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Executive Summary

By setting public engagement (PE) as a key thematic element of responsible
research and innovation (RRI), the European Commission promotes fun-
damental changes in the way in which civil society and other stakeholders
outside the scientific community influence - and is expected to influence
— research activities. Promoting PE means giving more weight to citizens
and stakeholders in the definition of research needs, in the critical reflec-
tion of current and future research priorities, and in the implementation
of R&I activities. Yet there is limited understanding of the transformations
that widespread use of PE will involve in R&I activities. Can PE remain
an add-on to academic research, or does it involve some new functions, or
even structural changes in the ways that research will be designed, funded,
implemented and evaluated? How can PE contribute to better governance of
science-in-society interaction, and what makes PE successful in it? Without
clear answers to these issues, there is a risk that PE does not serve RRI, but
on the contrary, becomes a burden for R&I activities, and an obstacle for
bridging of research and society.

The objective of the ‘Public Engagement Innovations for Horizon 2020
(PE2020) project is to identify, analyse and refine innovative PE tools and
instruments for dynamic and responsible governance of R&I. This study
elaborates a conceptual framework of PE, where innovativeness, partici-
patory performance and dynamic governance remain the key concerns.

Our data are based on descriptions of 38 innovative PE cases, selected
from a global sample of 256 cases that were identified in the data basis of
the MASIS and Engage2020 projects, a systematic literature review, and our
own qualitative survey. Data were analysed from two perspectives. Qualita-
tive analysis included a content analysis of each PE case description. The
findings were reported through cognitive maps that imprint the input and
output footprints’ of each PE case. Quantitative analysis included statis-

tics of the communication patterns, participant selection methods, PE ap-
proaches and mechanisms, impact areas, learning and continuity, and fea-
tures of innovativeness. Qualitative and quantitative results were compared
and used as a means to validate the findings.

We found that innovative PE processes are mostly initiated by non-
profit organisations such as non-government organisations (NGOs), unof-
ficial networks and associations. Research institutions were the next most
frequent promoters of PE, followed far behind by national governments and
other institutions.

A characteristic of innovative PE is that it involves a high number
and variety of actors. We found that the trend of increasing representa-
tion of the third sector is continuing strongly through the participation of
organised stakeholder groups, such as environmental and industrial organi-
sations. More strikingly, we found that three-quarters of the innovative PE
cases involved the ‘fourth sector’, which is an emerging field composed of
actors or groups of actors whose foundational logic is not in the represen-
tation of established interests, but rather in the idea of social cooperation
through hybrid networking. Examples of fourth sector actors included hy-
brid experts, randomly selected participants, ‘life world experts’ and ‘field
experts. Realising that the fourth sector is becoming more prominent in
many areas of R&I activity, we call for further reflection of its impacts on the
responsible governance of R&I.

In methodological terms we found that ‘public deliberation’ was the
most frequently used approach. Compared with more traditional models
of public communication and public consultation, where dialogue between
decision makers and the public is narrow and restricted, public delibera-
tion represents a more active model of Science in Society (SiS) activity. We
consider the prevalence of deliberative processes to be an indicator of the




increasing methodological maturity of the PE field, as in many cases there
was a strong continuum of theory and praxis, which in turn can increase
the robustness, credibility and relevance of method development, and help
to consolidate the whole field of PE by providing scientific evidence for gov-
ernance innovation.

In the section on the innovativeness of PE, we further analyse the PE
cases in terms of their focus on societal challenges, bearing on political im-
pacts, as well as some other tendencies including methodological transfer-
ability, use of multiple media, and orientation to learning. Except in one
case, all the innovative PE cases were oriented towards addressing soci-
etal challenges. Europe in a changing world - inclusive, innovative and re-
flective societies was the most frequently addressed challenge of the EU’s
seven societal challenges, whereas Secure societies — protecting freedom and
security of Europe and its citizens, and Smart, green and integrated transport
attracted less attention.

Most important results in the section on innovativeness pertain to the
impacts of innovative PE. Contrary to some earlier studies, which paid at-
tention to the limited impacts of PE, and criticised PE from the tendency of
it remaining an ‘intra-mural” exercise (e.g. Gronlund et al., 2014; Kies and
Nanz, 2013; Rask, 2013; Goodin and Dryzek, 2006; Rip, 2003), we found
innovative PE to have truly versatile impacts, not only on R&I but also
on the environment, society, politics — and individuals. We distinguished
between three impact areas — substantive, practical and normative — and we
found that close to three-quarters of the reported impacts could be de-
scribed as practical. This is an interesting finding, since there is much talk
about the rationales of PE: should it be driven by democratic, epistemic or
pragmatic motivations? Our empirical finding is that innovative PE largely
produces practical goods, such as cognitive and attitudinal changes (e.g.,
better awareness of environmental and scientific issues), development of
new capacities (e.g. new professional skills, methods and platforms of col-
laboration), and mobilisation of resources for addressing scientific and soci-
etal challenges (e.g. research funding, political commitment, public aware-
ness, and social acceptance). A sub-category of practical impacts includes
impacts on policy making (e.g., development of policy recommendations,

informing R&I policy making with citizens’ viewpoints, and joint definition
of research agendas).

Other types of impacts included normative impacts, such as democ-
ratisation and increasing responsibility of research. Instances of normative
impacts included consensus building, community building, political em-
powerment, increased gender equality in science, and introduction of the
principles of deliberative democracy to R&I governance. Quite surprisingly,
we observed that innovative PE was quite limited in its contribution to
new scientific knowledge. Considering that our primary focus has been
on PE projects related to R&I, this can be seen as a disappointing result.
However, there were important deviations to this pattern. Citizen science
and science shop, in particular, emerged as new concepts that do not only
involve co-design but also co-implementation of R&I.

An important result of this study is the discussion and analysis of
‘participatory performance. We introduce this concept to refer to the
functions of PE, and to the scope and intensity of PE activities. We ana-
lysed participatory performance by tracking such activities that contributed
to the capacities of dynamic governance, including anticipation, reflection,
transdisciplinarity and continuity. Public reflection on R&I is by far the
most general function of innovative PE, followed by anticipation and de-
velopment of transdisciplinary approaches.

Creation of continuity is becoming a more important capacity that
is needed both to balance dynamic governance and sustain dynamism in
the long run. Continuity was created through institutional boundary work,
for example, multi-level policy communication (local-national-internation-
al), multi-actor collaboration (public-private-people) and types of political
embedding.

Summarising our findings, we suggest a ‘composite model of partici-
patory performance’ that explains how functions and capacities of PE
contribute to dynamic and responsible governance of R&I.

One section of this publication focuses on the evaluation of success-
ful PE. Defining success and success criteria serves a dual purpose. First,
it clarifies what can be realistically expected from PE activity, and second,
articulating potentially relevant success criteria can support development



of indicators that help to measure whether the intended goals of PE have
been met.

Building on evaluation literature and criteria emerging from empirical
data, we elaborate a synthetic evaluation framework. We propose a set
of procedural and impact based criteria that could be used in defining and
evaluating the success of any PE process.

In the final substantial section of this study we look at the obstacles to
organising PE activities. Contrasting the high number of challenges related
to the implementation of PE, we argue that PE is currently too weak to re-
deem its promises of increased societal relevance and high impact of R&I.
We found that the inadequate capacity of the organisers of PE to manage
complexities involved is the main obstacle of successful PE. Other major
challenges included low motivation of the participants, technical problems,
low political impact, inadequate funding, and cultural conflicts.

We conclude the study with a discussion in which we synthetise the
main findings by building a ‘vision of PE benefitting European R&I activi-
ties. The vision is built around the notion that better involvement of ac-
tors occurs when the ‘right people’ are gathered together to address the
‘right issues’ through the ‘right PE tools and methods’ which can con-
tribute to a better quality of research and R&I governance. Reflecting the
obstacles challenges of PE activity, we argue that implementing dynamic
and responsible research and innovation through PE is far from a finished
project. We conclude the discussion by suggesting a list of research ques-
tions, both academic and practical, that in our view would deserve further
attention by policy makers, researchers and practitioners of PE.




PE2020 project

PE2020 will identify, analyse and refine innovative public engagement (PE)
tools and instruments for dynamic governance in the field of Science in So-
ciety (SiS). PE2020 analyses the PE tools and instruments through a system-
ic and contextual perspective, and contributes to the potential and transfer-
ability of new governance innovations. PE2020 will create new knowledge
of the status quo and trends in the field of PE in science, refine innovative
PE tools and instruments and propose new ones.

The project will do this by (1) further developing a conceptual model
that provides a systemic perspective of the dynamics of public and stake-
holder engagement; (2) creating an updated inventory of current and
prospective European PE innovations; (3) context-tailoring and piloting
best practice PE processes related to the grand challenges of the Horizon
2020 programme and (4) developing an accessible net-based PE design
toolkit that helps identify, evaluate and successfully transfer innovative
PE practices among European countries.

New tools and instruments for public and societal engagement are
necessary to boost the quality, capacity and legitimacy of European STI
governance and to solve the looming problems related to the grand so-
cietal challenges of the Horizon 2020. In order to ensure practical rel-
evance, the project will work through intensive co-operation between
researchers and science policy actors. PE2020 will expand the capacity
of European and national science policy actors to integrate better so-
cietal engagement by providing an easy access to new PE tools and in-
struments, to be included in the requirements and implementation of
research in Horizon 2020 and beyond.
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1 Introduction

Box 1 Definition of Public Engagement (PE)

PE involves different types of processes, where there is a distinct role for
citizens and stakeholder groups to contribute to research and innovation
activities.

Public engagement (PE), the focus of the PE2020 project, is at the heart of
Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI). PE involves processes, where
there is a distinct role for citizens and stakeholder groups to contribute to
research and innovation activities. PE is intentional activity that aims to cre-
ate opportunities for mutual learning between scientists, stakeholders and
members of the public.!

PE has many faces at different stages of the research and innovation
(R&I) process. In a study underlying the PE2020 project, we analysed PE
at the level of national policy debates on R&I issues (Rask et al., 2012a).
We found that PE in such a context can contribute to a more active cul-
ture of debate and deliberation on research and innovation themes in a
country, and that big differences prevail between the ‘participatory perfor-
mance’ rates of the countries.

The original idea of the PE2020 project was to explore how the no-
tion of ‘participatory performance’ changes when we shift the focus from
nation-wide debates to PE activities at the level of research programmes
and projects. Do PE processes in such contexts imply functions other than
debating and deliberating? What are the specific benefits and challenges

that are related to PE at this level? What kinds of innovative practices are
currently being introduced in Europe and globally? How could we char-
acterise the innovativeness and success of PE at the level of research pro-
grammes and projects?

In order to study these questions, in this study we have closely analysed
cases of innovative PE processes that were identified in the first step of the
PE2020 project. Our data include a sample of 38 innovative PE processes,
systematically selected from a larger sample of more than 250 initiatives.
These cases are real-life initiatives that were realised (some of which are
still on-going) between 1992-2016 in Europe and the United States and are
based on engaging the public in research and innovation activities.

In order to explore these cases fully, we have studied them through
two methodologies. First, a qualitative content analysis was conducted of
each individual case by applying the method of cognitive mapping. This
includes an analysis of input factors such as participants, methods, re-
sources and objectives, as well as output factors such as learning, media
and policy impacts and new forms of networking and interacting with
society. The concept maps have also been used to illustrate the footprint
of innovative PE processes, namely the cluster of relevant issues related
to them on the basis of project managers’ accounts. The maps are included
in Appendix 1 of this study. Second, we conducted a quantitative analysis
of the same data. Acknowledging that the N of our sample was small, we
understand that the possibility for statistical reasoning is limited. How-
ever, we found such an analysis to be informative of the tendencies found
in the PE processes studied.



In the following sections we describe the empirical data and meth-
ods of this study, introduce our conceptual framework, and define our re-
search questions. In the latter part of the study we report the key findings
and discuss implications for future research of innovative PE.

We argue that a better understanding of innovative PE processes
contributes to a better capacity to renew R&I governance. The commit-
ment of the European Commission to promoting RRI will lead to increas-

ing pressure on national research agencies to place PE at the core, not
on the periphery, of their research strategies. Learning from pioneering
PE practices can help avoid some of the evident pitfalls, such as down-
playing the capacity of a deliberative public to tackle complex decisions,
and navigate towards more promising horizons. Such horizons include,
for instance, gradually opening the R&I agenda setting processes through
‘upstream’ PE practices.




2 Methodological approach

In this methodological section we explain the data available. We also pro-
vide an account of the qualitative and quantitative research strategies used
in the analysis.

2.1 Data

Our data are based on descriptions of 38 innovative PE cases, selected from
a broader sample of 256 cases that were identified in the data bases of the
MASIS and Engage2020 projects, a literature review and personal informa-
tion provided by the research consortium members. The broader sample was
published in Deliverable 1.1 of the PE2020 project, and it included short de-
scriptions of 256 international PE initiatives classified in 76 PE mechanisms
under five main categories of PE: public communication, public activism?,
public consultation, public deliberation and public participation (see Box 2).

( )

Box 2 Categories of PE
(Source: Deliverable 1.2 of the PE2020 project)

Public communication — the aim is to inform and/or educate citizens.
The flow of information constitutes one-way communication from
sponsors to public representatives, and no specific mechanisms exist
to handle public feedback (examples include public hearings, public
meetings and awareness raising activities).

Public consultation - the aim is to inform decision-makers of public
opinions on certain topics. These opinions are sought from the sponsors of
the PE initiative and no prescribed dialogue is implemented. Thus, in this
case, the one-way communication is conveyed from citizens to sponsors
(examples include citizens’ panels, planning for real and focus groups).

Public deliberation - the aim is to facilitate group deliberation on policy
issues of where the outcome may have an impact on decision-making.
Information is exchanged between sponsors and public representatives
and a certain degree of dialogue is facilitated. The flow of information
constitutes two-way communication (examples include ‘mini publics’such
as consensus conferences, citizen juries, deliberative opinion polling).

Public participation — the aim is to assign part or full decision-making-
power to citizens on policy issues. Information is exchanged between
sponsors and public representatives and a certain degree of dialogue is
facilitated. The flow of information constitutes two-way communication
(examples include co-governance and direct democracy mechanisms such
as participatory budgeting, youth councils and binding referendums).

Public activism - the aim is to inform decision-makers and create awareness
in order to influence decision-making processes. The information flow is
conveyed in one-way communication from citizens to sponsors but not
on the initiative of the sponsors as characterises the ‘public consultation’
category. (Examples include demonstrations and protests).

The selection process was as follows. Using innovativeness as the prelimi-
nary criterion, the members of the PE2020 identified a sample of 64 of (out
of the 256 cases) for closer study. The managers of these projects were sent
qualitative surveys, through which they were invited to respond to a series
of questions about the nature of these processes (see Deliverable 1.2). Re-
sponses were received from 38 PE managers. The non-response was due to
conventional reasons, the most significant being that some of the projects
had ended, and the responsible persons were no longer undertaking duties
specific to their case.



The case reports are narratives of five to ten pages. The narrations have
been systematically structured under the following categories: project title,
context, aims and mechanisms, most important results, advantages, obsta-
cles, innovative dimensions and orientation towards societal challenges. A
more detailed description of the survey process, and descriptions of the cas-
es themselves, can be found in Deliverable 1.2.

2.2 Analysis

Data were analysed from two perspectives. One working group of the
PE2020 research consortium carried out a qualitative content analysis’,
while another group conducted a quantitative analysis*. The results were
compared and used as a means to validate the findings.

Qualitative analysis included a content analysis of each public engagement
(PE) case description. The findings were reported through cognitive maps
(Appendix 1). The content analysis applied both bottom-up and top-down
approaches. The bottom-up approach involved a close reading of the is-
sues emerging with the particular cases in particular contexts. Such issues
were coded and clustered around relevant clusters (Figure 1). To make such
analyses useful and comparable, several rounds of analysis, clustering, har-
monisation and validation of the codes were carried out. The bottom-up
approach resulted in a series of cognitive maps, providing a highly unique
‘footprint’ for each PE case.

Figure 1 illustrates the key elements of the PE cases studied. The exem-
plary map is of PRIMAS,’ a project supporting inquiry-based learning at
European primary and secondary schools. The cognitive map reflects the
key concepts or a cluster of issues related to this particular PE process. The
structure of mapping (name and category; characterisation; aim; focus and
approach; challenges; main impacts; media coverage) was applied equally to
all PE cases to ensure homogeneity of analysis.

The left-hand side of the map illustrates the ‘input side’ of the PE
process: resources, structures, strategies and contextual factors that were
involved in the design and implementation of the case. The right-hand
side of the map illustrates the ‘output side. This includes learning ef-

fects, policy and media impacts, networking and various spin off effects
(Figure 1).

Instructions on how to read Figure 1 are indicated by the numbered red

circles on the exemplary map. Following instructions apply:

1. The title and category of the PE case is indicated in the middle of the
map. The title, usually an abbreviation, is the same as that used in Deliv-
erable 1.2. The capital letters following the title (in parentheses) refer to
the main methodological category under which the case was classified.
The following categories have been included:

+ COM - public communication (under which PRIMAS was classified),
« ACT - public activism,

« CONS - public consultation,

« DEL - public deliberation and

+ PAR - public participation.

2. Each PE case was given a short characterisation, including a couple of
definitional lines including descriptions of their main function(s) and
political contexts.

3. The main aims of the PE cases have been described in a box at the top of
the map. The main aims were not necessarily those that were described
in the original plan of the PE process, as in some cases the aims were
supplemented as a response to emerging issues while implementing the
PE case.

4. Focus and approach refer broadly to the methodological features, or-
ganisational and institutional strategies and other factors related to the
design and implementation of the projects.

5. Challenges have been described in the bottom left-hand corner of the
map.

6. The main impacts of the PE projects are described in a cluster that is
indicated by the arrow head that starts from the aim box. The arrow be-
tween aims and outputs is to draw readers’ attention to the congruence
or discrepancy between the aims and outputs. Other outputs are listed
in other areas of the right-hand side.

7. In cases that media impacts have been reported, they have been de-
scribed in the top right corner of the map.
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Figure 1. An exemplary cognitive map (for the full list of maps, see Appendix 1)
Quantitative analysis, on the other hand, is more characterised by a top- (Deliverable 2.1) as well as discussion between consortium members and
down approach, for which we took some of the theoretically loaded analyti- WP2 team. The data for analysis were categorised with regard to geograph-
cal concepts of the PE2020 project as the starting point (e.g. innovativeness, ical and time scope, type of sources and communication, aims, results and
success, supply and demand factors of PE processes), and applied them in societal challenges (see Table 1). The following variables were studied and
the design of the statistical analysis. reported on in separate Excel spreadsheets (see Appendixes 2-6).
The quantitative analysis explored the cases from many angles through Communication patterns and participant selection (Appendix 2). The
statistical means. Such variables were derived from a literature review following variables were studied: participant selection methods, type of com-




munication, type of media, number of media, level of communication, direc-
tion of communication, evidence of formalisation, and transdisciplinarity.

Public engagement (PE) approaches (Appendix 3). We undertook sta-
tistical analysis of the appearance of the following PE categories (as defined
in Deliverable 1.2): public communication, public activism, public consul-
tation, public deliberation and public participation).

PE mechanisms (Appendix 4). We analysed which PE instruments and
tools specifically had been applied in the PE processes studied, and how
many, as defined in Deliverable 1.2 and elaborated in Deliverable 2.3. They
were also identified by analysing PE cases.

Table 1. Logic of the survey analysis.

Communication patterns and

participant selection

e What was the main category
of PE? (public communication,

o What methods were used for
participant selection? (controlled,
uncontrolled, self-selection)

e \What types of communication were
used? (face-to-face, media, mixed)

e \What types of media were used?
(printed, translated, internet-based,
other)

o How many different media were
used?

and participation)

e What were the PE mechanisms?
(out of 76 mechanisms identified
in Deliberable 1.1)

e \What was the level of communication?
(one way, two way)

e How was communication directed?
(sponsor to public, public to sponsor,
public to public)

e What formal evidence was introduced?

e \Was the PE initiative transdisciplinary?

activism, consultation, deliberation

Impact areas, learning and continuity (Appendix 5) were measured
by documenting available information on the repetition of the PE process-
es, subsequent reflection processes and an indication of other impacts and
changes caused by the PE process.

Finally, Features of innovativeness (Appendix 6), were studied by ana-
lysing the frequencies of identified ‘innovative characteristics’ of each of the
cases studied (17 characteristics were found in this analysis).

Societal challenges were not documented in the quantitative analysis
due to the limited amount of data provided by survey. The overall logic of
the survey analysis is illustrated in Table 1.

PE categories and mechanisms Impact areas, learning and Features of innovativeness
continuity

® What are the features of
innovativeness of PE per cases?
(hits in a list of 17 innovative
characteristics)

e |n which area were the aims of
PE initiatives fulfilled in (culture,
government, society, science and
technology)? (impact areas)

e \Was the PE initiative repeated?
(continuity)

e \Were there signs of methodo-
logical reflection after the end of
PE initiative? (lessons learnt)

e Did the organizer of PE have
determination or intention to
elaborate the PE concept? (liability
for changes, adaptability)




2.3 Limitations and validity

The data were provided by the coordinators of recently finished or on-going
PE processes. Since it is in the interest of the project managers to promote
their own activities, we expected there to be a positive bias in these reports.
However, we found that these reports also include critical reflections on the
challenges and obstacles met during different stages of the PE processes,
which we consider reflect the honesty and learning orientation of these re-
ports. In any case, we have found the reports to be highly useful for building
a better understanding of the dynamics of PE innovation and the oppor-

tunities and challenges with current PE activities in Europe and beyond.
Further, and to justify our data collection strategy, it should be noted that
for many recent PE projects, published reports were not available, and that
the PE managers’ reports therefore include inside knowledge that would not
have been available through alternative research approaches.

The validity of the analysis was supported by iterating the analysis, seek-
ing feedback from colleagues, and comparing the qualitative content anal-
ysis with the quantitative analysis, and making any necessary adjustments.
At the same time, it is worth recognising that some degree of subjectivity is
unavoidable in this kind of analysis.



3 Conceptual framework

‘Participatory performance’ was the starting point of the PE2020 project, as
was discussed in the introductory section. Participatory performance refers
to the functions of public engagement (PE), and to the scope and intensity
of such activities. A high number of PE processes related to R&I issues, for
example, can contribute to an active culture of debating and negotiating,
which in turn can help in the development and introduction of new tech-
nologies in a more democratic and acceptable manner, as social concerns
are publicly reflected in the media and various decision arenas. The domain
of PE, however, is broad and complex, for which reason we required a con-
ceptual framework to orient our analysis.

In this section we elaborate a conceptual framework of PE and then
apply it in the formulation of our research questions and subsequent analy-
sis of the PE cases. By building the framework, we aim both to support the
analysis of innovative PE processes, and also to contribute to an approach
that helps research and innovation actors to identify relevant issues and to
ask the right type of question while designing new governance practices
based on PE.

3.1 Four levels of R&I policy

In the PE2020 project we distinguish between four levels of research and
innovation policy activity, where PE can be relevant.® The most general
level can be called policy formation, which includes the design and creation
of large R&I policy issues, including research infrastructures and organisa-
tional settings that provide the frame conditions of conducting research and
innovation activities. Another level is programme development, which in-
cludes funding schemes, thematic prioritisation and other general rules and
guidelines for researchers and research funders. The third level is project

definition, which refers to the delineation of the research topics, methods
applied and resources included in specific research projects. The fourth level
includes research and innovation activities, which are the actual activities
carried out by research actors in order to accomplish the objectives of R&I
projects. PE may or may not be relevant in any of these four levels. In this
study we are mainly interested in PE activities at the level of research pro-
jects and programmes.

3.2 Innovativeness

Box 3 Innovative PE

Innovative PE can be defined as new participatory tools and methods
that have the potential to contribute to a more dynamic and responsible
governance of R&l.

Innovativeness is among the key concerns of the PE2020 project. We are
interested in studying innovative PE practices, since there is a high poten-
tial in them in solving some of the stubborn problems of R&I governance,
including societal acceptance of technological solutions, limited democ-
racy of R&I decision making, ineffective mobilisation of resources, limited
awareness of technoscientific development and, at worse, irresponsible use
of public resources. Following these considerations, innovative PE can be
defined as new participatory tools and methods that have the potential to
contribute to a more dynamic and responsible governance of R&I.

In order to identify innovative PE tools, the PE2020 research consor-
tium had a ‘preliminary definition of innovativeness’ as a starting point of




data collection (see Deliverable 2.1). The following characteristics were in-
cluded in this preliminary definition:

* new ways of representation

» methodological and institutional hybridity

» bearing to political impacts

» focus on societal challenges

These characteristics were used as a means to select interesting cases for a
closer study. After analysing the 38 PE cases, we are now in a position to
provide some additional observations about the innovativeness of current
PE activity, as we will do in the subsequent sections of this study.

