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Step n°1: making sense



Step n° 2: 
making 
space



Step n°3: remaking







Citizens as 

resourceful 

partners

Issue-centred

approach

Actively involved 

in a respectful 

and equal way
Not just opinions

Joint creation of 

outcomes

What is it that we want to create together?

 Bring into the decision making-process what citizens need, what they 

are concerned about and what they care for 

Key aspects of co-creation approaches
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Citizens as 

resourceful 

partners

Issue-centred

approach

Actively involved 

in a respectful 

and equal way Not just opinions

Joint creation of 

outcomes

Design

Urban & territorial planning

Public policy
Ansell, C., and Torfing, J. (2021). Public Governance as Co-creation: A Strategy for Revitalizing the Public Sector and 

Rejuvenating Democracy. (1 ed.) Cambridge University Press. Cambridge Studies in Comparative Public Policy 

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108765381

..material, 

process, 

service, 

policy…

https://doi/


Making and creating
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Individual settings

Group settings

Citizen engagement methods

Discursive

Experiential

Co-creation

Deliberation

In-person

Online



What are citizen engagement methods?

• Define the requirements for the settings, the 
rules of interaction, the actors involved and 
their roles, the timing and sequence of 
activities

• Objectives and types of outputs are known 
upfront

• Grounded in social sciences

• Consistency across implementation, but 
flexibility and adaptation – and innovation –
are possible!

• Integrated into the participatory process



Focus groups

USUALLY 6 TO 12 
PARTICIPANTS DISCUSS 

PREDEFINED TOPICS 
GUIDED BY A 
MODERATOR

FIRST USED FOR 
MARKETING PURPOSES 

AND NOW HIGHLY 
DIFFUSED FOR 

RESEARCH PURPOSES

GATHER INFORMATION 
THROUGH GROUP 
DISCUSSION AND 

INTERACTION

PRESENCE OR NOT OF 
INVITED EXPERTS, USE 

OF DIFFERENT PROPS TO 
STIMULATE THE 

DISCUSSION

COULD BE USED AS 
FOUNDATION FOR 

VARIOUS ENGAGEMENT 
FORMATS



• Creates a space for relaxed and open 
conversation around a question, theme, issue

• Rounds of small group discussions – 15-20 
minutes each, exploring a theme through 
discussion

• Between rounds, participants move from one 
table to the next. Table host stays, briefs each 
group

• After last round – harvesting, pattern searching, 
and conclusion

• Easy to customise – based on settings, purpose, 
theme

World Café

To learn more http://www.theworldcafe.com/

http://www.theworldcafe.com/
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• Round 1 – pose first question

• Participants discuss the question in 

small groups around each table

• Table host may take notes of ideas

• End of round after 15-20 minutes

• 5 minutes break before next round

World café example
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• Round 2 – pose second question, or 

go deeper on an aspect

• All participants move to another table 

to meet and interact with the others

• Table host stays. Gives a brief 

overview of the ideas discussed in 

the previous round

• Ends after 15-20 minutes

• 5 minutes break before next round

World café example
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• Round 3 – pose third question, often a 

“harvesting” or a “so-what”, action-
oriented question

• Participants move to another table

• Table host stays, presenting a brief 
overview of previous discussions

• Last round of discussion 15-20 minutes

• Additional 10 minutes to harvest and 
organise ideas per table

World café example



Merging methods together - World Wide Views

Participants Information Deliberation Voting Appreciation
Global 
results

* Images taken from http://climateandenergy.wwviews.org/the-method/

http://climateandenergy.wwviews.org/the-method/


A curious case – Participatory Budgeting

• Members of a community decide directly how 
to spend part of a public budget

• Relatively recent, spurring globally and across some 
EU Member States over the past 15-20 years

• Not standardised as a method, variations tailored to 
local contexts and needs

• Can use both randomised sampling or convenience 
sampling to target relevant populations

• Realised through guided deliberation and negotiation 
over the allocation of public resources between 
citizens (or other civic actors) and government actors

• Factors in both deliberation and voting
Participatory budgeting in Paris, France, 2017. Original image at 

https://urbact.eu/good-practices/participatory-budget

https://urbact.eu/good-practices/participatory-budget
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“Deliberation”
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« […]‘minipopulus’ consisting of perhaps a thousand citizens

randomly selected out of the entire demos (Dahl 1989: 

340) »

• An assembly of citizens, demographically representative of the 

larger population

• Everyone should have an equal chance to be selected

“Its task would be to deliberate, for a year perhaps, on an 

issue and then to announce its choices”

“It could be attended… by an advisory committee of scholars 

and specialists”

“It could hold hearings, commission research, and engage in 

debate and discussion”

Deliberative democracy and the “mini-public”
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• Deliberative polls

