttemberg were eligible to be drawn
by lot. Recruitment broadly reflected the region’s
population in terms of age, gender, migrant
background, and (all) levels of education.

+ Recruitment Methods: Participants were re-
cruited through random selection.

« Incentives/Compensation: Citizens were com-
pensated for their online and on-site participa-
tion, reimbursed for travel, accommodation, and
meal expenses.

Participation Format

Agenda setting via participation scoping

As the process involves randomly selected citizens,
it is crucial that stakeholders play a significant role
in shaping and co-constructing the process. This is
achieved through participatory scoping with stake-
holders (such as regional student, professional or
teacher associations, and trade union federations,
etc.), including the G9 jetzt! BW citizens’ initiative,
who helped design the process to ensure legitimacy
and acceptance not only of the outcomes but also of
the process itself. Therefore, 190 associations were
invited to the scoping phase, and stakeholders were
asked to prioritise their involvement by indicating

if they wanted to participate directly or if they would
leave it to another association with similar positions.
Around 80 associations responded. The aim was two-
fold: to identify the stakeholders’ positions and,
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more importantly, to consider their thematic priori-
ties, which they felt should be addressed in the citi-
zens’ forum. For example, the agenda and specific
terms of reference were developed with experts,
stakeholders, and sections of civil society. Stakehold-
ers also had the task of drawing up a list of experts,
from which the citizens’ forum itself chose those it
wished to hear as this selection was not made by the
organising body (Servicestelle).

As part of the scoping process, a thematic map was
created and put online for the public to suggest fur-
ther issues (900 comments were received).

Citizens’ forum

Over the course of six meetings, citizens combined
learning, deliberation, and the drafting of recom-
mendations in plenary sessions and small-group
discussions, as in a typical citizens’ assembly. After
jointly selecting experts on diverse topics and stake-
holders to be heard at later meetings, citizens heard
from experts from government — such as the Min-
istry of Education, Youth and Sports of Baden-Wiirt-
temberg — as well as from academia and civil soci-
ety. These experts and witnesses presented different
perspectives, outlined current challenges, and shared
inspiring examples of action. Citizens could request
additional contributions as needed.

Decision-making

Thirty-five citizens met for a writing workshop on

2 December 2023, to formulate and vote on recom-
mendations. Those citizens who could not attend in
person were able to submit their evaluation by tele-
phone or digitally. This meant that a total of 55 par-
ticipants were able to work on the recommenda-
tions. All aspects of the topic map were discussed and
worked on by the citizens’ forum. A summary of the
final report was submitted to State Councillor Bar-
bara Bosch on 11 December 2023, and the extended
version was published in January 2024. The citizens’
forum concluded that the question of whether to re-
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turn to nine years of high school was too narrowly
framed and did not sufficiently address the issues at
hand. Rather, the entire school system needed to be
reformed. Accordingly, their recommendations are
aimed at the entire system, not only the duration of
grammar school, but every kind of school. They rec-
ommend reintroducing the 9-year system, but not
simply reinstating the old system, but reforming it
bottom up.

Outcome and Lessons Learned

Although the duration of high school education is a
controversial topic in Baden-Wiirttemberg and there
was pressure from civil society for the government
to address it, the process was conducted under good
conditions and resulted in a balanced outcome. Ac-
cording to State Councillor Bosch, the process was
also a success because the citizens’ council intro-
duced new perspectives and raised new questions,
and politicians were faced with problems they knew
nothing about that needed to be addressed. This in-
sight enabled them to make better policies. It is now
up to the state government to develop a school re-
form program that addresses all the issues raised.

References and Supporting Documents

YouTube Video on the “Biirgerforum G8/G9”
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European Citizens’ Panel on Tackling Hatred in Society

Case Overview
Title

Duration

European Citizens’ Panel

5 April 2024 - 19 May 2024

Level of governance

Number of participants

Supranational (European)

150 citizens from 27 member
states

Number of sessions

Commissioning
Authority

3 sessions each 3 days
(9 days total)

European Commission

Organising Body

Type of Process

DG COMM & DG JUST

Deliberative citizens’ assembly,
including online participation &

tackling hatred in society, and the new long term EU
budget.

The European Citizens’ Panel on Tackling Hatred

in Society discussed the question: What can we do
about hate and how can we enhance mutual respect
in our societies? This panel contributed to the Com-
mission’s #NoPlaceForHate initiative, which aims to
step up efforts to counter all forms of hate by sup-
porting action across a range of policy sectors, such
as security, digital affairs, education, culture, and
sport. It was co-directed by the European Commis-
sion’s Directorate-General for Justice and Consum-
ers and Directorate-General for Communication. The
panel’s recommendations will help to strengthen

consultation

this initiative.

Context and Objectives

Recruitment and Selection of Participants

The European Citizens’ Panels were created in the
aftermath of the Conference on the Future of Europe .
(2021 — 2022), in which 800 randomly selected cit-

izens gathered to share their perspectives and ideas

on key EU issues. One of the citizens’ recommenda-

tions from the Conference on the Future of Europe

was that citizens wanted to have more opportunities

to participate in European politics in the future.