3.3 Participatory performance

Box 4 Participatory performance

Participatory performance refers to the different functions of public
engagement (PE), and to the scope and intensity of such activities.

Participatory performance is among the key concepts of the PE2020 pro-
ject (Box 4). In the paper in which we introduced this concept (Rask et al.,
2012a), we applied it to study the scope and intensity of R&I policy debates
in European countries. In that paper, we also claimed that the factors con-
tributing to higher or lower levels of participatory performance can be di-
vided into supply and demand factors as well as government policies and
supportive factors.

In sociological and political analyses of science in society activities, the
level and intensity of public R&I debates have been frequently analysed and
discussed (e.g., Gaskell and Bauer, 2001). In the PE2020 project, however,
we took on the challenge of analysing participatory performance in a com-
pletely different context, namely, in the context of research projects and
programmes. In our view, the shifted focus involves a more ‘instrumental’
and variegated perspective on PE. This is for the simple reason that unlike
in SiS debates at a national level, where an active culture of public debate

can be considered to be an important goal in itself, this hardly is the case
in the project and programme context. Instead, PE tools in these contexts
usually serve both instrumental and specific purposes. Therefore, we have
not aimed to build one ‘block indicator’ of participatory performance in a
research project and programme context, but rather, we have chosen to ex-
plore and characterise the main performative functions of PE in such con-
texts.

3.4 Successfulness

Box 5 Successful PE

Successful PE involves right people with right methods and goals, while
leaving a big ‘footprint’ on research, innovation and society.

Success is yet another key concept of high interest to the PE2020 project.
In a paper on participatory performance in national contexts (Rask et al.,
2012a), we implicitly equated high levels of participatory performance (or
broad scope and high intensity of public debate on science) with a successful
culture of science in society. In the project and programme contexts, howev-
er, where the goals of PE are both more heterogeneous and specific, this as-
sumption is difficult to justify. Since success (and failure) of PE is still in the
interests of funders, policy makers and researchers, and since most PE man-
agers reported about the success aspects of their PE activities, we decided to
elaborate our own definition of the success of PE. In doing so, we adopted a
‘hermeneutical” approach, in which we included multiple criteria and itera-
tive perspectives in the study of success factors. More precisely, to study the
success of PE activities in research project and programme contexts, first we
crafted a preliminary definition of success based on consortium members’
own experience and insights. We enriched this conception with the ideas of
the studied PE project coordinators, as well as with ideas presented in evalu-
ation literature. On the basis of these various components, in Section 8, we
elaborate a synthetic evaluation model to study the success of PE. Based on
this model, we can define successful PE as participatory processes that in-



volve the right people with the right methods and goals, while leaving a big
‘footprint’ on research, innovation and society (Box 5).

3.5 Dynamic governance

( )
Box 6 Dynamic governance

Dynamic governance refers to the ability of policy making to handle issues
in a rapidly changing environment requiring continuous adjustment of

policies and programmes. In this framework, dynamic governance involves
dynamic interactions between scholars, citizens, industry and government
as an exploratory, inductive approach in setting performance standards for

responsible research and innovation.
\ J

Dynamic governance refers to the ability of policy making to handle is-
sues in a rapidly changing environment requiring continuous adjustment of
policies and programmes. In this framework, dynamic governance involves
dynamic interactions between scholars, citizens, industry and government
as an exploratory, inductive approach in setting performance standards for
responsible research and innovation. In particular, the dynamic governance
framework conceptualises interactions between scholars, policy makers and
relevant stakeholders in the context of multidimensional governance and
actors influence on the performance of these programs. According to Gul-
dbransen (2014), the critical point is a presence or absence of dynamics,
tension of changes and co-operation. To explain this, the PE2020 identifies
dimensions of dynamic governance based on the concepts of anticipation,
reflexivity and transdisciplinarity.

Following Neo and Chen (2007), we include anticipation, reflexivity
and transdisciplinary mobilisation of resources among the key capacities
that help policy makers to manage complex issues dynamically in modern
research and innovation policy systems. As public engagement may have
many roles there, ranging from democratisation to educational functions,
the focus on dynamic governance capacities pays special attention to the
‘instrumental’ role of PE. To reiterate the point, from the perspective of dy-
namic governance, PE should not only be perceived as a tool for making sci-

ence more democratic or ethical. It should also be seen as an important tool
for making decisions that are context wise, proactive, effective and efficient.
In addition to these core capacities of dynamic governance, we decided to
include continuation as an additional key capacity in our analytical frame-
work (Figure 2). Continuity is needed to balance accelerated change caused
by increasingly dynamic governance actions.

3.6 Responsible research and innovation

Responsible research and innovation (RRI), finally, is the current ‘um-
brella term’ used to refer to the ideal type of research and innovation activity
in the European research area. The European Commission has defined it as
follows (Box 7):”

( )
Box 7 Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI)

“Responsible research and innovation is an approach that anticipates and
assesses potential implications and societal expectations with regard to
research and innovation, with the aim to foster the design of inclusive and
sustainable research and innovation.”
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Comparing the dynamic governance and RRI approaches, we make the

following observations:

¢ Dynamic governance is instrumental to responsible research and in-
novation. Anticipation, reflexivity and transdisciplinarity are acknowl-
edged among the key capacities contributing to both dynamic govern-
ance and RRI (Neo & Chen, 2007).

¢ Dynamic governance, however, is not only for ensuring RRI, but is also
essential for sustained economic and social development and other
long-term interests of the nations and the EU.

» To ensure responsibility of dynamic governance, which emphasises con-
tinuous adjustment of policies and programmes, an additional capacity
may be required: the capacity to provide organisational and institutional
continuity. Certainly, things change, and more rapidly all the time. But
as has been recognised e.g. in the literature on PE and deliberative sys-




tems, without an adequate level of institutional embedding and con-
tinuity, isolated PE projects are not in themselves conducive to better
governance (e.g., Parkinson and Mansbridge, 2012; Dryzek, 2010).

» To ensure the continuity of dynamic governance, RRI is interlinked with
the organisational creativity, innovation, entrepreneurial spirit®, expe-
rience (knowledge, practice), reputation equity (Marland Sykes policy
Cycle®), which must be embedded into all aspects of the policy cycle -
especially policy choice, execution and evaluation.'

» To ensure politically feasible actions, dynamic governance combines the
bottom-up approaches with top-down governmental visions."

Connecting the dynamic governance to PE, some other observations can

be made:

» The key capacities in the model adopted here, that are conducive to dy-
namic governance (anticipation, reflexivity and transdisciplinarity), are
strongly connected with PE. As a matter of fact, anticipation is a capac-
ity that largely relies upon an early analysis and interpretation of the
emerging orientations and practices of the key stakeholders, and this
can mainly occur in a context of dialogue and consultation. The same
can be said for reflexivity, which is not a personal capacity but is chiefly
a collective product resulting from dialogue and exchange. Transdisci-
plinarity can evidently be practised only through a dense interaction
between the various disciplinary communities.

» PE also plays a pivotal role in contextualising dynamic governance. It
is in fact quite evident that dynamic governance can be developed only
through negotiations and consensus-building processes involving both
internal and external stakeholders allowing new practices to be fully
embedded in a given institution or cluster of institutions. It is hard to
imagine a contextualisation process without extended and continuous
practices of PE and participatory mechanisms.

o If PE provides indispensable support for shifting to dynamic govern-
ance, the latter offers in turn new room for developing PE practices. In
particular, being dynamic governance aimed at facing an environment
characterised by wide and rapid changes, it needs to be structurally ef-
fective for information about the changing environment. Such informa-
tion is mainly gained through the interactions between the different in-
ternal and external players, who actually function as the main ‘sensors’
of the organisation. This goes in the direction of institutionalising and
ensuring continuity to PE. Conversely, a non-dynamic organisation will
likely frame PE merely as an ethical question or an optional practice to
be occasionally carried out and not as an essential part of its own gov-
ernance strategies.

3.7 Analytical framework

To summarise, the theoretical perspectives or ‘analytical lenses’ outlined
earlier contribute to an analytical framework that have been applied in the
analysis of the 38 case studies (Figure 2). We are interested in exploring
what the trends and innovative aspects of current PE practices are. We ex-
pect that PE will have different performative functions in the contexts of re-
search programme development and project definition, and that the success
of PE in those contexts depends both on demand- and supply-based factors.
At best, PE can contribute to a more dynamic governance of research and
innovation by contributing to new governance capacities such as anticipa-
tion and public reflexivity. These concepts have been applied to define the
research questions of this study.
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Figure 2. Analytical framework.




4 Research questions

Building on the above discussion in following sections, we have defined our
research questions as follows:

Innovativeness
1. What are the characteristics of innovative PE processes in our sample?

Participatory performance

2. What are the performative functions of PE in our sample?
« How could we measure ‘participatory performance’ in the context of
project definition and programme development?
« What factors could contribute to higher or lower levels of
participatory performance in these contexts?

Successfulness
3. How can we define and characterise the success of PE?

Obstacles
4. What are the obstacles for successful PE?

In Part I we have presented our approach and the underlying data. In the
following Part IT of this publication, we report our findings of the 38 cases of
innovative PE processes in terms of the above described research questions.
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5 Identities of the PE cases studied

The identities of the PE cases studied are described in Table 2. The num-
bers refer to the Catalogue of PE initiatives (Deliverable 1.2), in which the
cases are fully described. In addition to the coordinators of each initiative,
we have indicated the years during which the projects were running. The
oldest example ran from 1992-1994 (Imagine Chicago, U.S.) while most of
the cases are more recent, having been implemented during the past five
to ten years, or they are on-going. An example of an on-going project is
the Flemish science shop programme or Soapbox science initiative, which
started as an experimental project but has now turned into an international
programme. Most of the examples are either PE projects or programmes,
but also included are other initiatives, including a social movement, a legal
framework and other organisational entities.

Additional information on the identities of the PE processes studied has

been published in PE2020 report Deliverable 4.1 (“Toolkit design docu-

ment”). In that report, we have provided information about the following
basic aspects of the cases:

* Types of promoter. We found that 14 initiatives were promoted by
non-profit organisations, ten by academic institutions, five by national
governments, five by networks, three by local governments and one by
another type of institution.

» Types of target group. Lay people were targeted in 34 initiatives, and re-
spectively public officers in 18, stakeholders (i.e., individuals or groups
involved with or having an interest in the issues dealt with in the PE ini-
tiative) in 15, experts in nine, researchers and academic bodies in eight,
NGOs in two and other entities in four initiatives.

* Scope. We found that 16 PE initiatives operated at a national level, while
the corresponding number of Europe-level initiatives was 16, local 13,
regional three, and global two. None of the PE processes were devoted
to a single organisation or institution.

In the following sections we report on our findings about innovativeness,
participatory performance and successfulness.



Table 2. Identities of the 38 innovative PE cases: title, coordinator, year, and type (project, programme, other).

N Title Coordinator Year Type
1 | PRIMAS University of Education Freiburg, Germany 2010-13 Project
2 | Science Municipalities Danish Science Factory 2008-11 Programme
3 | Nanodialogue Fondazione IDIS - Citta della Scienza 2005-07 Project
4 | Breaking & Entering University of Copenhagen 2013-14 Project
5 | EARTHWAKE EUROSCIENCE 2007 Project
6 | Let's do it - movement and world clean up Let's Do It Foundation 2012-18 Social movement
7 | DEEPEN Durham University 2006-09 Project
8 | Flemish Science Shops Vrije Universiteit Brussel and Universiteit Antwerpen 2003-ongoing Programme
9 | RESEARCH2015 Ministry for Science, Technology and Innovation 2007-08 Project
10 | iSPEX iSPEX consortium 2013-ongoing Project
11 | PERARES Living Knowledge Network 2010-14 Project
12 | SpICES Atomium Culture 2012-13 Project
13 | The Autumn Experiment Vetenskap & Allmanhet 2013-14 Project
14 | VOICES Ecsite (European network of science centres and museums) 2013-14 Project
15 | Societal Advisory Board Joint Programming Initiative ,More Years Better Lives” 2012 — Ongoing | Organizational entity
16 | Imagine Chicago Imagine Chicago 1992-94 Project
17 | Bonus Advocates Network BONUS programme 2010-11 Programme
18 | Owela Open Web Lab VTT, Technical Research Centre of Finland Ongoing Service
19 | Citizens' Dialogue on Future Technologies German Ministry of Research and Education 2011-13 Project
20 | GenSET Portia Ltd 2009-12 Programme
21 | Law no. 69/07 of the Tuscany Region Tuscany Region 2008-13 Legal framework
22 | Act Create Experience WWEF-UK 1996-ongoing Programme
23 | The National DNA Database on Trial University of South Wales 2008-09 Project
24 | 2WAYS European Science Events Association, Eusea 2009-10 Project
25 | NanoDialogue German Federal Ministry of Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety 2006-ongoing Programme
26 | World Wide Views on Global Warming The Danish Board of Technology 2007-09 Project
27 | Bioenergy Dialogue Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council 2012-14 Project
28 | Soapbox Science Dr Seirian Sumner & Dr Nathalie Pettorelli 2011-ongoing | Programme
29 | Futurescape City Tours Consortium for Science, Policy & Outcomes 2012-14 Project
30 | CIVISTI Danish Board of Technology 2008-2011 Project
31 | Empowering Citizen Voices in.. New Orleans | AmericaSpeaks 2006-07 Project
32 | Consensus Conference on future energy Wissenschaft im Dialog gGmbH 2010 Project
33 | Peloton Demos Helsinki 2009-ongoing | Programme
34 | PARTERRE Tuscany Region 2010-12 Project
35 | Imagine Jersey 2035 States of Jersey and Involve 2007-08 Project
36 | G1000 G1000 2011-12 Project
37 | Youth Council Espoo City of Espoo 1997-ongoing | Organizational entity
38 | We the Citizens University College Dublin 2011 Project
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3) Innovativeness

We selected our sample of innovative cases by using the preliminary criteria
of innovativeness that are discussed in the following subsections (indicated
in parentheses):

e new ways of representation (6.1)

* methodological and institutional hybridity (6.2)

» focus on societal challenges (6.3)

¢ bearing on political impacts (6.4)

o other innovative tendencies in PE (6.5)

6.1 New ways of representation

In considering the key actors in research and innovation activities, academ-
ia and public authorities have traditionally had a strong role in the planning,
implementation and evaluation of such processes. Public authorities repre-
sent the public sector, whereas researchers and research institutions have
traditionally come from both the public and private sectors. In addition to
these two sectors, the social sector — sometimes referred to as the ‘third sec-
tor’ — has in recent decades been increasingly involved in research activities
by providing access to the interests and viewpoints of organised stakeholder
groups, such as environmental and industrial organisations. The trend of
increasing representation of the third sector is continuing strongly in
many areas of R&I decision making, such as university boards and national
research and innovation policy councils that involve members from such
organisations (Rask et al., 2012a). This is also reflected in our case studies,
where the third sector is strongly represented.

Box 8 ‘Fourth sector’

‘Fourth sector’is as an emerging field, composed of actors or actor groups
whose foundational logic is not in the representation of established
interests, but rather, in the idea of social cooperation through hybrid
networking.

More recently we have witnessed the emergence of the ‘fourth sector’
which is becoming more prominent in many areas of public activity, not
least in the context of R&I policy. There are several definitions of the
fourth sector in the research literature. Sabeti (2009) refers to hybrid or-
ganisations, such as chaordic organisations,'? social enterprises, cross-sec-
toral partnerships and community interest corporations. Williams (2002)
refers to the world of volunteering and ‘one-to-one’” helping amongst af-
fluent and deprived people. Médenpda and Faehnle (2015) refer to public
activism outside organised interest groups, such as neighbour self-help
groups, local movements, pop up restaurants and exhibitions, and small
sized cooperatives. Common to all these notions is that the fourth sector
is seen as an emerging field, composed of actors or groups of actors whose
foundational logic is not in the representation of established interests, but
rather, in the idea of social cooperation through hybrid networking. The
four sectors are illustrated in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Four sectors of the economy and society.

Our first observation about the sample of innovative PE processes is
that the number and variety of actors is high. This is illustrated in Figure
4, in which we clustered actors around the four sectors just described. As
the free-format shape of the figure suggests, allocation of the actors under
the four sectors can only be made roughly. This is particularly the case with
the fourth sector, within which we included the following sub-groups: hy-
brid experts, randomly selected people, field experts and life world experts.
It should also be noted that the border between the ‘unorganised’ fourth
sector and the more organised groups representing the social sector is often
blurred.

Second, innovative PE is eager to have the involvement of the fourth
sector. In the literature on PE the involvement of the fourth sector is often
labelled as ‘direct involvement of citizens, which is separated from ‘stake-
holder involvement’ referring to the participation of the third sector organi-
sations (Elson, 2014). We found that three-quarters (29/38)" of the innova-
tive PE cases directly involved citizens, either as the sole mechanisms, as for
example in the World Wide Views on Global Warming, or more likely, as one
of various involvement mechanisms. In any case, such active involvement of
the fourth sector is in striking contrast to the ‘state-of-the-art’ in R&I policy
making, where more traditional models of participation prevail.

Third, in most cases, the purpose of involving the fourth sector was to
provide a broad representation of socio-demographic diversity. This can
be contrasted with the intention to empower particular socio-demographic
segments by targeting such groups or over-representing them in the sam-
ples. Highly different actor groups and societal segments were involved in
the PE processes studied, as communicated in Figure 4. Youth was over-rep-
resented or targeted in one-third of the cases. Other systematically empow-
ered groups included women (GenSET) and consumers (Owela Open Web
Lab).

Fourth, random or stratified random sampling strategies were used
in several cases (12/29)" to control the selection of the participating
citizens. Most of such cases belong to the category of ‘public deliberation,
which reflects the prevailing wisdom in the context of deliberative demo-
cratic theory and praxis to rely on ‘micro-publics’ as a means to provide
access to unbiased arguments (Bachtiger et al., 2014). One-quarter (7/29)"
of the cases applied uncontrolled selection strategies, in which there was
no intention to compose participating groups in any systematic manner. In
some cases, this was understandable through the effort to maximise partic-
ipation, as for example in Imagine New Jersey 2035. Most instances of un-
controlled selection, e.g. Soapbox science where passers-by can enter in a di-
alogue with senior scientists, belong to the category of ‘public deliberation.
Other types included ‘public activism’ (Let’s do it!) and ‘public consultation’
(Owela Open Web Lab). Additional approaches to participant selection in-
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Figure 4. Different actors participating in innovative PE processes.

cluded self-selection methods (where a snow-ball type of processes is used)
and mixed methods (see Appendix 2).

Fifth, the third sector (or stakeholder groups) was involved in most
cases, including cases that were primarily oriented at citizen involvement.

None of the cases were based only on expert representation, by involving
only scientists or policy makers. One-fifth of the cases involved only stake-
holders.”® Therefore, it is fair to say that an increasing involvement of the
third sector is a long and still continuing PE trend in Western R&I policy.




Finally, innovativeness of participant representation reflects an in- More extensive reliance on web based methods increases the number of

creasingly systemic approach to the design of the deliberative processes. challenges on how to keep track of the virtually ramifying deliberation.
We found that in many cases, the strategies of participant engagement and

representation were highly sophisticated. An example is the Let’s do it! cam- Overall, we found that innovative PE cases involve highly sophisticated
paign, for which separate involvement strategies were prepared for commu- tools and approaches to ways in which actors are motivated to participate,
nication, political engagement, global activities and provision of know-how how deliberations are structured, how networks are created and maintained,
and support for the activists. The systemic approach involves several target- and how productive interactions are generated. The complexities of such ef-
ed approaches: forts are reflected in the ‘focus and approach’ cluster of the cognitive maps
* Recognition and reconciliation of the rationales of participation. Ex- (see Appendix 1).

amples of highly different rationales include experimentation (Breaking
and entering), co-production of knowledge, and comprehensiveness in
representation of societal interests (Social advisory board). Different ra-

6.2 Methodological and institutional hybridity

tionales imply different requests to participant selection and representa- In the catalogue of innovative PE processes (Deliverable 1.2) we divided
tion. the 38 cases into five methodological clusters: public communication,
» The formal vs. informal structure of the PE process implies different ap- public consultation, public deliberation, public participation and public
proaches to building and maintaining representation of politics and ex- activism (Box 2). This categorisation is based on a fusion of two classic
pertise. In more structured processes (e.g. Flemish science shops) there is models, Arnstein’s (1969) ‘ladder of participation, which pays attention
the need to maintain clear division of tasks and responsibilities between to the levels that political power assigned to the participants, and Rowe
different partners (e.g. professors ensuring scientific quality, CSOs iden- and Frewer’s (2005) model, which pays attention to the directions of
tifying socially relevant problems), compared to some less formal pro- information flows between sponsors and participants. Both formal (e.g.
cesses (e.g. Soapbox science), where the creation of random encounters organised deliberation process) and non-formal (e.g. public activism)
between researchers and the publics is the key aspiration. PE processes can be included in these categories. The allocation of the
*  One dividing line is whether stakeholders are being mapped systemati- 38 PE cases across the main methodological categories is illustrated in
cally as in Bonus advocates network and in the Peloton process — or not Figure 5.
so. Using such mapping methods steers PE processes toward models Our first observation is that nearly half (18/38) of the cases are ‘public
that are more systemic. deliberation’ processes. By definition, these are processes that aim to have
o Iterative vs. event based engagement processes. Cases in which the en- an impact on decision making, not by assigning political power directly to
gagement process was based on iteration (e.g. the Deepen project, for the participants but by communicating sooner the results of deliberations to
which focus groups were re-convened and represented in a final de- policy makers, who in turn, are expected to react and ‘give an account’ of the
liberation event) require a good understanding of the motivations and implications of deliberations for decision making. The second largest group
measures to attract reconvening participants in the PE process. (12/39) are public consultation processes, the primary purpose of which is
¢ On-line (e.g. Citizens’ dialogue on future technologies, GenSET and Par- to inform decision-makers about public opinions and viewpoints on certain
terre) vs. face-to-face processes open up a whole set of issues on how, topics. The third largest group is public communication processes, which
and how controllably, representation can be built into PE processes. aim to inform or educate citizens (five cases). In addition, two cases rep-
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Figure 5. PE cases by main methodological category.

resent public participation, where decision-making power is partly or fully
assigned to the citizens, and one case represents public activism (Lets do it!).

Considering the role of the five methodological clusters in R&I decision
making, we propose to use the term ‘supportive PE’ to cover public deliber-
ation, public consultation and public communication, since such processes
include different facilitative roles, such as providing input, advice, feedback
and evaluative insights from an expanded group of experts and stakehold-
ers to decision makers. Following this logic, we propose to refer to public
activism and public participation as ‘functional PE] since they are oriented
towards either making decisions or implementing them. Functional PE, in
other words, is oriented towards doing things — making decisions or imple-
menting them - rather than merely debating about them.

Our second observation is that an overwhelming number of innova-
tive PE processes (35/38) represent supportive PE. Only three cases be-
long to the category of functional PE (see Figure 5).

Third, we consider the prevalence of deliberative processes to be
an indicator of the increasing methodological maturity of the PE field.
Compared with traditional models of public communication and consulta-
tion, where dialogue between decision makers and the public is narrow and

restricted, public deliberation represents a more active model of SiS activity.
This model is backed by recent ideas and theories of deliberative democracy
that emphasise the importance of identifying relevant discourses and stake-
holders and organising equal and inclusive discursive processes in order to
reach agreements on complex policy problems (Gastil and Levine, 2005).
The continuum of theory and praxis, embedded in the deliberative model,
can increase the robustness, credibility and relevance of method develop-
ment, which in the long run can help to consolidate the whole field of PE by
providing scientific evidence for governance innovation.

Fourth, we found indications of institutional ambivalence - simul-
taneous support and resistance - toward more innovative PE processes.
In other words, along with increasing methodological maturity, many of
the PE processes were perceived as being risky interventions, and in many
cases policy makers made qualified statements about them, which indicates
that even advisory PE can be perceived as a threat to existing practices of
policy making (e.g. Law No. 69/07 of the Tuscany Region, Act Create Expe-
rience, BBSRC Bioenergy debate). This reservation, combined with the fact
that many of the PE processes studied were public consultation and public
communication exercises in which the role of the public is even more lim-
ited, suggests that systemic scepticism toward innovative PE processes can
easily cause them to slip back to more traditional SiS models.

