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PROJECT 
SUMMARY
REAL DEAL1 explored new pathways to enhance citizens’ participation around 
the European Green Deal with a team of 16 partners from academia, civil soci-
ety organisations and practitioners, from a wide range of disciplines, including 
environmental rights, ethics, gender studies, geography, urban planning, and 
sustainability studies. It involved the EU’s largest civil society networks on envi-
ronment, climate, sustainable development, local democracy and the Europe-
an movement, as well as youth, social justice and women’s organisations, alto-
gether with a wide outreach to citizens and policymakers. 

Partners analysed criteria, processes, concepts and formats, and conducted 
test cases with selected formats, both in person and digital, at EU level and in 
13 European countries (Austria, Denmark, Germany, Greece, Italy, Ireland, Hun-
gary, Lithuania, North Macedonia, Poland, Serbia, Spain, Ukraine).2 It was as-
sumed that there is no 'one size fits all', as different formats serve different 
purposes of citizens' and stakeholder participation and deliberation. The pro-
ject hence combined Citizen Assemblies and similar type events with Round 
Tables, Group Delphis and Focus Groups. It also experimented with methods 
like civic arts, applied feminist moderation techniques and developed a re-
spective course.3 The main topics of the test cases were food systems and ag-
riculture, economics (wellbeing economy, consumption, intergenerational jus-
tice, European Semester), as well as the cluster climate change, air quality, 
mobility. REAL DEAL also set up a Civil Society Forum for Sustainability (CSF), 
which was based on collaboration in the umbrella organisation ‘SDG Watch 
Europe’ and supported the project’s aim of bringing together actors from the 
sustainability and the democracy arenas. Based on all findings, partners co-cre-
ated the “REAL DEAL Protocol” as presented in this brochure.

REAL DEAL ran from 2022–2025 and received funding from the European Un-
ion's Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme under grant agree-
ment No 101037071.
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The European Green Deal (EGD) promises to 
transform the EU into the world’s first cli-
mate-neutral region by 2050 and to set it in mo-
tion towards global leadership in sustainability. 
The REAL DEAL (‘Reshaping European Advanc-
es towards green Leadership Through Deliber-
ative Approaches and Learning’) project strives 
to enhance direct citizens4 participation and de-
liberation for the Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs) and the EGD. Dissemination initiatives 
play a crucial role in achieving the overarching 
objective of maintaining the sustainability of the 
REAL DEAL project‘s results. By offering guidance 
to decision-makers, civil society, and the general 
public, the project seeks to establish a durable 
legacy of democratic engagement and inclusive 
policy development throughout Europe.

One of the capstone outputs of the REAL DEAL 
project, therefore, is a set of practical guidance 
and tools for designing, organising, and conduct-
ing effective deliberative and participatory pro-
cesses and events, making use of a range of for-
mats and methods. This REAL DEAL Protocol: 
Guidance and Toolkit incorporates a validated 
toolkit comprising various deliberative formats 
and methodologies, some of which can be em-
ployed in combination, that can be utilised by a 
range of actors involved in policy development re-
lated to the EGD. The combinations of formats 
and methodologies are based on specific topics, 
timelines, and socio-political conditions and con-
texts. The Guidance and Toolkit also takes into ac-
count legal, ethical, socio-economic, gender, cul-

tural, and governance considerations, prioritising 
inclusive, diverse, and equitable processes for 
public, stakeholder and citizen engagement. 
Integrating various perspectives and leveraging 
shared expertise into policymaking not only 
deepens public comprehension of the results but 
also encourages the adoption of policies and bol-
sters confidence in governmental institutions. 
Besides, it is a good practice that leads to bet-
ter-quality and more sound policies, as well as a 
requisite for a healthy democracy. How to design, 
organise, plan, conduct, facilitate, manage and 
evaluate such processes is what this Guidance 
and Toolkit are all about. Together, they cover 
the organisation, facilitation, evaluation and par-
ticipation in these various forms and methods, 
and are aimed at those who take part in various 
roles relating to them, including organisers, prac-
titioners, facilitators, civil servants, civil society or-
ganisations, experts, and ordinary citizens. 

While most readers of the Guidance and Toolkit 
will be experienced in deliberative processes, it is 
nevertheless a good starting point to review the 
practical, policy and legal basis for deliberative 
processes in relation to the EGD. Building upon 
the activities and research conducted under the 
REAL DEAL project, we identify the twelve types 
of deliberative democratic processes and ana-
lyse them to extract a set of principles that serve 
as the background for the guidance and the spe-
cific tools that follow. We have divided delibera-
tive processes, keeping in mind that they can be 
standalone events or complex combinations of 

EXECUTIVE  
SUMMARY
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different formats and methods, into three main 
phases: the design phase, the engagement 
phase, and the outcomes phase. For each phase, 
we identify certain key elements and take the 
reader through certain considerations and 
thought processes using decision trees. 
For example, in the design phase, we cover issues 
including the purpose, scope, selection of for-
mats and methods, and application of principles. 
In the engagement phase, issues including the 
quality of the process, how to steadily progress 
through its stages, and anticipating the outcome 
are discussed. And in the outcomes phase, our 
guidance is focused on ensuring that the process 
results in maximum impact, employing tools 
such as transparency, commitment, clarity, re-
porting, continuity and engagement with receiv-
ing bodies. Finally, deliberative processes are cur-
rently diverse, complex, rich and innovative, 
meaning that there is much to be learned from 
specific instances of deliberation. For this reason, 
we conclude with a section on monitoring and 
evaluating deliberative processes and their re-
sults and learning lessons that may be applied in 
the future to build a community of practice and 
make deliberative processes more impactful.

LIST OF TABLES
TABLE 1 List of acronyms/abbreviations� 10

TABLE 2 Glossary of terms� 11

TABLE 3 Twelve types of deliberative democratic processes identified	�  18
in the REAL DEAL project

TABLE 4 The 14 evaluation principles� 22

TABLE 5 Three most relevant principles for each of the four formats evaluated � 23
in REAL DEAL

TABLE 6 Guiding framework for learning questions in the design phase� 53

TABLE 7 Guiding framework for learning questions in the engagement phase� 54

TABLE 8 Guiding framework for learning questions in the outcome phase� 56
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LIST OF ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS

Table 1: List of acronyms/abbreviations

ABBR. EXPLANATION

ACCC Aarhus Convention Committee 
Compliance

CA Citizens’ Assemblies

CEPA UN Committee of Experts on Public 
Administration

CJEU Court of Justice of the European 
Union

COFOE Conference on the Future of Europe

CSO Civil Society Organisation

DPO/OPD Disabled People’s Organisation/Or-
ganisation of Persons with Disabilities

EC European Commission

ECHR European Convention on Human 
Rights

ECOSOC UN Economic and Social Council

EECCA Eastern Europe, Caucasus and Cen-
tral Asia

EIR Environmental Implementation Re-
view

EGA Environmental Governance Assess-
ment

EGD European Green Deal

EIA Environmental Impact Assessment

EU European Union

HLPF High Level Political Forum

IAIA International Association for Impact 
Assessment

IEMEI Internal Environmental Measure 
with Extraterritorial Implications 

MLG Multi-Level Governance

ABBR. EXPLANATION

MOP Meeting of the Parties

MSG Multi-Stakeholder Governance

NGO Non-Governmental Organisation

NSDS National Sustainable Development 
Strategies

OECD Organisation for Economic Co-op-
eration and Development

PRTR Pollutant Release and Transfer Reg-
ister

REAL DEAL The project, ‘Reshaping European 
Advances towards green Leader-
ship Through Deliberative Ap-
proaches and Learning’

SDGs Sustainable Development Goals

SEA Strategic Environmental Assessment

SME Small and Medium-sized  
Enterprises

TEU Treaty on European Union

TFEU Treaty on the Functioning of the  
European Union

TOR Terms Of Reference

UN United Nations

UN CSD Commission for Sustainable  
Development

UN DESA United Nations Department of  
Economic and Social Affairs

UNECE United Nations Economic Commis-
sion for Europe

VNR Voluntary National Review
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

TERM EXPLANATION

Accessibility People’s ability throughout the process to access physical and virtual spac-
es and to be able to engage in the spaces on an equal basis with others.

Citizen engagement Co-creation and information exchange between the public and authorities. 
In the context of sustainable development, this is a key element in the 
all-of-society transition.

Common  
understanding

The extent to which participants have a shared understanding of a topic 
and the extent to which the topic is understood from different perspectives.

Consultation Processes managed by public authorities to gather information and public 
views as inputs to policymaking or decision-making processes

Deliberation For a process to be called deliberative, it must rely on a mutual exchange of 
arguments, justifications, and reflections rather than on decision-making 
based on the status of the participants, sublime strategies of persuasion or 
socio-political pressure. Deliberative processes should include a debate 
about the relative weight of each argument and a transparent procedure 
for balancing pros and cons.

Deliberative  
democracy

Measures including informed and justified citizen recommendations on 
policy questions; citizen opinion on policy questions; informed citizen  
evaluation of ballot measures; and permanent representative deliberative 
models.

Effect on policymaking The extent to which the participatory session has a genuine impact on  
policies or the policymaking process. 

Efficiency The extent to which a process is cost-, time- and resource-effective.

Environmental  
governance

An inclusive system of actors, institutions and norms that establishes re-
sponsibility and accountability, and builds trust and capacity to cooperate 
in policymaking, decision-making, implementation, and enforcement in 
the field of environment.

Equity The recognition and account of the needs, opportunities and barriers  
faced by people due to, amongst other factors, their characteristics, living 
conditions, social status, and privileges. 

Fairness Fairness relates to the extent to which interests and values of all participants 
have been equitably taken into account in the process, respecting that  
all affected parties deserve standing in decision-making and consultative 
processes.

Governance The totality of interactions in which government, other public bodies, the 
private sector,  civil society and other stakeholders as well as citizens share 
power and responsibility, aimed at solving public challenges or creating 
public opportunities
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Inclusion Inclusion refers to whether all participants have the opportunity and the 
ability to contribute on an equal basis to the process in a meaningful way, 
taking into account power imbalances. It refers to the composition of the 
participants (who is actually invited and included in the process), and about 
the perspectives that are covered (Renn & Schweizer, 2009). The structures 
in which a participatory process takes place must be inclusive for partici-
pants to feel heard and valued.

Interests of  
non-human actors

The extent to which the value of nature has been considered. In a process 
in which the interests of non-human actors – nature, animals, ecosystems 
– are considered, arguments are not only made from an anthropocentric 
perspective, but a more holistic perspective is considered. 

Meaningfulness The extent to which participants feel their engagement has been meaning-
ful to them. This can differ for each person, as one might find something 
meaningful that others do not consider to be meaningful. It can cover both 
the process as well as the outcome of the session. 

Participation The term participation refers to different mechanisms and processes for 
members of the public to present their interests, express opinions and exert 
influence in policymaking, decision-making and other official processes. 
Participation is often based on legal frameworks granting rights to partici-
pate.

Participatory session In this document, the term ‘participatory session’ or ‘session’ is used to refer 
to a distinct participative and/or deliberative event that was organised in 
frame of the REAL DEAL project.

Privacy The extent to which the participants' information is collected and handled 
ethically in a careful and safe way and in line with legal regulations. Personal 
and sensitive data should only be accessible for approved parties and the 
privacy of participants should be respected from the recruitment till after 
the session has taken place. 

Representation In a representative process, the participants in the process represent an ap-
proximate balance of the characteristics of the population that is affected 
by the issue that is being discussed. 

Responsiveness The extent to which the local context and participant needs are taken into 
consideration and incorporated into the planning and execution of partici-
patory sessions by those conducting the process.

Transparency Transparency refers to whether all information and communication on the 
purpose, process, expectations, and outcomes of the participatory session is 
always clear to participants.
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1	
BACKGROUND 
AND 
INTRODUCTION

The European Green Deal is aimed at reaching a sustainable Europe. 
With ambitious environmental and climate objectives at its core, the 
European Green Deal (EGD) promises to transform the EU into a 
cleaner, healthier and more socially just place by 2050, with a large 
focus on greenhouse gas emissions reduction. 

The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development 
represents a comprehensive international frame-
work established by the UN General Assembly in 
2015, encompassing a set of ambitious goals, tar-
gets, and actions. Central to this agenda are the 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the 
Paris Agreement on climate change, both of which 
play pivotal roles in its implementation. The EGD 
was adopted as the “number one” political priori-
ty of the European Commission in 2019, and it is 
mainly focused on fulfilling the objectives set out 
by the 2030 Agenda, including the SDGs, the Par-
is Agreement, and other international agreements 
to address the triple planetary crisis of climate 
change, biodiversity loss and pollution. Recent 
developments include the Clean Industrial Deal 
and the shift of focus towards net-zero industries 
in the current mandate (2024–2029) as a follow-up 
to the EGD.

Deliberative democracy plays an essential role in 
the EGD, and it has been associated with environ-
mental initiatives and the concept of environ-
mental citizenship. Integrating various perspec- 
tives and leveraging shared expertise into policy-
making not only deepens public comprehension 
of the results but also encourages the adoption of  

 
policies and bolsters confidence in governmental 
institutions. Besides, it is a good practice that leads 
to better-quality and more sound policies, as well 
as a requisite for a healthy democracy. 

One of the advantages of deliberative democracy 
is its capacity to foster citizen participation and 
promote a long-term vision in policymaking, which 
is often overshadowed by the short-term concerns 
of vote-driven governance models. Nevertheless, 
it is imperative that deliberative processes are 
meticulously designed, empirically evaluated, and 
integrated within a constitutional framework that 
allows them to meet their theoretical promise.

In deliberative processes, principled approaches 
related to gender and traditionally underrepresent-
ed groups and societal actors are structuring forc-
es. Specific attention needs to be paid to the “leave 
no one behind” principle, which aims to foster the 
engagement of marginalised groups which, despite 
being disproportionally burdened by environmen-
tal damage and climate change, are chronically  
excluded from deliberative and decision-making 
processes. The needs of groups that are at the 
forefront of the just transition must be recog-
nised and accommodated in deliberative spaces.
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1.1
What is the purpose 
of this Guidance and 
Toolkit? 
This Guidance and Toolkit is specifically intended 
for individuals tasked with initiating, planning, or-
ganising, directing, or facilitating a deliberative or 
participatory environmental governance process 
or event. It includes validated recommendations 
on how to design deliberative democratic pro-
cesses and how they can be applied by European 
institutions, Member States, local governments, 
and civil society alike. It will also be beneficial for 
those engaged in such processes in other ways, 
including commissioning, funding, or overseeing 
such processes. We anticipate that this publica-
tion will assist dedicated NGOs, public authorities, 
and researchers in enhancing their effectiveness 
in pursuing sustainability as well as a just transi-
tion. Each of these actors will approach a deliber-
ative and participatory process with distinct inter-
ests, expectations, responsibilities, terminologies, 
communication methods, and limitations. Our 
aim is to ensure that this guidance and toolkit ad-
dresses the diverse needs of all involved parties. 

The guidance and toolkit covers various formats 
of deliberation (such as Mini-publics and Citizens’ 
Assemblies), each designed to serve distinct pur-
poses, and the ways in which these formats can 
work in combination. It aids future organisers of 
deliberative processes (e.g. practitioners, facilita-
tors, CSOs, local governments, national govern-
ments, international organisations, etc.) to select 
the best combination of formats to adapt to 
evolving circumstances of environmental govern-
ance in different contexts and achieve the best 
outcomes. Lastly, this guidance and toolkit broad-
en the existing knowledge on citizen participa-
tion, drawing upon cutting-edge insights from 
multiple fields that have not previously been inte-
grated, resulting in a more comprehensive, cohe-
sive and enriched approach. 

THIS PUBLICATION CAN HELP YOU  
IF YOU ARE:

	� Organising a local process to deliberate with 
members of your community on whether and 
how to introduce new measures to make your 
community climate-neutral by 2050

	� A civil servant or contracted organisation in 
charge of organising a deliberative process on 
climate, energy, social or environmental topics

	� A facilitator in charge of moderating a process 
that aims to bring people together to promote 
environmental protection or other sustainabil-
ity policies

	� Part of an academic community in charge of 
evaluating a deliberative process that has 
brought together EU-wide partnerships to cre-
ate better environmental and social standards

	� A policymaker or someone from a political 
think tank who wants to better grasp the topic 
and get inspiration

	�� An NGO trying to promote participation of 
structurally excluded groups in decision-mak-
ing around the green transition?