• Planning cells

• Citizens’ Juries

• Consensus Conferences

• Citizens’ Panels

• Citizens’ Assemblies

• Deliberative Committees

• Citizens’ Initiative Review

• …

Deliberative mini-publics

• Randomly selection, for 

equal chances

• Stratified sampling, for 

representation

• Remuneration of 

participants

• Facilitation of discussions

• Evidence and advocacy 

cross-examined by citizens

Common characteristics
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Sortition: Invite and select so that the participants fit the composition of the 

population

•“The art of sortition”: factual vs attitudinal data, number of people, recruitment invitation

•Decision over the population you are ultimately working to represent through the 

civic lottery

Recruitment

KNOCA copyright
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Typical structure of 

deliberative processes

LEARNING 

CONSULTATION 

DELIBERATION

DECISION-

MAKING

Deliberation: participants are 

exposed to different 

perspectives, re-examine their 

preferences, and seek to find 

some level of agreement to 

inform political decision-

making  weighing options 

and making choices
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Examples
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• Initiated by the Spanish Government: “A safer and fairer Spain in the face of climate 

change” How do we do it?

• Coordinated by an Independent Coordination Panel:

• Composed of two organisations (the Red Esapñola para el Desarrollo Sostenible” (REDS) and the Basque Centre for

Climate Change (BC3) 

• Responsible for supporting preparation and logistical support

• Supporting the work of the Independent Group of Experts

• Independent Group of Experts deciding on knowledge provision for the sessions

(content and speakers) and thematic areas to be submitted via online survey prior to the

Assembly

• Facilitation Team (Grupo Cooperativo Tangente) responsible for design and 

implementation of the sessions

The Spanish Citizens’ Assembly for the Climate -
the governance structure
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Picture by https://www.peoplepowered.org/events-content/spanish-climate-assembly
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• 5 online sessions and final in-person session

• Parallel use of Decidim (digital platform)

• 100 citizens

• Group work: 5 areas (consumption, food systems and land use, work, 

community, health care, ecosystems), 20 citizens per area, table facilitation of 10 

citizens

• 172 recommendations based on voting (the decision-making method was 

adopted during the sessions)

• Follow up by Coordination Panel

The Spanish Citizens’ Assembly for the 
Climate – the structure 

Picture by https://www.peoplepowered.org/events-content/spanish-climate-assembly
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Spanish Climate Assembly

• Commissioned by the Spanish Government

• Coordinated by an Independent 

Coordination Panel

• Independent Group of Experts

• 5 online sessions and final in-person 

session

• Parallel use of Decidim (digital platform)

• 100 citizens

• Group work: 5 areas, 20 citizens per area, 

table facilitation of 10 citizens

• 172 recommendations

• Oversight by Coordination Panel and public 

engagement by 12 selected members of the 

Assembly

Finland Citizen Jury on Climate Actions

• Commissioned by Ministry of Environment for gathering informed views on 

fairness and impact of 14 potentially controversial measures in the new CC Policy 

Plan

• 14 measures identified via public survey

• Governance: academics associated to public policy projects

• Evidence by representative of the Ministry and academic researchers

• 3 consecutive sessions, online

• 37 citizens

• Jurors formulating questions for the experts; deliberation in 5 small groups 

each drafting a declaration on fairness and impact of each measure and passing it 

on to the next group

• No oversight

Deliberative methods are not fixed
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A permanent Citizens’ Assembly: the Ostbelgien model

Citizens 

Council

Citizens 

panel

Regional 

parliament

Citizens 

panel

Citizens 

panel

• Joint committee

• At least three rounds of discussions 

• Motivated (negative) opinion

• 24 randomly selected citizens

• Permanent body serving for 18 

months

• Agenda setting

• Initiating Citizens Panels

• Monitoring Implementation

• 25-50 randomly selected citizens

• Temporary but regular

• Invitation of experts
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Paris Citizens’ Assembly

Citizens 

Assembly

Citizens’ 

jury

City 

Council

• 100 randomly selected citizens

• Permanent body serving 1 year 

(+ 6 months)

• Agenda setting (also by other 

citizens)

• Evaluation of past policies

• Participatory budgeting

• 1 jury a year (17 randomly 

selected citizens)

• Invitation of experts

Local bills

Written questions

Evaluation of past policies

One issue on council’s agenda

• Direct transmission to the city 

council

• At least one year for council 

opinion



Source: https://participedia.net/

Further inspiration on methods



Further inspiration on methods

Source: OECD, Deliberative wave database, https://www.oecd.org/gov/innovative-citizen-participation-and-new-democratic-institutions-

339306da-en.htm



For further inspiration on methods

Source: actioncatalogue.eu
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Thank you
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