Fifth, we found a comprehensive turn from one-way communica-
tion processes towards multiple-way communications. Rowe and Frew-
er (2005) characterised public communication and public consultation as
‘one-way’ communication processes, since in the former, information is ex-
pected to flow from the sponsors of PE toward the public, and in the latter
the expectation is the opposite. In our sample we preliminarily included 18
PE processes in the category of one-way communication. Contrary to our
expectation, however, we found that practically all (36/38) PE cases were
based on two or multiple-way communication. Only G1000 and We the
citizens (see Appendix 2), were classified as ‘one-way’ processes, since they
both emphasise and try to protect the political autonomy of the deliberative
panels, for which reason they to pursue limited interactions with such ac-
tors who might compromise their autonomy. Even in those two cases, how-



ever, we can still recognize a tendency toward multiple rather than one-way
flow of communications'’.

An illustrative example of the shift towards multiple-way communi-
cation is the Nanodialogue project. Its main aim (typically to a traditional
science communication project) is to increase public awareness of nano-
technologies by raising curiosity and stimulating public debates on topical
scientific issues. In reality, in contrast, the Nanodialogue project was a mul-
tidimensional communication exercise, through which a transdisciplinary
group of philosophers, designers, politicians, social scientists, nanoscien-
tists and members of the museum staff first co-designed the PE process.
They then organised dialogues with families, schools, nanoindustries and
science centres, which finally led not only to increased public awareness of
nanotechnology, but also to a transformation of science centres’ conception
of their own roles in the business of science communication (from a specta-
tor of scientific development to its active supporter). It would be a violation
of the reality to label such activity as one-way science communication, since
both the public and the organising bodies whose identities were under revi-
sion were targeted through educational efforts.

Sixth, bold institutional hybridity is a clear sign of innovative PE. In-
stitutional hybridity in our context refers to the mixing of traditional R&I
policy institutions. In general, we found that such mixing was high in terms
of creating highly diversified networks of collaboration. We also found that
usually highly diversified networks contributed to highly diversified out-
comes in the PE projects. An example is the Autumn experiment that in-
volved schools, cities and researchers in a Swedish citizen science project:
the results not only included registration and measurement of more than
2000 trees and other scientific results but it also led to new teaching mate-
rials and methods for teachers, as well as to intensive public debates about
the role of scientific research in Swedish municipalities. In particular, we
found that the role of the following institutions is in a state of transforma-
tion through innovative PE processes:

» Cities and municipalities - these are among the main platforms of in-
novative PE processes. Even though smart city development is a well-
known phenomenon that combines technoscientific development with

city development, systematic strategies and infrastructures for science
interaction at this level are still quite limited even though there is much
potential to benefit from them (see case 2, Science Municipalities)'®.

* Science centres and museums - in many cases these adopted a stronger
role in exerting political influence than is commonly considered appro-
priate for such ‘neutral’ players in the science policy arena. Examples
include the Nanodialogue project focusing on understanding the trans-
formative role of science museums, the VOICES project that involved
a highly political process of defining strategic research priorities with
regard to urban waste research in Europe, and World Wide Views on
Global warming, where U.S., Japanese and German science museums
facilitated dialogues about international politics of climate change (see
Rask et al., 2012b).

* Schools - these were especially active in experimenting with citizen sci-
ence processes that activate the whole network of actors related to pri-
mary and secondary education: pupils, teachers, parents, cities, service
providers, scientists and regulators.

* Some of the institutions are more difficult to reach than others. These
included international policy institutions' (e.g. UN COP negotiations
in the World Wide Views process, case 26) and criminal agencies, as in
the case of the National DNA database on trial, in which young offend-
ers were involved in a mock trial process in order to empower youth and
local communities to deal with complex bioscience issues.

* Business companies - these are somewhat hidden in our sample of PE
processes, but in a few cases there have been promising results about
the potential of PE in providing access to new product concepts and
business ideas. An inspiring example is the Peloton process by Demos
Helsinki, in which a peer-incubator platform was created for ‘smart-up’
companies to co-create new services and products with lead users and
cities.

Overall, institutional hybridisation generated win-win situations, by creat-
ing concrete platforms for co-design activities (cities and municipalities),
transforming identities and core missions of R&I actors (science centres




and museums), broadly mobilising communal resources (schools), main-
streaming policies (international negotiation), empowering marginalised
actors (criminal political agencies) and stimulating creativity in product de-
velopment (business companies).

Seventh, innovative PE uses multiple tools and instruments. We found
that more than twenty mechanisms (out of the 76 identified in Deliverable
1.1) had been used in our sample. Some of those mechanisms were used for
the first time and they were unique, as for example ‘Mock trials, ‘Gatekeep-
er analysis, ‘Co-creation spaces’ and TMAGINE appreciate inquiry’. Four
projects used the 21st Century Town Meeting’ method (one of them was an
‘electronic town meeting’); this was the most often used single mechanism
in our sample.

Eighth, innovative PE processes combined face-to-face communica-
tion with electronic media. Almost all cases relied on face-to-face delib-
eration processes in establishing dialogues between the actors. One-fifth of
the cases relied only on face-to-face communication, while the majority of
the cases completed their communication with additional media, be they
television, radio, phone, printed media, internet or other electronic appli-
cations (see Appendix 2). Electronic media were used in 70% of the PE
cases including email, Internet, websites, blogs, podcasts, webinars, vid-
eoconferences, Twitter, Facebook, YouTube, SurveyMonkey, GoPetition,
GoMeeting, or other similar web based applications. One third of the PE
cases used at least two different media and every fourth of the PE cases
used three or more media to reach their target audiences®. In addition to
the Internet, printed media were popular. Almost one-third of the insti-
gators of PE projects and initiatives reported that they used newspapers,
magazines or posters.

We also explored the methodologies at a more general level, identifying
most commonly used methods (see Appendix 4), and simply cross-exam-
ining how the use of such methods coincided with various features of
in-novativeness (see Appendix 6). The main finding is simple: the higher
the number of methods used, the higher the number of innovative
features and impact on societal challenges (see Figure 6).

As Figure 6 indicates, the lowest number of reported methods was one
while the maximum was eight. The average number of methods used per
PE case was 3.5. All in all, the number of methods used correlates highly
with the innovativeness of the PE processes, which is understandable, since
methodological mixing was one of our preliminary criteria of innovative-
ness. The numbers can be misleading however, as we could expect that one
type of tool or instrument can actually contain several methods that were
not just explicated in the case description. ‘Media’ for example, can include
different types of traditional media (TV, radio, newspapers, magazines etc.)
even though this was reported as a single category. The simple statistic is still
an indicator of the general trend that seems quite obvious: methodological
mixing contributes to more innovative PE practices.

Ninth, as a corollary of the previous point, online tools and instru-
ments were most often used as complementary methodologies. We
found 16 cases in which online tools such as social media, websites, con-
sultations, voting, e-mails, internet hearings, and on-line debate portals
were used in parallel with other methods.

Tenth, rather than being ‘one-off’ events, many innovative PE pro-
cesses are essentially systemic innovations. Some of the cases may first
appear to be single events, as for example the Breaking and entering proj-
ect that basically organised a physical installation on emerging applica-
tions of synthetic biology. On closer inspection, however, such processes
reflect boundary work across domains, many times challenging existing
norms and conceptions of the role of citizens, research, innovation and
appropriate ways to communicate science in society. The following types
of institutional boundary work could be found among the first ten PE
cases:

» multi-level policy communication - local, national, international (case 1)
» multi-actor collaboration - public, private (cases 2 and 3)
¢ multi-functional communication - science communication, scientific

exploration (case 4)
¢ trans-disciplinary design - various sciences and practical expertise

(case 4)
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Figure 6. Coincidence of the number of PE tools and instruments with innovativeness (see Appendixes 4 and 6).

cross-sectoral dissemination — motivation of participants, global com- » historical continuity — 20 years of elaboration of the science shop ap-
munication, provision of expertise etc. (case 5) proach (case 8)

increasing organisational complexity, globalisation - strategic speciali- » political embedding - integration of the process in policy design (case 9)
sation, spreading to more than 100 countries (case 6) e expansion and programmatisation — widening and deepening use of the
methodological iteration - local deliberative events, reconvened groups, citizen science approach (case 10)

final event (case 7)




The list could be continued, but the point is evident: as recent scholars
of deliberative democracy have emphasised, it is becoming more and more
important to start considering the systemic aspects of deliberative pro-
cesses. This is becoming reality with the more innovative PE processes that
we studied.

6.3 Focus on societal challenges

European research programmes reflect the policy priorities of the Europe
2020 strategies and address major concerns shared by citizens in Europe
and elsewhere. In order to approach such concerns, the European Commis-
sion has defined seven societal challenges that orient research programmes
and projects funded under the Horizon2020 programme (Box 8).*

4 )
Box 8 Seven societal challenges of the European Commission
A. Health, demographic change and wellbeing;

B. Food security, sustainable agriculture and forestry, marine and
maritime and inland water research, and the bioeconomy;

Secure, clean and efficient energy;
Smart, green and integrated transport;

Climate action, environment, resource efficiency and raw materials;

mmoN

Europe in a changing world - inclusive, innovative and reflective
societies;

G. Secure societies - protecting freedom and security of Europe and
its citizens.

\. J

Orienting publicly funded research activities in addressing societal chal-
lenges — or grand challenges, as they are also called - is well justified due
to their pervasive and compelling nature.”” Demonstrating that research
and innovation activities are necessary to address societal challenges is also
among the more powerful ways to legitimise public spending on European
and national research programmes.

While the challenge-driven approach has obvious virtues, as acknowl-
edged by high level European strategies, there are also “challenges in ad-
dressing grand challenges”, as professors Stefan Kuhlman and Arie Rip
(2014) claim in their ‘think piece. The main challenge according to those
authors is that addressing societal challenges involves an open ended
mission and requires systemic transformations. This is in contrast with
more traditional R&I policies that focus on stimulating innovation in par-
ticular technological domains through dedicated funding programmes. To
address societal challenges better, Kuhlmann and Rip (2014) have called for
a tentative governance approach, which includes ideas that governments
should adopt a facilitative role in a) orchestrating activities by a high variety
of actors by creating new spaces for interaction - and actively involving new
actors such as charitable foundations, which can operate with fewer bureau-
cratic and democratic constraints, b) supporting experimentation through
dynamic, provisional and revisable interventions, and c) facilitating system-
ic change through tentative policy mixes. These three points (a-c) have been
referred to here as ‘criteria of tentative governance.

Against this briefly sketched background to societal challenges in Euro-
pean R&I policy thinking, what could be said about the potential of PE in
addressing them better?

Our first observation is that innovative PE processes are widely orient-
ed towards addressing societal challenges. Only one case, We the citizens,
was not classified as directly addressing societal challenges; even in that
case, however, where the initiative aimed at “showing the merits of random
selection and deliberation in processes of discussing constitutional reform’,
we can see links to societal challenges, in particular Challenge F (Europe in
a changing world). In all other cases, PE processes were directly focused on
addressing one or more societal challenges (Figure 6).

Second, innovative PE processes are specifically oriented towards
addressing societal challenges. In other words, their level of ambition in
addressing the challenges is high. On average, each PE project contributed
to three societal challenges. All seven challenges were addressed in seven
cases, whereas only one challenge was addressed in eight cases. But the fig-
ures are perhaps less telling about the ambition levels. A better indicator



Table 3. Orientation of the PE initiatives toward societal challenges (white colour= primarily R&I focussed; blue colour= other focus).

Public communication

1. PRIMAS (F)

Public consultation

7. DEEPEN (E, F)

Public deliberation

19. Citizens' Dialogue on Future
Technologies (A, C)

Public participation

37.Youth Council Espoo
(A F.G)

Public activism

6. Let's do it!
(A B EF)

2. Science Municipalities (B, F)

8. Flemish Science Shops
(A F,G)

20.GenSET (E, F)

38. We the Citizens
(none)

3. Nanodialogue Project (B, E, G)

9. RESEARCH 2015 (A-G)

21. Law No. 69/07 of the Tuscany
Region (F)

4. Breaking and Entering
(A B,CE)

10.1SPEX (A, D, E, F)

22. ACE (A-G)

5. EARTHWAKE (A-G)

11. PERARES (A-G)

23.The National DNA Database
onTrial (A, G)

12. SpICES (F)

24. 2WAYS (F)

13.The Autumn Experiment
(B,E,F)

25. NanoDialogue (A, E)

14.VOICES (E, F)

26. World Wide Views on Global
Warming (C, E)

15. Social Advisory Board (A, F)

27.BBSRC Bioenergy Dialogue (C)

16. Imagine Chicago (F)

28. Soapbox Science (F)

17.Bonus Advocates Network
(A, B,E F)

29. Futurescape City Tours
(A F)

18. Owela Open Web Lab
(A-G)

30. Citizen Visions of Science,
Technology and Innovation (A-G)

31. Empowering Citizen Voices in
the Planning for Rebuilding New
Orleans (A, E, F)

32. Consensus Conference on
Future Energy (C, E)

33. Peloton (B,C, D, E)

34. PARTERRE (A-G)

35. Imagine Jersey 2035
(A,B,D,EF)

36.G1000 (F)




can be discerned in the goal descriptions of the PE initiatives. Let’s do it!,
for example, had the goal of “cleaning up the whole world from illegally
dumped solid waste” (relevance to challenges A, B, E, F); Imagine Chicago
aimed at “cultivating hope and developing visions for a city and its citizens”
(challenge F)*; Law No. 69/07 aimed at “developing Tuscany as a laboratory
of deliberative democracy” (challenge F); and G1000 had the goal of “in-
novating democracy and letting citizens experience democracy” (challenge
F). Needless to say, such goals are not intended to address trivialities of so-
cietal change, but rather, find new tools and remedies in addressing wicked
problems of our societies, such as polluted environment and endangered
democracy and social cohesion.

Third, in order to study the approach of the PE initiatives to the societal
challenges, we divided the cases studied into two types: initiatives primar-
ily focusing on R&I themes; and initiatives primarily focusing on other
themes (Table 3)**. Examples of R&I-focussed initiatives include PRIMAS
that aimed to promote inquiry in mathematics and science across Europe
and Flemish Science Shops that supported dialogue between researchers
and civil society. Examples of PE initiatives focusing on other themes in-
clude G1000 exploring the future of the Belgian political system, and World
Wide Views on Global Warming contributing to the international politics

of climate change. While two-thirds of PE cases primarily focused on R&I
themes, an interesting observation is that political framing dominated
the two ‘highest rungs on a ladder of PE) public activism and public
participation, whereas public deliberation is a mixed category in which
both R&I and other framings are present. Perhaps this reflects the fact that
the closer one comes to decision making and action, the more political
things get.”

Fourth, we studied which of the seven societal challenges were ap-
proached most often in the PE processes that we studied (Table 4). We found
that (F) Europe in a changing world - inclusive, innovative and reflective
societies was the most frequently addressed societal challenge (28 cases),
which is no wonder, since by definition, PE is about inclusivity. (E) Climate
action, environment... (22 cases), and (A) Health, demographic change and
wellbeing (20 cases) were the two next frequently addressed challenges. Less
attention was paid to challenges (B) Food security, sustainable agriculture
and forestry... (15 cases), (C) Secure, clean and efficient energy (13 cases),
(G) Secure societies... (11 cases), and (D) Smart, green and integrated trans-
port (10 cases). We have not made broad generalisations on the basis of our
limited data, but we anticipated the low number of interventions targeted at
challenge G, Secure societies..., reflecting the fact that only belatedly had this

Table 4. Distribution of PE cases and categories per societal challenges.

Societal Number of

Number of PE categ

challenge  PE cases Public Public Public Public Public
communication | consultation deliberation participation activism
A 20 2 7 9 1 1
B 15 4 5 5 - 1
C 13 2 3 8 - -
D 10 1 4 5 - -
E 22 3 8 10 - 1
F 28 3 12 11 1 1
G 11 2 4 4 1 -




challenge been included in the list of seven. We found surprising the limited
attention paid to challenge D, Smart, green and integrated transport, as sus-
tainable transportation has been acknowledged as one of the more salient
challenges in research by European citizens in past participatory processes.

Fifth, we analysed the extent to which categories of PE were applied
to different societal challenges (Table 4). We observe that public consul-
tation and public deliberation were the two main approaches applied
with the most frequently addressed challenge, (F) Europe in a changing
world. From the opposite perspective, public participation and public ac-
tivism were rarely used approaches. Public communication and public con-
sultation were used frequently, with the exception that challenge (D) Smart,
green and integrated transport was addressed as a public communication
exercise only in one case (EARTHWAKE).

Sixth, and returning to the discussion of Kuhlman and Rip (2014), we
found that innovative PE processes largely represent the ‘tentative gover-
nance approach’ in addressing societal challenges. They easily meet all the
three criteria defined above: (a) orchestration, (b) experimentation and (c)
systemic change, as we will explain in later discussion.

Seventh, looking at these criteria individually, criterion (a) — orchestra-
tion — is met in all cases, because, by definition, PE initiatives can be seen
as complex orchestration processes. It should be noted that non-profit or-
ganisations are the main promoters of innovative PE processes (see Table
5). As indicated in Table 5, there are also other organisations, which have
promoted and orchestrated PE processes, including (in decreasing order of
frequency) academic institutions, national governments, networks and lo-
cal governments. Compared with the other types, non-profits are therefore
most inclined to see PE as a relevant way to address societal challenges.
It should also be noted that some of the PE processes studied included
a high number of actors. The highest number and variety of actors were
included in the Let’s do it! campaign, which has operated in 112 countries
and has included over 12 million participants. This example is a unique ex-
ercise, but it is worth remarking that there were many other initiatives that
attracted thousands of participants. Examples include many of the citizen
science processes studied as well as the international citizen consultation

and deliberation processes, often subsidised by the EU. Overall, we want to
underline the point that innovative PE processes are always challenging and
multidimensional orchestration exercises.

Table 5. Types of promoters of innovative PE processes.

Type No.
Non-profit organisations 14
Academic institutions 10
National governments 5
Networks 5
Local governments 3
Other 1
Total 38

Eight, criterion (b) - experimentation - is also frequently met, since
many of the innovative PE cases were either methodological or so-
cio-technical experimentations. Breaking and entering, for instance, was
a truly experimental science communication exercise. The autumn exper-
iment was a large-scale experiment in citizen science, while The national
DNA database tested the mock trial method in helping young offenders to
handle complex bioscience issues. The majority, but not all of the PE pro-
cesses studied included aspects of experimentation (or demonstration), in
which sense they very much represent the idea of ‘tentative governance’

Ninth, innovative PE contributed to systemic change in multiple ways
(criterion (c)). Such ways included conceptualisation. Science municipali-
ties, for example, contributed to the notion of ‘science municipality, while
also developed related infrastructure. Other examples of new concepts that
were developed include ‘science parliament (2WAYS)” and ‘long-term par-
ticipatory foresight’ (CIVISTI). Another way to facilitate systemic change
was by building new competencies. PRIMAS, for example, focused on the
promotion of inquiry based learning at both primary and secondary schools
in Europe. New socio-technical solutions were developed under several




initiatives. Examples are DEEPEN, that developed solutions on how to
govern a new domain of science (nanotechnology) under conditions of
uncertainty, while enhancing innovation and remaining sensitive to public
concerns. Resulting from this process was a new ‘upstream’ methodology
that helped to inform the EU’s RRI policy about issues of nanotechnology.
Peloton is another interesting case that developed an innovative way for
citizens to participate in the co-creation of new products and services —
and also contributed to the notion of ‘smart-up. Demonstration, finally, is
a paradigmatic example on how systemic change can be promoted under
the notion of ‘tentative governance. VOICES aimed at demonstrating that
citizens’ ideas, preferences and values can be taken into account in defin-
ing agendas for European research and innovation activities (in the area
of urban waste). World Wide Views on Global Warming demonstrated that
global citizen deliberation is feasible. PARTERRE focused on demonstrat-
ing the business potential of two new e-participatory tools. Figure 7 illus-
trates the four aspects on how innovative PE can contribute to systemic
change.

Tenth, and finally, while innovative PE addresses societal challenges,
we found that it is in no way immune to the impacts of the very same
challenges. In particular, when PE processes are becoming more interna-
tional and extensive in scope, they face the problems of managing cultural,
linguistic and other discursive variety (cf. Rask, 2013). How successfully
they have managed to harness such challenges is discussed in section 4.

New competences

Systemic

Conceptualization
change

New solutions

Demonstration

Figure 7. PE contributing to systemic change.



6.4 Bearing to policy impacts

Bearing to policy impacts were considered a preliminary criterion of in-
novative PE, as the problem of limited policy impact of PE, especially de-
liberative mini-publics”, has been largely recognised by political scientists
(see e.g. Gronlund et al., 2014; Kies and Nanz, 2013; Rask, 2013; Goodin
and Dryzek, 2006), and corresponding remedies have recently been devel-
oped by the community of PE practitioners and scholars. One expression of
this tendency is the current discussion on ‘deliberative systems, which has
shifted the focus from individual PE events to a consideration of the role of
PE in a broader political setting (Rask and Worthington, 2015; Stevenson
and Dryzek, 2014; Parkinson and Mansbridge, 2012; Dryzek, 2010).

The study of policy impacts of PE processes has often proved challenging
for many reasons, including e.g. over- and under-determination of the im-
pacts, long time spans between PE processes and related (or belated) policy
processes, and the difficulty of defining, quantifying and measuring such im-
pacts, for instance, changes in policy cultures, and empowerment of actors.
While these are serious limitations for the study of policy impacts, we do not
think that they should prevent us from entering in such a study, in particular,
because the more public money is spent on PE activities, the more important
it becomes to understand what the actual or potential payoff from them is.
In addition, our data are highly expressive about the various outputs of PE,
some of which we might appropriately call ‘policy impacts.

As we next continue reporting our findings about the policy impacts of
innovative PE, we have emphasised that we are not establishing causalities,
but instead, are reporting how managers of innovative PE processes per-
ceived the outputs and outcomes of their activities. For example, the Let’s do
it! world clean-up movement was claimed to have led to a rapid reduction of
illegal dumping, and to an adoption of improved waste management prac-
tices in several countries. The PE2020 research consortium did not inspect
the truth value of these claims against different data sets, but rather, it took
these claims as the data, and analysed them to explore the ‘big picture’ of
policy impacts, by identifying emerging impact categories and trends, and
reflecting on whether they can be linked to the characteristics of innovative
PE processes.”

Further, in order to analyse and describe the policy impacts of the
PE processes studied, the following conditions apply. First, we applied a
broad definition of policy impacts. We started by analysing all of the types
of impacts reported, and then proceeded to a discussion on different im-
pact categories. Second, in order to organise the analysis of the impacts,
we applied the so called “TAMI’ model (Decker and Ladikas, 2010). This
model was originally designed for the impact evaluation of participatory
technology assessment processes, and it proved to be highly applicable,
with minor modifications, to the study of the PE processes.”” Third, to
sustain our discussion on innovative PE, we compared our policy impact
findings with some of the issues discussed before, including e.g. the role
of the fourth sector, and focus on societal challenges. Finally, we remind
readers that an overview of the various outputs and policy impacts of in-
novative PE can be found on the right hand side of the conceptual maps
(Appendix 1).

Our first observation is that the impacts of innovative PE processes
are truly versatile. Scanning through Table 6 provides a summary of the
broad variety of impacts, which could be pleasant surprise for a reader ex-
pecting PE to be a mere add-on to real R&I activities. Overall, we identified
55 types of impacts that were derived from the 162 case examples.

Our second observation is that most of the impacts of innovative PE
can be described as practical. Following the TAMI model (that distin-
guishes between three impact areas — substantive, practical and normative)
we found that 71% of the reported impacts could be allocated under the
‘practical’ category (Table 7). This is an interesting finding, since there is
much talk about the rationales of PE: should it be driven by democratic,
epistemic or pragmatic motivations? Our empirical finding is that inno-
vative PE largely produces practical goods, such as increased publicity (18
cases), methodological development and demonstration (12 cases), and
professional skills and networks (12 cases). The two main issue areas where
practical impacts were realised included social issues (29%) and science and
technology (S&T) issues (27%), followed by political issues (15%).