SOME QUESTIONS THE GUIDE WILL HELP 
YOU TO ANSWER

Facilitation: What skills are required for construc-
tive facilitation?

Formats and Methods: What are the most suita-
ble combinations of formats and methods that 
have been tested as effective and fair by science 
and politically codified in the EGD? In what cir-
cumstances are they most useful?

Tools: What tools are accessible to assist delibera-
tive or participatory processes in reaching their 
objectives? 
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The guide has been structured to allow you to ex-
plore various sections as needed, enabling users 
to explore various sections as needed, enabling 
users to locate the information they require with-
out the necessity of reading it from beginning  
to end. Chapter 2 outlines the significance of envi-
ronmental governance and introduces essential 
concepts related to citizen engagement. By the 
conclusion of the second chapter, you will have a 
solid understanding of the frameworks for citizen 
engagement in the context of the EGD and its fol-
low-up, as well as the twelve distinct types of de-
liberative processes. Chapter 2 outlines the key 
principles of meaningful participation and delib-
eration. Chapter 3 is divided in four parts, corre-
sponding to different phases in the organisation 
of deliberative processes. These phases are de-
sign, engagement and outcomes, followed by an 
evaluation. The chapter presents specific exam-
ples, such as strategies for ensuring inclusion and 
equity, including feminist moderation techniques, 
to illustrate the significance of the essential prin-
ciples and details the circumstances in which var-
ious formats, methods, and tools yield the best 
results, along with recommendations for their ef-
fective use. It also provides practical advice on or-
ganising a deliberative and participatory process, 
emphasising the importance of empowering 
people to shape environmental, climate and so-
cial policy and contribute to the objectives of the 
EGD. Additionally, it presents strategies for in-
cluding individuals and groups that are often 
overlooked and marginalised in political discus-
sions and decisions. Our deliberative framework 
offers organisers assistance with choosing the 
most effective tools, processes, and formats for 
citizen engagement, as well as principles for en-
suring professional moderation. Finally, we con-
clude with an evaluation framework that can be 
applied to specific deliberative processes and 
events.

1.2
REAL DEAL
The REAL DEAL project 5, is a three-year, multi- 
country and EU-level project, the results of which 
have been reviewed and validated by stakehold-
ers and citizens. Based upon experience devel-
oped through the project, we have co-created 
this comprehensive Guidance and Toolkit for 
meaningful citizens’ participation and delibera-
tion to work towards the objectives of the EGD. In 
developing this guidance and toolkit, we drew 
from the country and EU-level pilot activities and 
other project outputs and engaged a broad range 
of experts and end users in reviewing preliminary 
drafts, including the Advisory Board of the REAL 
DEAL Project and the Joint Advisory Board of the 
REAL DEAL and PHOENIX projects. 
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2
GUIDANCE 
PRINCIPLES 
FOR MEANINGFUL 
PARTICIPATION 
AND
DELIBERATION 

Deliberative and participatory processes serve to enhance demo-
cratic policymaking. This objective underlies all deliberative activi-
ties, as the exercise of power is deemed democratically legitimate 
when it arises from structured and fair discourse that is devoid of 
strategic manipulation and deception. This chapter outlines the le-
gal framework and the core principles of meaningful participation 
and deliberation, offering practical insights into their real-world ap-
plication along with specific examples. 

2.1
�Legal framework for 
deliberative democra­
cy and sustainability
In 1992, the international community gathered in 
Rio de Janeiro to lay the foundation for a just tran-
sition towards sustainability by adopting several 
instruments, including the Rio Declaration, a set 
of principles that defined the concept of sustaina-
ble development. Principle 10 of the Rio Declara-
tion (1992) states:

“Environmental issues are best handled with the 
participation of all concerned citizens, at the rele-
vant level. At the national level, each individual 
shall have appropriate access to information 
concerning the environment that is held by pub-
lic authorities, including information on hazard-
ous materials and activities in their communities, 
and the opportunity to participate in deci-
sion-making processes. States shall facilitate and 
encourage public awareness and participation 
by making information widely available ...”
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Rio Principle 10 seeks to guarantee the right to a 
healthy and sustainable environment for present 
and future generations by ensuring that everyone 
has access to information, participates in deci-
sion-making and has access to justice in environ-
mental matters. These “access rights” have 
proved particularly important in promoting trans-
parent, inclusive and accountable environmental 
governance and they are considered necessary 
elements to achieve environmental democracy.

In the region of the United Nations Economic 
Commission for Europe, the Aarhus Convention 
was adopted in 1998 as a regional instrument for 
implementing Principle 10. The European Union 
and its member states are all Parties to the Con-
vention. Internally within the EU, the Convention 
is elaborated through the Aarhus Regulation 
(Regulation (EC) N° 1367/2006 as amended by 
Regulation (EC) 2021/1767), which is applied to 
community institutions. Various other EU legisla-
tive instruments, including regulations and direc-
tives on access to environmental information, en-
vironmental impact assessment, and strategic 
environmental assessment, establish the law ap-
plicable in the member states. These instruments 
guarantee various rights related to public partici-
pation.

When it comes to policymaking, planning, pro-
gramming, and development of legislation at var-
ious levels – also referred to as strategic-level de-
cision-making – deliberative processes and con-
sultative mechanisms are especially relevant. 
They are also relevant in cooperative enforcement 
(including complaint handling), and other means 
of increasing effectiveness and efficiency in the 
implementation of measures related to public 
policy. Directive 2001/42/EC, the Strategic Envi-
ronmental Assessment Directive, is one example 
of a legal framework for consultative mechanisms 
in the EU. In these processes engagement with 
the public is regulated and mandated by specific 
rules. Besides such specific rules-based participa-
tory practices, which are backed up by legal en-
forcement and judicial mechanisms, general de-
liberative and consultative processes can employ 
more flexible forms and methods while still main-
taining their basis in law. 

2.2
�Twelve types of 
deliberative demo­
cratic processes
The escalating complexity of global challenges, 
particularly the climate crisis, has led to a notable 
increase in instances of citizen deliberation at 
both the EU and national, regional and local lev-
els. The REAL DEAL project has conducted a com-
prehensive review of the literature concerning 
these diverse deliberative or consultative mecha-
nisms. This subchapter outlines twelve distinct 
types of deliberative democratic processes that 
have been identified in the REAL DEAL project 
(see Table 3, next page).

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/13511610.2023.2217520
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/13511610.2023.2217520
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FORMAT: 

Analytic Deliberative  
Process (combination of 
two formats)

DESCRIPTION: 

The aim is to involve public, experts and stakeholders in decision-making 
on complex issues with conflicting values and knowledge systems. Rely-
ing on both elements of analysis and deliberation, such processes aim to 
enhance the competence in the decision-making process and to assign a 
fair share of the responsibility of managing risks to those who are affected 
by the potential consequences. All participants (experts, stakeholders, cit-
izens) have a specific role and bring their own expertise and, through dia-
logue and exchange of arguments and information, can resolve the issue 
at stake. Stakeholders are here to bring opinions on their specific inter-
ests, experts to bring the technical expertise and information, and citizens 
to evaluate the decision options. The main difference between an analyti-
cal deliberative process and a deliberative process is that the first involves 
experts and other knowledgeable people that try to characterise and clas-
sify the evidence necessary to understand the problem and the impacts 
of potential solutions.

TARGET GROUPS: 

Citizens, with stakehold-
er involvement

SIZE: 

Generally large (around  
20 stakeholders; over 
100 citizens)

FORMAT: 

Citizens’ Assembly
DESCRIPTION: 

A Citizens‘ Assembly is a format that brings together randomly selected 
citizens to deliberate on a given issue and provide a set of recommenda-
tions for policy makers. Similar to citizens‘ juries or planning cells, the se-
lected citizens are given the opportunity to learn about a topic by obtain-
ing various information and opinions from invited experts. Based on the 
input, citizens deliberate in moderated small groups and develop a set of 
recommendations, which are documented in a report for decision-mak-
ers.

TARGET GROUPS: 

Citizens

SIZE: 

Variable (from approx.  
30 up to over 200 partic-
ipants)

FORMAT: 

Group Delphi method
DESCRIPTION: 

Referring to the oracle of Delphi from Greek mythology, this forecasting 
process aims to look at long-term developments of a specific issue relying 
on a panel of experts with different backgrounds. Its aim is to assess and 
evaluate these long-term developments and to build assertions about fu-
tures that are helpful in dealing with decisions. In a Group Delphi process, 
all participants convene in person and conduct assessments within ran-
domly assigned small groups consisting of three to four individuals. The 
groups that exhibit average scores significantly differing from the median 
of the other groups are invited to justify their evaluations during a plenary 
session. Then, the small groups are reorganised, and the same task is un-
dertaken once more.

TARGET GROUPS: 

Experts

SIZE: 

16 participants

FORMAT: 

Experts Panel
DESCRIPTION: 

In this format, experts and public officials with different backgrounds and 
opinions are invited to deliberate upon the future of a given topic. This for-
mat is commonly used in foresight in order to gather and elicit expert 
knowledge on a specific issue. The panel sessions function as a mecha-
nism for uncovering new perspectives that specialists might not have 
contemplated without engaging in a structured dialogue.

TARGET GROUPS: 

Experts

SIZE: 

Small group  
(up to 20 participants)

TABLE 3
TWELVE TYPES OF DELIBERATIVE DEMOCRATIC PROCESSES  
IDENTIFIED IN THE REAL DEAL PROJECT



19

FORMAT: 

Focus Group
DESCRIPTION: 

Semi-structured discussion, taking the form of a workshop, with the goal 
of getting feedback from a small group of participants on a specific topic 
of interest. Focus Groups provide more than just data about people’s posi-
tions and concerns - they also measure the strength and social resonance 
of each argument vis-a-vis counterarguments. 

TARGET GROUPS: 

Citizens

SIZE: 

Small group  
(up to 15 participants)

FORMAT: 

Participatory Modelling
DESCRIPTION: 

Co-creation process engaging stakeholders in bringing in their knowl-
edge into policymaking using digital or analogue modelling practices. 
This method is often applied in environmental and resource management 
to analyse socio-environmental systems. Besides assisting collective deci-
sion-making, participatory modelling contributes to reducing conflict, im-
proving the legitimacy of a model, informing collective action, enhancing 
learning, and gaining a common understanding of a complex system. 

TARGET GROUPS: 

Citizens, community 
groups

SIZE: 

Variable

FORMAT: 

Planning Cells 
DESCRIPTION: 

Groups of randomly selected citizens are asked to co-develop a set of poli-
cy recommendations on a specific issue. The objective is to provide citi-
zens with the opportunity for learning about the technical and political 
facets of the topic, and for enabling them to deliberate and finally evalu-
ate these options and their likely consequences according to their own 
experiences, values, and preferences. The recommendations developed 
by the citizens are expected to help decision-makers to take a decision. 
Through random selection, this participatory instrument enables a great 
diversity of citizens to be included in the process. Planning Cells are simi-
lar to citizen juries or Citizen Assemblies. 

TARGET GROUPS: 

Citizens

SIZE: 
Small groups (up to 20 
participants)

FORMAT: 

Public-Expert Hearing
DESCRIPTION: 

Experts with different opinions and positions are asked to testify before 
the representatives of an organising institution. In such a process, the or-
ganisers develop questions which are asked to experts. Experts have the 
opportunity to give their opinion/argue on the issue at stake. The final 
judgement is left to the organising committee. 

TARGET GROUPS: 

Stakeholders,
citizens

SIZE: 
Variable

FORMAT: 

Public Participation  
Network

DESCRIPTION: 

Through the creation of this network local authorities can profit from 
community and voluntary expertise from all over the country in a specific 
area, and civil society members can have their voice heard and provide 
input into decision-making processes. 

TARGET GROUPS: 

Community Groups

SIZE: 

Variable
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FORMAT: 

Roundtable 
DESCRIPTION: 

Small group discussions between interest groups and administrations to 
discuss a central issue on an equal footing and try to find a common solu-
tion. In such a process, everybody has an equal right to participate. The 
participation of a skilled moderator is crucial for the effective organisation 
of a successful roundtable.  

TARGET GROUPS: 

Stakeholders

SIZE: 

Medium sized groups  
(20-30 participants)

FORMAT: 

Stakeholder Salons
DESCRIPTION: 

This format builds on the salons of the 19th century, which represented a 
private space for the discussion of socially relevant topics. This method 
regroups experts with different backgrounds, experiences and viewpoints 
in an exclusive location to enter creative exchanges and debates about a 
specific socially relevant topic in a relaxed atmosphere. The goal of this 
format is therefore to create the optimal conditions for in depth discus-
sions in order to develop shared visions concerning the future of the topic.

TARGET GROUPS: 

Expert group /  
stakeholders

SIZE: 

Small groups  
(up to 15 participants)

FORMAT: 

21st Century Town Hall 
Meeting

DESCRIPTION: 

Public forum where citizens meet at different locations to deliberate si-
multaneously about a pre-defined issue in small groups. Through the use 
of ICT technologies, citizens can eventually vote anonymously in plenary 
on the results of the process to increase the number of citizens taking 
part in the deliberation without affecting the quality of the deliberation 
itself.

TARGET GROUPS: 

Citizens

SIZE: 

100 to 5,000 people

This list is not exhaustive; there are more formats 
and combinations of formats that could be ap-
plied. Out of these 12 types of deliberative demo-
cratic processes, the REAL DEAL project has test-
ed four: Citizens’ Assembly, Group Delphi, Focus 
Group and Roundtable format. These four repre-
sent the most generic formats designed for ex-
perts (Delphi), stakeholders (Roundtable), citizens 
(Assemblies) and for addressing representatives 
of disadvantaged individuals (Focus Groups). The 
next chapters provide insight as to how these for-
mats can be used to enable members of the pub-
lic to present their needs and interests and articu-
late their views, and how the combination of 
these formats can contribute to the principles of 
meaningful citizen participation and deliberation.

2.3	
Definition of
principles
A systematic review of the literature was carried 
out as part of the REAL DEAL research project. 
Following multiple rounds of discussions and re-
visions, which included a workshop with co-au-
thors, an analysis resulted in the identification of 
14 principles which are relevant for deliberation 
related to the EGD (see description in Table 4, be-
low).

The principles are centred around five thematic 
sections: 1. power imbalances, 2. ensuring inclu-
siveness, 3. working with nature and long-term 
perspectives, 4. bottom-up activism and cultivat-
ing environmental citizenship, and 5. transition-
ing the economic model to a green economy.
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1.	 In terms of power imbalances, policymakers 
need to recognise historical power imbalances 
and promote transformative actions. They should 
also consider inequalities (such as racialised 
groups, gender, and class) in the design of legal 
frameworks and the implementation of delibera-
tive and participatory tools. Global North stake-
holders need to reflect upon their interactions 
with counterparts in the Global South and should 
aim to reshape the power dynamics involved in 
participation and deliberation. Participation spac-
es, such as local committees, decision-making 
bodies, and councils, are not impartial and often 
reflect existing power disparities. It is essential to 
restructure existing or establish alternative pro-
cesses and platforms that specifically tackle 
these imbalances to promote equitable involve-
ment from groups that have been systematically 
marginalised.

2 .	 In order to ensure inclusiveness, it is essential 
to take into account a diverse range of perspec-
tives through open dialogue, discussion, and 
thoughtful consideration. It is important to en-
sure that people are not excluded because they 
are unable to reason and debate as strongly as 
others, therefore group deliberation and discus-
sions should not be the only form of participation. 
It is essential to promote the inclusion of a broad 
spectrum of values and beliefs while adopting an 
intersectional approach in environmental deliber-
ative processes. This ensures that groups are not 
marginalised or silenced. Policymakers need to 
eliminate structural obstacles that hinder partici-
pation and discussion in environmental deci-
sion-making processes. It is essential to encour-
age the involvement of local communities and 
Indigenous Peoples, with a particular emphasis 
on empowering women and youth.

3.	 In order to reflect the needs and importance of 
future generations, other species and the envi-
ronment, the significance and requirements of 
various species and ecosystems must be ac-
knowledged in our discussions surrounding envi-
ronmental policy. Future generations, non-hu-
man organisms, species, and the environment 
lack the ability to express their concerns in the 
political arena; therefore, it is essential for people 
to advocate for the representation of these inter-
ests in deliberative processes. It is important to 
ensure that corporate, political, and economic 

motives do not overshadow the inherent value of 
the natural world. See also the Declaration on Fu-
ture Generations in the UN Pact for the Future.