For each European Citizens’ Panel, the Directorate-
General for Communication (DG COMM) partners .
with the Directorate-General (DG) overseeing the
relevant policy area to spearhead the panel’s design

and coordination. This effort is conducted alongside .
a consortium of experts specialising in deliberative
processes and public engagement. Additionally, each
panel receives guidance from a knowledge commit- .
tee, comprising a representative from the relevant

DG and a group of selected independent specialists.

This committee collaborates with the consortium to
advise on knowledge management during the panel’s
operation. Since December 2022, six citizens’ panels
have been held, focusing on the topics of food waste,
virtual worlds, learning mobility, energy efficiency,

Eligibility Criteria: All EU citizens were eligi-

ble. Recruitment broadly reflects the EU’s popu-
lation in terms of gender, age, level of education,
geographic location (nationality and urban/rural),
and occupation. Participants from each member
state are selected proportionally to its population,
applying the principle of degressive proportional-
ity (no member state has less than 2 citizens).

Specific features: One-third of participants were
people aged 16 — 29.

Recruitment Methods: Participants were re-
cruited through random selection.

Incentives/Compensation: Financial compensa-
tion for each session was provided as well as re-
imbursement of travel expenses, while meals
were provided on site.
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Participation Format

Every panel meets from Friday to Sunday three times.
While the first and third sessions are held at the
Commission’s buildings in Brussels, the second ses-
sion is conducted online. Like the Conference on the
Future of Europe in 2022, the deliberative approach
centres on consensus-building through sharing ex-
periences and reaching common ground after hear-
ing from a diverse set of experts or people affected by
the issue.

The panel brings citizens together in both small
working groups (around 12 participants each) and
plenary sessions involving all 150 members. In these
smaller groups, citizens have the chance to explore
the various aspects on the tackling hatred in soci-
ety topic. The plenary sessions allow all participants
to gather and share insights and listen and respond
to the contributions from the other groups. A facil-
itation team, made up of experts in group dynam-
ics, supports participants by improving group inter-
action to make the most of both individual and group
contributions. This team also provides citizens with
various tools for collaborative work and joint deci-
sion-making.

The citizens explored the root causes and factors
contributing to hatred while formulating recommen-
dations. They were supported by insights from ex-
perts, including sociologists, linguists, psycholo-
gists, journalists, advocates from various anti-hatred
organisations, and Commission members involved in
these policy areas.

An online platform was set up to enable the wider
public to submit online contributions to involve as
many European citizens as possible in the discussion.

Decision-making & Follow-up
The citizens collaborated in 12 small groups before
reconvening in a plenary session to present and eval-

uate the final set of 21 recommendations. Each rec-
ommendation was rated on a scale from 1to 6, al-
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lowing citizens to express their level of support. For
transparency, votes were counted with citizen ob-
servers present. The 21 recommendations were di-
vided into five categories: the response system to
hate crimes and hate speech, the role of the media
and politicians, digital issues and the role of technol-
ogy, education, citizen participation and social inclu-
sion. After the presentations and voting, the recom-
mendations were formally presented to Ana Gallego
Torres, Director-General of the Directorate-General
for Justice and Consumers (DG JUST), by the panel’s
oldest member, Gemma from Italy, and the young-
est, Camille from France.

Outcome and Lessons Learned

Follow-up: In general, representatives from the rel-
evant policy Directorate-General (DG) participated

in the citizens’ panel, enabling them to hear recom-
mendations directly from citizens. This firsthand ex-
posure is the initial way the panel influences the deci-
sion-making process. Subsequently, a citizens’ report
is drafted as a staff working document, which is ad-
opted by the College of Commissioners together with
the policy initiative and sent as one of the annexed
documents to the European Parliament and the Coun-
cil as co-legislators. This report outlines the citizens’
recommendations along with an initial analysis by the
Commission, detailing how the recommendations have
been addressed and incorporated into the proposal.

This approach ensures that the commissioner pre-
senting the initiative can highlight the panel’s con-
tributions and demonstrate the steps taken to in-
tegrate citizen input. This systematic process has
already been applied to initiatives on food waste, the
virtual world, and learning mobility.

Shortly after the panel discussion, a high-level event
offered citizens the chance to discuss this import-

ant topic directly with Member States. As part of

the meeting with Member States, DG JUST organ-
ised a half-day session focusing on the citizens’ panel
on tackling hatred. Seven citizens attended to pres-
ent their recommendations, after which there were
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breakout sessions with Member State representatives
to discuss these recommendations in depth. An event
was organised to provide feedback on the Anti-Hatred
Citizens’ Panel and explain how the recommendations
have been considered. A regular newsletter is also sent
to panel alumni to update them on new developments.

Conclusion of the Debate on
In June 2025, panel participants were invited to a Tackling Hatred in Society
feedback event where the European Commission pre-

sented how it has been acting on their recommenda-
tions, integrating them into ongoing and upcoming
policy initiatives

References and Supporting Documents
EU Democracy Observatory report

Website “Tackling Hatred in Society
European Citizens’ Panel”

Tackling Hatred in Society
European Citizens’ Panel

Summary European Citizens’ Panel on
Tackling Hatred in Society
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