Table 6. Summary of the impacts of the studied PE processes (numbers refer to the 38 PE cases reported in Appendix 1).

substantive (e.g. new knowledge and ideas)

practical (e.g. new products, practices, skills, social acceptance)

normative (e.g. democratization and empowerment)

science & | scientific measurement and data (13) new products and services (1, 18, 33) expression of citizens’ opinions of R&l (11)
technology | ney scientific knowledge (13) methodological development and demonstration building consensus of R&l (9, 25, 32, 34, 35)
(7,11,14, 20, 23, 24, 26, 27, 29, 30, 34, 38)
problem solving knowledge (8) new educational contents and practices (1, 13, 22) confirmation of existing R&l policies (27)
research and publications (33) professional skills and networks (1, 5,6, 8, 16, 19, 20, 26, 27, 28, | more responsible R& (11, 25)
30, 33)
university theses (8) new solutions to societal challenges (6, 31, 33)
academic debates (26) large-scale experimentation (21)
knowledge transfer (8) fund raising for R&l (17, 31)
new research areas (14) conceptualisation (2, 3,5, 11, 30, 33, 34)
societal crowdsourcing of new ideas (34) increased publicity (1,4, 6,8,10,12, 13,17, 18, 20, 22, 26, 28, empowerment of youth (16, 23, 37)
issues 31,33, 36,37,38)
consumers’ preferences and experiences (18) | public awareness of environment (10) community building and ownership (16, 29, 31, 35)
public awareness and debates of S&T (3,4, 9, 12) increased local activism (31)
better understanding of scientific practices (13, 22) increased empathy and interpersonal skills (29, 31)
better image of science (10, 13, 24, 28) more active civil society (6, 23)
new models and platforms of collaboration (17, 18, 24, 33, 34)
new organisational functions (8)
expansion and institutionalisation of PE (6, 8, 10, 11, 15, 27, 28)
participant learning and behavioural changes (24, 32, 38)
social innovations (14)
social change (6)
political better understanding of public opinion linking science and evidence to policy making (10, 20) policies driven by societal needs (11, 19)
issues (14, 26, 35)

identification of regulatory implications (25)

informing policy making (7, 20, 22, 24, 27, 30, 35)

principles of deliberation introduced to legislation
(21,38)

policy recommendations (3, 5, 15, 19, 20, 26, 32)

increased accountability of decision making (31)

parliamentary debates (10)

democratisation of decision making (9, 37)

new policies and regulations (20, 31, 37)

renewal of democratic institutions (21, 36)

research agenda setting (14, 15, 17)

new governance skills and practices (6, 7)

allocation of research funding (9)

trust and confidence in institutions (34)

promotion of challenge driven research (9)




Table 7. Share of different impact types in the studied PE processes.

Substantive Practical Normative
S&T issues 5% 27 % 6 %
Societal issues _ 29 % 7%
Political issues 2% 15 % 7%

Third, normative impacts including democratisation and responsibili-
ty of R&I are still important aspects of innovative PE, as almost half of the
cases (18/38) reported such impacts. ‘Building consensus of R&I’ (five cases),
‘community building and ownership’ (four cases) and ‘empowerment of youth'
(three cases) were the most frequently expressed impacts that we identified
under the normative impact category. Although democratisation of research
and innovation was a reported impact in only two cases, most of the normative
impacts were related to it in one way or other, as is illustrated in Figure 8.

Fourth, creation of new substantive knowledge is not among the core
outputs of innovative PE processes. We found only eight cases in which
new substantive knowledge was mentioned among the outputs. The big-
gest category was new knowledge on S&T issues, which included five cases.
In our view, only two cases contributed directly to new scientific knowl-
edge. Typical of a citizen science project, The autumn experience contrib-
uted to new measurement, data, and finally new scientific knowledge pub-
lished in academic papers. The Flemish citizen science project contributed
to new ‘problem solving knowledge and academic theses, and it facilitated
knowledge transfer between academic and non-academic partners. The Eu-
rope-wide citizen consultation VOICES project contributed to the identi-
fication of new research areas. World Wide Views on Global Warming and
Peloton - as two interesting and innovative PE processes — were targets of
academic research and publishing, which was an indirect impact of these
initiatives. Other epistemic impacts in the societal area included crowd-
sourcing of new ideas and revelations about consumers’ preferences, and in
the political area, the surveying of public opinion and the identification of
regulatory implications.
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Figure 8. Normative impacts of innovative PE.

Fifth, challenge oriented PE processes can stimulate impressive, so-
cially and politically significant impacts. We didn’t possess a ‘PE Richter
scale’ or other means to assign magnitude numbers to quantify the political
impetus generated by innovative PE processes. Instead, we observed that
some of the PE processes had impressive impacts; or at least impacts that
seemed to make a big difference in the existing political or societal order
within the domains of environment (Lets do it!), research (GenSET) and
municipal planning (Empowering citizen voices in the planning and rebuild-
ing of New Orleans). The Let’s do it! initiative searched for and found new
solutions to illegal dumping in 112 countries by mobilising over 12 mil-
lion participants, including governments, CSOs and individual volunteers.
GenSET, a multi-stakeholder dialogue project promoting gender equality in




science contributed to the mainstreaming of gender issues in research activ-
ities, and to the introduction of related gender policies and regulations that
are widely applied. Empowering citizen voices in the planning and rebuilding
of New Orleans contributed to comprehensive rebuilding plans of the city,
and rebuilt a sense of community for this hard hit city. Considering that
one of these cases represents public activism (Let’s do it!) and the other two
represent public deliberation, and that they all operate in different domains
and political contexts, it seems that they may have limited commonalities.
What we found combining these processes was a forceful focus on societal
challenges: dealing with local environmental problems, reducing gender in-
equality in science, and rebuilding a devastated city.

Sixth, close to half of innovative PE processes enjoyed high media
publicity. Media coverage can be considered to be an important element
of PE, as for example in deliberative democratic theory, publicity is consid-
ered a necessary requirement for well-functioning democracy (e.g. Dryzek,
2000). In cases in which the role of media publicity was discussed, it was
considered to be an important element in advancing public debates about
R&I (e.g. SpiCES), raising environmental awareness (e.g. iSPEX) and stim-
ulating debate about new ways of exercising democracy (e.g. G1000). We
found that all the few cases of public activism and public participation stim-
ulated high levels of media publicity. Half of the public consultation cases
reported high media publicity, whereas only two-fifths of public communi-
cation and public deliberation stirred high media coverage. Despite online
tools and social media having been used in 16 cases, their impacts were
discussed in only one case, Soapbox science, in which both traditional and
new media were activated, and a large community of Twitter followers was
formed, which contributed to the success of this programme.

Seventh, it should be noted that many of the innovative PE processes
were oriented to exploring new methodological tools and approaches for
PE in S&T, not exploiting existing ones. Breaking and Entering, for example,
was a thoroughly experimental science communication exercise, and for
this reason, it didn’t have ambitious goals to influence formal policy pro-
cesses, but rather it aimed to generate interaction and dialogue about the
social role of science among festival visitors and contributing to public sense

making of synthetic biology. Overall, we found that the more the PE pro-
cess was oriented to methodological exploration, the less evidence there
was of direct policy impacts. However, the border between explorative and
demonstrative cases was occasionally difficult to draw, and if we look at the
12 PE cases that included “methodological development and demonstra-
tion” (see Table 6), we observe that most of them contributed to some policy
process by informing or making recommendations, and close to half of such
initiatives were reported to be successful in this business. Among such proj-
ects is GenSET, the impacts of which have already been discussed. Other
influential demonstration projects include VOICES that developed a new
transnational participatory process (and influenced strategic research pri-
orities of urban waste research in the EU), and We the Citizens that piloted
citizens’ assembly in Ireland. These projects integrated citizens’ views at the
heart of constitutional reform.” So, we have enough cases to draw the con-
clusion that with proper project design an explorative orientation does not
necessarily compromise the policy relevance of PE processes, which should
be an interesting finding for the proponents of ‘tentative governance’
Eighth, we found that half of innovative PE processes had an impact on
governmental processes.”” Several types of impact were identified. The least
intensive way was informing policy makers and organising policy dialogues
(cases 23, 30, 35). Occasionally this took place through recommendations
(cases 5,7, 19, 26). In two cases, the PE process led to parliamentary debates,
including discussions on air quality in the Netherlands, following the iSPEX
project, and summits hosted by the European parliament on the theme of
gender equality in science, stirred by the GenSET project. Three cases (25,
32, 34) contributed to consensus building and creation of agreement among
policy makers and stakeholders. Four cases had a functional role in allocating
resources to research activities (9, 14, 15, 27), as well as identifying lacunae
in research priorities. Three cases (31, 37, 38) contributed to changes in reg-
ulation by directly influencing policy making. Overall, the listed categories
of impacts can be seen as representing continuity in the ladder of partici-
pation’ where informing is the lowest step, and participation in regulatory
decision is the highest one (Figure 9). An interesting observation is that some
of the PE processes that were tightly coupled to policy processes resulted in



a small-sized ‘output footprint. Examples of this sort include the Social Advi-
sory Board of the JPI More Years, Better Life, the main aim and only outcome
of which was provision of policy advice, and the German NanoDialogue pro-
cess that focused on and resulted in an effective process of consensus build-
ing in the area of responsible use of nanomaterials.

Ninth, an interesting observation is about the different tendencies be-
tween European and U.S. impact orientations. While much of European
PE is directed at influencing policy, the U.S. examples emphasise civic
capacity and community building.” This is of course a strong claim con-
sidering that we only have three examples from the U.S., but since we found
this tendency in all those cases, in our view, this suggests an interesting hy-
pothesis for further study.
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Figure 9. Different types and levels of policy impacts.

Tenth, there was a tendency for a gradual institutionalisation of PE.
This can be seen as processes, where less formal and shorter term activities
transform into more formal and longer term activities. Important in this
context is to distinguish between different types of activities that the studied
PE processes represent. Two-thirds of them can be characterised as proj-
ects with a clear temporal limit, typically one to five years (see Appendix
7). One-fifth are programmes that usually involve a longer time span of
five to 20 years. One-eighth are other types of activities, including, a soci-
etal movement (Let’s Do It!), legal structure (Law No. 69/07 of the Tuscany
region), ICT-based service (Owela Open Web Lab), and two organisational
entities (Social Advisory Board, and Bonus Advocates Network and Youth
Council Espoo). We found that 27 PE cases had gradually developed towards
more continuous activity schemes or programmes, or had become institu-
tionalised in some other ways, such as establishing new concepts, methods,
organisational structures, regulations, and infrastructures. The gradual in-
stitutionalisation of PE can be represented as a structuration process, where
ideas are first manifested as projects, which can then be transformed into
programmes and structures (see Figure 10).

As Figure 10 suggests, social movements can also play an interesting role
in the structuration process. Social movements can be effective in challeng-
ing existing structures and introducing new ideas. This was the situation with
Let’s do it! campaign that started with some bold ideas on how to clean up
a country in one day. As we found, the idea of Let’s do it! was first imple-
mented as a national project in Estonia, but it then soon spread to other
Eastern European countries, and finally to more than 110 countries globally.
Parallel to its geographical extension, Let’s do it! has been transformed into
a continuous programme and it has developed a sophisticated organisation-
al structure. It was even granted the status of United Nations Environment
Programme (UNEP) membership. Such a structuration process will inevi-
tably change the identity of a spontaneous social movement. This can even
be labelled as being a PE governance dilemma: while social movements are
probably the most powerful way to exercise PE, they can hardly be managed
through government actions without losing their identity. For other catego-
ries of PE activity this dilemma seems less pronounced.*




programmes

Figure 10. Structuration of the studied PE processes.

6.5 Other innovative tendencies

So far we have analysed the characteristics and trends of innovative PE
based on the preliminary criteria of innovativeness listed in section 5.1
of this study. During the analysis we observed some other tendencies that
might become stronger in the future. These include the following trends:
Transferability means the ability to transfer particular PE processes
to other contexts and topics. This is interlinked to the trend of the insti-
tutionalisation of PE, but also reflects the growing professionalisation and
business orientation in PE activities. There are more are more consultancies
and professional organisers of PE practices, who try to commodify their
PE tools and instruments. Sometimes it can be merely about the fact that

good ideas can spread fast and virally. In many cases, however, the logic of
commodification and expansion is strategic, and this had led to regional,
international or institutional transfer of PE practices. Among such PE cases
we list Science Municipalities and ACE that were transferred to other cities
or regions within a country; VOICES and SpICES that were transfered to the
European Commission’s calls for proposals; and iSPEX, GenSET, Imagine
Chicago and Let’s Do It! that travelled internationally. The Danish Board of
Technology foundation’s two innovations, CIVISTI and World Wide Views
processes have also been designed to be transferable. A “fast track’ version
of CIVISTI was designed and later used in other EU projects (CASI, SIMU-
LACT), and the global World Wide Views process has been applied both
with new topics and new political scales, including regional, national and
local processes (see Rask and Worthington, 2015).

We already discussed use of multiple media in the section on policy im-
pacts, but a point should be made about the growing tendency to combine
on-line tools and social media with face-to-face processes. The respondents
to our survey asserted that the use of multiple media contributed to better
involvement by the public, induced wider discussion and increased aware-
ness of the PE case.

An orientation to learning was clearly detectable in most cases, and
it took several forms. In some cases, learning was an in-built feature of ac-
tivities, as one-third of the cases were methodological development pro-
jects. Other learning functions included participant feedback, external
evaluations, and scientific studies and evaluations. Award and prizes rep-
resent even broader societal scrutiny and recognition of PE activities. Such
a strong learning orientation is not a self-evident fact, in particular since
there are pressures to make PE an everyday activity for R&I actors. Howev-
er, as we are talking here about innovative PE, there are several factors that
contribute to an intense orientation to learning. Reflexivity and research
orientation is in-built in the process of developing new methods and renew-
ing related policy institutions. Programmatisation and institutionalisation
also increase requests for financial and political accountability. Learning
processes were seen as opportunities to move forward, improve activities
through self-evaluation, observation and revision of PE practices.



7 Participatory performance

7.1  Participatory performance in context

Participatory performance refers to the different functions of PE, and
to the scope and intensity of such activities. For example, in the UK there
are many groups of professionals and intermediary organisations providing
PE services, as well as regulations and mechanisms contributing to a vital
culture of science in society activities. Compared with some other countries
where such institutions do not exist or are less developed, the participatory
performance of British R&I institutions can be claimed to be at a higher
level (Rask et al., 2012a).

In the context of research projects and programmes, the focus of the
PE2020 project, PE includes a high spectrum of activities and functions.
Earlier we identified five categories of PE: including public communication,
consultation, deliberation, participation and activism. All these categories
point roughly to the different functions of PE: informing the public, asking
them for feedback, organising equal deliberations between experts, stake-
holders and members of the public, delivering decision making power to
the publics, or mobilising activities through social movements. We have
also identified issue areas in which PE can be relevant (issues such as S&T,
social and political issues), and political impacts (substantive, practical and
normative). While these categories are still useful in classifying PE process-
es and analysing their impacts, they are too broad to explain exactly what
kinds of PE activity were introduced in such processes.

7.2 Focus on dynamic governance and RRI

Next we have analysed the participatory performance of innovative PE
processes by identifying the activities that were introduced in them. This
analysis relies on the functional (left-hand side) dimension of the cognitive
maps (Appendix 1). In particular, we have tracked activities that contrib-
uted to the four capacities of dynamic governance:* anticipation, reflection,
transdisciplinarity and continuity. We have also tracked other activities and
capacities, and analysed whether they were substantively, practically or nor-
matively oriented (see Table 8).

It is important to study participatory performance in order to under-
stand the ways in which PE processes can potentially contribute to better
science, better policy, and better SiS activities. In particular, our aim was
to understand how PE activities can support dynamic governance and
responsible research and innovation.*® In order to support reflection on
timely matters of European R&I policy, we have also made a few obser-
vations on how PE processes might contribute to open innovation, open
science, and the openness of European R&I institutions. These are the three
strategic priority areas, proposed recently by Carlos Moedas, the Commis-
sioner for Research, Science and Innovation.”




Table 8. Participatory performance functions of innovative PE (numbers refer to the PE cases; blue colour indicates the most densely populated cells).

anticipation

reflection

transdisciplinarity

continuity

awareness raising

competence building

action initiation

substantive exploring impacts | identifying conducting understanding educating democracy | piloting (2,34)
of societal change | sustainable transdisciplinary public opinion (37)
(35) consumption research projects (3,12,14,18,27,38)
choices (33) (8,10,13)
practical co-designing new | publicly debating designing trans- expanding increasing public developing new mobilising citizens
products and R&l issues disciplinarily PE processes awareness of competences for to clean their living
services (18,33,36) | (4,12,16,17,19, educational internationally science (3,4,5,10,24) | students (1,8) environments (6)
20,23,25, 28) programmes (1) (10,11,14)
increasing visibility | mobilising societal | creating enduring | increasing public developing new introducing new
of science in media | and financial professional awareness of competences for ,science municipal’
(5,12) resources (2,5,31) networks (1,26) environmental researchers (13,28) activities (2,34)
problems (6)
articulating public | testing new models increasing developing civic building consensus
concerns on S&T of public-private awareness of capacities (4,29) and managing
(7,29) partnerships (33,34) gender issues in conflicts (25,32,35)
developing new science (20) expanding possibilities
methods for for science education in
public reflection municipalities (2)
(24,26,27,30,34) empowering youth
normative | developing future | publicly debating  aligning research institutionalising (16,22,23) improving visibility
visions and plans | regulatory issues activities with deliberative and perception of
(16,31) (21,26,30,32,37,38) | stakeholders democracy women in science
(15,17,20,23) (19,21,24) (28)
identifying future | developing establishing the embedding
research needs government use of PE processes citizens’ values in
(89,11,15,30) accountability (31) in R&l governance local systems of
(3,6,13,15,17,18) innovation (29)
upstream revitalising
engagement democracy (36)
(7,8,11,14,21) influencing political
processes (37,38)




7.3 Anticipation

Box 9 Anticipation
Anticipation refers to the capacity for prospective thinking and acting.
“The faster the car, the further the headlights must go.”

- Gaston Berger (1959)

Anticipation refers to the capacity for prospective thinking and acting. An
anti-fatalistic, pre-active (anticipating changes) and proactive (provoking
changes) attitude is essential, as futurists Godet and Roubelat (1996, p. 164)
have claimed, in the face of the accelerating pace of change, the uncertain-
ties of the future, and the increasing complexity of phenomena and interac-
tions.

Considering the performative functions of PE, anticipation of the
future is among the core functions of innovative PE. This took place
through participatory foresight activities and various collaborative process-
es identifying future research needs. Included in this group can also be so
called ‘upstream engagement’ processes (e.g. Deepen, Flemish science shops,
PERARES, VOICES and the Tuscan Law No. 69/07) that involve two-way
communication at an early stage of the research or policy cycle, in contrast
to downstream, in which selection instead of design is the key (cf. Joly and
Kaufmann, 2008). Opening up the agenda setting stage to a public or stake-
holder based scrutiny can help in anticipating and addressing such societal
concerns that may become activated at a later stage of the R&I cycle.

7.4 Reflection

s N
Box 10 Reflection
Reflection refers to the capacity to publicly accomplish critical reflective

dialogues with relevant stakeholders, who can take the role of the other,
develop shared values, and subject their reasoning to public scrutiny.

Reflection, in the context of our discussion, refers to the capacity to ac-
complish critical reflective dialogues with relevant stakeholders in public.
Each can take the role of the other, develop shared values, and subject their
reasoning to public scrutiny (cf. Raelin, 2001). Public reflection supports
learning from past successes and mistakes, and it also helps building col-
lective identities around focal themes and practices. Public reflection is also
among the key concepts in the theory of deliberative democracy that pro-
motes organising of public dialogues and deliberations around politically
meaningful matters (e.g. Dryzek, 2010).

Public reflection on research and innovation is by far the most gen-
eral function of innovative PE. While issues of R&I were the main subject
of such debates, regulatory and policy issues were also frequently discussed.
Face-to-face discussions, events and workshop were the main participatory
mechanisms used, while on-line tools were frequently used as supportive
tools in close to half of the cases (17/38, see appendix 4). Participants of
the discussions involved experts and stakeholders, but increasingly also the
fourth sector’ as we reported in Section 6.1.

7.5 Transdisciplinarity

Box 11 Transdisciplinarity

Transdisciplinarity refers to the capacity of holistic thinking and acting by
mobilising knowledge, expertise and other resources across and beyond
scientific disciplines.

Transdisciplinary studies is a flourishing field of research, with its own uni-
versity programmes and training schemes. Engaging in a full discussion on
this concept is beyond the scope of this study, but we refer to Nicolescu’s
(2002) classic definition of transdisciplinarity, which refers to research ac-
tivities that go between, across and beyond disciplines. Ideas of holistically
understanding the world and an underlying idea of the ‘unity of knowledge’
can also be found in literature (e.g., Klein, 2004).




Considering our data, transdisciplinarity is a widespread feature of
innovative PE. Some two-thirds of the PE cases studied included at least
some aspects of transdisciplinarity (Appendix 2), such as the involvement of
multiple disciplines in research efforts and a challenge-oriented definition
of research priorities. As far as public engagement refers to the involvement
of lay people or non-experts in R&I activities, transdisciplinarity is even a
tautological characteristic of PE. Yet we can observe differences between the
ways in which innovative PE expresses transdisciplinarity. We found that
transdisciplinarity is more tightly linked to the realm of policy rather than
to research; to the transgression of established actor groups rather than to
the spanning of scientific disciplines. One obvious reason is that our sample
represents primarily innovative R&I governance practices, not innovative
research practices. In line with this, most of the reported transdisciplinary
activities included practically or normatively oriented functions, such as
design of transdisciplinary research programmes, broad mobilisation of
societal and financial resources for R&I activities and introduction of new
public-private partnerships. In only in few cases did we find instances of
transdisciplinary research, for example in the citizen science project iSpex
as well as in the two cases of science shop initiatives (Flemish Science Shops,
PERARES).

7.6 Continuity

Box 12 Continuity

Continuity refers to the capacity to embed new activities in existing
institutions or otherwise building bridges between separate interventions.

Continuity refers to the capacity to embed new activities in existing institu-
tions or otherwise to build bridges between separate interventions. Conti-
nuity is needed to balance accelerated change caused by increasingly dy-
namic governance actions. Conversely, if discontinuity prevails between
activities, this hinders organisational and institutional learning and limits

the effectiveness of interventions as there is no accumulation of the effects.
The need for continuity has been recognised in several streams of the schol-
arly literature. Systemic approaches both in innovation studies (e.g. Smits
and Kuhlman, 2004) and studies of deliberative democracy (e.g., Parkinson
and Mansbridge, 2012; Dryzek, 2010) both emphasise the importance of
managing institutional interdependences and path dependences that can
either support or hinder effective action.

Quite interestingly, PE is in a dynamic, not arbitrary relationship with
institutional continuity. On one hand, PE is often the change maker, by in-
troducing new approaches to old governance dilemmas - in Figure 7 we
illustrated the role of PE in stimulating systemic change by introducing new
conceptualisations, new types of competences, new solutions and demon-
strations. In particular, introducing participatory mechanisms into the
policy cycle may contribute to ensuring the continuity of dynamic gov-
ernance. In fact, thanks to such mechanisms, the pace and scope of the
policy cycle is no longer dependant only on the leaders of the organisations
or from dynamics fully internal to the organisation. Indeed, PE may create
a social pressure to the organisation, forcing it to go on with the policy cycle
and may make the process more transparent and accountable, so that it can-
not be arbitrarily stopped or changed without any consequences (in terms
of reputation, credibility, trust, etc.). On the other hand, externally devel-
oped tools and methods of PE threaten to remain disjointed from the actual
practice of policy making, for which reason particular efforts are needed to
ensure their relevance in the long term.

Continuity was an important aspect of the PE processes studied.
Continuity was related to the aims to institutionalise the use of PE tools
in R&I governance, and in some cases, to the institutionalisation of the
principles of deliberative democracy in R&I governance, which is actually
a highly ideological project. Along with these tendencies, a major propor-
tion of innovative PE processes have moved beyond a narrowly instru-
mental, methodological or event based approach. Instead, we have identi-
fied various types of ‘boundary work’ (Gieryn, 1983), including activities
that aim to stimulate and manage interactions between institutions, such
as science centres, ministries and research institutes. As a consequence,



innovative PE is not so much about providing researchers with new tools
for effective science communication, but rather by contributing to new
skills and capacities to collaborate across institutional borders. Examples
include enduring professional networks and internationally distributed
methodologies and guidelines that help to expand and consolidate PE
practices.

7.7 Other capacities

While we analysed participatory performance functions of innovative PE
processes, we encountered activities that contributed to the four capacities
of dynamic governance. However, we also found functions that contrib-
uted to more ‘able people’ and more ‘agile governance processes’. These
are the two levers of dynamic governance in Neo and Chen’s study (2007)
that we used as our theoretical orientation tool. Awareness raising and com-
petence building are two functions of innovative PE that clearly contribute
to more ‘able people, while action initiation clearly contributes to more agile
governance processes.

There is nothing surprising in the fact that awareness raising is an
important function of PE, except that we are talking about a sample of
the more innovative PE processes, which could be expected to move be-
yond the traditional awareness raising paradigm. This function is likely to
stay there, however, as public awareness of R&I issues is a precondition
of any contributory function that members of the public may have (be it
epistemic, practical or normative), such as contributing to new scientific
knowledge or taking part in making decisions concerning research fund-
ing. The interest in measuring public opinion and interest in increasing
public awareness of science are the two complementary functions of aware-
ness raising activities.