4.	 Demonstrations and grassroots climate activ-
ism play a significant role in shaping political dis-
course and can act as a catalyst for transforma-
tive learning and social mobilisation. It is essential 
for policymakers to respond to the concerns 
raised. International organisations like the United 
Nations and the European Union ought to engage 
with grassroots organisations and encourage 
their involvement in decisions impacting the en-
vironment. Decision-makers must establish an 
environment that encourages environmental citi-
zenship and democratic debate, preserving and 
widening the civic space, and that enhances the 
public’s awareness of environmental issues and 
related impacts on economy, society, and the 
rights of present and future generations.

5.	 The shift towards a green economy is influ-
enced not only by political and governance fac-
tors, market dynamics, and technological ad-
vances, but also by the engagement and mobili-
sation of civic and cultural communities. Deci-
sion-makers ought to go beyond merely promot-
ing the purchase of green products as a means of 
public involvement; they should also inspire indi-
viduals to participate in significant political ac-
tions, co-create solutions, and remain receptive 
to transformative changes. Rather, they should 
seek to foster a framework for well-being that 
shifts the emphasis away from the prevailing eco-
nomic priority of gross domestic product and 
growth and instead focuses on nurturing individ-
uals, societies and the environment. Kate 
Raworth’s theoretical framework of “doughnut 
economics” can provide food for thought in this 
field. 
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EVAL. PRINCIPLES DEFINITION

(Potential to come 
to) Common 
understanding

This relates to the extent to which participants have a shared understand-
ing of a topic and the extent to which the topic is understood from differ-
ent perspectives. It raises questions about whether all information on the 
topic and on the session itself is well-understood by participants (Schroeter 
et al., 2016). 

(Potential) Effect 
on policy making

This refers to whether the participatory session has a genuine impact on 
policies or the policy making process (Rowe & Frewer, 2004, p. 88). Due to 
the short-term nature of the project, this evaluation principle focuses on 
potential impact, as the true long-lasting effects cannot be assessed. 

Efficiency Efficiency refers to the extent to which a process is cost-, time- and re-
source-effective. This reflects the results in a comprehensive way, by ad-
dressing outputs, outcomes, and impacts (OECD, 2021). 

Empowerment 6 Empowerment refers to the extent to which people or groups have the ca-
pacity to participate in decision-making, make choices, and to transform 
these choices into desired actions (Glucker et al., 2013). It is about strength-
ening or (re)gaining power to make decisions. 

Equity Unlike equality, which treats everyone the same, equity acknowledges that 
people have different needs, opportunities, and barriers due to factors such 
as privilege, characteristics, and living conditions (Ryan et al., 2022).

Fairness Fairness relates to the extent to which interests and values of all partici-
pants have been considered in the process. Are all participants who are in 
the room able to contribute? This criterion reflects the opportunity that all 
affected parties have to obtain a legitimate role in decision-making pro-
cesses and the extent to which there was a major effort to come up with 
fair and balanced solutions.

Effect on policymaking The extent to which the participatory session has a genuine impact on  
policies or the policymaking process. 

Efficiency The extent to which a process is cost-, time- and resource-effective.

Environmental  
governance

An inclusive system of actors, institutions and norms that establishes re-
sponsibility and accountability, and builds trust and capacity to cooperate 
in policymaking, decision-making, implementation, and enforcement in 
the field of environment.

Equity The recognition and account of the needs, opportunities and barriers  
faced by people due to, amongst other factors, their characteristics, living 
conditions, social status, and privileges. 

Fairness Fairness relates to the extent to which interests and values of all participants 
have been equitably taken into account in the process, respecting that  
all affected parties deserve standing in decision-making and consultative 
processes.

Governance The totality of interactions in which government, other public bodies, the 
private sector, civil society, and other stakeholders share power and respon-
sibility, aimed at solving public challenges or creating public opportunities

TABLE 4  THE 14 EVALUATION PRINCIPLES
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FORMAT PRINCIPLES

Focus group Empowerment Equity Inclusion 

Citizens’ Assembly Inclusion Representation Transparency

Roundtable Fairness Representation Responsiveness

Group Delphi (Potential to come to) 
Common understanding 

Representation Transparency 

TABLE 5  THREE MOST RELEVANT PRINCIPLES FOR EACH OF THE FOUR FORMATS  
EVALUATED IN REAL DEAL

Since these 14 principles in five thematic sections 
are theoretical in nature, an additional step was 
required to facilitate their practical application. As 
a final step, experts working in four subgroups in-
dependently suggested three key principles for 
assessing participatory sessions and formats. 

Based on their evaluation the REAL DEAL re-
search project found that the most relevant prin-
ciples are inclusion, transparency, and empower-
ment (see Table 4). 

6	 This is a contested term, and it is included here as it was a result identified during the research phase. Whilst some participants of the test 

cases expressed that they felt empowered after participating in the deliberative processes, it is important to note that we do not use it without 

context. Often statements about “empowering” groups can come from a privileged standpoint. Our use of empowerment here reflects our 

ongoing work on this as part of the REAL DEAL project, while some partners wish to emphasise that the feeling of empowerment is meaning-

less if it is not met with concrete action to dismantle structures of oppression. 
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3
SETTING UP  
DELIBERATIVE 
PROCESSES:  
THE REAL DEAL 
TOOLKIT 

This chapter offers practical guidance on how to set up a deliberative 
and participatory process depending on the purpose, topic, location, 
and timing. It offers direction to all those individuals and organisa-
tions that are mandated, entrusted or self-motivated to organise, 
conduct or facilitate participation processes aimed at empowering 
stakeholders and ordinary citizens to influence environmental policy 
making and to contribute to the objectives of the EGD. 

In addition, these formats should include proce-
dures for integrating individuals and groups that 
are frequently overlooked and marginalised in 
the political arena, despite being significantly im-
pacted by environmental degradation and the cli-
mate crisis.

The following sections provide a sequential struc-
ture starting with designing the process, via con-
ducting the process to evaluating the process. 
This three-stage structuring relates to prepara-
tions before the process starts, managing the 

process and its components and processing the 
results and evaluating the output and the process 
itself. To make this complex task easily compre-
hensible we have chosen the logic of a decision 
chain simulating a planning process for all three 
stages.
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3.1
Design phase

3.1.1
PURPOSE OF PARTICIPATION:

Leading question: What is the desired or antici-
pated goal of the participatory process(es) and 
what types of outcomes are being aspired to?

Principal choices: 
A	� providing an overview of opinions and posi-

tions among diverse publics (scoping);
B	� developing recommendations for policymak-

ers on possible policy options and their priori-
tisation; 

C	� co-creating novel solutions for dealing with a 
problem including self-commitments.

Decision tree:
Which of the three purposes are most suited or 
demanded for the planned participation process?

	 �Category A is well suited if there are only very 
limited policy options and a clear preference of 
policymakers and/or an emerging social con-
sensus for one option. Category A provides a 
test whether all positions have been included 
and how much the preferred option resonates 
with different audiences. If Category A is cho-
sen, formats such as expert and stakeholder 
hearings (inquiries) and Focus Groups are 
most suitable. 

	� Category B is well suited if there are contro-
versies about the means to reach predesigned 
goals (such as being climate neutral in 2050) 
and different strategies and options are availa-
ble that have positive and negative side ef-
fects. The main goal here is to acknowledge 
and resolve trade-offs. If Category B is chosen, 
formats such as Stakeholder Round Tables and 
Citizens’ Assemblies are most suitable (see 
section 3.1.3.). If highly complex and sophisti-
cated issues are involved, Expert Delphis may 
also be used in addition to Round Tables and 
Citizens’ Assemblies. Furthermore, to include 
the special concerns and values of disadvan-
taged and vulnerable groups, Focus Groups 
may be organised, again in addition to Round 

Tables and Citizens’ Assemblies. Most of the 
test cases that were organised during the 
course of REAL DEAL belong to Category B.

	� Category C is best suited if there is room for 
new and innovative ideas on how to deal with 
an unsatisfactory situation or a problem. The 
goal is to create a common understanding of 
the situation and explore the space for poten-
tial solutions. Often the output of such pro-
cesses consists of a set of new insights, visions 
and motivations. Ideally the process also pro-
duces self-commitments of those who partici-
pate. Formats that are best suited for this pur-
pose include participatory scenario or plan-
ning workshops, future workshops, foresight 
activities, and participatory modelling. Round 
Tables, Citizen Assemblies, and Focus Groups 
can also be used for co-creation, but they 
would use specific methods and tools to pro-
mote creativity and mutual learning.

Comment: 
Given that the major goals of the EGD have been 
determined and approved by all EU governments 
and supported by public opinion, Category B rep-
resents the best model for deliberating about 
strategies and options of how to reach the goals 
and how to avoid negative side effects in terms of 
social injustice, unfair distribution of burdens, dis-
regard for vulnerable and/or disadvantaged 
groups and undue costs to economy and society. 
However, elements of Category A (for example 
for measures where alternatives are not realistic 
or clearly inferior) or of Category C (where there is 
room for innovative and unconventional solu-
tions) and when foresight is needed can be in-
cluded in the participatory portfolio if needed. 
Based on the major relevance of Category B the 
following steps of the decision tree are focused 
on Category B (enriched in particular with tools of 
co-creation as exercised in Category C.



26

3.1.2
SCOPE OF PARTICIPATION:

Leading question: 
What are the geographic areas, political govern-
ance levels and time frames for which the partici-
patory process or event(s) are designed? 

Scope and range: 
	 �SPACE: local, regional, national, Europe or global 
	 �POLITICAL GOVERNANCE: community or city, 

province, state, country, EU, OECD, UN
	� TIME FRAME: short term, middle term, long 

term, extreme long term (such as nuclear 
waste disposal)

Decision tree: 
How should scope and range be determined and, 
if determined, what does that imply for the selec-
tion of formats?

	 �Space: Most problems related to environmen-
tal topics are global in nature (climate, biodi-
versity, pollution), but they may manifest 

themselves very differently in the various re-
gions and they may demand very different 
solutions depending on local climate, settle-
ments, natural conditions, etc. It is therefore 
necessary to choose formats that can be mul-
tiplied in different areas and still coordinated 
for larger space integration. Citizens’ Assem-
blies as well as Round Tables are suited for this 
purpose since they allow representatives of 
different regional processes to meet repre-
sentatives of other regions for deliberation 
about common challenges and regional im-
pacts of one region on another. This requires 
major organisational effort and sufficient re-
sources. If these resources are not available, it 
might be better to focus on a problem that can 
be addressed within a limited space.

	� Governance level: Hierarchies or levels of gov-
ernance raise problems similar to those pre-
sented by geographic boundaries, but with 
important differences. In addition, each gov-
ernance level includes a new set of responsibil-
ities and rights (also duties) that include obli-
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Leading question

 What are spatial boundaries, political govern-
ance levels, and time frames for wich the par-
ticipatory process or event(s) are designed?

How should scope and range be determined, 
and once determined, what does that imply 

for the selection of formats?

Space

– Local
– regional
– national

– European
– global

Governance 
Levels

– Community
– province
– country

– EU
– UN

Time Frames

– short
– medium

– long
– extreme long-term

Decision tree 1: Design phase
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gations for the next lower governance level. 
Designing participatory processes for several 
vertical governance levels is hence bound to 
address the nested responsibilities of each 
governance level. The organisers are well ad-
vised to design their participation programme 
in correspondence with the legal rights, duties, 
and obligations of the governance level they 
specifically wish to address. Again, Citizens’ 
Assemblies and Round Tables are in principle 
suited for different governance levels (as are, 
in more limited terms, Group Delphis for ex-
pert input and Focus Groups for including dis-
advantaged individuals) but the level of repre-
sentativeness and immediacy varies with the 
governance level. The higher the level, the 
more important it becomes to recruit a rough-
ly representative sample (Citizens’ Assembly) 
and the more stakeholders need to be includ-
ed in multiple Round Tables to represent all 
relevant interests and positions. In addition, 
the higher the governance level, the more the 
issues that fall within the remit of the respec-
tive level are distant from the lifeworld of the 
citizens, making it difficult for participants to 
relate to the issue and to use their personal ex-
perience for judging policies and options. Un-
less an ambitious and well-advanced planning 
team is available and enough resources are at 
hand, such multi-level nested participation 

processes are likely to fail and to become over-
complex. Within the REAL DEAL project only 
one level was addressed at a time with each 
participatory process, yet recommendations 
for higher or lower levels were also articulated 
but not harmonised with participatory pro-
cesses on other governance levels.

 
	� Time frame: It is crucial to determine what 

time frame should be considered when start-
ing a participatory process. This can be co-de-
termined by the participants, but it is essential 
to link recommendations to timetables (what 
should be done when) and develop a time ho-
rizon in which the recommendations can be 
assigned (strategies for 2030, 2040 and 2050). 
Forecasting and backcasting are good tools to 
link the present with future outcomes. All for-
mats that are included in this report can effec-
tively deal with time frames, but they need to 
be explicitly addressed. For extended time ho-
rizons, spanning future generations, methods 
such as role playing (person born in the future), 
simulations and appointing advocates for fu-
ture generations have proven to be effective 
for ensuring that long-term impacts are at 
least considered. 
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Practical Tips  
for Framing and Agenda Setting 
Setting the overarching remit (i.e. framing) question of a (combined) format and the subsequent 
agenda item is a crucial step of every participatory and deliberative process. These decisions not 
only set the contours for the contributions and deliberations of citizens, stakeholders and experts, 
but they also shape the recommendations and outcomes. In short, a well-crafted remit ensures 
that (combined) processes tackle pressing and actionable issues, align with local EGD contexts, 
and maximises its potential for meaningful impact.

KEY CONSIDERATIONS IN FRAMING AND AGENDA SETTING

1.	 PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES: 
Decision Question: What is the overarching 
goal?
	� Clearly define the purpose of the (combined) 

format: Long-term climate strategy develop-
ment, addressing current policy gaps, or pub-
lic engagement and building legitimacy?

	� Early dialogue and coordination: Delibera-
tive sponsors, organisers, and advisers – not 
to mention participants – often hold differ-
ent expectations. Ensure all voices are heard 
and a common, realistic and coordinated 
purpose is agreed upon.

	� One practical way to do this would be to ask 
participants beforehand what their expecta-
tions are.

2.	 BROAD VS. TIGHT REMITS 
Decision Question: What are the objectives? 
Broad Remits 
	� Better for big-picture or “blue-sky” thinking. 

Give participants the space to explore new 
and creative solutions

	� More appropriate for high-level policy and 
systemic issues 

	� Potential Limitations: Lack of focus and/or 
direction; less actionable outcomes; time- 
consuming

Tight Remits
	� More appropriate for specific for policy is-

sues (e.g., public transport)
	� More actionable and easier to align to agen-

da of decision-makers.
	� Potential Limitations: Lack of citizen control 

(i.e., top-down); failure to explore creative or 
“radical” alternatives; may prioritise organis-
ers/sponsors needs over the concerns of citi-
zens’ concerns.

Tip: One size does not fit all! A hybrid approach 
can help garner the benefits of both approach-
es (e.g., broad framing by stakeholders within 
roundtables, combined with prioritisation by 
participation within Citizens’ Assemblies)

3.	 ENGAGING RELEVANT AND 
	 EXISTING STAKEHOLDERS
	� Rarely should a framing or agenda setting 

process need to start from scratch.
	� Relevant stakeholders (e.g., CSO actors), ex-

perts, and practitioners – in addition to poten-
tial recipients of recommendations – should 
first be consulted.

	� Public consultation processes can also involve 
the broader public and enhance the credibil-
ity, feasibility and legitimacy of the remit

4.	 ALIGNMENT FROM PROCESS 
	 TO OUTCOMES
	� Where possible, the terms of reference from 

the commissioning body and/or organisers 
should contain clear guidance on the fol-
low-up response (see “Outcomes Phase”) 
and receiving institutions.

	� The remit question and agenda must be 
aligned accordingly (e.g., regional level par-
ticipatory and deliberative formats should 
try providing recommendations imple-
mentable at the regional level). 