Perhaps it is more interesting to note that innovative PE processes con-
tributed to new competencies, especially civic and democracy education
and empowerment of youth. As the primary focus of our examples is re-
search and innovation, this is a good reminder that such processes can be as

important processes of democracy and youth education as more traditional
educational institutions or political arenas. Getting involved in PE activities
also developed new competences for researchers, which is pronounced in
Soapbox science. Researchers who participated in this process reported real
career changing experiences.

We previously established in this study that public deliberation is the
predominant category of innovative PE processes. As deliberation has often
been described as a ‘talk-centric’ model of democracy (Chambers, 2003), it
can be a surprise that innovative PE has a major role in initiating action.
Piloting is among such functions, and we are talking about both the piloting
of PE processes, but also what was piloted was a whole new infrastructure
science education and science deployment at the municipal level, as in the
case of Science municipalities. Most of the action initiating functions were
related to the practical aspects R&I activities. Such examples included con-
sensus building and conflict management manoeuvres related to the themes
of nanotechnology, energy policy and municipal planning, and mobilisation
of citizens to clean their living environments (Lets do it!). We also found
cases in which PE processes directly influenced or even initiated political
processes, as for example Youth council Espoo that had the role of taking
formal initiatives to city boards.

7.8 Open innovation, open science, open to
the world

Open innovation, open science, and openness of European R&I institu-
tions are cultural factors that Commissioner for Research, Science and In-
novation, Carlos Moedas, outlined in his vision for a common EU approach
to Open Science in Europe (EU Conference on 22 June 2015). In what fol-
lows, we have tried to estimate how innovative PE processes included such
functions that can contribute to the three strategic priorities of European
R&I activities (Box 13):%




Box 13 EU’s strategic priorities for open R&l

Open innovation is about involving far more actors in the innovation process. This can be stimulated by including an
innovation-friendly regulatory environment, venture capital and by supporting excellence and promising companies.

Open science is about making scientific research, data and dissemination accessible to all levels of an inquiring society.
This process can be fostered by opening access to research results and the underlying data — as well as by supporting
research integrity that shows to the public that European science is above reproach.

Open to the World is about better science diplomacy and global scientific collaboration. This can be supported through
collaborative projects, partnerships between regions and countries and taking leadership in addressing global challenges.

Table 9. Innovative PE processes contributing to opening of European R&l culture (numbers refer to the PE cases).

Open innovation
developing more favourable regulatory environment
for nanotech (7)

Open science
opening debate about risks and opportunities of
nanosciences (3)

Open to the world
mobilizing research resources to support inquiry based learning in
European schools (1)

innovating means to cultivate hope and civic engagement
in Chicago (16)

opening the secrets of synthetic biology to the
public (4)

providing access to regional resources to increase the quality of
science education in municipalities (2)

providing an on-line platform for open innovation (18)

opening science through media (5)

mobilising society and innovations to solve global environmental
problems (6)

assessing risks and opportunities of future technologies (19)

opening research agenda setting (9)

supporting collaboration between civil society and academia (8)

innovating democracy (21, 35-38)

involving the public in research making (10)

supporting regional and transnational collaboration in research
agenda setting (11)

evaluating the risks and opportunities of
nanotechnologies (25)

involving the public in research activities (13)

mobilising media to enhance Europe wide dialogue on science
policy (12)

engaging publics in strategy and policy development
on bioenergy (27)

formulating research agendas based on,
societal pull’ (15)

developing methods for research agenda setting at the EU level (14)

engaging community members in local systems of
innovation (29)

raising awareness of gender issues in science (20)

supporting macro-regional collaboration between national
stakeholders (17)

innovating means to rebuild a city (31)

engaging youngsters in complex bioscience
issues (23)

providing youth responses to Earth Summit's global plan for
environment (22)

involving citizens in dialogue on future energy supply (32)

co-creating new products and services with start-ups and
citizens (33)

developing new eParticipatory tools supporting spatial
and strategic planning (34)

supporting gender equal science (28)

involving European citizens in two-way dialogue on life sciences (24)

engaging citizens globally in climate policy debate (26)

involving citizens in European R&l policy agenda setting (30)




Table 9 was prepared by analysing the main aims of the 38 PE cases
and expressing the main ‘opening functions’ of each particular case in one
clause. As PE is fundamentally about opening R&I by involving new actors
and perspectives, it was a simple matter to draw up such a list of actions. The
only problem was that the list could have been much longer. In a few cases,
the link to R&I was not pronounced, which is especially the case with the
five cases that primarily contributed to ‘innovating democracy’. The bor-
derlines between actions that were related to innovation, science or inter-
national activities were also blurry, but we prepared this table more or less
intuitively to provide an impression of the contributions of PE to the process
of opening European R&I.

Many observations could be made about how PE contributes to the
project of opening European R&I, but we have limited our discussion to a
few observations related to the three dimensions described:

»  With respect to open innovation, we found several activities that in-
volved far more actors in the innovation process, for example new plat-
forms for open innovation, and engagement of members of the public
in the evaluation of risks and opportunities of emerging technologies.
In some cases, there were efforts to develop new regulatory frameworks
to support responsible development of nanotechnology and new energy
technologies. We did not find venture capital and measures to support
excellence, nor promising companies.

» As regards open science, we found honest efforts to open up access to
the public of complex scientific processes, which is not an easy task.
This was done, for example, by organising experimental debates, par-
ticipatory agenda setting exercises, and direct involvement in research
activities through citizen science processes. Media and stakeholders
were used to mobilise two-way dialogue and the ‘societal pull’ perspec-
tive in science policy processes. Public evaluation or risks and threats of
science as well as gender equality processes contributed to an enhance-
ment of research integrity. We did not consider projects that took open
data as their primary focus, even though this had a role in several PE
cases (PRIMAS, SpICES).

*  With respect to ‘open to the world’, we found that an impressive num-
ber of the PE processes enhanced Europe-wide collaboration. In some
cases even global collaboration and in many cases, regional level col-
laboration. Innovative PE, therefore, is very much about international
science diplomacy, creating collaborative efforts and enduring networks
that can foster and spread new SiS practices in EU partner countries and
beyond.

7.9 Measurement of participatory performance

Our research questions pertaining to participatory performance included a

study of performative functions, but we were also interested in the problems

of measurement and dynamics of PE processes through the following ques-

tions:

¢ How could we measure ‘participatory performance’ in the context of
project definition and programme development?

*  What factors could contribute to higher or lower levels of participatory
performance in these contexts?

As we found that in this context, participatory performance is a diversified
phenomenon, for which reason there is no way to measure it directly at
an aggregate level. Instead, it is possible to construct a composite model of
several performance functions (see the next subsection), which could help
orienting such a measurement. As a corollary of this view, we expect that the
only feasible way to analyse factors that contribute to higher or lower levels
of participatory performance, requires focusing on the specific functions,
such the role of PE in increasing capacities to anticipate or publicly reflect
R&I policy issues.




7.10 A composite model of participatory able people, agile processes and dynamic and responsible R&I policy, as well
as policy culture (including not only the EU’s strategic priorities related to

performance openness, but also the five thematic pillars underlying the EU’s RRI policy -
Summarising the above discussion on participatory performance, we have PE, open access, gender, ethics, science education). Underlying this model
constructed a composite model (Figure 11) that integrates the various ele- is Neo and Chen’s (2007) framework of dynamic governance that has guided
ments and aspects just discussed: capacities, linkages between capacities, the PE2020 since its origin (PE2020 Annex I).
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Strategic priorities: open innovation, open science, open to the world
Pillars of RRI: public engagement, open access, gender, ethics, science education

Figure 11. A composite model of participatory performance.




8 Successfulness

As PE activities increase in number and volume, it has become more and
more important to evaluate the successfulness of such processes. Actually,
many evaluations have observed, analysed and evaluated PE processes from
different angles. The academic evaluation literature includes meta-eval-
uations (e.g. Beirle and Cayford, 2008; Dietz and Stern, 2008), reviews of
deliberative mini-publics (Gronlund et al., 2014), evaluations of Europe-
an-level PE processes (Kies and Nanz, 2013), academic handbooks (Gastil
and Levine, 2005), theoretical discussions on relevant evaluation dimen-
sions (e.g. Blackstock et al., 2007; Burgess and Chilvers, 2006; Burton, 2009;
Chilvers, 2008; Delli Carpini et al., 2004; Dryzek 2009, 2010; Goodin and
Dryzek, 2006; Fiorino, 1990). In addition, there are evaluations intended for
practitioners rather than academics supporting organisational learning (e.g.
Boussaguet and Dehousse, 2008; Goldschmidt et al., 2008; OCED, 2001;
Warburton, 2011). Further, there are many toolkits and handbooks focus-
ing on public participation on the Internet, providing insights about success
factors of PE. We identified 18 such toolkits in Deliverable 4.1.

Informed by this literature, but not limited by it, we have proposed crite-
ria that could be used in defining and evaluating the success of PE. Defining
success is definitely a normative task. In doing so, we relied on the following
process:

* Building on the PE2020 consortium’s own experience and insights, we
first brainstormed a list of factors that in our view characterise success-

ful PE (section 8.1).

» Second, a broader list of success factors was created by analysing how
success was reflected by the managers of the 38 PE case studies (Section

8.2).

» Third, we introduced some classic project evaluation criteria (appropri-
ateness, efficiency, effectiveness) that we used to review and complete
our previous criteria.

» Fourth and finally, we developed a synthetic evaluation framework, also
taking into account the rationales behind dynamic and responsible gov-
ernance of R&I (Section 8.4).

Defining success and success criteria serves a dual purpose. First, it clar-
ifies what can be realistically expected from (innovative) PE activity,
or to put it in the language of evaluation theory (Knowlton and Phillips,
2013), what kind of ‘theories of change’ are appropriate in the evaluation
of PE. For example, our data suggest that spin-off effects are widespread
results of innovative PE processes, for which reason they should somehow
be taken into account in the planning and evaluation of PE activities. Sec-
ond, articulating potentially relevant success criteria can support devel-
opment of indicators that help to measure whether the intended goals of
PE have been met. The following questions summarise the two evaluation
perspectives: First, “is PE doing the right things?” and second, “is PE doing
things right?”

Readers who are more interested in seeing the final synthetic evaluation
framework are advised to jump directly to Section 8.4. In Sections 8.1-8.3 we
discuss alternative criteria and evaluation perspectives that can be used to
complement the synthetic model, and we discuss the process how we arrived at
our proposal of the synthetic evaluation model.




8.1 A preliminary list of success criteria

In order to start gauging factors that contribute to the successfulness of PE,
we organised a brainstorming session among the partners of the PE2020
consortium.” After brainstorming, clustering and ranking ideas, we arrived
at the following preliminary list of success criteria (Table 10).

Table 10. List of ten preliminary criteria of successful PE (numbers refer
to the votes given by PE2020 consortium members to each criterion).

Preconditions Outcomes

balanced inclusion (6) improvement of policies, incl.
effectiveness and responsiveness (4)

transparency (4) enlarged capacities (2)

motivation and reward (3) continuity (2)

clear understanding of the objectives (3) | efficacy (1)

early intervention (1) acceptability (1)

About half of the suggested criteria referred to the impacts of PE, while
the other half pointed to procedural aspects. We nominated the two types of
factors as ‘preconditions’ and ‘outcomes.

‘Balanced inclusion’ was considered to be the single most important
criterion. The idea was that what matters most are the people involved. In
other words, who will be selected to participate in a PE process largely de-
fines its outputs and outcomes, as well as its democratic qualities. “Trans-
parency and ‘improvement of policies’ were considered to be the next two
more important of the criteria. Transparency contributes to greater legit-
imacy of PE (while secrecy compromises it); transparency can also result
from PE processes that publicly scrutinise decision making. Improvement
of policies, increasing the effectiveness of PE and responsiveness in particu-
lar, are two instances of the positive outcomes of PE.

Other criteria in the preliminary list include ‘motivation and reward’
and ‘clear understanding of the objectives of PE’ — factors that help moti-

vating people to participate and ensuring that they know what they are do-
ing (informed consent). ‘Early intervention’ reflects the current ‘upstream
thinking’ and related interest in opening up decision process at an early
stage of planning and decision making. ‘Enlarged capacities,, ‘efficacy’ and
‘acceptability’ cover both individualistic and institutional outcomes. ‘Conti-
nuity), in turn, reflects the current ‘deliberative systems thinking’ and inter-
est in embedding separate PE processes into the broader polity in a lasting
way.

The preliminary list helped to consolidate the dual view of success fac-
tors, which also resonates largely with the PE evaluation literature. It also
helped in articulating some initial ideas about successfulness that reflect
current discussions about PE, including the high levels of interest in ad-
vancing upstream engagement and developing deliberative systems. As
such, however, the preliminary list proved to be inadequate in covering all
relevant evaluation perspectives.

8.2 An extended list of success criteria

A broader list of potential success factors was generated by exploring the
38 PE cases: how PE managers described success in their own terms. As
success was occasionally obvious but implicitly described, we also used our
own wordings (e.g. PE processes had often travelled to dozens of new places,
which was often reported merely as a matter of fact, even though it could be
fairly described as a highly successful achievement).

An extended list of success criteria is presented in Table 11. Following
the dual logic of the preliminary list, we distinguished between two cate-
gories of success criteria: ‘procedural virtues’ and “utilitarian goods’. We
identified three sub-categories of procedural virtues: representative, val-
ue based and methodological; and in parallel, four sub-categories of utili-
tarian goods: political, practical, institutional and substantive. Finally, we
bolded two criteria under each sub-category that in our view seemed most
pronounced in the cases, and we also included the preliminary criteria (in
italics) in Table 11.



Procedural virtues

Representative virtues

European wide
exemplary
gender wise
objective
politically relevant
transnational
unique
widely representative

£ balanced inclusion

Value based virtues

agenda setting
business friendly
challenge driven
deliberative
democratizing
grass roots
innovation supportive
pioneering
scientifically relevant
transparency

Methodological virtues

attractive
concrete
content producing
clearly defined
easily adaptable
explorative
feasible
flexible
functional
innovative
interactive
motivation and reward
multi-disciplinary
nuanced
practical
replicable
robust
timely
2 early intervention

Table 11. An extended list of success factors divided to ‘procedural virtues’ and ‘utilitarian goods’ (bolded= most pronounced criteria among the 38
cases; italics = criteria emerging from the preliminary list; italics with 2 symbol= links preliminary criteria under case based criteria).

Utilitarian goods

Political goods

consensus
creation of hope
empowerment
£ efficacy
global influence
increased responsibility
Z responsiveness
high profile
inspiration
political influence
Z improvement of policies
Z effectiveness

Practical goods

acceptability
enlarged capacities
increased awareness
increased sustainability
new competences
media publicity
mobilization of resources
mutual benefits
satisfaction
spin-offs
useful products and services

Institutional goods

creation of continuity
cross-pollination of institutions
embedded processes
institutional transformation
institutionalized practices

Substancial goods

conceptual creativity
education
enlightenment
new ideas
relevant information
new knowledge
surprises




The extended list of success factors covers 74 criteria. While they all We offer the following observations about the procedural success criteria:

characterise what successful PE could look like, not all of them can be rel- o Thelist is based on a number of highly varied empirical cases, for which
evant in all cases. For example, access to Europe-wide public views can be reason it provides a rich spectrum of potential criteria, not limited to
highly relevant in some projects operating at the European level, but not in one particular aspect of PE, such as democratic quality.

local level PE processes. While the extended list of criteria can serve as an o The three representational criteria (balanced composition, gender
inspiration for developing relevant evaluation criteria for the needs of the balance, and wide representation of societal perspectives) are rather
particular PE cases, we created a shortlist of 35 criteria with more universal unconventional, and refer to qualities that are expected from most PE
applicability (Table 12). processes. There can be instances where gender balance is not feasible,

Table 12. Shortlisted set of success criteria or the REM-IPPS criteria of PE evaluation.

Ethical quality Methodological quality

e balanced in composition e deliberatively high quality e functional
(no particular interests dominate) e democratically legitimate e interactive
e gender balanced ® open (involves co-design practices) e motivating and rewarding
e widely representative of societal e scientifically informed ® practical
perspectives ® transparent ® robust (applies knowledge based practices)
® timely
® cross-pollinating e cfficacy increasing ® awareness increasing e conceptually creative
® embedded ® empowering ® capacities developing e educative
e transformative e politically influential (e.g. improves e mutually beneficial e ideas generating
policies, increases effectiveness of e publicity increasing e informative
decision making) e resources mobilizing
® responsive e satisfactory
® social acceptability increasing
e spin-offs creating
® sustainability increasing
o useful




but at least the design of PE should be gender aware. Balanced compo-
sition is a kind of meta-criterion that needs specification, yet we argue
that balance should be articulated in some way or other, and that the
minimum requirement is that no particular interest should dominate
deliberations (cf. Renn, 2008). Wide representation of societal perspec-
tives is a practical request for most PE processes, and as our cases have
indicated, statistical or demographic representation is rarely necessary.
Ethical quality refers to the ‘value based virtues, in other words, the
value basis of the PE process. As a plurality of values is a fact of modern
society, we find it unfeasible that PE processes are anchored to some
particular world view, such as grass roots or business oriented philoso-
phy (see Table 11). Rather, we find it justified that PE processes, at least
to some extent, should reflect the values that are generally considered
to lift the deliberative quality of communications. Such values include
democratic legitimacy,” openness, transparency, and access to scientific
information.

Methodological quality is composed of many aspects related to the
(professional) design of PE. In our view, the list of six criteria that we
propose covers some of the most fundamental methodological aspects
of designing successful PE processes. Longer lists could be generated,
based on the years of experimentation with PE activities.

We make the following observations about outcome- or impact- bound
criteria:

The list of impact-bound criteria is highly selective. A more extensive
list was presented in Table 6, which can be used as an inspiration for de-
veloping indicators for the more general criteria proposed in Table 12.

Institutional impacts are evaluated only rarely, as they are considered
to take place over a longer time span than other impacts, such as par-
ticipant learning. While this is true, we observed that many innovative
PE processes were targeted at changing institutional practices, and quite
often they managed to do this well (for example, Bonus Advocates Net-
work created new structures for research collaboration on Baltic Sea is-
sues). Evaluation of PE processes, in our view, should take into account

the strong institutional orientation of PE. For example, ‘institutional
cross-pollination’ could be measured as the number of new networks
and collaborative programmes ensuing PE activities.* Embedding re-
fers to the linking of the PE process to existing policy structures and
processes. In our view, this is an often neglected consideration in the
design and implementation of PE processes, and should be better taken
into account in evaluations. Institutional transformation refers to how
PE has an impact on organisational and societal practices. Many of our
cases suggest that such impacts can be detected even in the short run
(e.g. GenSET inspired gender summits supporting the preparation of re-
search programmes, and downright societal and environmental change
stirred by Let’s do it!).

Political relevance includes three types of criteria. First, empower-
ment and efficacy refers to the increased agency of individuals to take
part in political and social activities. The concept of ‘political efficacy’ is
a highly relevant concept here, referring both to beliefs about one’s own
competence to understand and to participate effectively in politics (in-
ternal efficacy), and to beliefs about the responsiveness of governmental
authorities and institutions to citizen demands (external efficacy) (see
e.g. Craig et al., 1990). Many of our cases were targeted at youngsters,
and positive empowerment impacts were frequently reported in such
contexts. Second, political influence is a composite criterion, includ-
ing e.g. changes in policies and regulations, parliamentary debates,
changed research agendas, impacts on the allocation of research fund-
ing, promotion of challenge driven research, informing policy mak-
ing, linking evidence to decision making, policies driven by societal
needs. Third, impact on decision procedures includes effects such as
increased responsiveness of decision making,* in particular increased
accountability of decision making, which is an often neglected but im-
portant aspect of responsible PE activity (e.g. Stevenson and Dryzek,
2014). Responsivity, in this sense, should feature high in the definition
of successful PE.

Practical impacts is another broad category of criteria, reflecting our
previous observation that practical impacts dominate innovative PE




processes (Table 7). Each of the ten criteria included can be divided into
(a) cognitive-attitudinal, (b) competence based and (c) resource related
criteria. (a) Increased publicity and acceptability* of R&I as well as par-
ticipant satisfaction* toward PE processes are examples of cognitive-
attitudinal criteria. Quite interestingly, increased public awareness was
not among the more pronounced success features, perhaps reflecting
the fact that innovative PE is more orientated to other virtues, such as
capacity building, networking and development of innovative SiS com-
munication.”” (b) Development of new capacities, spin-offs and prac-
tices supporting sustainable development (e.g. effective waste manage-
ment practices based on smart technologies in Lets do it!) are examples
of the competence based criteria. (c) Mutual benefits, mobilisation of
resources, and usefulness, finally, are examples of resource based crite-
ria (Table 7 provides examples of each criteria; usefulness, for instance
includes new products and services, methodological development,
demonstration, and new solutions to societal challenges).

Substantial impacts, finally, includes a shorter list of success criteria.
This reflects our previous finding that substantial impacts belong to the
least salient impact category of innovative PE (see Table 7). It is ob-
vious that one cannot coherently move from descriptive statements to
prescriptive ones (so called Hume’s law), and actually, we encourage
funders and organisers of PE to pay attention to the limited contribu-
tion of PE to new scientific knowledge — perhaps something could be
done to change this unfortunate situation.* As most of our cases suggest
that knowledge creation is not the main point of PE - or at least creation
of scientific knowledge -, we are not proposing to include it among the
key criteria of success. We justify this by pointing to several examples of
highly successful PE in which knowledge production was not the main
point. Considering processes such as Soapbox science, Tuscan law, Let’s
do it! GenSET or World Wider Views on Global Warming, all of them
were impressive exercises in their own particular ways - in terms of
conceptual creativity, educational impacts and creation of information
about public views — but none of them was impressive in creating new
scientific knowledge.

In summary, both the extended and shortlisted sets of evaluation crite-
ria complement the preliminary view of success through a procedural and
impact oriented evaluation perspectives. In the following sub-section, we
elaborate on a synthetic evaluation framework that takes into account some
classic project evaluation criteria, including consideration of the appropri-
ateness of PE.

8.3 Classic evaluation criteria

Classic criteria of evaluation, according to Georghiou and Keenan (2006,

p. 769) include:

* Appropriateness — which refers to the question about the rationale of
the activity, including consideration of the worth of public intervention
and its alternatives. The latter includes reflection of the additionality,
which refers to the extent to which the activity would have taken place
without a public intervention.

» Efficiency of implementation — which refers to process evaluation fo-
cusing on managerial, organisational, logistical, methodological and
other practical concerns.

* Impact and effectiveness — which refers to core issues of policy makers’
concerns, namely to the outputs (measure of activity without measure-
ment of its significance) and outcomes (activity including its signifi-
cance) of PE activities.

Building on these classic evaluation criteria we start elaborating a synthetic
PE evaluation framework (see Figure 14 in Section 8.4), in which previously
discussed categories of evaluation criteria are reviewed, and completed with
additional consideration of the rationales of PE.



8.3.1 Appropriateness

Considering that we are evaluating publicly funded PE processes,*” appro-
priateness can be evaluated from three perspectives.

First, appropriate goals (A)* is an important evaluation criterion of suc-
cessful PE. In the context of the EU’s Horizon programmes, PE can be ex-
pected to contribute to more dynamic and responsible governance of RRI,
as well as the EU’s other strategic priorities. In the context of specific re-
search programmes, more special goals need to be attained.

Second, additionality is a key question in the evaluation of any public
policy intervention. Such an evaluation is a counterfactual thinking exercise
asking whether similar activities would, or would have taken,* place with-
out a particular PE process (Georghiou and Keenan, 2006, p. 769). We have
placed additionality under the category of ‘appropriate goals’ even though it
can be seen as a more general evaluation perspective covering both proce-
dural and utilitarian perspectives.

Third, publicly funded projects need to meet high ethical standards (E).
Such projects cannot discriminate but rather, they must be based on open-
ness, transparency, democratic legitimacy, and other similar values that re-
flect good governance principles.

As our 38 PE case studies have all been realised, we can assume that
their funders have already carried out some kind of evaluation of the ap-
propriateness of these processes. For this reason, it is of interest to review
the goal setting of these processes. As an empirical finding, we have ob-
served that funders have preferred PE projects with highly ambitious and
highly general goals over projects with more modest and specific goals
(Figure 12). Lets do it!, for example, aimed “to clean up the whole world
from illegally dumped solid waste, and to support the most intelligent and
sustainable waste management principles in order to ensure a future clean
world”; G1000 aimed “to be a citizen initiative that is capable of innovating
democracy..”; World Wide Views on Global Warming aimed “to give citizens
an opportunity to express their views on some of the key issues negotiated
at COP15 and engage policy makers in a dialogue about citizens’ views.” Yet
we found some instances where goal setting was more modest and techni-

General
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Specific

Figure 12. Main tendency of goal setting in innovative PE.

cally oriented, e.g. PARTERRE that aimed “to demonstrate and validate the
business potential of two novel eParticipatory tools for spatial and strategic
planning in territorial development at the European level”

Ambitious goal setting can result from the current tendency of policy
makers to address societal challenges and support experimental policies.”
While ambitious solutions can be required to address societal challenges,
also characterised as ‘wicked problems’ (see e.g. Roberts, 2000; Australian
Public Service Commission, 2007), the down side is that this approach can
lead to an abstraction from reality,” where solutions need to be practicable
and connectable to existing frameworks of action; another difficulty is that
too abstract goal setting can hinder effective evaluation of PE processes. For
these reasons, even the most ambitious PE projects should contain some
firm and locally-set targets that support practical orientation, learning from
mistakes and renewal of existing practices.