5.	 CREATING MEANINGFULNESS 
	 FOR PARTICIPANTS 
	� Participants should have power, within rea-

son, to shape a given agenda both directly 
and indirectly (e.g., speaker selection).

	� This helps fosters ownership and fresh per-
spectives, thus strengthening recommen-
dations and legitimacy.

BOX 1 PRACTICAL TIPS FOR FRAMING AND AGENDA SETTING
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Comment: Pursuing the major goals of the EGD 
requires attention to long time frames, wide, even 
global extension, and multiple governance levels. 
All these can be considered within a regional, 
community-centred process if global aspects are 
regarded as contextual conditions for all recom-
mended actions that need to be done on the 
community level. It is very frustrating for partici-
pants if the valuable advice that they produce is 
directed towards policymakers, for example com-
munity parliaments, that have neither the re-
sponsibility nor the agency to implement them. 
Therefore, it is crucial to be very specific about the 
mandate for participants so that the outcome can 
be directed towards those who have the power of 
implementation. Sometimes, participatory pro-
cesses are not designed to produce recommen-
dations but to inform the public debate or to put 
pressure on powerful elites. But even then, it is 
necessary to specify what outcome is directed to-
wards what level of government and for which re-
gion and for which time frame the final product 
has been designed.

3.1.3
SELECTING FORMATS AND METHODS:

Before starting a deliberative event or a series of 
events, it is crucial that organisers take steps to 
ensure that the participatory principles – outlined 
in Chapter 2 – are considered. Additionally, organ-
isers must select an appropriate format or combi-
nation of formats. The REAL DEAL project has 
outlined twelve deliberative and participatory for-
mats as noted within section 2.2 (see Table 2). 
Moreover, the REAL DEAL project has uniquely 
identified and tested four combinations of for-
mats tailored to specific problems and goals 
aligned to the EGD. Importantly, each of these 
combined formats has been empirically tested 
within the REAL DEAL project (see Table 20, REAL 
DEAL Synthesis report, p. 102). The chosen combi-
nations each had a different rationale which can 
be summarised as follows:

Roundtables and Citizen Assemblies: 
Roundtables and Citizen Assemblies focus on two 
different public constituencies: on organised 
stakeholders and on the non-organised public re-
spectively. By combining these two formats, it 
provides the opportunity to combine the per-
spectives of these two target groups. 
Group Delphi and Citizen Assemblies: 
In Group Delphis, a diverse group of experts of a 
topic share their knowledge. By combining this 
with Citizen Assemblies, this expert knowledge 
can be shared with non-organised citizens. The 
rationale behind this combination of participa-
tory sessions is to give citizens the possibility to 
be informed from various perspectives and be 
well informed about the evidence pertaining to 
the problem and the impacts of the potential 
solutions. 

Focus groups and Citizen Assemblies: 
Focus Groups provide safe spaces for structurally 
excluded groups. The goal of combining Focus 
Groups with Citizen Assemblies is to share the 
perspective of structurally excluded groups with 
consideration in their deliberations. 

Roundtables at the regional and national levels: 
By combining roundtables on various governance 
levels, the aim is to include the regional perspec-
tive in national decision-making.
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Outline of Combined Participatory  
and Deliberative Formats Utilised within 
REAL DEAL 
1.	 ROUNDTABLE + CITIZENS’ ASSEMBLY

Recommended Use: 
This combination is ideal for integrating both 
stakeholder and public perspectives on com-
plex EGD issues. Roundtables provide a plat-
form for organised stakeholders (e.g., NGOs 
and industry representatives) to discuss spe-
cialised knowledge or concerns, while Citizens’ 
Assemblies (CAs) enable randomly selected cit-
izens to deliberate on these issues from a public 
interest standpoint. Importantly, the inclusion 
of a roundtable process also avoids the poten-
tial “crowding out” (Courant 2021) of existing 
stakeholders during a given CA process. Addi-
tionally, relevant stakeholders may also be invit-
ed to address a CA as speakers and/or expert 
advisers where applicable. Most common is the 
invitation of stakeholders as witnesses that can 
be questioned by the participating citizens 
about their positions, interests and concerns.

Best Practices:
	� Clear Role Definitions: Ensure that stake-

holders in the Roundtable and citizens in the 
Assembly understand their respective roles 
to enhance clarity and focus in discussions.

	� Coordination and Flow of Information: Find-
ings from Roundtables should be summa-
rised for Citizens’ Assembly participants, al-
lowing citizens to review stakeholder insights 
before forming their recommendations.

Potential Pitfalls and Remedies:
	� Overrepresentation of Stakeholders: En-

sure that discussions at the Roundtable do 
not overshadow the deliberations of the Citi-
zens’ Assembly.

	� Simplification Needs: Avoid oversimplify-
ing stakeholder discussions when present-
ing them to citizens, as this could lead to 
misunderstandings of complex issues.

Decision Tree:
	� Is this specific EGD-related issue conten-

tious or multifaceted with respect to or-
ganised interests in society? 

	� Yes: Begin with Roundtable to gather struc-
tured stakeholder insights.

	� No: Proceed with Citizens’ Assembly alone.
	 �Does it suffice to invite stakeholders as 

witnesses to the Assembly (for making 
their positions known) or are the issues so 
complex and contested that a stakeholder 
Round Table is necessary to sort out inter-
ests and positions and provide systematic 
argumentation for each position?

	� No: Present summarised Roundtable out-
comes to Citizens’ Assembly for informed 
deliberation.

	� Yes: Citizens’ Assembly can proceed inde-
pendently.

BOX 2 OUTLINE OF COMBINED PARTICIPATORY AND DELIBERATIVE FORMATS

Outcome Focus Balancing stakeholder and public perspectives

Format Combinations Roundtable + Citizens’ Assembly

Benefits Ensures representation of both stakeholder insights and public values

Potential Pitfalls Overrepresentation of specific interests, oversimplification of stake-
holder discussions

Example for EGD Use Roundtable to discuss sustainable agricultural practices, followed 
by Citizens’ Assembly for broader public recommendations
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2	 GROUP DELPHI + CITIZENS’ ASSEMBLY

Recommended Use: 
Expert knowledge and state-of-the-art evi-
dence are critical for addressing the “wicked 
problems” associated with the EGD. This com-
bination supports informed policy recommen-
dations by leveraging expert insights followed 
by public deliberation. In short, a Group Delphi 
gathers and categorises claims of evidence on 
technical or forward-looking topics, then a Citi-
zens’ Assembly uses this input to form citi-
zen-driven recommendations. This ensures de-
cisions reflect expert knowledge and public val-
ues, while helping to overcome the existing 
knowledge-action gap between climate sci-
ence and climate policy within our traditional 
political system.

Best Practices:
	 �Simplification of Expert Input: Make sure 

the outcomes of the Group Delphi are trans-
lated into accessible formats for non-ex-
perts, maintaining essential details for in-
formed decision-making.

	� Time Management: Coordinate the timing 
between Delphi and Citizens’ Assembly to 
prevent findings from becoming outdated.

Potential Pitfalls and Remedies:
	� Technical Jargon: Simplify expert input for 

Citizens’ Assembly without losing nuance.
	� Disjointed Timing: Avoid delays between 

Delphi and Citizens’ Assembly to keep dis-
cussions relevant.

Decision Tree:
	 �Is the evidence contested or highly com-

plex?
	 Yes: Begin with Group Delphi.
	 No: Start directly with Citizens’ Assembly.

BOX 2 OUTLINE OF COMBINED PARTICIPATORY AND DELIBERATIVE FORMATS

Outcome Focus Creating well-informed, balanced policies

Format Combinations Group Delphi + Citizens’ Assembly

Benefits Merges expert and citizen perspectives for robust recommendations

Potential Pitfalls Complexity of expert input, timing misalignment

Example for EGD Use Group Delphi for insights on renewable energy, followed by Citi-
zens’ Assembly for policy recommendations
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3.	 FOCUS GROUPS + CITIZENS’ ASSEMBLY

Recommended Use: 
Demographic sampling within Citizens’ Assem-
blies is not an exact science and despite the 
best efforts of organisers, marginalised groups 
presence (i.e., participation) and voice (i.e., opin-
ions being heard) may be omitted or minimised 
within a given Citizens’ Assembly. Consequent-
ly, Citizens’ Assemblies alone – which have in-
clusion as a core value – may serve to amplify 
existing external inequalities due to self-selec-
tion and socio-economic class biases. This com-
bination can enhance the active inclusion of 
marginalised or structurally excluded perspec-
tives in broader public deliberations. In short, 
Focus Groups offer safe spaces for underrepre-
sented voices, whose insights can then inform 
Citizens’ Assembly discussions.

Best Practices:
	� Sensitive Facilitation: Ensure facilitators are 

trained in creating inclusive, supportive en-
vironments for Focus Group participants.

	 �Careful Integration of Insights: Summarise 
Focus Group insights thoughtfully for Citi-
zens’ Assembly to maintain confidentiality 
and accuracy. Have members of the Focus 
Groups represented at the Citizens’ Assem-
bly to provide authentic input to the deliber-
ation process.

Potential Pitfalls and Remedies:
	� Confidentiality Risks: Handle Focus Group 

feedback with care to avoid breaches of con-
fidentiality.

	� Overgeneralisation of Insights: Avoid pre-
senting Focus Group insights as representa-
tive of entire communities.

Decision Tree:
	� Is there a need to include perspectives 

from marginalised groups?
	 Yes: Begin with Focus Groups for targeted 

insights.
	 No: Proceed with Citizens’ Assembly.

	� Do marginalised perspectives need ampli-
fication?

	� Yes: Present Focus Group findings in Citi-
zens’ Assembly for broader consideration. If 
possible, ask members of the Focus Groups 
to represent their concerns in front of the 
Citizens’ Assembly.

	 No: Use Citizens’ Assembly alone.

BOX 2 OUTLINE OF COMBINED PARTICIPATORY AND DELIBERATIVE FORMATS

Outcome Focus Amplifying marginalised voices in policy formation

Format Combinations Focus Group + Citizens’ Assembly

Benefits Ensures inclusion of structurally excluded perspectives

Potential Pitfalls Risks to confidentiality, risk of overgeneralisation

Example for EGD Use Focus Groups with economically disadvantaged communities, then 
bring insights to Citizens’ Assembly on green jobs policies
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4	 ROUNDTABLES AT REGIONAL/LOCAL LEVEL AND NATIONAL LEVEL

Recommended Use: 
Multi-level (vertical) governance is crucial for 
ensuring effective buy-in and implementation 
of EGD policies across various levels of govern-
ance. In short, this approach allows for both re-
gional and national perspectives to be included 
in policy deliberations. For instance, Regional 
Roundtables can explore local concerns, which 
are then integrated into national-level discus-
sions to provide a comprehensive, multi-level 
perspective on EGD issues. Likewise, Nation-
al-level roundtables may set the strategic pa-
rameters for regional & local level engagement 
between relevant stakeholders.

Good Practices:
	 �Sequential Flow of Discussions: Hold Re-

gional Roundtables first, then National 
Roundtables to incorporate localised in-
sights into national debates.

	� Consistent Moderation: Use a common 
framework across regions to maintain con-
sistency in outputs.

Potential Pitfalls and Remedies:
	 �Fragmentation of Perspectives: Ensure re-

gional insights are not lost when scaling to 
the national level.

	 �Inconsistent Outcomes: Develop standard 
guidelines for discussions to avoid variation 
in regional outputs.

Decision Tree:
	 �Are there significant regional variations in 

the issue?
	 Yes: Begin with Regional Roundtables.
	 No: Use National Roundtable alone.

	 �Is there a need for integrating regional 
and national insights?

	� Yes: Present Regional Roundtable outcomes 
in National Roundtable.

	 No: Proceed with National Roundtable only.
.

BOX 2 OUTLINE OF COMBINED PARTICIPATORY AND DELIBERATIVE FORMATS

Outcome Focus Integrating regional concerns into national policy

Format Combinations Regional Roundtable + National Roundtable

Benefits Ensures local and national perspectives inform policy

Potential Pitfalls Potential fragmentation of perspectives, outcome inconsistencies

Example for EGD Hold Regional Roundtables on local needs, like sustainable food and 
school catering, followed by National Roundtable for integrated EGD 
policy planning
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In sum, these proposed combinations provide di-
verse, well-rounded approaches to address com-
plex EGD challenges. By carefully selecting and 
structuring these formats (with reference to the 
above guidelines – see REAL DEAL Synthesis re-
port for further detail), policy deliberations can  
reflect a range of insights – from expert analyses 
to stakeholder priorities to (marginalised) public 
perspectives – thus supporting more resilient and 
inclusive outcomes. 

Overall, regardless of the chosen (combination of) 
formats, the organisers need to specify the indi-
viduals who are or will be selected to participate 
in the respective formats (inclusion), to determine 
the scope, timeframe and geographic boundaries 
of the deliberation (context), to determine the na-
ture of the final product(s) of the deliberation (clo-
sure) and the anticipated integration of these 
products into the policy- or decision-making are-
nas (transfer). For a systematic approach to devel-
op a coherent and effective participation strategy, 
it is helpful to follow the structure of a decision 
tree described in the next paragraphs.

3.1.4	
INCLUSION:

Leading question: 
Who should be invited to take part in participa-
tory processes? 

Principal options: 
	� Organised stakeholders, including representa-

tives of corporations, associations and civil so-
ciety organisations such as NGOs;

	� Non-organised citizens either by random se-
lection (all have the same chance to be drawn 
into the sample) or by asking for volunteers;

	� Experts for the topic to be discussed;
	� Vulnerable or disadvantaged groups with spe-

cial concerns and needs.

Decision tree: 
What are convincing reasons for including or ex-
cluding potential participants and which formats 
are most suitable for what types of participants?
	 �Inclusiveness: Regardless of the chosen for-

mat, issues of inclusion and exclusion must be 
considered (unless the population is so small 
that everyone can participate). There is a need 

for a selection rule that can be justified based 
on the evaluative principles mentioned in 
Chapter 3. According to these principles, a fair, 
transparent and empowering process is cru-
cial. This would imply that at least stakehold-
ers and representatives of the citizenry should 
be included. However, if the issue to be ad-
dressed is very complex and requires special 
knowledge, an additional step to include the 
best available expertise is required. Similarly, if 
the issue impacts vulnerable and disadvan-
taged groups, special formats to include them 
are necessary in order to give these groups a 
voice in the policy process. If that is unlikely to be 
the case, it may be sufficient to make sure that a 
critical mass of these disadvantaged individuals 
is represented in the formats that have been 
chosen (Citizens’ Assemblies or Round Tables).

	 �Format selection: The Citizens’ Assembly for-
mat seems to be best suited to meet the eval-
uative principle of inclusion, as it affords every-
one the same opportunity to be part of the 
participatory process and powerful interest 
groups are only allowed to present their posi-
tions as witnesses to the process. One should, 
however, acknowledge that Citizens’ Assem-
blies are not representative of the respective 
population in the statistical sense (even if par-
ticipants are selected according to statistical 
distribution criteria). Yet, they guarantee the 
highest heterogeneity compared to any other 
participatory format. Citizen Panels, on the 
other hand, tend to attract activists from all 
sides of a given issue, who are often unwilling 
to submit themselves to a genuine learning 
experience but rather stick to their prior posi-
tions. Based on the literature, the experience 
with the REAL DEAL project and the results of 
the Expert Delphi on participatory formats, 
Citizen Assemblies are recommended as the 
default option for fair and effective participa-
tory processes. However, they are not the pan-
acea for all problems within the EGD portfolio. 
Many issues demand special services, behav-
ioural adaptations or even sacrifices by specif-
ic stakeholders. It would not be fair to ask ran-
domly selected citizens to represent stake-
holders’ positions, even if they have listened to 
their concerns. That is why in the REAL DEAL 
project, Stakeholder Round Tables were con-
ducted to deliberate about the implications of 
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different policies for each stakeholder and to 
discuss which policy modifications are possi-
ble to reduce burdens and facilitate a more eq-
uitable distribution of benefits and costs. It 
seems that within the policy framework of the 
EGD almost all topics that are addressed in the 
EU framework are associated with special im-
plications for stakeholders so that a combina-
tion of Stakeholder Roundtable and Citizens’ 
Assemblies are recommended unless the stake-
holder impact is clearly insignificant. 