8.3.2 Efficiency of implementation

Efficiency means the ability to do things well, successfully, and without
wasting energy, effort, money and time. Many of the PE cases studied have
been large and expensive processes, for which reason it is important to ask
whether resources have been spent both effectively and efficiently.

Involving the right people, or the question of representativeness (R) is
perhaps the single most important issue contributing to the efficiency of
PE.>?> While it is important to judge the composition of participants in PE
processes, it is also to note that PE often is the challenger of existing struc-
tures of participation. ‘Crowdsourcing, for example, has proved an effective
way of redistributing work previously carried out by public sector experts,
as indicated by the successful opening of the U.S. patent review system to
the public in 2007, (Howe, 2008). The point we want to make is that PE has
much potential to save energy, effort, money and time previously consumed
by publicly funded agencies. An evaluation of the efficiency of PE should
therefore be accompanied by an evaluation of the potential inefficiency of
existing ways of addressing the same problems.*

Methodological quality (M) is another relevant factor contributing to the
efficiency of PE. There is much practical and theoretical knowledge of the
feasibility and functioning of PE methods, and our criteria are purported to
reflect such insights. Functional, interactive, motivating, practical, robust and
timely are some key methodological aspects that should be in-built in any PE
process, and other similar methodological ‘rules of thumb’ and design prin-
ciples could be added on the list. Another important methodological insight
is that ‘one size doesn't fit all, but rather, PE has to be tailored to the needs of
particular socio-political contexts.

The capacity to sensitise contextual requirements is to a large extent a
matter of organisational competence (O). The probability of successful PE can
be increased by having competent and well-resourced agencies organising the
events. There are also other supportive factors that contribute to a flourishing
culture of PE practices, such as networking between professionals, existence
of brokerage institutions, interchange between universities and practitioners,
existence of pioneers and ‘champions’ etc. These factors were discussed in a

previous publication (Rask et al., 2012a). As the data for this report were not
particularly focussed on this aspect, we acknowledge that organisational com-
petence is an important precondition of successful PE and it has to be studied
further in another research context.

8.3.3 Impact and effectiveness

For funders especially, it is important that PE projects meet their intended
goals. Therefore, goal attainment should be among the main criteria of
successful PE.

Most, if not all, of the 38 cases studied could be classified as successful
according to this criterion.” This is no wonder, as we chose the 38 cases to
represent most innovative among interesting PE processes, and we did not
actively seek examples of failure. Perhaps reflecting the tendency of broad
and general goal setting, we also found that the impacts of innovative PE
were quite broad, although with much variation.

We maintain that evaluation of the impacts should acknowledge types
of impacts: substantive (S), practical (Pr) and normative impacts, the latter
being further divided (in Table 12) into institutional impacts (I) and po-
litical relevance (Po). Impacts can be related to three issue areas: science
and technology, societal issues and political issues (Table 6). Thus, consid-
ering that there can be highly different impact profiles, it is relevant to ask
whether it is possible to evaluate and compare levels of effectiveness of PE
processes.

To address the difficulty of evaluating the impacts of PE, we propose PE
footprinting to be applied as a tool for estimating and illustrating them (see
Appendix 1). This technique has been used as the analytical backbone of
this study, and it has the following benefits:

o It is an easy, semi-structured approach to model and analyse catego-
ries of socio-policy impacts, for example, media coverage, impacts on
policy making, participant learning, institutionalisation, enhanced civic
capacities, new knowledge, new products, empowerment, mutual ben-
efits, cultural change, community building, democratization, societal
change, and creation of professional networks.



* Being a semi-structured method means that while some of the most
obvious impacts types can be pre-defined, footprinting leaves room for
the recognition of additional impact.

» Thus, including both pre-defined and emerging impacts, PE footprint-
ing can reveal unique impact profiles for each PE case.

As most of our cases represent successful PE processes, at least in the sense
of goal attainment, it is interesting to see that success have been achieved
through highly different impact profiles. Many cases (e.g. Primas, The Na-
tional DNA Database on Trial) are characterised by a broad impact profile,
while in other cases, the impact profile is quite narrow (e.g. G1000, Societal
Advisory Board) (Figure 13). Intuitively one could equate having broad im-
pact profiles with being successful, and in parallel, having narrow impact
profiles with being unsuccessful. What limits us to do so, however, is the ob-
servation that even limited impacts can stir deep changes in organisational
practices and institutional structures. For example, the Societal Advisory
Board of JPI More Year, Better Life, is doing pioneering work by introduc-
ing a mechanisms of societal peer review and practices of PE in the context
of European Joint Programming Initiatives. Another example is G1000 that
introduced and helped to institutionalise practices of deliberative democ-
racy in Belgium and other countries.

In summary, considering what might count as successful in terms of
socio-political impacts, we propose that the bigger the footprint of PE, the
bigger its additional value to the society.” Reflecting on the above discus-
sion, however, we acknowledge that a big footprint can be either broad or
deep, or at best, both broad and deep.

In Figure 13 we also introduce another impact variable, publicity, which
is relevant in the definition of the impact profiles. Less than half of the cas-
es (17/38) reported high media publicity, whereas the others (21) report-
ed low or moderate publicity, or didn't report such impacts at all. We did
not find strong correlations between levels of publicity and different impact
profiles.”® Instead, we can hypothesise that different orientations of the PE
either support or hinder publicity. We assume that technically (e.g. Social
Adpvisory Board)*” and organisationally oriented (e.g. The National DNA Da-
tabase on Trial) PE is less attractive to the media than politically (G1000)
and societally oriented PE (Primas).

Publicity is an interesting issue for the business of PE. As the name ‘pub-
lic’ indicates, the issue is very much about submitting issues of technical
expertise to public reflection, be it through representatives of the populace
or through public media. Whatever the means, it is impossible to advance
PE through closed circles with limited access to publicity. Considering that
the ‘intra-murality trap’ is a well-known difficulty with many PE processes
(Rip, 2003), it is important to include considered and effective strategies of
public communication in any PE process.

Different impact and publicity profiles are illustrated in Figure 13.
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Figure 13. Different impact and publicity footprints of innovative PE.




8.4 Synthetic evaluation model

Building on the previous discussion, in this sub-section we propose a syn-
thetic evaluation model that can be used in the evaluation of PE activities.
As we previously argued, such a model could help to improve the under-
standing of what can be expected from successful PE processes (appropriate
orientation and high influence), and how it could successfully be organised
(efficient implementation).

Figure 14 summarises the various evaluation perspectives thus far and
contains a synthetic model of PE evaluation. We propose that this model
could be used as a starting point for any evaluation of PE processes. To fin-
ish the discussion on the success of PE, we would like to raise the following
points.

First, PE includes a diverse set of activities, and any single model can
prove to be too restrictive. For example, some of the culturally oriented PE
processes are not necessarily aimed at broad or deep policy impacts; how-
ever, even such processes will probably be aimed at some practical or in-
stitutional impacts, for which reason it is important to acknowledge and
accept a broad range of goal orientations. This has also been recognized
among deliberation scholars, who have recently introduced the notion of
“Type IT deliberation (Bachtiger et al., 2010),”® which welcomes all forms of
communications (instead of highly rational and consensus seeking “Type I’
deliberations) and relaxes some established procedural quality criteria such
as the request for sincerity. An up-to-date the evaluation framework of PE,
in our view, should also become more relaxed and context wise.

Second, the proposed synthetic model of evaluation results from an em-
pirical study of a sample of innovative PE processes and reflection on the
recent literature on PE. In order to increase the validity and relevance of
the model, it has to be scrutinised (and publicly deliberated) with actors
and stakeholders who are in a position to evaluate or appraise the potential
value of PE activities. This is what we intend to do in the latter stages of the
PE2020 project.

Third, even if this model manages to capture some essential insights
of the dimensions of successful PE, it opens up a whole new body of work,
along with the consideration of relevant indicators for each success criteria.
Fortunately, much of this work has already been done, and indicators for de-
liberative quality, in the form of discourse quality index (for example), can
be found in the academic literature as well as in practical applications (e.g.,
Lord and Tamvaki, 2013; Steenbergen et al., 2003). Some other criteria need
additional reflection, however. For instance, the possibility of acknowledg-
ing the high potential of PE to result in indirect impacts and spin-off effects:
how could this be taken into account in the design and evaluation of PE? In
WP4 of this project, we will continue to reflect on the available indicators,
and the work will have become available through the PE2020 web tool by
the end of the project.

Finally, we acknowledge that defining what success is, and how it can
be measured, are completely separate tasks from explaining what leads to
success or limits its achievement. The latter question is of great interest to
anyone who plans to organise PE activities, and it is also a salient issue for
the PE2020 project, which has adopted a view that recognition of contextual
demands can be as important as choosing the right methods and approach-
es for particular problems. In the next section of this study, we report on
some observations of the challenges that need to be addressed in order to
develop more prosperous cultures of PE. We do not engage in a systematic
discussion of factors contributing to successful PE, because our data are not
particularly well suited for this.
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9 Obstacles for PE

Learning from difficulties, mistakes, obstacles or challenges is something
different, and more modest, than proposing a full scientific theory of de-
signing or managing successful PE activities. American political scientist
Charles Lindblom called the more modest approach “the science of mud-
dling through” (Lindblom, 1959), and he argued that it is fundamental to
any organisation to learn from even the smallest mistakes to improve the
situation. This is what we will next do: look at the obstacles of organising
PE activities.

Overall, on the basis of the cognitive maps of 38 PE initiatives (Appen-
dix 1), 118 challenges were identified. Challenges were reported of each case,
and on average there were three challenges per case. In order to understand
the nature of these difficulties, we clustered them in eight thematic groups
of obstacles.”” These clusters are presented next, and we have reflected on
how they are related to the criteria of success that we just defined. - If our
model is relevant in the evaluation of PE activities, we should expect that the
challenges and obstacles could also be allocated under relevant evaluation
perspectives.

The biggest group of challenges were capacity-based obstacles
(28/38). Managerial difficulties (13/38) were frequently reported. Exam-
ples of managerial challenges include managing conflicts and strategising
between participating actors and stakeholders, getting companies to under-
stand their strategic role in PE processes, selecting the right types of stake-
holder and maintaining fruitful communications with and between them,
managing the framing of problems, creating shared visions of expected out-
comes, ensuring productive interdisciplinarity, balancing power differences,
and balancing between project obligations vs. partners’ autonomy. Right
timing and scheduling of PE processes was mentioned as a challenge in
several cases (9/38). For example, links to on-going policy processes were

missing, time pressure was chronic, and scenarios were outdated due to eco-
nomic recession even before the project had ended. Inadequate capacity to
evaluate PE processes was also recognised as a problem (6/38). Such chal-
lenges included limited follow-up, lack of relevant indicators for the mea-
surement of capacity building, inadequate feedback forms etc.

The second biggest category of challenges were motivational obsta-
cles (22/38). It was reported that it is difficult to motivate the following
groups to participate: youth, industry, teachers, business, and academia.
Different reasons were expected, including scepticism toward PE activities
or organising institutions, underlying agendas etc. Yet other difficulties in-
cluded avoiding high dropout rates and transforming short-term participa-
tion to long-term commitment. Mobilisation of researchers was difficult
in many cases (7/38). There were several reasons for this, including e.g. the
challenge of orienting researchers to thinking about societal challenges and
contributing to the co-creation of knowledge, scientists’ time pressure as
well as their own ways of understanding what constitutes high quality sci-
ence. (For example, for many scientists, science is primarily gender neutral,
for which reason there is no perceived need for gender balanced production
of scientific knowledge).

Technical obstacles were frequently mentioned (20/38). Here we are
referring to available PE methods and their efficient use. Problems includ-
ed e.g. effective use of social media (poor awareness of ICT tools, public
limitedly engaged in Facebook debates), ensuring adequate number of par-
ticipants, covering multiple topics in one day, limited thematic coverage
of the panel, self-selection, organising tours, exclusion of people needing
assistance, inadequate facilitation skills, logistics, representation, on-line
debating, combining F2F with on-line, organising simultaneous debates,
dependency on cloud free days, dependency on certain phone models. This




is what it looks like in the engine room: there are many small things to take
care of before any PE process can run smoothly.

Low impact was a recognised as an obstacle in fewer than half the
cases (18/38). There were two sides to this problem. First, low awareness
or absorptive capacity of decision makers towards the PE process was a
regular issue (10/38). Sometimes this was caused by inadequate ties to de-
cision making institutions, in other cases it was caused by the scepticism of
administrators, which in one case (Tuscan Law No. 69/07) led to a situation
that the new law supporting PE was mostly ignored by decision makers,
even though some other actors used it proactively. Second, low impacts
were linked to fuzzy or trivial results. In some cases, citizens’ recommen-
dations were just too general to attract policy makers’ attention, while in
other cases results were too concrete leading to having an impact only on
little issues.

That funding is challenging is no surprise to anyone. Financial and re-
source based obstacles were mentioned in fewer than one-third of the cases
(10/38), even though we might expect that they are always a challenge. In
particular, longer term funding for PE is missing. Volunteering can help
in expanding activities, but it can be unpredictable, and therefore requires
monitoring and management of relevant performance quality standards.

Cultural obstacles were often faced (10/38). This was particularly the
case with several transnational PE processes, in which different languag-
es, cultural habits, and professional norms prevail. A particular aspect of
cultural challenge in the area of PE includes the hostility of NGOs towards
deliberative processes and bodies, as they see PE as a threat to their own role

as representing the voice of civil society. Sometimes hidden motivations
of PE processes were suspected, and some of their ideologies, such as the
orientation to co-creation of knowledge with citizens, seemed to be distant.
More typical cultural obstacles were related to challenges of intercultural
communication.

External or environmental obstacles caused surprises in about one-
sixth of the cases (6/38). Examples of such challenges include corruption of
the political system, difficulty of finding female scientists in PE processes,
hostile media and civil society groups publicly questioning the legitimacy
of PE, and unfortunate regulation that hinders opportunities for delegating
power to the people.

Deficit based obstacles were minimal. Participants’ inadequate under-
standing of scientific issues or inadequate capacity to handle e-participation
was mentioned as a problem in two cases. Therefore, the deficit thinking
that has been a persistent issue and problem in the area of R&I activity (see
e.g. Irwin, 2001), seems to be fading away within innovative PE processes.

Opverall, many of the obstacles are related to each other, so that inade-
quate managerial capacities make life difficult in most other areas, including
effective framing of issues, choice of right methods, keeping right partners
involved, mobilising funding and so on. However, in the spirit of Lindblom’s
science of muddling through, we at least know what the typical challenges
facing PE are. In Figure 15 we have summarised the challenges and indicat-
ed how they link to the earlier drafted evaluation criteria. The overall vision
is that key challenges of PE will ensure adequate professional capacities,
high motivation, technical skills and adequate impact.
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10 Discussion

Public engagement has become an important theme in the development of
research and innovation activities in Europe and beyond. By setting PE as
one of five thematic elements of responsible research and innovation (in
addition to open access, gender, ethics and science education)®’, the Eu-
ropean Commission promotes fundamental changes in the way in which
civil society influences — and is expected to influence - research activities.
Promoting PE means giving more weight to citizens and stakeholders in the
definition of research needs, in the critical reflection of current and future
research priorities, and in the implementation of research and innovation
activities. Reflecting the interactive and dynamic nature of PE, we can even
claim that PE is the heart and spirit of responsible research and inno-
vation: it opens practices of research and policy to the public and stake-
holders; it involves ethical principles that highlight responsibility, (gender)
equality, democracy, as well as effectiveness and efficiency of public decision
making; it explores new ways of informing the public about prospects and
risks of technoscience, and it mobilises citizens’ capacities to address related
societal challenges.

Europe is not alone in this process. The American Association for
the Advancement of Science (AAAS), the world largest general scientific
society is also devising its PE policies. At the time of writing this study,
the AAAS was preparing its own ‘Tlogic model of public engagement with
science, which involved systematic work for the definition of appropriate
visions and goals for PE, and consideration of relevant PE activities and
inputs that are needed to reach desired outcomes from PE activity — out-
comes such as the public’s trust in and positive affect with science, better
ability and comfort of scientists to convene relevant communities to de-
liberate scientific issues, and an increased motivation of research actors to
conduce responsive research.

It is the purpose of the PE2020 project, and this study in particular, to
contribute to a better understanding of the characteristics, trends, and im-
pacts of innovative PE. By analysing a global sample of innovative PE pro-
cesses, we have drawn lessons from the state-of-the-art in the field and de-
veloped conceptual models that are both intended to support evaluation of
PE practices and put PE in perspective as an element of dynamic and respon-
sible R&I governance. Such work is necessary, since better understanding
of innovative PE processes can contribute to a better capacity to develop
European R&I governance and to develop better strategies to address so-
cietal challenges facing European societies.

Even though our objective was not to conduct historical research, what
we found describes the evolution of the PE field. Among the main observa-
tions are that there has been a shift of PE from traditional models of public
communication and consultation, where dialogue between decision mak-
ers and the public is narrow and restricted, to public deliberation where
such dialogue is intensive and influential. We regard this shift as an indica-
tor of the increasing methodological maturity of the PE field. Furthermore,
the continuum of theory and praxis, embedded in the deliberative approach,
can increase the robustness, credibility and relevance of method develop-
ment, which in the long run can help to consolidate the whole field of PE by
providing scientific evidence for governance innovation. Other categories of
PE studied, including various forms of public participation and public activ-
ism, represent increasingly interesting approaches to the governance of R&I,
yet experiences are limited to make strong judgements on their relevance
and usability in this context.

Some earlier studies have paid attention to the limited impacts of PE,
and criticised PE for its tendency to remain an ‘intra-mural’ exercise (e.g.
Gronlund et al,, 2014; Kies and Nanz, 2013; Rask, 2013; Goodin and Dryzek,



2006; Rip, 2003). Contrary to these studies, we found innovative PE to have
truly versatile impacts, not only on research and innovation but also on
the environment, society, politics - and individuals. Prominent examples
of the latter effects include political empowerment of youth and development
of ‘scientific citizenship, i.e. new understandings of the rights, duties and re-
sponsibilities of citizens in relation to science and technology (See D4.1; Ir-
win, 2001). PE stimulates such impacts by creating opportunities for mutual
learning between scientists, stakeholders and members of the public.

We found that most of the impacts of innovative PE can be described
as practical. Such impacts include cognitive and attitudinal changes (e.g.
better awareness of environmental and scientific issues), development of
new capacities (e.g. new professional skills, methods and platforms of col-
laboration) and mobilisation of resources for addressing scientific and soci-
etal challenges (e.g. research funding, political commitment, public aware-
ness, and social acceptance). A sub-category of practical impacts includes
impact on policy making (e.g. development of policy recommendations,
informing R&I policy making with citizens’ viewpoints, and joint defini-
tion of research agendas). Other types of impacts included normative im-
pacts, such as democratisation and increasing responsibility of research.
Instances of normative impacts included consensus building, community
building, political empowerment, increased gender equality in science, and
introduction of the principles of deliberative democracy to R&I governance.
Finally, perhaps surprisingly, we observed that innovative PE only limit-
edly contributed to new scientific knowledge. Considering that our pri-
mary focus has been on PE projects related to R&I, this could be seen as a
disappointing result. However, there were important deviations to this pat-
tern. Citizen science and science shop, in particular, emerged as new con-
cepts that involve both co-design and co-implementation of research and
innovation. Thus, instead of drawing the conclusion that PE is impotent in
engaging the public in actual research activities, we pay attention to these
and similar concepts that provide even radical potential in developing more
engaging research practices.

To sum it up, PE can provide new tools and approaches for the develop-
ment and renewal of R&I governance in Europe and beyond. Innovative PE

expresses the spirit of both ‘tentative governance’ (Kuhlman and Rip, 2014)
and ‘dynamic governance’ (Guldbransen, 2014; Neo and Chen, 2007), where
solutions are explored through pilot schemes and experimentations rather
than by introducing deductively driven or ready-made solutions. In addi-
tion to an entrepreneurial spirit of risk taking, we observed that innovative
PE has contributed to new capacities that help research actors to address so-
cietal challenges and complex governance problems better. Such capacities
include anticipation, reflection, transdisciplinarity and continuity, which we
included as the key capacities of dynamic and responsible R&I in our ‘com-
posite model of participatory performance’ (Figure 11). We also reckoned
that PE is supportive of the EU’s strategic priorities related to the efforts to
‘open up’ European research and innovations processes. In particular, we
found innovative PE to be effective in conducting international science di-
plomacy, creating collaborative efforts and enduring networks that can fos-
ter and spread new SiS practices in EU partner countries and beyond.

10.1 A vision of PE benefitting European
R&I activities

Despite widespread and positive individual impacts of PE, an overall vi-
sion of PE activity has remained unarticulated. How can innovative PE
ameliorate European research and innovation activities, if at all? To correct
this flaw, we propose the following vision of PE, which invokes answers to
this question (Figure 16).

Our vision of PE benefitting European R&I activities is built around
the notion of better involvement of actors (see the box at 11 oclock in Figure
16). Better involvement occurs, when the ‘right people’ are gathered togeth-
er to address the ‘right issues’ through the ‘right PE tools and methods’ (see,
Figure 14). While PE can be a rewarding experience in itself for the citizens,
there is robust evidence of participant learning, indicating that through PE
processes citizens can develop an expanded understanding of the nature of
the issues, as well as an increased sense of political efficacy, or a sense of op-
portunities to act on behalf of one’s interests rather than feeling helpless and
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Figure 16. A Vision of PE benefitting European R&l activities.

alienated from reality. Even better, participation in collective problem solv-
ing efforts through PE processes helps citizens to develop new knowledge
and skills that help them practically tackling even most challenging issues
and problems (in Let’s do it!, for example, citizens were instructed to clean
their living environments from toxic waste materials, and they effectively
did so in more than 100 countries). The possession of new skills and capac-
ities, in our vision, contributes to better quality research as more people are
able to provide their experience and expertise in collective problem solving
efforts.

Unlike the infamous ‘deficit model” (Irwin, 2001), through which pro-
vision of ‘correct information’ on science is expected to develop more pos-
itive attitudes toward it, positive attitudes toward science, in our vision are
expected follow from a better quality of research. By better quality we mean
research that in addition to an academic quality has also ranks high in ‘soci-
etal peer review’ (cf. Funtowicz and Ravetz, 2003), and which in addition to
scientific expertise, also mobilises practical skills and societal capacities that
are needed to address societal challenges and challenging research issues
effectively.

Finally, like in positive psychology, which has established causalities be-
tween positive attitudes and better performance rates (e.g., Seligman and
Csikszentmihalyi, 2014), we expect that a positive societal ‘tune’ can help
to develop better R&I governance approaches, where public engagement,
interaction and communication will remain key elements, as they have been
defined in the EU’s RRI policies and its thematic priorities. Following this
logic, we have gone through a ‘virtuous cycle’ of PE, which is fundamentally
our vision of PE benefitting European R&I activities.

10.2 Critical issues and further research

Now, after contemplating a positive vision of PE, we end this study by point-
ing to some critical issues that need to be addressed before the vision of PE
benefitting European R&I activities could be fulfilled fully or partially. Some
of the critical issues are related to the obstacles of PE, while other issues
are related to the uncertainties of this business and to the need for further
research on this theme.