	 �Inclusion of expertise: Many issues and prob-
lems related to the EGD require expertise and 
familiarity with complex and dynamic phe-
nomena. Furthermore, scientific knowledge 
on these issues is characterised by a high de-
gree of uncertainty and ambiguity. Even 
among experts many insights are contested 
and have led to major controversies in the re-
spective epistemic communities. For dealing 
with these issues in a competent way, it is in-
sufficient to provide stakeholders and citizens 
with some basic background information. 
Within the REAL DEAL project, the research 
team decided to use the format of Group Del-
phi to identify the legitimate range of interpre-
tations of scientific findings and to distinguish 
between almost certain, highly probably, pos-
sible and absurd knowledge claims. This is 
particularly important for issues where fake 
news and pseudo-scientific reasoning domi-
nates the discourse in the social media. The re-
sults of the Delphi are then input to the Citi-
zens’ Assemblies or Stakeholder Round Tables 
and the participants of the Delphi can be 
called on as resource persons or witnesses for 
explaining complex phenomena. This proved 
to be highly effective, and this combination is 
highly recommended if the topic is complex, 
uncertain and ambiguous. At the same time, 
issues such as green food or green transport 
for private mobility may not need such a com-
bination as personal experience and some ba-
sic knowledge input might be sufficient for an 
informed debate. 

	 �Respecting vulnerable and disadvantaged 
groups and entities, including future gener-
ations: A major concern of the REAL DEAL 
consortium was the inclusion of vulnerable 
and disadvantaged groups as well as entities 
from nature (animals, plants, landscapes) and 

future generations. Two propositions were ar-
ticulated in the beginning of the project: (1) 
These groups and entities should become in-
tegral part of Citizens’ Assemblies or Stake-
holder Round Tables or (2) they should be in-
cluded in specialised formats. With respect to 
entities of nature there is no format that in-
cludes entities that cannot speak for them-
selves. They always need guardians or advo-
cates that can represent their views and inter-
ests. Such guardians can be integrated into 
any format, but it may require special sessions 
in which these interests are discussed or expe-
rienced (for example by means of a nature 
walk). In contrast to natural entities, vulnera-
ble and disadvantaged individuals can (and 
should) speak for themselves but they need a 
discursive environment in which they feel 
comfortable and empowered to speak up. The 
experiences with REAL DEAL show that spe-
cialised Focus Groups composed of represent-
atives of these groups proved to be effective 
for eliciting their concerns, views and visions. It 
is important to recruit a critical mass of each 
group to create an atmosphere of common ex-
perience and mutual respect. The results of 
these Focus Groups can be delivered directly 
to policy makers or used as valuable inputs to 
the deliberations in Stakeholder Round Tables 
or Citizens’ Assemblies. 

Comment: 
The REAL DEAL consortium tested only a limited 
set of participatory formats. They do, however, 
represent the different categories of inclusion: ex-
perts, stakeholders, citizens and disadvantaged 
groups. If an organiser of a participatory process 
can only use one format, the default option would 
be the model of Citizens’ Assemblies. However, if 
the topic is highly relevant for stakeholders but 
not for ordinary citizens (for example, greening 
the steel industry), a Round Table is the better op-
tion for participation. Generally, a combination of 
formats is more suitable to deal with EGD topics. 
If stakeholders are significantly affected, a combi-
nation of Citizens’ Assemblies and Stakeholder 
Round Tables are most suitable. If in addition ex-
pertise is contested and the issue is laden with 
uncertainties and ambiguities, a Group Delphi (or 
similar expert workshop) is an excellent method 
to inform citizens and stakeholder alike for mak-
ing robust and evidence-informed recommenda-
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tions. Any time that vulnerable groups or disad-
vantaged groups may experience impacts differ-
ent from the general population, they should be 
given a clear space in Focus Groups. A major ef-
fort is, however, necessary to recruit representa-
tives of these groups. The experience of the REAL 
DEAL project has shown that members of disad-
vantaged groups need to be addressed individu-
ally. They are more inclined to accept such an invi-
tation if they know that they are not going to be 

lone voices in a larger forum. Specialised recruit-
ment agencies are already on the market that are 
able and competent to lead a successful recruit-
ment process. 

In an ideal process, all four formats could and 
should be combined since they represent differ-
ent but all legitimate concerns and vision of how 
the goals of the EGD programme should be trans-
lated into concrete policy actions.

Recruitment Within EGD-related  
Participatory and Deliberative Processes 
WHY DOES RECRUITMENT MATTER? 

To accurately represent society, a proper re-
cruitment process is needed. It enables a di-
verse and representative group of individuals to 
deliberate and make decisions on various is-
sues, unencumbered by external pressures. A 
strategy to address the limitations and biases 
inherent in conventional recruitment tech-
niques involves the implementation of rando-
misation at various phases of the participant 
recruitment and selection process.
Another way to overcome biases in recruitment 
techniques is to use disaggregated targeted re-
cruitment combined with random methods. 
For example, one can first target community 
groups that are often underrepresented or ex-
cluded in participatory policy processes. Once 
you have a group of respondents, you can de-
velop further selection principles. The aim was 
to capture some key characteristics about the 
people applying and then use this information 
to ensure you have people from underrepre-
sented and structurally excluded groups. For 
example, if you have groups disaggregated by 
gender, income, racialised group, you can de-
cide on quotas for each group and purposefully 
select those who are typically structurally ex-
cluded. Some points to consider:

1. 	Save some spaces for random selection to 
ensure that those who opted not to fill in identi-
fying questions are not excluded. 
2. 	The names of participants should be re-
moved from the identifying features or handled 
by separate groups entirely (if labour allows) to 
ensure privacy. 
3. 	Include a security question on the registration 
form. E.g., “What are you expecting of the event?” 
or “What would you like to discuss at the event?”.

KEY CONSIDERATIONS IN RECRUITMENT

People’s needs / Accessibility: Ask people be-
forehand what accessibility needs they have for 
the space and ensure you provide them
Equality of opportunity: Use random selection 
to enhance fairness by guaranteeing that every 
individual has an equal opportunity to be chosen.
Representativeness: Ensure that proportional 
numbers of subpopulations (according to gen-
der, age, location, and so forth) can be selected 
for the public engagement process.
Timing: The timing of recruitment should be 
appropriate, and participants should be given 
clear guidance on the content and format of 
the process.
Transparency: It is essential to guarantee that 
every stage of the process is completely trans-
parent and well-founded. This fosters trust 
among the broader community regarding the 
selection of individuals and promotes the per-
ception that the assembled group is impartial.

BOX 3 RECRUITMENT WITHIN EGD-RELATED PARTICIPATORY & DELIBERATIVE PROCESSES
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
ACTIONABLE RECRUITMENT

Define stages of randomisation: 1. design, de-
liver, and manage the invitation message to the 
original recipients of the invitation; 2. define the 
demographic factors or other participant re-
quirements; 3. form a final group of representa-
tives of the population who fulfil the aggregat-
ed or collective principles.

Use incentives and provide support: Provide 
money and other incentives such as childcare 
and other forms of support for those who would 
otherwise not be able to attend. 
Work with external recruiting agencies to 
keep track of the record and to provide incen-
tives for participants.

3.1.5
COMMITMENT:

Leading question: 
How will recommendations be integrated into 
policymaking? 

Principal options: 
	 No commitment
	� Promise to take the recommendations seri-

ously
	� Promise to provide (written) justification for 

reformations that are not implemented
	� Promise to implement all recommendations 

unless there are legal obstacles 

Decision tree: 
Is there a formal commitment from policymakers 
to consider recommendations seriously? 
	 �Vague promise to consider recommenda-

tions: This is the minimum required to make 
participatory processes meaningful. Nothing 
is more frustrating for participants than to dis-
cover that their elaborate work is neglected or 
ignored. Any organiser should press for a 
stronger commitment.

	 �Promise to provide (written) justification for 
recommendations that are not fully accept-
ed: This is the preferred option if, for valid rea-
sons, adoption of all recommendations is not 
legally possible. Experience has shown that 
participants accept deviations from their rec-
ommendations if these are clearly justified 
and explained to them.

	 �Promise to implement all recommendations 
unless there are legal obstacles: Most consti-
tutions do not allow imperative mandate by 
informal participatory bodies. However, deci-
sion-makers can promise to bring all recom-
mendations to vote by parliaments or other 
decision-making institutions. 

Comment: 
One of the significant challenges in participatory 
processes is ensuring that citizen and stakeholder 
recommendations are actually considered by pol-
icymakers. Where possible, formal commitments 
should be established before the process begins, 
specifying how and to what extent recommenda-
tions will be integrated (for consideration) into 
policy and decision-making processes. It is crucial 
to communicate this commitment to participants, 
experts, and stakeholders in advance, outlining 
the potential policy pathways and decision bod-
ies involved. If participants are aware from the be-
ginning that their recommendations will be ac-
knowledged, they will be more committed to pro-
ducing valuable outcomes and it will likely in-
crease participants’ confidence in the process. In 
addition to the promise of the decision-making 
bodies to consider the products of the participa-
tion seriously, it is advisable to define the time-
lines and responsibilities for follow-up actions 
and make them transparent to all parties. 

BOX 3 RECRUITMENT WITHIN EGD-RELATED PARTICIPATORY & DELIBERATIVE PROCESSES
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3.2
Engagement phase
During the process organisers need to be focused 
on fairness, competent moderation and facilita-
tion, unbiased knowledge input and efficient or-
ganisation. Online tools, which have become 
more prominent in recent years, may also be uti-
lised throughout the engagement phase as dis-
cussed in Box 3. In addition, it is necessary to de-
termine the nature of the envisioned outcome of 
the participation. In the context of the EGD, par-
ticipatory processes are most often designed to 
produce recommendations for different decision- 
and policymakers. But they can also be used for 
agenda setting, informing the public discourse, 
putting pressure on decision-makers, or produc-

ing self-commitments. It is crucial to think in ad-
vance what kind of output is envisioned and what 
should be done with the results once they have 
been delivered. Closely related to this issue is the 
type of closure that organisers envision at the end 
of the process. There are variations of voting 
mechanisms (majority, two thirds, three quarters), 
majority and minority positions; consensus; toler-
ated consensus (absentee votes allowed) or con-
sensus on dissenting positions. The following 
parts of the decision tree specify these choices 
and explain the various options including their 
pros and cons.

Decision tree 2: Engagement phase
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3.2.1
DETERMINING THE NATURE OF THE OUTCOME

Leading question: 
What is the form and shape of the final output 
that is going to be produced at the end of the pro-
cess? 

Principal options: 
	� Overview of diverse views, positions and vi-

sions
	� Contribution to agenda setting, raising aware-

ness or exerting social pressure on deci-
sion-making bodies

	� Recommendations for legal decision- and pol-
icymakers

	� List of self-commitments
	� Legally binding decisions

Decision tree: 
Which of these options are appropriate for the 
topic at hand and how can the selected option be 
integrated into the political culture and context?
	 �Overview of diverse views, positions and vi-

sions: This outcome is suited for participatory 
processes designed to demonstrate the diver-
sity of opinions and positions in a heterogene-
ous population. It does not lead to any political 
action other than raising awareness of the plu-
rality of values and preferences associated with 
the issue. Since the EGD mandates clear politi-
cal action and adjustments, such an output 
may be helpful, but it is certainly not sufficient.

	 �Contribution to agenda setting, raising 
awareness, or pressuring decision-making 
bodies: Many participatory processes are initi-
ated bottom-up or by civil society organisa-
tions to influence the public discourse. Differ-
ent from providing just an overview of existing 
opinions, this product includes strong argu-
ments for actions and requests for policy 
changes. The outcomes can also be used to 
start social movements and pressure political 
actors. The formats introduced in this chapter 
are not the most suitable instruments for this 
kind of output. Campaigns, festivals, exhibi-
tions, demonstrations and other forms of wide-
ly published processes are probably the best 
means for shaping the public discourse on EGD 
topics. Within the REAL DEAL project many 
processes including festivals and pan-Europe-
an meetings were conducted and tested. 

	 �Recommendations for legal decision- and 
policymakers: This is the main and most pop-
ular output from the formats that are dis-
cussed in this chapter. Citizens’ Assemblies 
and Round Tables are designed for drafting 
recommendations to legal decision- and poli-
cymakers. As stated above these recommen-
dations have no binding power but need to be 
recognised and treated seriously by the deci-
sion-making bodies.

	 �List of self-commitments: This is a particular-
ly valuable output for Stakeholder Round Ta-
bles. Many objectives of the EGD can only be 
accomplished when major stakeholders com-
mit themselves to these objectives and imple-
ment the respective measures. Self-commit-
ment can be combined with policy recom-
mendations.

	 �Legally binding decisions: In most countries 
constitutional law does not allow to delegate 
legal decision-making to an ad hoc commit-
tee or participatory body. However, legal deci-
sion-makers particularly on the local level can 
voluntarily agree that the results of a delibera-
tive process will be submitted to a parliamen-
tary discussion and vote without any interfer-
ence or modification by executive power or 
administration.

Comment: 
The choice of output is closely related to purpose, 
inclusion and transfer. In the context of the EGD, a 
combination of providing recommendations, in-
cluding stakeholder and citizens (if necessary, 
amended by Group Delphi and Focus Groups) 
and an assurance that these recommendations 
are taken seriously by the addressed decision- 
and policymakers appears to be the most suited 
approach to an effective, fair and legitimate par-
ticipatory process.
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Using Online Tools for Participatory  
and Deliberative Processes 
In recent years the landscape of participation has been transformed by the integration of online 
tools into participatory and deliberative processes. Online participation became more widespread 
in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic, which necessitated remote collaboration. Nowadays, 
online tools have become particularly crucial in the context of deliberative processes, offering new 
avenues for information sharing, discussion, and collective decision-making. They offer the poten-
tial to overcome traditional barriers to participation, such as geographical constraints, time limita-
tions, and accessibility issues for some target groups. A lot of online tools are available for support-
ing participatory processes. However, the choice of the right digital tools and their effective imple-
mentation require careful consideration of technological, social, and ethical factors, and to consid-
er existing digital divides that may exclude target groups from participation. The OECD Guideline 
for Citizen Participation Processes (2022: 51-52) provides for instance some recommendations on 
how to select the right online tools for a participatory process. 

Online participation can take various forms and 
mobilise a wide array of online tools for facilitat-
ing participatory processes, depending on what 
you intend to achieve. Online tools available to 
support participatory processes can be divided 
into different categories, such as video confer-
encing tools, engagement tools, presentation 
tools, visualisation tools, just to name a few. 

More exhaustive lists of available tools can be 
found online 7. To understand which tools you 
might want to use, you first need to know how 
you want to set up your online participation 
process, either through one of the following 
modalities or in combination: 

	� Synchronous online participation: online 
tools are then employed to replicate or sup-
port participatory processes in real-time and 
effectively enhance in-person events. When 
carrying out online participatory processes 
that enhance or even replace face-to-face 
processes, several key factors should be con-
sidered to ensure a productive process and 
mitigate potential drawbacks. Firstly, it is im-
portant to select tools which are user friend-
ly and accessible to all participants (to en-
sure the inclusivity of the process). While it is 

recommended to rely on several tools (for  
instance, video conferencing and an online  
 
white board), it is also advisable to not use 
too many tools. Secondly, process facilitators 
need to carefully consider the use of online 
tools in the process design and adapt it ac-
cordingly. 

	� Asynchronous online participation: here, on-
line tools are used alongside or between 
face-to-face meetings (generally via partici-
pation platforms), offering the possibility for 
ongoing engagement and allowing partici-
pants to contribute at their convenience. 
Such platforms offer structured environ-
ments for online participation, featuring 
tools for proposal submission, commenting, 
and voting. The use of such a participatory 
platform can contribute to reinforcing the 
interactions between stakeholders and citi-
zens through a sequential approach, to fos-
ter debates among citizens across European 
countries through the multilingual add-on, 
to include citizens who would not partici-
pate in deliberations otherwise, and to sup-
port transparent communication and docu-
mentation of processes and results. Such 
platforms can be used in different ways by 
the facilitators, for instance, just as an infor-
mation platform, providing content and or-
ganisational information on their event, to 
activate participants through various online 
tools, or by creating real online debates 

BOX 4 USING ONLINE TOOLS FOR PARTICIPATORY AND DELIBERATIVE PROCESSES 

7	  E.g. www.involve.org.uk/news-opinion/opinion/digital-tools-

participation-where-start or www.sessionlab.com/blog/online- 

tools-for-workshops/ 

https://www.involve.org.uk/news-opinion/opinion/digital-tools-participation-where-start
https://www.involve.org.uk/news-opinion/opinion/digital-tools-participation-where-start
https://www.sessionlab.com/blog/online-tools-for-workshops/
https://www.sessionlab.com/blog/online-tools-for-workshops/
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among participants. The content generated 
on such platforms can be used, for instance, 
to prepare or conduct face-to-face delibera-
tive events. To provide a concrete example, 
the platform can be used in the preparation 
stage of an event, by letting the participants 
prioritise the topics to be addressed during 
the event through a vote/support function. 
Following the event, a platform can be used 
to post the results of the deliberation and 
leave participants, as well as citizens who did 
not attend the event, to continue discus-
sions. Online resources provide more details 
on how to run an online participatory pro-
cess through a platform 8 . As asynchronous 
online participation generally relies on writ-
ten language, a careful online moderation is 
necessary to control the quality of the de-
bates online, including the length of the 
comments and the simplicity of the lan-
guage used on the platform. Moreover, get-
ting continuous engagement on such plat-
forms remains challenging and requires ef-
forts to promote engagement (via face-to-
face events, for example) or the integration 
of multimedia elements, interactive compo-
nents or even gamification features in order 
to make the participation experience more 
attractive for users. 

Key learnings: To summarise, the successful im-
plementation of online tools in participatory 
processes requires taking the following recom-
mendations into account. Firstly, the use of on-
line tools should be taken into consideration 
directly during the design stage. Facilitators of 
processes should ask themselves when, with 
whom, and why they want to use which online 
tools during a participatory process, and what 
is the added value of using those tools. Second, 
combining online and offline methods often 
yields the best results, leveraging the strengths 
of both approaches to ensure inclusivity and 
depth of engagement. To get the best results 
though, facilitators should carefully coordinate 
the online and the offline activities. Thirdly, ef-
fective online participation requires skilled digi-
tal moderation to manage discussions, ensure 
constructive dialogue, and synthesise inputs. It 
also requires social and creative ability to com-
pensate at best as possible for the lack of a full 
empathetic participation that may be hindered 
by online tools. 

8	 See, e.g., www.peoplepowered.org/digital-guide-menu/selec- 

ting-a-digital-participation-platform

BOX 4 USING ONLINE TOOLS FOR PARTICIPATORY AND DELIBERATIVE PROCESSES 

https://www.peoplepowered.org/digital-guide-menu/selecting-a-digital-participation-platform
https://www.peoplepowered.org/digital-guide-menu/selecting-a-digital-participation-platform
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Facilitation Within EGD-related Participatory 
and Deliberative Processes 
WHY DOES FACILITATION MATTER?

The manner in which a meeting is conducted 
significantly influences each individual’s capac-
ity to engage and participate effectively. Facili-
tators implement various strategies to address 
power dynamics, utilising exercises designed to 
promote equal participation, while also empha-
sising the established time frame for the meet-
ing. They facilitate the progression of ideas from 
individuals to smaller groups and ultimately to 
the entire Assembly.

KEY FACILITATION SKILLS 

Active listening is needed to fully comprehend 
the messages conveyed by others.
Questioning aids in clarifying participants̀  
statements and encourages individuals to ex-
amine their needs while generating new op-
tions.
Summarising serves to highlight the main 
points of the conversation and ensures that we 
share a common understanding.
Synthesising is the ability to integrate various 
perspectives and ideas into a cohesive proposal 
that accommodates the interests of all parties 
involved.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
ACTIONABLE FACILITATION

Use specific techniques for more equitable 
discussions to address suppression, polarisa-
tion, and conflict de-escalation, and to inte-
grate feminist values effectively.
Manage the discussion flow by calling on par-
ticipants in a suitable sequence, typically as 
they signal their desire to contribute. Encour-
age full participation: engage quieter individu-
als, limit excessive talking, and prevent any sin-
gle person from monopolising the conversation.
Utilise methods like breaking into smaller 
groups to promote equal participation and fos-
ter a safe environment for sharing opinions and 
emotions. 

Assess the group’s overall sentiment during 
the meeting, including energy levels, interest in 
the topic, and time management. 
Maintain a positive atmosphere: express grat-
itude for each person’s contributions and high-
light areas of agreement and shared perspec-
tives.
Feminist Moderation Techniques: Feminist 
moderation techniques go a step further in dis-
mantling power dynamics that may arise dur-
ing deliberative processes. Feminist facilitators 
not only create safe accessible spaces by identi-
fying people’s diverse needs and meeting them, 
they also can create ‘brave spaces’ where peo-
ple are comfortable making mistakes and 
learning from each other in the process. Struc-
tures such as heteropatriarchy, ableism, and 
racism can manifest themselves in group inter-
actions, but to people not affected by these 
structures such dynamics are often made invis-
ible. Feminist moderation therefore requires 
moderators to reflect on their roles and the 
ways in which power dynamics may occur 
throughout deliberative processes. Tackling 
them requires various de-escalation and empa-
thy techniques based on feminist principles of 
community justice. 

For comprehensive training on feminist facilita-
tion techniques, please see our feminist moder-
ation course 

BOX 5 FACILITATION IN PARTICIPATORY AND DELIBERATIVE PROCESSES 

https://www.wecf.org/feminist-moderation/
https://www.wecf.org/feminist-moderation/
https://www.wecf.org/feminist-moderation/
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3.2.2	
ASSURING HIGH QUALITY OF THE PARTICIPA-
TION PROCESS

Leading question: 
How should the participatory process be de-
signed to assure competent, fair and evidence-in-
formed outputs?

Principal requirements:
	 �Transparency vis-à-vis third parties, in docu-

menting how participants were selected and 
how their views were taken into account, and 
vis-à-vis participants with respect to their full 
understanding of all process steps, commu-
nicative procedures, methods of reaching 
agreements and the future use of the pro-
duced outputs.

	 �Clear mandate of what is being expected from 
the participatory exercise from the beginning, 
including timetable, scope and range of op-
tions, clear understanding about the nature 
and the future use of the outcomes of the de-
liberations.

	 �Competence in terms of ensuring that the 
state of the art in knowledge and the diversity 
of knowledge claims about the topic at hand 
are considered during the deliberations and 
that all participants are empowered to under-
stand issues and how a discourse based on de-
liberative reasoning and argumentation is be-
ing conducted. For highly complex scientific 
topics, it may be necessary to organise in ad-
vance an epistemic discourse for characteris-
ing the state of knowledge including its com-
plexities, uncertainties and ambiguities as an 
important input to deliberative formats of par-
ticipation. This could be done by a Group Del-
phi as explained above. The criteria for select-
ing experts or evidence needs to be made 
transparent to all participants.

	 �Diversity in terms of multiple perspectives, 
viewpoints and disciplines. Citizens’ Assem-
blies and Stakeholder Round Tables are suita-
ble formats for representing diversity among 
organised interests as well as the general pop-
ulation. However, it may be necessary to add 
Focus Groups for socially disadvantaged groups, 
minorities, or vulnerable individuals.

	 �Professionalism in terms of structuring, mod-
erating and facilitating the process and sum-
marising and disseminating results. Profession-

al skills are not necessarily connected to pro-
fessional agencies or consultancies but could 
also be delivered by volunteers and highly re-
spected individuals. Yet a basic training in fa-
cilitation and moderation should be the mini-
mum requirement for conducting deliberative 
discourses. Moderators and facilitators should 
also be informed and inspired by new meth-
ods of conducting deliberative discourses, as 
recently developed by feminist or ecological 
moderation techniques. 

	 �Impartiality in moderating and conducting 
the participatory process: Organisers and facil-
itators should avoid any bias towards any of 
the options and arguments presented during 
the deliberation. They should act as catalysts 
to bring people together and reach agree-
ment, but should abstain from direct or indi-
rect interventions in favour of any position (ex-
cept if positions are voiced that clearly violate 
ethical values or basic civil rights, or that are 
manifestly lacking an evidence base and clear-
ly built on incorrect, incoherent, vague and 
false data). Organisers should also be sensitive 
to the fact that facilitators or moderators may 
appear biased because they belong to groups 
with a clear position. Impartiality is a major re-
quirement for participatory processes to be 
judged as legitimate.

	 �Fairness in terms of an adequate representa-
tion of the constituencies in the participatory 
process and in terms of equal speaking and 
deliberating opportunities among the partici-
pants. Of special importance is the equal treat-
ment of minorities or disadvantaged groups. If 
they are particularly affected by the issue that 
has been chosen for a participatory process it 
is advisable to create a separate forum for 
them in which they can voice their concerns 
and preferences. 

	 �Empowerment is an important objective that 
requires respect for all viewpoints and person-
al values. It is also an indirect product of partic-
ipation if participants experience that they 
have agency in the political arenas.

	 �Efficiency in terms of a balanced proportion 
between resources invested into the participa-
tory activities and the envisioned outcome as 
well as the cost-effective use of deliberative 
techniques and methods.
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Comment: 
The quality assurance principles (i.e. principles 
that enhance the quality of the participatory pro-
cesses) above are the most important principles 
identified by the REAL DEAL project. More de-
tailed research results and practical applications 
can be found in the synergy papers and the tool-
boxes for moderation, in particular feminist mod-
eration. Quality assurance can best be accom-
plished by a formative evaluation process. Forma-
tive evaluation involves an independent team of 

evaluators, who observe the process, use analytic 
and discursive methods of empirical social re-
search to inform the organisers about the quality 
and the actual performance during the course of 
action (not afterwards). This permanent supervi-
sion of the process can assist organisers to cor-
rect problems before they compromise the entire 
process, and to make changes to improve an un-
satisfactory situation. 

Practical Tips for the Inclusion of Knowledge 
and Expertise 
The inclusion of relevant knowledge and exper-
tise within (combined) deliberative and partici-
patory formats is the is the backbone of in-
formed deliberation, especially those complex 
topics related to the EGD. Such processes are 
also critical in combating the rise of misinforma-
tion and disinformation in our society. Effective 
selection, communication, and oversight of (rel-
evant) evidence – whether derived from experts, 
stakeholders or practitioners – is crucial to en-
suring the credibility, legitimacy, and implemen-
tation of outcomes aligned to EGD objectives.

KEY CHALLENGES 
TO KNOWLEDGE INCLUSION

1.	 THE SCOPE OF EVIDENCE SELECTION 
	 �Topics related to the EGD, such as climate 

change, involve complex, cross-cutting and 
multi-level issues. Consequently, what con-
stitutes “relevant evidence” is difficult to de-
termine.

	 �The rise of misinformation and disinforma-
tion may further complicate this task.

2.	� EXPERT KNOWLEDGE VS PARTICIPANT 
AGENCY 

	 �Although participants require guidance on 
complex and technical subject matter, ex-
pert dominated (aside from Group Delphis) 
processes risks undermining participants’ 
agency and authentic involvement. 

	 �This may lead to “blind deference” to expert 
authority and expert-driven recommendations 
which are presented as “citizens’” proposals.

	 �Expert framing may lead to a narrow focus 
on “technical” solutions which neglect other 
diverse values and alternatives (example?)

3.	 �DIVERSITY OF PERSPECTIVES AND 
	 ACCESSIBILITY OF MATERIAL
	 �Failure to account for diverse perspectives 

(epistemological, experiential, political etc.) 
risks incomplete, unbalanced and/or biased 
evidence

	 �Technical information must also be accessi-
ble to all participants (with diverse back-
grounds). Simple communication (e.g., no 
jargon) and presentation is necessary.

BOX 6 PRACTICAL TIPS FOR THE INCLUSION OF KNOWLEDGE AND EXPERTISE 
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KEY RECOMMENDATIONS

1.	 TRANSPARENCY IN SELECTION
	� A knowledge committee(s), composed of a 

balanced group of independent and leading 
experts, can assist with agenda setting, 
speaker selection and also peer review of 
the material presented.

	� Standards for including evidence or experts 
– including expert (process) designers – 
should be well documented and communi-
cated to participants and broader public 
(where applicable).

2.	 DIVERSE EXPERTISE AND EVIDENCE
	� Speakers and experts from a diverse array of 

gender, ethnicity, political ideologies, and 
values should be ideally involved.

	� The inclusion of practitioner and local knowl-
edge may help regular citizens to better un-
derstand expert evidence. Such “lay” con-
tributors may also play an invaluable role in 
challenging the more abstract or theoretical 
knowledge of traditional experts.

3.	 INVOLVING PARTICIPANTS
	� Organisers should enable participants to 

suggest topics or other experts, especially 
on matters that relate directly to their remit 
and (potential) recommendations.

	� Pre-meeting materials should be provided 
in preparation for knowledgeable input into 
knowledge curation by participants.

	� Organisers should also allow opportunities 
for participants to deliberate on evidence in 
small groups with facilitation.

4.	 BALANCED PRESENTATION FORMATS
	� Interactions in Q&A formats, group discus-

sions, and workshops give participants an 
opportunity to critique and question evi-
dence.

	� Storytelling, visualisation, and narrative 
presentation formats complement more 
technical presentations and make the infor-
mation both more accessible and engaging.

5.	 MINIMISING EXPERT DOMINATION
	� Ask experts to serve as “honest brokers” in 

describing policy alternatives without rec-
ommending “pet” proposals. 

	� Or alternatively, ensure neutrality by select-
ing counterevidence for contested or con-
troversial issues. Importantly, do not exclude 

“radical”, “alternative” or “controversial” voic-
es of dissent, unless they explicitly endorse 
disinformation (e.g., climate change denial). 
This can be accomplished, e.g., through the 
format of a Group Delphi, which is a struc-
tured group communication process used 
to gather expert opinions, build consensus, 
or forecast future events.

 
Embedding these practices into combined for-
mats for EGD-related participatory and deliber-
ative processes will ensure that evidence in-
forms deliberations while still allowing the voic-
es of participants to be heard. Overall, this bal-
ance of expert guidance with citizen agency – 
as perhaps best encapsulated by the “Group 
Delphi + Citizens’ Assembly” combined format – 
can ensure more robust, inclusive and legiti-
mate outcomes.

BOX 6 PRACTICAL TIPS FOR THE INCLUSION OF KNOWLEDGE AND EXPERTISE 
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Practical Advice on Good Governance 
Good governance is essential to ensure the legitimacy, credibility and transparency of (combined) 
deliberative and participatory formats. In short, this involves structuring the governance of a given 
(combined) format(s) to ensure that diverse interests (both internal and external) perceive the pro-
cess as fair and credible.

Clear structures, procedures and rules should thus aim to ensure inclusivity, independence, and 
genuine engagement with relevant stakeholders to design and deliver processes that produce 
meaningful outcomes. This section outlined key approaches and recommendations for effective 
governance arrangements aligned to EGD objectives. 

GOVERNANCE APPROACHES

1.	 GOVERNANCE LED BY INDEPENDENT
	 ORGANISATIONS (I.E., “PRACTITIONERS”)
	� Participatory and deliberative specialists 

may be tasked by process “sponsors” to de-
sign and/or organise and/or evaluate (com-
bined) formats

	� Expert and knowledge committees may al-
so be engaged to advise on design, engage-
ment and outcomes stages.

Strengths: 
	� Specialists likely to follow best-practice ap-

proaches = better outcomes
	� May ensure a higher degree of trust and in-

dependence = more legitimacy

Potential Pitfalls: 
	� Specialists and expert advisers may be 

“co-opted” and view a process purely from an 
instrumental perspective.

	� Need to ensure goals of sponsors and exter-
nal organisers are aligned

	� Oversight of external practitioners is advisa-
ble (e.g., “outsourcing” elements such as re-
cruitment, facilitation may lead to quality is-
sues if not effectively monitored).

 
2.	 GOVERNANCE BY SECONDED CIVIL
	 SERVANTS
	� A dedicated “secretariat” composed of civil 

servants, typically accompanied by expert 
advisory committees.

Strengths:
	� Allows for greater alignment of recommen-

dations into existing public policy processes.
	� Enables utilisation of the institutional knowl-

edge and networks of the commissioning 
authority.

Potential Pitfalls: 
	� There is a risk of perceptions of bias or re-

duced independence.
	� Agenda setting, expert selection and out-

comes may conform to institutional priori-
ties at the expense of citizen-input. 