An important critical issue is that compared to the high expectations,
PE is currently too weak to redeem its promises of increased societal
relevance and high impact of R&I. In our study of the 104 challenges re-
lated to the implementation of the 38 innovative PE cases, we found that
an inadequate capacity of the organisers of PE to manage complexities
involved is the main challenge. Such complexities included effective se-
lection of the participants, management of tensions between new actors,
appropriate framing of the issues, and right timing of the processes, to name



a few. A particular difficulty was an inadequate capacity to evaluate PE pro- o Funders of PE are interested in evaluating the economic impacts of PE®,

cesses. (This issue we have partly tackled by suggesting a synthetic evalua- which is a fair demand considering the increasing volume of public ex-
tion framework). In decreasing order of magnitude, other major challenges penditure in this field. At the same time, however, our experience is that
included low motivation of the participants (often due to culturally bound none of the innovative PE cases studied directly aimed to create finan-
ideas of appropriate roles of experts vs. laymen in research activities), tech- cial revenues, and if they did so, this happened indirectly.® To tackle
nical problems (e.g., inadequate facilitation skills and other hindrance of this issue, we propose the following research question: To what extent
effective management of deliberations), low political impact, inadequate is it reasonable to model and evaluate the economic impacts of pub-
funding, cultural and environmental conflicts, and finally, an underestima- lic engagement — The “footprints’ of the 38 PE cases could provide a
tion of the capacity of the citizens to deal with complex issues. (This latter starting point for such evaluation.
challenge was only a minor concern in our sample). ¢ We found that three quarters of the PE cases studied involved the ‘fourth
As the list of obstacles was gathered from a sample of highly innovative sector’ (e.g., Williams, 2002) by including e.g. randomly selected citi-
PE processes, we can expect similar problems to emerge in any pioneering zens or other unorganised entities such as individual philanthropist and
organisation that starts to introduce PE in its organisational practices and hybrid networks under formation. In this study we identified four sub-
structures. Therefore, it is important to acknowledge that early lessons have categories of fourth sector actors, including hybrid experts, randomly
already been learned, and insights on how to avoid the worst pitfalls can selected participants, life world experts and ‘field experts’® To under-
be found in various places, such as the dozens of PE toolkits available on stand the challenges related to the participation of the fourth sector
the Internet. (In D4.1 we analysed 18 such design tools). The RRI-tools®’ better we suggest the following research question: Which sub-groups
project provides perhaps the most topical site and resource for European belong to the fourth sector and how does their involvement have an
PE planners of research activities, as this is a site that gathers together re- impact on the responsible governance of R&I?
sources from all EU funded projects in the field of RRI and PE. The results *  We evidenced that ‘upstream engagement’ (e.g., Joly and Kaufmann,
of PE2020 will also be later made accessible via its web site through a design 2008) is an increasingly supported approach among innovative PE pro-
toolkit based on a ‘critical approach; which acknowledges the inherent di- cesses, especially in anticipatory projects. Upstream engagement aims
lemmas of the PE practice, and suggests relevant solutions. to open up decision processes at an early stage of agenda setting and
Finally, we remark that implementing dynamic and responsible research planning. Tuscan Law No. 69/07 is perhaps the most extreme example
and innovation through a flourishing culture of PE is far from a finished of upstream engagement, as this is basically a scheme for supporting
project. The field is full of activities, experiments and ideas worth further public deliberation on any issues that are proposed by the inhabitants of
clarification. We end up this study by suggesting a list of seven research the Tuscan region. If the issues are evaluated as being relevant by a com-
questions, both academic and practical, that in our view would deserve fur- petent authority, public engagement procedures become financially and
ther attention: organisationally supported by the authority. To understand the poten-
*  We found that U.S. and European PE cases in our sample emphasised tial of upstream engagement for the governance of R&I better, we sug-
different virtues: while U.S. partners are more interested in building gest the following research question: What are the alternative models
civic capacities through PE processes, European counterparts are more of upstream engagement that could be applicable to the governance
focused on the policy impacts PE. Are there really such cultural dif- of R&I? What are their main limitations?

ferences between U.S. and European PE activities, or is this merely a
coincidence due to the small size of our sample?




Creation of continuity was suggested as being an important capacity that
is needed both to balance dynamic governance and sustain dynamism
in the long run. We identified both spatial, temporal and institutional
dimensions of continuity, and reflected that the systemic approaches
both in innovation studies (e.g. Smits and Kuhlman, 2004) and stud-
ies of deliberative democracy (e.g., Parkinson and Mansbridge, 2012;
Dryzek, 2010) both back up the notions of institutional embedding and
creation of continuities between separate policy interventions. As the
arguments for continuity seem strong while the means to reach it are
unclear, we propose a study of the following question: What is the es-
sence of the capacity to create continuity? How can such capacities be
developed in the context of PE activities?

One of the surprises we encountered was the highly limited contribu-
tion of PE to the production of scientific knowledge. At the same time,
we acknowledge that citizen science and science shop activities have
been highly successful in this area, and that they will most likely expand
in the near future. What raises our curiosity is the following question:
Is there an untapped potential in co-creation of knowledge through
public engagement? What could be the best means to support co-cre-
ation of scientific knowledge in future PE processes?

» The world of public activism is vibrant, and as our only case of this cat-
egory, Lets do it! suggests, there is a high potential for it to accomplish
the tasks that we can expect from most successful PE process. By using
our own definitions of successful PE, we can clearly see that Let’s do it!
has left a big impact footprint in society, politics and environment; it
has worked upon noble and widely justified goals, and from the point
of view of public policy, it has been extremely efficient, as the need for
public subsidies has been minimal. At the same time public activism
causes a dilemma for public policy makers: What are the rationales,
options and threats of harnessing public activism to serve dynamic
and responsible R&I?

Some of these questions can be banal for a social or political scientist who
may have worked on these topics for years perhaps. For us these questions
are just a sample of some of the more intriguing dilemmas of public engage-
ment. The era of public engagement in research and innovation has just
begun, and major questions still remain in the air.



References

Arnstein, S. R. (1969). A Ladder of Citizen Participation. Journal of the
American Planning Association, 35(4), 216-224.

Australian Public Service Commission (2007). Tackling Wicked Problems:

A Public Policy Perspective. Canberra: APSC. Available at:
http://www.apsc.gov.au/publications07/wickedproblems.pdf.

Bachtiger, A., Niemeyer, S., Neblo, M., Steenbergen, M. R., and Steiner,
J. (2010). Disentangling Diversity in Deliberative Democracy:
Competing Theories, Their Blind Spots and Complementarities*.
Journal of Political Philosophy, 18(1), 32-63.

Bachtiger, A., Setidld, M. and Gronlund, K. (2014). Towards a New Era of
Deliberative Mini-Publics, in Gronlund, K., Bachtiger, A. and Setél4,
M. (Eds.) (2014). Deliberative mini-publics: involving citizens in the
democratic process. ECPR Press, p. 225-245.

Beirle, T. C. and J. Cayford (2008). Democracy in Practice: Public
Participation in Environmental Decisions. Washington, DC, Resources
for the Future.

Berger, G. (1957), Social Science and Forecasting, quoted in: Cournand,
A, (1973), Shaping the future: Gaston Berger and the concept of
prospective, London: Gordon and Breach.

Blackstock, K. L., G. J. Kelly, et al. (2007). Developing and Applying a
Framework to Evaluate Participatory Research for Sustainability.
Ecological Economics 60, 726-742.

Boussaguet, L. and R. Dehousse (2008). Lay People’s Europe: A Critical
Assessment of the First EU Citizen’s Conferences. European
Governance Papers No. C-08-02, Eurogov.

Burgess, J. and J. Chilvers (2006). Upping the Ante: A Conceptual
Framework for Designing and Evaluating Participatory Technology
Assessments. Science and Public Policy 33(10), 713-728.

Burton, P. (2009). Conceptual, Theoretical and Practical Issues in
Measuring the Benefits of Public Participation. Evaluation 15(3):
263-284.

Dietz, T. and P. C. Stern, Eds. (2008). Public Participation in
Environmental Assessment and Decision Making. Washington DC,
The National Research Council.

Chambers, S. (2003). Deliberative Democratic Theory, Annual Review of
Political Science, vol. 6, no. 1, pp. 307-326.

Chilvers, J. (2008). Deliberating Competence: Theoretical and Practitioner
Perspectives on Effective Participatory Appraisal Practice. Science,
Technology & Human Values 33(3): 421450.

Craig, S. C., Niemi, R. G., and Silver, G. E. (1990). Political efficacy and
trust: A report on the NES pilot study items. Political Behavior, 12(3),
289-314.

Decker, M., and Ladikas, M. (2010). Bridges between science, society and
policy: technology assessment between methods and impacts. Berlin
[etc.]: Springer.

Deliverable 1.1. Inventory of PE mechanisms and initiatives D1.1. PE2020
publications (2014). Authors: Ravn, T., Mejlgaard, N. and Rask, M.
Available at: http://pe2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/sites/15/2014/02/
PE2020-FINAL-D.1.1-report.pdf.



http://pe2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/sites/15/2014/02/PE2020-FINAL-D.1.1-report.pdf
http://www.apsc.gov.au/publications-and-media/archive/publications-archive/tackling-wicked-problems

Deliverable 1.2. Public Engagement Innovations - Catalogue of PE
Initiatives, D1.2. PE2020 publications (2015). Eds. Ravn, T. and
Mejlgaard, N. Available at: http://pe2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/
sites/15/2014/02/ Public_ Engagement Innovations_H2020-2.pdf.

Deliverable 2.1. A Refined Typology of PE Tools and Instruments,
D2.1. PE2020 publications (2014). Authors: Maciukaité-Zviniené,
S., Tauginieng, L., Rask, M., Mejlgaard, N., Ravn, T., and d/Andrea,
L. (2014). Available at: http://pe2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/
sites/15/2014/02/D2-1-_PE2020_ submission-1.pdf.

Deliverable 4.1. Toolkit design document, D4.1. PE2020 publications
(2016). Author: dAndrea, L. Available at: http://pe2020.eu/wp-content/
uploads/ sites/15/2016/03/D4.1-FINAL.pdf.

Delli Carpini, M., E L. Cook, et al. (2004). Public deliberation, discursive
participation, and citizen engagement: A Review of the Empirical
Literature. Annual Review of Political Science 7(1), 315-344.

Dryzek, J. S. (2000). Deliberative democracy and beyond. Liberals, critics,
contestations. New York: Oxford University Press.

Dryzek, J. S. (2009). Democratization as deliberative capacity building.
Comparative Political Studies, 42, 1379-1402.

Dryzek, J. S. (2010). Foundations and Frontiers of Deliberative Governance.
New York: OUP.

Elson, R. (2014). Third wave, third sector: A Comparative provincial
analysis of the governance of third sector relations. Canadian Public
Administration, 57, pp. 527-547.

Fiorino, D. J. (1990). Citizen Participation and Environmental Risk: A
Survey of Institutional Mechanisms. Science, Technology and Human
Values, 15, 226-243.

Funtowicz, S., and Ravetz, J. (2003). Post-normal science. International
Society for Ecological Economics (ed.), Online Encyclopedia of
Ecological Economics at http://isecoeco.org/pdf/pstnormsc.pdf.

Gaskell, G., and Bauer, M. W. (Eds.). (2001). Biotechnology 1996-2000: the
years of controversy (pp. 96-115). London: Science Museum.

Gastil, J., and Levine, P. (2005). The deliberative democracy handbook:
Strategies for effective civic engagement in the twenty-first century.
Jossey-Bass, 2005.

Georghiou, L., and Keenan, M. (2006). Evaluation of national foresight
activities: Assessing rationale, process and impact. Technological
Forecasting and Social Change, 73(7), 761-777.

Gieryn, Th. (1983). Boundary-work and the demarcation of science
from non-science: Strains and interests in professional ideologies of
scientists. American Sociological Review, 48 (6).

Godet, M., and Roubelat, E (1996). Creating the future: the use and misuse
of scenarios. Long range planning, 29(2), 164-171.

Goodin, R. E., and Dryzek, J. S. (2006). Deliberative impacts: the macro-
political uptake of mini-publics. Politics & society, 34(2), 219-244.

Goldschmidt, R., O. Renn, et al. (2008). European Citizens’
Consultations Project. Final Evaluation Report. Stuttgart, Institut fir
Sozialwissenschaften.

Gronlund, K., Bichtiger, A., and Setdld, M. (Eds.) (2014). Deliberative
mini-publics: involving citizens in the democratic process. ECPR
Press.

Guldbransen, L.H. (2014). Dynamic governance interactions: Evolutionary
effects of state responses to non-state certification programs.
Regulation & Governance (2014) 8, 74-92.

Howe, J. (2008). Crowdsourcing: How the power of the crowd is driving
the future of business. Random House.

Irwin, A. (2001). Constructing the scientific citizen: science and
democracy in the biosciences. Public understanding of science, 10(1),
1-18.

Jacobi, A. Kliiver, L. and Rask, M. (2011). CIVISTI D3.3 Final Project
Report. www.civisti.eu/.

Joly, P. B., & Kaufmann, A. (2008). Lost in translation? The need for
‘upstream engagement’ with nanotechnology on trial. Science as
Culture, 17(3), 225-247.


http://pe2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/sites/15/2014/02/Public_Engagement_Innovations_H2020-2.pdf
http://pe2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/sites/15/2016/03/D4.1-FINAL.pdf
http://pe2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/sites/15/2014/02/D2-1-_PE2020_submission-1.pdf
http://www.civisti.org/

Kies, R., and Nanz, P. (Eds.) (2013). Is Europe listening to us. Successes
and failures of EU citizen consultations. Farnham and Burlington.

Klein, J. T. (2004). Prospects for transdisciplinarity. Futures, 36(4), 515-
526.

Knowlton, L. W,, and Phillips, C. C. (2013). The logic model guidebook:
Better strategies for great results. Sage.

Kuhlmann, S., and Rip, A. (2014). The Challenge of Addressing Grand
Challenges. A Think piece on how innovation can be driven towards
the “Grand Challenges” as defined under the prospective European
Union Framework Programme Horizon 2020. Available at:
https://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/pdf/expert-groups/
The_challenge_of_addressing Grand_Challenges.pdf.

Lindblom, C. (1959). The science of ‘muddling through’ Public
Administration Review, 19, pp. 79-88.

Lord, C., & Tamvaki, D. (2013). The politics of justification? Applying the
‘Discourse Quality Index’to the study of the European Parliament.
European Political Science Review, 5(01), 27-54.

Mienpid, P, and Faehnle, M. (2015). Presentation at the R&D day of
the Finnish Institute for Deliberative Democacy, 28 October 2015.
“Avoin, joukkoistava ja aktivismia hyddyntava kaupunki” (“Open,
Crowdsourcing and Active City”, in Finnish only).

Matschoss, K. et al. (2015). Citizen Assessment of Priorities for European

Research. A report of the CASI-project. Available at www.CASI2020.eu/.

Mazzucato, M. (2015). The entrepreneurial state: Debunking public vs.
private sector myths. Anthem Press.

Neo, B. S., and Chen, G. (2007). Dynamic Governance. Embedding Culture,
Capabilities and Change in Singapore. Singapore: World Scientific
Publishing.

Nicolescu, B. (2002). Manifesto of transdisciplinarity. Suny Press.

OECD. (2001). Citizens as Partners. Information, Consultation and Public
Participation in Policy-making. Paris, Organisation for Economic Co-
Operation and Development: 267.

Parkinson, J., and Mansbridge, J. (2012). Deliberative systems: deliberative

democracy at the large scale. Cambridge University Press.

PE2020 Annex I. Public Engagement Innovations for Horizon 2020,
project plan.

Raelin, J. A. (2001). Public reflection as the basis of learning. Management

learning, 32(1), 11-30.
Rask, M. (2013). The tragedy of citizen deliberation — two cases of

participatory technology assessment. Technology Analysis and Strategic

Management, 25(1), p. 39-55.

Rask, M., & Worthington, R. (Eds.). (2015). Governing Biodiversity through

Democratic Deliberation. New York and London, Routledge.
Rask, M., Maciukaite-Zviniene, S., and Petrauskiene, J. (2012a).

Innovations in Public Engagement and Participatory Performance of

the Nations. Science and Public Policy, 39, pp. 710-721.

Rask, M., Worthington, R. and Lammi, M. (Eds.) (2012b). Citizen
participation in global environmental governance. New York and
London, Routledge.

Renn, O. (2008). Risk governance: coping with uncertainty in a complex
world. Earthscan.

Reputation equity. UK registered design No. 4019241. Available at:
http://marlandsykes.com/reputation-equity.php.

Rip, A. (2003). Constructing expertise: in a third wave of science studies?

Social studies of science, 33(3), 419-434.

Roberts, N. (2000). Wicked problems and network approaches to
resolution. International public management review, 1(1), 1-19.

Rowe, Gene and Frewer, Lynn J. (2005): A Typology of Public Engagement

Mechanisms. Science Technology Human Values 2005 30: 251.

Rowe, G., Horlick-Jones, T., Walls, J., and Pidgeon, N. (2005). Difficulties

in evaluating public engagement initiatives: reflections on an
evaluation of the UK GM Nation? public debate about transgenic
crops. Public Understanding of Science, 14, pp. 331-352.



https://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/pdf/expert-groups/The_challenge_of_addressing_Grand_Challenges.pdf

Sabeti, H. (2009). The emerging fourth sector. Executive Summary.
Washington: Aspen Institute.

Seligman, M. E., and Csikszentmihalyi, M. (2014). Positive psychology: An
introduction (pp. 279-298). Springer Netherlands.

Smits, R. and Kuhlmann, S. (2004). The rise of systemic instruments in
innovation policy. International Journal of Foresight and Innovation
Policy, 1(1-2), 4-32.

Steenbergen, M. R., Bachtiger, A., Sporndli, M., & Steiner, J. (2003).
Measuring political deliberation: A discourse quality index.
Comparative European Politics, 1(1), 21-48.

Stevenson, H. and Dryzek, J. (2014). Democratizing global climate
governance. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press.

Urpelainen, J. (2013). A model of dynamic climate governance: dream big,
win small. International Environmental Agreements: Politics, Law and
Economics, 13(2), 107-125.

Viliverronen, E. (2016). Julkinen tiede. Vastapaino: Helsinki, Finland (in
Finnish).

Warburton, D. (2011). Evaluation of Sciencewise-ERC. Didcot: Sciencewise.

Williams, C. C. (2002). Harnessing voluntary work: A fourth sector
approach. Policy studies, 23(3), 247-260.

Wong, J. (2015). ‘Mini-publics, competence and reliable decisions, in Rask,
M., and Worthington, R. (Eds.). (2015). Governing Biodiversity through
Democratic Deliberation. New York and London, Routledge, 235-248.






APPENDIX 1. Cognitive maps of 38 innovative PE cases

Map 1: PRIMAS - Promoting inquiry in mathematics and science across Europe

Aim: to promote a more widespread uptake of inquiry-based
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Map 2: Science Municipalities

Aim: to activate and coordinate all positive local forces and
resources in the 25 participating municipalities towards a
common purpose of improving the quality of science education
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Map 3: Nanodialogue Project

Aim: to raise curiosity and stimulate debate on
nanotechnologies and nanosciences, both for the
general public and more sophisticated targets
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Map 4: Breaking and Entering — Explore how science and society relate

Aim: to generate interactions and dialogue about the
social role of science and to invite science festival visitors
to form opinions on this theme
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Map 5: EARTHWAKE

Aim: to develop recommendations to harness the appeal of
popular strands of TV such, such as drama, wildlife programmes
and sports, to create new awareness and interest in science
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Map 6: “Let’s Do It” — Movement and World Clean-up

Aim: to clean up the whole world from illegally dumped solid
waste, and to support the most intelligent and sustainable waste
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Map 7: DEEPEN Project

Aim: to provide solutions on how to govern a new domain of
science (nanotechnology) under conditions of uncertainty, while
enhancing innovation and remaining sensitive to public concerns
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Map 8: Flemish Science Shops

Aim: to assemble questions from civil society organizations (CSOs), translate
them into research questions, and act as a mediator between CSOs and
academia in order to do research on behalf of CSOs, provide work experience
for students, and bring research results under attention of the wider public

personalised academicinputto C50s positive media coverage

™\
mediation between CS0s, students and supernvisors | service for helping students to do research on behalf of CS0s easy way for universities to serve society

Flemish science shop network /" \ . . |'|/ new research directions
\ foruniversites ———
translating CS0 questions to research questions Y 7 . knowledge transfer
~\ \ I TR
agenda setting of socially relevantresearch | senices ‘.\ II '\_ university-civil society relations
matching science with society /" "', | organizational changes
| Y | -
scientific relevance . \ focus and approach : . "-x\ mutual benefits | . II'/ policy impacts
——————, advisory board ’—<B Flemish science shops (CONS) - 4‘%\ for CS0s and communities ——
societal relevance ™ | Th— I '| % personalized academicinput
- | structure  / | |
university funding J-F’i ,"'I \ | ' problem solving knowledge for communities
bl ALl L -
project funding /' J.-'J \ ll waork experience
- / A II o
dependency of university funding / \.\ \ forstudents | network building
, !
matching supervisors with societal challenges \ f \‘\_ "\ publication of master's theses
“\E' challenges ./ Y
economic crises \ ) . international science shop network
— | \ spreading of the science shop concept
ensuring high quality of research  / . feasible model of upstream engagement




Map 9: RESEARCH 2015

Aim: to identify future research areas in Denmark in order to increase a
systematic and robust basis for the prioritisation and allocation of

strategic research funds
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Map 10:iSPEX

Aim: to generate public awareness on atmospheric science and help citizens to
contribute to scientific knowledge by going out and performing formalised
measurements with their smartphones
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Map 11: PERARES - Public Engagement with Research and Research Engagement with Society

Aim: to strengthen interaction in formulating research agendas between higher
education institutes and civil society organisations at the regional and
transnational/ European level
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Map 12: SpICES - Special initiative for Citizen Engagement in Science

Aim: to assess how the media can facilitate a stronger two-way dialogue
between science and society in order to construct a participatory way of

developing science policy at the EU level
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co-construction of innovative solutions

high scientific and political relevance of the questions Y

increasing awareness about Horizon 2020 j'

limited involvement of stakeholders in defining research questions
maonitoring of the outcomes \‘.I /
5y

more effective use of new media tools /
challenges /

linguistic translations
closerlink with the EC /|

better acknowledgement of citizens’ concerns j'




Map 13: The Autumn Experiment

Aim: to experiment large-scale citizen science by engaging pupils to gather
observation data on autumn leaves, to provide researchers with more data,
pupils with experience of research, teachers with new teaching materials and
society with better awareness of relevance of science in our daily lives

large-scale experiment on pupils’ engagement in research

simple to study \
— . focus ontree phenology |

easy to understand -, citizen science

high media coverage children doing science is media atiractive

R . f Y new contents to teaching
Swedish researchers’ night { N s
- context  / Y ) [ teaching materials and methods
cities across Sweden \ educational - . )
h -\ / / .__new inspiration to teachers and pupils
researchers N - { | N - - -
TN — . "'---x‘ | ' new citizen science project with schools
pupils | o g; 13. The autumn experiment (CONS) | | -
— two-way communication [ TTe— —— _ mutual benefits | 2000 trees registred and measured
teachers =, focus and approach / / - \ -
) . i { I / |\ research benefits | inputfor developing satellite imagery
direct contacts through social media  / | [ - Y
o | / \_data and knowledge of the growing season
transdisciplinary research / |
- ;’ \ wider and deeper understanding of science
aftraction of teachers / \_ societal
- “—_publicity and recognition to scientific activities

p

>, /
keeping the schedule | challenges ./

data collection and processing is time consuming /-'




Map 14: VOICES - Views, Opinions and Ideas of Citizens in Europe on Science

Aim: to identify citizens’ ideas, preferences, values and expectation with regard to
research priorities for the theme ‘Urban waste and innovation’, and to yield
methodological insights about citizen participation in EU research agenda setting

large scale in-depth consultation of citizens

- ) ) ) )
identification of cifizens' needs and ideas | Europe-wide cifizen consultation an urban waste p results formally included in Horizon 2020 planning
i ! f ™\ { ideas included in defining strategic research priorities
methodological elaboration )/ \ lr
) ) ' new calls for research proposals under EU Horizon 2020
focus on waste as aresource and source for innovations \ policy impacts
A ' I discussion on RRlissues
age \ \'. / [
\ | 4 / \_confirmation to current EU priorities
sex | | / I\

— . - ) _—
education \ demographic diversity / \_ identification of lacunae in current EU priorities

—_ — ) ) creation of a replicable fransnational participatory process
employment j \ | ( 14. Voices (CDNSL)\ methodological demonstration  ~
— ] | P o~ ) . L - ) .
urban vs. rural )/ | focus groups methodology | focus and approach _J/ .'T_ — \ . demansiration on how public opinion can impact policy making
; [ suggestions for social innovations
trained moderators | \ Ve
) - | | \ [ identification of new research areas
science museums providing spaces for debates | /

-

external expert group supporting methodolagy /"l| orienting attitude research on relevant waste issues

Ay
| / “.__New substantial knowledge and ideas AL
I
1

i - N f | better understanding of public opinion on waste issues
researchers comparing citizens' priorities  / || =
. - ] | ,-" free availability of the Voices method
upstream’ orientation /
e | . ) .
shared understanding of expected outcomes challenges /f_; \__insights on how to align research with RRI