3.	� MULTI-STAKEHOLDER GOVERNANCE
	 (MSG) COMMITTEES
	� MSG committees or “steering groups” often 

consist of stakeholders, technical experts, 
and sometimes members.

	� These committees help govern the opera-
tions of processes.

 
Strengths:
	� Involvement of multiple stakeholders can 

enhance representativeness, expertise and 
thus legitimacy.

	� Provides greater agency for participants to 
shape given processes.

Potential Pitfalls:
	� Increases the potential for conflict and mis-

alignment of goals.
	� Participants may not be fully representative 

of their respective groups.

BOX 7 PRACTICAL ADVICE ON GOOD GOVERNANCE 
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KEY RECOMMENDATIONS:
	� Ensure that clearly defined terms of refer-

ence and remit (see Box 1) align with stated 
governance goals. Their scope, usually set by 
sponsors and organisers (e.g., national parlia-
ment), may also involve consultations with 
citizens, stakeholders, and relevant experts 
(e.g., public consultation process). 

	� Adopt early governance oversight, advisory 
and arbitration mechanisms (e.g., academic 
or expert advisory committees). This may in-
clude coordinating and co-deciding on safe 
space rules.

	� Ensure independent (e.g., avoiding domi-
nance by the commissioning authority), trans-
parent (e.g., minutes of meetings) and bal-
anced governance (e.g., inclusion of diverse 
perspectives – experts, stakeholders and cit-
izens).

BOX 7 PRACTICAL ADVICE ON GOOD GOVERNANCE 

3.2.3	
DETERMINING THE TYPE OF CLOSURE

Leading question: 
What is the procedure to secure participants’ ap-
proval for the final output of the participatory pro-
cess?

Principal options: 
	� Consensus or tolerated consensus
	� Minority, majority positions, each with sup-

porting arguments
	� Voting (majority, two thirds, three quarters)
	� No agreement at the end

Decision tree: 
Which of these options are appropriate for which 
format or combinations of formats?
	 �Consensus or tolerated consensus: This out-

put requires that all participants agree with 
the final recommendations or at least tolerate 
them. Reaching consensus is a powerful in-
strument in political discourse since it increas-
es the legitimisation power of the recommen-
dations. At the same time, pressing for con-
sensus could limit the diversity that is part of 
the debate and may even lead to trivial results 
representing the only common denominator. 
However, it depends on the format what kind 
of closure is most appropriate. In Group Del-
phis consensus is identified where possible 
but not required. On the contrary, dissent is 
highlighted and documented. Focus Groups 
can lead to dissent but, in practice, Focus 
Groups comprised of persons with similar 
backgrounds or social status tend to agree on 
major issues and like to articulate common 

messages to the outside world. Stakeholder 
Round Tables produce both consensual state-
ments and dissenting statements. More con-
troversial is the question of consensus versus 
dissent in the literature on Citizens’ Assem-
blies. For practical reasons some voting mech-
anism seems to be superior to pressing for 
consensus, yet statistically and politically it is 
unclear what a majority or a 75% approval rate 
means in terms of the population that the As-
sembly purports to represent. 

	 �Minority, majority positions, each with sup-
porting arguments: This is the most suitable 
type of closure for Group Delphis and Stake-
holder Round Tables. It is important that each 
position is explained by the supporting argu-
ments so that policymakers are able to under-
stand the reasoning for each position.

	� Voting (majority, two thirds, three quarters): 
This type of closure is often used in Citizens’ 
Assemblies. If the Assemblies include only a 
limited number of individuals (for example 30 
to 50), reaching consensus or ending up with a 
majority/minority dissent may still be feasible 
outcomes and would enhance the quality (ar-
guments for each position rather than only for 
the majority position) and legitimacy of the re-
sults. However, if the Assembly includes a 
large number of participants (more than 100), 
consensus may be elusive or would not pro-
duce any legitimate representation of diverse 
viewpoints. In this case, some voting process is 
almost inevitable. A vote of 66 or 75% may 
demonstrate that a certain recommendation 
is supported by a vast majority of participants. 
Although cumbersome to implement, collect-
ing the arguments for dissenting votes is cer-
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tainly valuable as they could also enlighten the 
political discourse and provide valuable insights 
for decision-makers. 

	� No agreement at the end: This type of closure 
is only recommended if the purpose of the 
participatory process is to demonstrate diver-
sity and plurality of viewpoints. For most partic-
ipatory processes linked to the EGD this is not 
sufficient as argued in the previous section.

Comment: 
The choice of closure represents a dilemma be-
tween feasibility and legitimacy. The more the 
output can be communicated as being a result of 
consensual or at least well-argued deliberation in 
which all participants agree on one statement or 

on the reasons for an existing dissent, the more it 
will carry weight in the political discourse. Vice 
versa, a majority vote by a Citizens’ Assembly may 
easily be criticised because of a biased selection 
process (on average: 9 out of 10 randomly elected 
citizens refuse to participate) or a biased informa-
tion input and/or moderation style. Yet, consen-
sual closure strategies are not feasible for Assem-
blies comprising over 100 persons. A possible but 
expensive alternative is to divide large Assemblies 
into many small units and have them deliberate 
separately. This would also lead to another advan-
tage: if many independently operating Assem-
blies reach the same output, it is fairly obvious 
that this consensus is clearly a product of deliber-
ation and not of selection or moderation.

3.3	
Outcomes phase 
The outcomes phase of any (combined) participa-
tory process(es) is critical to ensuring that recom-
mendations or proposals translate into impactful, 
transparent, and discernible outcomes (whether 
directly or indirectly influencing policymaking or 
the broader public debate). The following section 
firstly provides a summary of pitfalls (building on 
those already noted in Chapter 3.1) and subse-
quently outlines a structured approach using de-
cision trees and questions to guide the effective 
follow-up of (combined) participatory formats. 

SUMMARY OF OUTCOMES PHASE 
PITFALLS TO AVOID 

1.	 INSUFFICIENT REPORTING: 
When there is inadequate reporting on the out-
comes or progress of a public participation pro-
cess, it can lead to frustration and confusion 
among participants. Without detailed, timely, and 
accessible updates, the public may question 
whether their feedback has been taken seriously 
or if any real change has occurred as a result of 
their contributions. This can undermine the pro-
cess’s credibility, as participants feel they are left 
in the dark about how their input is being han-
dled. To maintain trust and ensure continued en-
gagement, organisers should prioritise clear and 
regular reporting on key decisions, actions taken, 
and any remaining open issues.

2.	 POOR PUBLIC COMMUNICATION: 
The lack of clear communication regarding final 
reports or outcomes of a public participation pro-
cess can severely diminish public trust and erode 
the legitimacy of the process. Failing to widely 
disseminate final reports, recommendations, or 
decisions risks alienating participants and the 
general public. Poor communication can create a 
perception that the process was not truly open or 
that important information is being withheld. 
This can undermine the legitimacy of the initia-
tive and hinder the broader acceptance and im-
plementation of any resulting policies or recom-
mendations.

3.	 LACK OF TRANSPARENCY: 
When the rationale behind decision-making pro-
cesses is not fully explained or when the public is 
not made aware of how recommendations are 
considered or acted upon, it undermines the in-
tegrity of the entire participatory effort. A failure 
to disclose how input from various stakeholders 
was evaluated and incorporated (or rejected) can 
breed distrust and scepticism. For participants, 
understanding why their suggestions were ac-
cepted or rejected is critical to maintaining trans-
parency and accountability. If decision-makers 
are not open about their reasoning or the factors 
influencing their choices, the legitimacy of the 
process is often called into question by both par-
ticipants and the broader public.
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3.3.1
CLARITY ON FOLLOW-UP AND 
COMMITMENTS

Hence, a clear plan with defined roles and meth-
ods is required at the outset (i.e., design phase) of 
a given format. The below leading questions and 
decision trees are thus intended as a (non-ex-
haustive) guide to assist with the organisational 
decisions pertaining to the outcomes phase.

	 �Can follow-up mechanisms be formally em-
bedded in the decision-making process? 

	� Yes: Define timelines and responsibilities for 
follow-up actions that are realistic and trans-
parent. 

	� No: Commit to at least periodic reporting 
mechanisms to keep participants updated 
and informed. 

3.3.2
TRANSPARENT REPORTING OF 
RECOMMENDATIONS AND OUTCOMES 
After each (combined) participatory process, a re-
port should be produced and shared with partici-
pants, responding bodies (e.g., national parlia-
ment) and others (e.g., relevant stakeholders). If 
possible, broader dissemination of key findings 
should also be considered to enhance the legiti-
macy and potential impact of a given deliberative 
process.

Leading question: 
How will participants, stakeholders and the 
broader public be informed of the recommenda-
tions and their subsequent impact (e.g., policy 
uptake)? 

Decision tree 3: Outcome phase
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Decision tree: 
	 �Are there clear reporting protocols for outcomes 

as outlined by a “sponsor” (e.g., if a participatory 
process is initiated by a national-level govern-
ment to provide recommendations for policy 
action)? 

	 �Options:
	�  	 Detailed internal report: For policymak-

ers and participants, including all recommen-
dations, minority opinions, and responses to 
each. Reports should also include a detailed 
summary of the methodology undertaken (e.g. 
recruitment processes, selection of experts, 
facilitation etc.), an outline of the deliberation 
process (e.g., number of sessions, key themes 
and summary of deliberations) and participants’ 
perspectives (e.g., surveys; feedback forms). 
The Scottish Climate Assembly is one notable 
example to follow 9.

	�  	 Public summary report: Summarise key 
findings, responses, and decisions in accessi-
ble language and formats. Include translations 
if necessary. 

	�  	 No report required: (usually in the case of 
“bottom-up” processes): Develop a basic re-
porting framework that ensures clear commu-
nication of recommendations and outcomes. 
The ad hoc report and recommendations can 
then be shared with relevant stakeholders, 
policymakers and the broader public to influ-
ence policy dialogues.

	 �How will the report be disseminated?
	�  	 Disseminate the public summary widely 

(media, online platforms, community bulletins) 
to enhance visibility and legitimacy. 

	�  	 Consider targeted distribution to directly 
impacted affected communities, stakeholders 
and relevant decision-makers. 

3.3.3
OWNERSHIP, CONTINUOUS ENGAGEMENT,
AND STRUCTURED FEEDBACK LOOPS 

Follow-up mechanisms should also emphasise 
ownership, ensuring participants feel that their 
contributions are actively considered as part of 
policy outcomes. Providing periodic updates on 
the progress of policies developed through par-
ticipatory processes fosters a sense of continued 
involvement. 

Leading question: 
How will participants stay engaged and informed 
about the policy’s progress? 

Decision tree: 
	 �Can participants be engaged in ongoing advi-

sory roles? 
	� Yes: Establish advisory councils or committees, 
enabling participants, organisers (e.g., chairper-
sons) and stakeholders (e.g., relevant experts, 
CSOs and affected communities) to continue 
contributing to policy oversight and implemen-
tation. 

	� No: Offer periodic updates (e.g., quarterly or 
bi-annual) via email newsletters, community 
meetings, or public updates on a dedicated 
website. 

	 �Are structured feedback loops planned?
	� Yes: Consider periodic check-ins where partici-
pants and relevant stakeholders may review 
policy progress, share feedback, and receive 
responses from policymakers.

	� No: Implement at least one feedback opportu-
nity after the initial report, such as a survey or 
follow-up meeting, to close the loop and 
strengthen accountability. 

	 �Will participants have opportunities to address 
the receiving body (e.g., national parliament)? 

	� Yes: Invite key representatives to present find-
ings and discuss recommendations with deci-
sion-making bodies, reinforcing trust and trans-
parency. 

	� No: Consider creating additional pathways (be-
yond a report) for participants to provide re-
flections or testimonials to decision-making 
forums (e.g., media statements, written reflec-
tions etc). 

 
9	 www.gov.scot/publications/scotlands-climate-assembly-re-

search-report-process-impact-assembly-member-experience/

https://www.gov.scot/publications/scotlands-climate-assembly-research-report-process-impact-assembly-member-experience/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/scotlands-climate-assembly-research-report-process-impact-assembly-member-experience/


51

3.3.4
CLEAR REPORTING AND COMMUNICATION 
BY RECEIVING BODIES 

Regarding (combined) participatory formats, 
transparency in decision-making is paramount. 
After process(es) are considered by receiving bod-
ies (e.g., national parliament), the findings, deci-
sions and resulting recommendations must be 
clearly communicated to participants, relevant 
stakeholders and the broader (unorganised) pub-
lic where relevant. 

Leading question: 
How will receiving bodies communicate their ac-
tions based on participant recommendations? 

Decision tree: 
	� Will a formal report be issued by the receiving 

body (e.g., parliamentary committee)? 
	� Yes: Include a section with explanations detail-
ing how each recommendation was addressed, 
accepted, or declined. Transparently document 
how dissenting views or minority opinions were 
considered.

	� No: Provide an alternative update method, 
such as public meeting minutes, that clearly 
notes decisions and the rationale behind them. 

	� Is there a communication plan for informing 
the public? 

	� Yes: Develop and implement a communica-
tion strategy that includes updates through 
various platforms (websites, social media, 
press releases) to reach a broad audience. 

	� No: At a minimum, share updates with partici-
pants, relevant stakeholders and affected 
communities directly to ensure they remain in-
formed. 

Comment: 
The REAL DEAL project had funds and resources 
only for conducting combinations of two sepa-
rate formats that were integrated into one partic-
ipatory process. Ideally combinations could in-
clude more than two formats. If the factual base 
for the topic to be discussed is scientifically con-
tested, uncertain and ambiguous, a Group Delphi 
format should be included in the portfolio. Like-
wise, if disadvantaged or vulnerable groups are 
likely to be affected, Focus Groups with repre-
sentatives of these groups are crucial compo-

nents of a participatory process for getting their 
voices heard. All the four formats that were cov-
ered in this chapter can additionally be accompa-
nied and enhanced by campaigns, festivals, art 
exhibitions, and other cultural events.

3.4	
Monitoring, evaluation 
and learning
This evaluation framework serves as a critical 
foundation for assessing the effectiveness and 
value of participatory processes linked to the EGD. 
By facilitating thorough evaluations at the re-
spective design, engagement, and outcomes 
phases, the REAL DEAL evaluation framework 
aims to identify strengths and areas for improve-
ment in how these (combined) formats operate, 
engage diverse participants, and deliver mean-
ingful outcomes. Hereby it is crucial to think 
about the goal and way of doing evaluations right 
from the start of designing the participatory pro-
cess. A structured monitoring, evaluation, and 
learning approach allows organisers to draw les-
sons from each phase and identify areas to im-
prove the quality and impact of future initiatives. 
In these approaches, reflective learning exercises 
can be organised that allow participants to share 
their perspectives and thereby build awareness of 
their role in policy impact. They can learn from ex-
periences of others and deepen their understand-
ing of deliberative processes. Evaluations enable 
organisers, facilitators and others involved in par-
ticipatory processes to gain insights into the qual-
ity of implementation with the aim of ensuring 
that EGD efforts are inclusive, transparent, and 
effective and apply the principles of good citizen 
engagement. 

A comprehensive evaluation of (combined) formats 
goes beyond tracking logistics or simply survey-
ing participant satisfaction. Instead, it should aim 
to systematically examine how well the processes 
support key principles (see Table 2, Chapter 2). 
Consequently, an evaluation should not be an af-
ter-thought but a central focus throughout any 
deliberative process (e.g., with the collection of eval-
uation data, see the section “Potential Evaluation 
Tool”). Through careful consideration of learning 



52

questions – examples of which have been offered 
in this section (see “Overarching Learning Ques-
tions”) – evaluations can provide insights into 
whether participatory approaches are genuinely 
empowering participants, fostering productive 
dialogue, and producing outcomes that align 
with and inform EGD priorities. 

Overall, as noted by the OECD (2021, 10), independ-
ent evaluations provide the most rigorous and ro-
bust assessment of participatory and deliberative 
processes. Evaluation can be useful for participa-
tory and deliberative processes by engaging or-
ganisers and facilitators in monitoring, evaluation, 
and learning so that they can adaptively manage 
these processes towards the desired impact. 
Self-reporting by participants and organisers is 
another valuable process that can still yield valua-
ble insights, which may be especially useful for 
smaller or shorter initiatives (with limited resourc-
es). Regardless of how the evaluation phase is 
conducted, it is essential to identify the necessary 
information and select appropriate methods and 
tools for collecting and analysing relevant data 
throughout the initiation and implementation of 
participatory and deliberative processes. This is 
discussed in the subsequent section.

3.4.1
OVERARCHING LEARNING QUESTIONS FOR
EVALUATION OF COMBINED FORMATS

Overarching learning questions can help you to 
focus on what you want to know most and guide 
you in finding out if the event you are evaluating 
brings and creates what it was intended to. This 
will inform future decisions, practices, and knowl-
edge. Learning questions are not just about what 
has been achieved, but also about why there is 
success or failure, who has been impacted, and 
what has been learned to improve future actions. 

The following five questions are listed below as an 
example: 
	 �To what extent have the selected principles 10 

that underpin the event worked out well? Why 
or why not?

	 �To what extent was the event organised ade-
quately (pre-event, event, post-event)? Why  or 
why not?

	 �To what extent have the objectives of the event 
been met? Why or why not?

	 �How did the facilitation contribute to achiev-
ing the objectives of the event?

	 �To what extent did the combination of formats 
achieve their intended outcomes? Why or why 
not?

3.4.2
ADDITIONAL LEARNING QUESTIONS FOR
COMBINED FORMATS

The following section provides a guiding frame-
work for learning questions related to each of the 
four combined formats outlined within the REAL 
DEAL protocol. For each of the phases (design in 
Table 6, engagement in Table 7, and outcome in 
Table 8) principles and the relevance of these 
principles are described. Also, it is indicated for 
what formats this principle is relevant and what 
the key learning question(s) is/are around this 
principle. The last column provides ideas to keep 
in mind when applying this principle in processes 
related to environmental governance. The learn-
ing questions are examples that can be used for 
evaluating deliberative processes related to envi-
ronmental governance. For example, during the 
design phase, it can be useful to ask learning 
questions around representation so that selec-
tion of participants is representative and has 
been well thought through. In this way, learning 
questions can be embedded in each phase of a 
deliberative process to enhance the process and 
its outcomes. 

10	 For example, the OECD (2021) note 5 principles to guide a 

high-quality evaluation: Independent; Transparent; Evidence-based; 

Accessible; and Constructive
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PRINCIPLE RELEVANCE

RELEVANT 
FOR WHAT  
FORMATS

LEARNING  
QUESTION

APPLICATION IN 
PROCESSES RELATED 
TO ENVIRONMENTAL 
GOVERNANCE

Representation Participant  
selection

Citizens’  
Assemblies and 
Focus Groups

To what extent does 
the participant selec-
tion reflect affected 
communities, includ-
ing marginalised 
groups?

Emphasise inclusion  
of urban, rural, and  
socio-economically  
diverse citizens and 
other stakeholders rel-
evant to environmen-
tal governance topics.

Expert  
selection

Group Delphi To what extent are  
experts selected to 
cover diverse areas  
of relevance (e.g.,  
climate, equity,  
governance)?

Prioritise expertise 
across key environ-
mental governance 
topics such as just 
transitions, biodiversi-
ty, and sustainability.

Stakeholder  
selection

Roundtable To what extent are 
stakeholders selected 
that cover diverse are-
as of relevance (e.g., 
climate, equity, gov-
ernance) and diverse 
angles (e.g., NGOs, 
governmental institu-
tions, businesses)?

Emphasise inclusion  
of stakeholders from 
different realms of so-
ciety and stakeholders 
that represent future 
and non-human  
actors.

Cross-regional 
representation

Combination  
regional and  
national  
roundtables

To what extent do 
roundtables ensure 
participation from  
diverse regions and 
communities affected 
by EGD-related  
policies?

Include voices from 
diverse geographic 
and socio-economic 
contexts, addressing 
varying regional  
impacts.

Accessibility Content simplifi-
cation

Combination  
Citizens’  
Assembly and 
Group Delphi 

To what extent is  
technical information 
adapted for non-
expert citizen under-
standing?

Ensure evidence is  
presented in a way  
accessible to all partic-
ipants, addressing 
complex issues related 
to environmental  
governance.

Transparency Clear objectives 
and framing

All formats To what extent are  
objectives and the 
connection to environ-
mental governance 
clearly communicated 
to participants before 
the event?

Relate goals of the de-
liberative process to 
specific environmental 
governance themes 
like biodiversity and 
climate neutrality.

TABLE 6  GUIDING FRAMEWORK FOR LEARNING QUESTIONS IN THE DESIGN PHASE
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PRINCIPLE RELEVANCE

RELEVANT  
FOR WHAT  
FORMATS

LEARNING  
QUESTION

APPLICATION IN 
PROCESSES RELATED 
TO ENVIRONMENTAL 
GOVERNANCE

Fairness Integration  
of participants’ 
insights 

Combination 
roundtable and 
Citizens’ Assem-
bly and combina-
tion Group Del-
phi and Citizens’ 
Assembly

How are insights from 
the roundtable or 
Group Delphi integrat-
ed into the Citizens’ 
Assembly? To what ex-
tent do all groups have 
equal opportunities to 
contribute ideas in the 
deliberation process?

Ensure all stakeholders 
and expert voices are 
given equal space to 
influence environmen-
tal governance discus-
sions.

Fair facilitation All formats To what extent are  
facilitators ensuring  
all voices (e.g., minori-
ty, controversial) are 
openly aired?

Use facilitators trained 
in EGD topics and  
social equity issues.

Transparency Facilitation  
quality

All formats To what extent are  
facilitators ensuring 
balanced dialogue  
and bridging knowl-
edge gaps between 
participants?

Focus on fostering  
balanced, inclusive  
dialogues addressing 
challenges specific to 
environmental govern-
ance (e.g., equity,  
climate).

Empowerment Knowledge  
integration

Combination 
roundtable and 
Citizens’ Assem-
bly and combina-
tion Group Del-
phi and Citizens’ 
Assembly

To what extent do  
citizens engage with 
and critically evaluate 
insights shared by  
the Group Delphi or  
by roundtable partici-
pants?

Ensure participants 
comprehend expert 
and stakeholder in-
sights and can reflect 
on their relevance to 
environmental govern-
ance priorities.

Responsiveness Integration  
of input

Combination  
of focus group 
and Citizens’  
Assembly

To what extent are the 
ideas and insights 
from marginalised 
groups integrated into 
discussions at the  
Citizen Assemblies in 
ways that value their 
unique contribution?

Prioritise discussions 
that link local concerns 
with broader environ-
mental governance 
themes such as hous-
ing or clean energy.

Integration  
of input

Combination  
of regional  
and national 
roundtables

To what extent are  
regional insights inte-
grated into national 
discussions in ways 
that value their  
unique contributions?

Highlight regional 
needs, balancing  
them with national  
objectives related  
to environmental  
governance.

TABLE 7  GUIDING FRAMEWORK FOR LEARNING QUESTIONS IN THE ENGAGEMENT PHASE
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PRINCIPLE RELEVANCE

RELEVANT  
FOR WHAT  
FORMATS

LEARNING  
QUESTION

APPLICATION IN 
PROCESSES RELATED 
TO ENVIRONMENTAL 
GOVERNANCE

Integration of 
multi-level input

Combination  
of regional  
and national  
roundtables

To what extent do  
facilitators ensure that 
both regional and  
national perspectives 
are equally valued in 
discussions?

Foster dialogue ad-
dressing local-to- 
national alignment  
on emissions and  
just transitions.

Meaningfulness Engagement 
support

Combination  
of focus group 
and Citizens’  
Assembly 

To what extent are  
focus group insights 
presented in ways  
that actively encour-
age Citizens’ Assembly 
members to engage 
and build on them?

Facilitate discussions 
linking local socio-eco-
nomic challenges to 
objectives of environ-
mental governance.

Quality of  
evidence

Robust and  
relevant input

Citizens'  
Assemblies

To what extent is  
evidence provided  
scientifically robust 
and relevant to the  
discussion?

Provide up-to-date  
evidence on environ-
mental governance 
related topics.

TABLE 7  GUIDING FRAMEWORK FOR LEARNING QUESTIONS IN THE ENGAGEMENT PHASE
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PRINCIPLE RELEVANCE

RELEVANT  
FOR WHAT  
FORMATS

LEARNING  
QUESTION

APPLICATION IN 
PROCESSES RELATED 
TO ENVIRONMENTAL 
GOVERNANCE

(Potential)  
effect on  
policy making

Practicality of 
outputs

All formats To what extent are the 
outputs from this for-
mat or combination of 
formats realistic, action-
able, and aligned with 
the goals of the EGD?

Assess the feasibility 
and alignment of out-
puts with both local 
implementation and 
EU-level strategies.

Transparency Integration of in-
sights

Combination 
Group Delphi and 
Citizens’ Assem-
bly

To what extent do citi-
zen recommendations 
integrate Group Delphi 
insights, and are they 
actionable for policies 
related to environmen-
tal governance?

Tailor outputs to priori-
tise actionable strate-
gies, focusing on cli-
mate and equity goals.

Long-term im-
pact tracking

Combination of 
Focus Groups 
and Citizens’ As-
semblies 

To what extent are 
mechanisms in place 
to monitor how focus 
group insights influ-
enced final recom-
mendations of the Citi-
zens’ Assembly? And 
to what extent are 
mechanisms in place 
to monitor the influ-
ence of the final rec-
ommendations on pol-
icies related to environ-
mental governance?

Establish tracking 
mechanisms to ensure 
that local insights are 
incorporated into envi-
ronmental governance 
strategies.

Follow-up  
process

All formats To what extent is there 
a clear follow-up pro-
cess for decision-mak-
ers?

Include mechanisms 
for tracking the adop-
tion of CA recommen-
dations in environmen-
tal laws.

Responsiveness Integration of  
regional  
perspectives

Combination 
 regional and  
national  
roundtables

To what extent are  
national-level outputs 
responsive to regional 
needs while meeting 
overarching environ-
mental priorities?

Tailor recommenda-
tions to reflect regional 
interests within envi-
ronmental governance 
frameworks.

Meaningfulness Participant  
feedback

All formats To what extent do  
participants feel their 
contributions influ-
enced the outputs?

Collect and evaluate 
participant feedback 
on their perceived  
influence on environ-
mental policies.

TABLE 8  GUIDING FRAMEWORK FOR LEARNING QUESTIONS IN THE OUTCOME PHASE
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3.4.3
POTENTIAL MONITORING, EVALUATION, 
AND LEARNING METHODS AND 
TOOLS FOR (COMBINED) PARTICIPATORY 
AND DELIBERATIVE FORMATS 

To comprehensively evaluate the design, engage-
ment and outcomes phases, several methods 
may be employed. Examples of such potential 
methods are outlined in Box 8. This broadly fol-
lows the possible approaches and methods to 
measure the evaluation principles outlined by the 
OECD (2021, 22; Table 2.2).

When designing evaluation processes, it is essen-
tial to start with a clear understanding of the spe-
cific goal, as this determines the type of informa-
tion to be collected, the appropriate level of detail, 
and the guiding principles of the process. One 
key consideration is the role of anonymity. In indi-
vidual evaluations, anonymity is often guaran-
teed to encourage open and honest feedback, al-
lowing participants to speak freely without fear of 
repercussions. In contrast, group-based evalua-
tion methods typically do not allow for anonymity. 
However, these methods may be preferred in 
contexts where peer learning and open exchange 
are priorities.

The intended purpose of some of the main evalu-
ation methods is outlined below. This is a selec-
tion of some of the methods that are most rele-
vant in deliberative processes.

	 �Participant Surveys: Assess shifts in knowl-
edge, understanding, and perceived inclusivi-
ty. Surveys before and after the event measure 
changes in opinion and learning.

	 �Interviews and Focus Groups: Capture quali-
tative insights from diverse participants, as-
sessing their experience, perceived impact, 
and areas for improvement.

	 �Document Analysis: Evaluate official docu-
ments like project proposal and invitation let-
ters, recommendations, and meeting records 
for references to participant contributions.

	 �Media Analysis: Track media mentions and 
social media engagement to gauge public 
awareness and transparency of outcomes.

	 �Observation: Evaluate facilitation effective-
ness, participant engagement, and the inclu-
sivity of deliberations.

	 �Follow-Up Surveys and Longitudinal Stud-
ies: Assess the lasting impact on participants 
and stakeholders and track any behavioural or 
attitudinal shifts over time.

Overall, these methods can provide comprehen-
sive insights across the phases (pre-event, event, 
post-event), facilitating both quantitative and 
qualitative evaluations that can reveal for exam-
ple, shifts in perspectives, evaluate accessibility of 
information, and assess overall impact. 

In short, in drawing upon the above evaluation 
frameworks in pre-event, event, and post-event 
phases, organisers can support evidence-based 
improvements to ensure these participatory pro-
cesses remain consistent and of good quality, rel-
evant, and responsive to the evolving priorities of 
the European Green Deal. In sum, such evalua-
tions are crucial to ensuring the ongoing improve-
ment, transparency, and legitimacy of participa-
tory and deliberative processes and importantly, 
the potential implementation of EGD policy rec-
ommendations.

1.	 DESIGN PHASE: 
Document review, demographic analysis, participant and/or stakeholder interviews

2.	 ENGAGEMENT PHASE: 
Observation, participant surveys, facilitator feedback, thematic analysis of deliberations

3.	 OUTCOME PHASE: 
Follow-up surveys, outcome tracking, participant feedback, (longitudinal) analysis of 
policy impacts

BOX 8 OVERVIEW OF POTENTIAL METHODS FOR ASSESSING EVALUATION PRINCIPLES 



Image credits:   ©REAL DEAL  

58

4
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
Glucker, A. N., Driessen, P. P. J., Kolhoff, A., & 
Runhaar, H. A. C. (2013). Public participation in 
environmental impact assessment: Why, who and 
how? Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 
43, 104–111.

Hofmann, M., Münster, S., & Noennig, J. R. (2020). 
A theoretical framework for the evaluation of 
massive digital participation systems in urban 
planning. Journal of Geovisualization and Spatial 
Analysis, 4 (1): 3

Renn, O., & Schweizer, P. J. (2009). Inclusive risk 
governance: concepts and application to environ-
mental policy making. Environmental policy and 
governance, 19 (3): 174–185. DOI: https://doi.org/ 
10.1002/eet.507

Ryan, M., Giesbers, E., Heffernan, R., Stock, A., 
Droy, S., Blanchet, T., Stec, S., Abat, A., Gurzawska, 
A. & Warso, Z. (2023). Developing normative crite-
ria for meaningful citizen participation and delib-
eration in environmental policy, Innovation: The 
European Journal of Social Science Research, 37: 
3, 794–831.

Ryan, M., Giesbers, E., Heffernan, R., Stock, A., 
Droy, S., Blanchet, T., Stec, S., Abat, A. Gurzawska, 
A. & Warzo, Z. (2022). Criteria for assessing citizen 
participation in the EGD (Deliverable 1.1 REAL 
DEAL project). 

OECD (2021), Applying Evaluation Criteria Thought-
fully, OECD Publishing, Paris. https://doi.org/ 
10.1787/543e84ed-en 

OECD (2022), “Ensuring quality of participation: 
Guiding Principles for Citizen Participation Pro-
cesses”, in OECD Guidelines for Citizen Participa-
tion Processes, OECD Publishing, Paris. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1787/3b93098f-en 

Schroeter, R., Scheel, O., Renn, O., & Schweizer, 
P.-J. (2016). Testing the value of public participa-
tion in Germany: Theory, operationalization and a 
case study on the evaluation of participation. En-
ergy Research & Social Science, 13: 116–125. 

OECD Public Governance Reviews, OECD Guide-
lines for Citizen Participation Processes www.
oecd.org/en/publications/oecd-guidelines-for-cit-
izen-participation-processes_f765caf6-en.html

https://doi.org/10.1002/eet.507
https://doi.org/10.1002/eet.507
https://doi.org/ 10.1787/543e84ed-en
https://doi.org/ 10.1787/543e84ed-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/3b93098f-en
http://www.oecd.org/en/publications/oecd-guidelines-for-citizen-participation-processes_f765caf6-en.html
http://www.oecd.org/en/publications/oecd-guidelines-for-citizen-participation-processes_f765caf6-en.html
http://www.oecd.org/en/publications/oecd-guidelines-for-citizen-participation-processes_f765caf6-en.html




 

 
 

 