Map 15: Social Advisory Board

Aim: to contribute to the formulation of a scientific research agenda addressing
the challenge of demographic change in Europe, by providing a ‘societal pull’
perspective balancing the ‘scientific push’ perspective in the context of the Joint
Programming Initiative (JPI) on demographic research

advising scientific research agendas

-~
representing EU-level stakeholder organizations |

a stakeholoder body for aligning demographic research in Europe
Joint Programming Initiative (JPI} "More Years, Better Lives® (MYBL) /-'

identifying challenges and opportunities of demographic change

B
developing scientific research agendas | co-production of knowledge
N
developing policies for demographic change \

coordinating and prioritizing scientific research efforts |

collaborating with ather JPls |

X " . . N -
ensuring effectiveness oftransnational cooperation | transnational coordination

[ R recommendations for EU Horizon 2020 calls
aligning national research programmes and policies | \|_focus and approach L — - B - )
| -\(' . i . : i | strenghtening the "societal pull’ perspective in JPI research agenda setting
enhancing fransnational cooperation  / \! _15. Social Advisory Board (CONS)__ policy advice |~ - - -
| —— _ 4‘{ societal interaction plans piloted under a JPl research call
supporting public engagement in the JPI f'| \_ support of PE -~
—

| .__aninitiative to share experiences of PE between JPIs
societal and health policy interests | /
Y

{

| /

bottom-up perspectives from regions and communities “u . i o f i
~|,_comprehensive representation of societal interests  /

welfare programmes

JI' /
citizens and technology users )/

JPIMYBL as a novel and non-established institution /

motivation of stakeholders to participate in S0AB "', _;’

-
breaking up the tendency to focus narrowly on aging issues J\ challenges //

developing a more systematic criteria for stakeholder involvement

integrating stakeholders from national contexts




Map 16: Imagine Chicago

Aim: to cultivate hope and civic engagement in Chicago and to help realise an
economy ‘in which nothing and no one was wasted’

developing positive visions for the city

intergenerational civic development process

teenagers at risk interviewing community leaders

—
arists \'\ empowerment and competences
T \ -
media executives \.I \ youth development | increased sense of ownership
civic and grassroot leaders A ey act \-., \__leadership opportunities for youth
ey actors \
politicians \‘ \" / community-articulated visions
business and professional leaders | \ i ;'J ) o ;/ a shared sense of identity
| [ \ community building . i )
young citizens  / | P n \ ,"' /-'—%I\ appreciative understanding of other generations
—_— \ focus and approac S/ \
city-wide appreciative inqui [ Bl . citizens inspired to make positive change
L Pp qulry \ f (16, Imagine Chicago (CONS) \ i P g
competence building for adolescents \ | '““'-——E—__ __-1\—-"7., schools
| | \ —
asset-based approach to community building ) | \ \\ [ museums
methodology |/ / ——
intercultural / youth serving organisations partnering with other institutions )L churches
linking youth and community development / ".\ \f\_ community groups
i I| .
young people as agents of hope and inspiration j' / \_\ ' businesses
adequacy of financial support ,-"J \ . o applied in organisations
/ \ spreading of appreciative inquiry

project perceived as a threat to existing non-profits \II

/
challenges / -
limited understanding of ‘change agents’ }7
)

suspects about hidden spiritual motivations /

self-organising imagine movement on six continents




Map 17: Bonus Advocates Network

Aim: to promote and enhance activities of a macro-regional research
and development programme BONUS in a national setting by facilitating
communication between the national stakeholders and BONUS

promoting macro-regional research in national settings

expert network under transnational Bonus programme

Bonus Baltic Searesearch and development programme

. \
communication between and researchers and end-users \

-
relevance of research in decision making | principles kY

familiarizing stakeholders of the aims of Bonus /" \'. !

ministries | iy

environmental organisations | | \

\
\

agencies |
T
k key stakeholders
.'I

academia

\
\ \
financial partners A | \

| | \ national stakeholder platforms
indust / | broad stakeholder involvement -~
—ry/; :f \‘ '.\ creating structures for collaboration on Baltic Seaissues | transnational cross-sectoral network
NGOs \ 1 _— } \
NS J II || focus and approach — —/ \ \__media events
environment i { 17. Bonus advocates network (CONS) :\) —_—
B | | — " cross-sectoral integration of Baltic Sea issues

transport | ! /

| | ] o \\ developing a policy-driven research agenda
/ \

- sectors involved / | \ \__inclusion of eco-innovations
agriculture }’7 / \
- |

| i \‘ broadening funding base

forestry /

stakeholder mapping |

integrating competitive and non-competitive funding \'.‘ | /

national workshops and media events A

functions | /

meetings with stakeholders and funders

implementing dissemiantion | ,.-"

initiating feasibility studies on Baltic Seaissues /'I

involving the business sector /

-
transforming interests to longer-term commitment | challenges /

cultural differences in networks' operations /’




Map 18: Owela Open Web Lab

Aim: to provide an on-line platform for open innovation, where new
services and products can be designed and co-created together with

users, developers and stakeholders

early involvement of users

on-line platform supporting open innovation

co-design of new products and senvices
co-design and co-creation

\
\k functions
hY
!
/

developing propotypes
users

evaluation of existing services

marketing and consumer research

testing early sernvice concepts

customers

EE— key actors |
developers H\

stakeholders /
facilitated discussions

communication channel between F2F studies

-, methodology /
.y

J

user-centric research

independence of time and place

pool of registred users

-
innovations based on consumer needs \\ principles I;'l
7

!
"y

recruitment of parti

early involvement supporting collaboration and co-innovation

high media interest

concrete changes in products, services and ideas

new products
————————_ consumers’ preference and experience maps

a shift of mindset from testing to collaboration and co-innovation

J_\ 18 Dwela open web lab (CDNS}V

focus and approach

—

, s
. aplatform for user-centric research | democratisation of research

\

reliable and effective way to gather userinput

cipants challenge /




Map 19: Citizens’ Dialogue on Future Technologies

Aim: to initiate a wide and continuous deliberation with the public about
prospective challenges in relation to technology development and
research and innovation policies

discussion about research and innovation policies

energy technologies \

1
~
high-tech medicine { citizen deliberation on prospective technologies
demographic change /\{ \

) \
German ministry of research and education / \

\

representative citizen panels "\.
~ \
experts | participants  regional citizen conferences

ministry officials / ".I \

wider publics  on-line consultation | \ citizen report with recommendations
— \ '
citizens "Ig methodology N policyimpacts | reframing of topics according to citizens' perspectives
' A I A — e T \ i e o
science \ | \ (__ 19. Citizens’ dialogue on future technologies (DEL) __) \__adjustment and prioritization of research policy issues
| " . . { ey |
economy \'u ) | _national citizen summit / | / |,-’ \ ministry more oriented to participatory processes
) | supportive experts | focus and approach ./ { . cultural change -
environmental protection }7 f F-’ \__new networks of participants and experts
civil society / | /
facilitated dialogues between citizens, researchers and ministry | J.-"'II
\ | /
wide and continuos process | | /
~ /

representative selection of citizens { principles /
citizens in collaboration with experts /( {"'

| !

co-design of ministerial strategies /

representative selection of citizens

=~ challenges /
difficulties to bring together citizens, experts and ministerial officials




Map 20: GenSET

focus on underrepresentation of women in STEM fields

Aim: to raise awareness of gender issues in science, develop multi-
stakeholder dialogue, improve gender equality policies and promote
knowledge how institutions can address gender issues

reflection based on research evidence

multi-stakeholder dialogue to promote gender equality in science

A

science leaders’ panel

-
gender scholars’ panel |

series of consensus seminars

representatives of R&D organisations as 'audience’  /

gender equality practitioners ) II
=, mentoring workshop
preparation of institutional plans \| \

high level policy debates | /
Y \
A

scientists | \

“\E' gender summits

policy makers

high media interest

manifesto of genderissues in R&|

'
[ evidence based consesus on actions needed to address genderissues
Il.f

awareness raising of genderissues

-
policyimpads} recommendations tothe EC | spreading of best practices

gl | methodology I".
scholars  / f \‘. A /
top-level "patron’ institutions as sounding boards _;'I '.\ focus and approach _,QU. GensET (DEI:
Twitter | ( ____:T — __1‘-..
Facebook | | | | \

- | \

Youtube { { \._

—— | extensive use of social media tools |/ | [ \
SurveyMonkey

II "\ promotion of education on gender issues

impact on national policies

I‘\ summits hosted by the European parliament
o
creation of a network of leading scientists and science institutions

e

impact on Horizon 2020

,"' consensus report as a blueprint for action programmes

-
institutionalization} publications in peer reviewed articles

J{ ."l
GoPetition | | /
GoMeeting /
facilitated dialogues

-
consensus orientation | principles / /

combined top down and bottom up approach /-'

presumption of ‘gender neutral science’

-~ challenges /

cultural differences in understanding genderissues

\__gender summit as a model for similar consultations

1
'-\ travel of gender summits from Europe to other continents




Map 21: The creation and composition on Law No. 69/07 of the Tuscany Region

Aim: to promote proactively citizen involvement as an ordinary form of
local and regional administration and government

regional participatory autharity

financial \ o X X
E— \_legislative framework supporting public debates

~
methodological | supportto local administrations

logistical /
large infrastructure projects

topics
local educational, social, environmental and economic policies j—\

proactive promotion of citizen involvement in decision making "

™ . N
\_principles |

volontary agreements with local administrations

administration's commitment to accountability /’

| focus and approach ./
|.5

|
erotion of traditional forms of civic paricipation \ |

w%' palitical motwations /
4

S

lacking resources for evaluation !

declining voter turnout

mistrust of citizens toward political institutions

a participatory law-making process leading to the law

™
law ignored by the regional polical system | challenges /

participatory authority understaffed /

dialogue and deliberation

{ I
[ neutrality

-
principles of deliberative democracy introduced to legislation )l balanced information

}\ inclusion
\

\\ B B \_influgnce
/__\,__—— T —{ schools
_21.Law No. 69/07 of the Tuscany Region (DEL) ) —
——— % beneficiaries | local administrations
\ Tuscany as a laboratory of deliberative democracy
I\. \I . citizens
/ ) representive democracy supplemented by deliberative democracy
/ \ increasing social capital

-
expected benefits |
\

better conflict management

renewal of demacratic institutions




Map 22: ACE - Act Create Experience

Aim: to create opportunities for young people to develop skills in environmental
thinking and communication, to encounter new experiences that challenge, stretch

and stimulate, and to participate in decision-making processes.

creating a critical framework for environmental issues
.
raising awareness of sustainability | youth response to Earth Summit's global plan for environment

WWFUK X
— Y

workshops \‘.\
_ \

dance '

—_ |

drama | vyouth art |

-

|, functions

i /
visual arts
environmental visits \ ) )
- ) high media coverage

!
agroup discussions /| | .
| | \ enthusiasm
!
' [ agility

internet and social media / |

-
participation in decision making } infarmality

}\ fresh perspectives

LU Lo

' informing policy makers

young people
0y \
youth waorkers |

N\
teachers { key actors [ o —
> —_— T
community artists /( Wl j22 ACE - Act Create Experience (DEL)")
— | | focus and approach 0 T— _——— new skills and knowledge
WWF-UK / } A

'|1 / \-., Y ) Ilf/ a repertoire of understandings, images, actions

local cummunities / LN empowerment and education |~

N | \ ) % 0pen, inguiring mindset
\ | i x |
[ \ ' creative and reflective problem solving

/ \
road shows to other schools

local government and politicians \ ) /
networking /
voluntary organisations }7 | / \
[ \_ impacts on schools -
.

creation of a technology college

local media /'I
educational, empowering, democratic and paricipatory process | /
led by young people \'.I ||
grass root initiated

principles {
action learning and expansive thinking f
/

expression of young people’s concerns v
/

linking global and local perspectives j'
shorttime schedule /

———————— challenges /
granting ownership and control to young people

A




Map 23:The National DNA Database on Trial

Aim: to support education, awareness raising and public participation in policy making
by allowing some young people in South Wales to engage with complex bioscience
issue (genetics) over an extended period of time through a mock trial process

forensic use of genetic information

-

\ public interest raised in the local community

young offenders having their DMA taken

(/ anew approach to engage hard to reach populations

~|__mock trial on ethical issues of national DNA database

legal, ethical and social issues

-
ol p experience ofthe mock trial method | enjoyable experience to all audiences
Wellcome trust / \-\ )
B — Y \__positive evaluation by the participants
discussion on complex bioscience issues A
a . A\ increased confidence to discuss genetic issues with others
focus groups | s
#\' empowerment of youth | increased of knowledge about DMA database
youth as jurors and witnesses in a mocktrial | methods e \ icipant thusiast dself d
. . \_ participants enthusiastic and self-assure
mock trial conducted in Parc Prison /'r \ C__ 23. The national DNA database on trial (DEL) Jj -
| | S T — T\ demonstration that young people can handle complex bioscience issues
webpage providing information about DMA database |/ | focus and approach ./ ; A\ s dicts t i K
| SE— | \ \ [ verdicts to policy makers
education [ \ \__policy impacts |- ) ) : ) ) !
— || ,-’ A\ %\ petter understanding of the issues that are important to youth in relation to genetics
awareness raisin \ | / |
7g“\2' principles  / ;"r Y \_ dialogue with policy makers
participation in policy making 4 ! Y
| ! Y report
youth as co-producers of qualitative data /' _ff P
/ _ products /' model and banner of DNA database made by prisoners
reluctancy of the young offenders to paricipate / \
~_ challenges / \__ashortfilm
long-term engagement ofthe participants
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Map 24: 2WAYS

Aim: to increase awareness and knowledge about European life science research, and
involve European citizens, especially youngsters, in an intensive two-way dialogue

with science experts and other stakeholders

twio-way communication between youth, scienctists and stakeholders

ethical aspects of life sciences | series of communication events on life sciences
European Science Events Association )/ \\
‘science parliaments’ of European students \"\, documented increase of interestin life sciences
~ Ay rs
science cafés \‘u . . '-\ participant learning | change of opinions by event visitors
— | dcitizeninvolvement processes \ \ - o
performances 4 N\ \ \__changed perceptions of the work of scientists
PLAGLLLLLE L B \ \ /
workshops with scientists /‘ | ;’ a model of Young Europeans Science Parliament’
| [
games — [ . |‘/ students’ participation in policy making
—_ | - "~ development ofthe "science parliament concept |~ -
plays | interactive presentations of on-going life science projects | §\24. 2WAYS (DEL))' .___recommendations of actions
-\ focus and approach /" I |
exhibits / !?7' / '\ \__new'science parliaments’ organized
visitor surveys I-|| "-\ introduction of dialogue and participation to science events
————————_ evaluation ofthe impacts of science communication /| \ s - -
impact comparison study \ ) o | experience of collaboration between communication experts and researchers
| / “._ enhanced science communication |~ - - - -
| %.__making interesting presentations in a new way
/ |
'\ knowledge ofthe impacts of science communication

two-way communication of on-going research
™ o i {
| principles / ;

linking activities to existing structures of science communication

collaboration between communication expers and scientists /-'
inadequate time for identifying volonteers __,-’
challenges ./

engagement of research teams
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Map 25: NanoDialogue

central national dialogue platform

German Federal ministry of environment

Aim: to foster exchange among stakeholders in society on the opportunities and risks
presented by nanotechnologies and in doing so help to ensure responsible and

sustainable use of nanomaterials

dialogues to ensure responsible use of nanomaterials
Y

German network of nanotechnology debates /-'

consumer associations

government
\

trade unions
|

\I
II
™y
A
\

industry
government agencies A stakeholders
churches ,
women's organisations /| II|
Environmental assodations }F.' | agreement and published report of fundamental issues
':-r-2--5_.-;|;ﬂ_0|3iEl|Ugl;§_(|;]EEEl-l->\__ policy impacts n'li identification of socio-political contexts
S — - '4& reflections of regulatory implications
'I I'\. contributions to responsible use of nanomaterials

scientific community /
|

identification of key issues
Y

opportunities and risks of nanotechnology ‘-I o
=, ‘ManoKommission’
recommendations g ~
- | 1
\
o

| |
/
/

broad representation of stakeholders /

identification of sociopolitical contexts

| focus and approach

(
[ |

|
functions j‘l

~,

 expert dialogues |/ |
(‘5—/
f

nanomedicine

thematic discussions

v
|
/
f

aquatic ervironment

extensive involvement of stakeholders
!

-
)
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effective and open communication \ o |
=, principles /
respectful dialogue
- II I.'
voluntary participation  / .-"
limited funding to cover travelling costs #,f'
~,_ challenges /
limited involvement ofindustries




Map 26: World Wide Views on Global Warming

Aim: to give citizens an opportunity to express their views on some of
the key issues negotiated at COP15 and engage policy makers in a
dialogue about citizens’ views

core issues of UM COP15 negotiation

-
democratisation of international politics | global citizen consultation on climate policy

The Danish Board of Technology /-' \

technology assessment agencies \

-

universities |
™
NGOs | organizers %

[

public councils

‘World Wide Views Allianze [ media attention

multi-site citizen consultation | I"'. information about global citizens’ views

A

balanced info materials \ | |

™
|, focus and approach o _ ) .
—<_,___26. World Wide Views on Global Warming (DEL) 2
| — — | __ policyimpacts -
S ke s s B

new knowledge
I,’ /4’\\ knowledge about public support of policies

moderated discussions in small groups global citizen deliberation is feasible

demonstration

palitically meaningful results can be produced

individual votings

recommendations by citizens recommendations for policy makers

| \ . local and global policy dialogues organized

effective dissemination

simple and cost-effective | "-.\ a global network of deliberation experts

Y ! x
potential to scale up | | / \ . I-/ subsequent projects nationally and internationally
\ | f % spinn offs -
open-ended process | | { ﬂk UM as a co-initiator of new COP related consultations
1

N

|
representation of demographic diversity \ principles / \_academic debates on global paricipation

—

focus on key disputes of COP negotiations

transnational collaboration | I.-'
) /
comparability of results /’ /

fundraising
- |

A\

logistical problems \ /

_ o\ challenges J/
complex and time consuming organization

i
-II
|

creating formal ties with UN secretariat  /
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Map 27: BBSCRC Bioenergy Dialogue

Aim: to explore the public views on bioenergy, consider those views
in the strategy and policy development in bioenergy, and pilot a new

distributed approach to public dialogue

a series of facilitated citizen deliberations

~
UK Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council (BBSRC) |

distributed dialogues on bioenergy

Sciencewise Bioenergy /’
future scenarios of bioenergy

.
democs gard games | stimulus materials

expertinput  / \
—_— | method
citizen dialogues about bioenergy in\'
\
citizens' views collected through feedback forms Y |
several rounds of dialogues jl \

an internal dialogue coordinator |

broad involvement of interested citizens "', |

3
{key actors |/

stakeholders engaged through an oversight group

expert analysis of citizens’ views
)

events led by citizens, researchers or practitioners |/

low motivation and funding of new partner organisations

focus and approach .

distributed approach to dialogue is feasible

demonstration | the model is cheaper than traditional forms of PE

\ "\ distributed deliberation model needs improvement

S — {

increased confidence and competence in arganizing deliberations

~_27. BBSCRC Bioenergy debate (DEL;:)\

\

—_— organizational learning |

/

researchers increasingly interested to organize PE

"\ a PE toolkit freely available through BBSRC

publicviews on bioenergy considerad in strategy and policy

\\
\_ policy impacts
o

BBESRC reassured about the organization of bioenergy research

inadequate facilitation skills

non-representative sample of paricipants

inadequate feedback forms
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/
/
A /
“\%' challenges /
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Map 28: Soapbox Science

Aim: to engage citizens across the whole spectrum of society, to
improve the visibility and perception of women in science, and to
establish Soapbox as a leading UK voice for women in science

STEM researchers o _ o
—— . public discussion events between female scientists and passers-by

unintentional publics

recruitment of speakers through open calls . )
W large community of Twitter followers

-
high media interest |  traditional and new media activated

"\ covered in scientific and lay media
experience of media exposure

support of professional science communicators

direct interaction between scientists and unintentional publics
processes \

dialegue about science among broader public N \

[ engagement experiences

volunteers helping run the programme Y/ | \
\ /
collection of participant feedback _,JI | / o . - )
.." researchers’ competence building J skills and self-confidence in communcations
Twitter | [ } - -
— | e . networking opportunities
blogs | “ ’ N |
—gx{t effective usage of media | focus and approach ASOEDDOX science (D LD '\ boosted public profile and new career opportunities
Youtube ] e
7-‘? | LY better visibility and perception of women in science
traditional media )/ | (Y e - i
- { W _ _ _ ) [ new framings of science
relaxed and interactive | / \ improved image of women in science s
\\ I f % inspiration to the next generation of scientists
cost-effective | \ \ " .
— | | | \ ' positive audience feedback
transposable o [ I 1
— | principles / \ several new events
low budget o o . )
e ! institutionalisation |  rapid growing of the soapbox science movement

\__formation of an international network

simple /| //
free of charge jl /

securing long-term funding
-, challenges /
—

low proportion of women in science
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Map 29: Futurescape City Tour

Aim: to engage local community members about technology’s impact on their
cities in order to embed citizens’ values into local systems of innovation

local community members

city tours to appraise technology's role in urban development

several U.3. cities

photographing \
— guided walking tours in one's own city \

behind-the-scenes-expeditions

J. \'-I \\

city planners \
SRR

. \ \

policy makers | | \

™ \
researchers {informalconversations | !

» ( \
M; i methodology

corporate business

moderated \

—,_ citizen deliberations .-'| ||
image-based \ focus and approach

hosted by cities | | ‘\
- - ) | \

™ |
in collaboration with artists | public exhibitions /

feedback from greater community /"

citizen driven agenda

N
representation of demographic diversity | |

N /
focus on capacity building { principles / /
importance of place and materiality /

)
broad involvement of experts and stakeholders  / !

participants’ technological skills

/
N\
~\|_practical challenges .-"r

1ce \ .,-"’
| \ /

organizing tours for bigger groups / \ all /
| _challenges /

inadequate facilitation skills

exclusion of people needing ist

participation based on self-selection

N |
elusive measurement of capacity-building ' lack of quantifiable outcomes /I

limited usability in policy making /’ I|

creation of continuity /
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|
enhanced civic capacities |

hY . . .
*.__methodological Ieammg)l

!
f

increased ownership

-
political | new networks and relationships

| "\ increased political efficacy

increased empathy

. communicative o
\ intrapersonal skills

| M

increased awareness of connections

' critical thinking skills -~
petter understanding of decision making

experience of a bottom up method

testing of a new way to embed societal values to R&D
method guidebook

. several cities interested in applying the method

interest by Federal government




Map 30: Citizen Visions of Science, Technology and Innovation

Aim: to produce a list of new and emerging issues for European S&T, produce a set of
policy options of relevance to future European framework programmes, and base these
products upon a novel and cost-effective process of citizen participation in seven
member states, supported by the analytical capacity of experts and stake-holders

citizen panels from 7 European countries

=, participatory foresight process

creation of a list of emerging S&T issues

A \
gender \
=== \
age | ) N !
-, representation of demographic diversity \
education 4 Y, \
e | | "
occupation )/ | \
el Ll | \
visions for the future \"-, ) )
—_—, | ideas communicated to EU FP planners
facilitated discussions | citizen consultations Y ) I ; ) !
; > | \ policy relevance | expansion of European foresight capacity
validation and prioritization  / | ; \ - . ; :
. methodology | A / \__contribution to demand side management of innovation
expert analysis ~| N { = -
B — \| focus and approach — " . ) ) R | a new concept of participatory foresight
recommendations by expert and stakeholders /| ————————_ 30.Citizenvisions of science, technology and innovation (DEL) .‘J\ s
| | TTe—,— | \_ methodological development | cost-effective way of citizen consultation
policy workshop / | \ ) . ) )
—_——— \__high participant satisfaction
identification of long-term future issues | a." o )
- / \ method applied in national and European processes
\ N thod applied in national and E
focus on demand driven | | “_ institutionalization - -
\\I | 4’\\ adapted to a fast track version
expansion of European foresight capacity o .'I /
principles /

provision of strategic intelligence

) /

methodological experimentation Y /

. . | J
learning-by-doing / /

high dropout of paricipants /

-
generality of recommendations | challenges

translation of visions to recommendations  /
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Map 31: Empowering Citizen Voices in the Planning for Rebuilding New Orleans

Aim: to bring citizens and decision makers together in a deliberative process, in
order to devise an actionable plan for rebuilding New Orleans, and to rebuild
the sense of community and institutionalise a new level of government
accountability and active citizen participation in the operations of New Orleans

large-cale citizen deliberation
AmericaSpeaks | 21st Century town meeting on New Orleans

Greater New Orleans foundation / \

local inhabitants \

-
key elected officials and decision makers |
- =, key aclors h
local organisations \

diaspora cities /' |

race |
-\\
gender | ) _
— demographic representation
age

| \
socio-economic status |/ \

high media interest
)
locally increased activitism on critical issues

multiple sites i "\.‘

l A
values based questions \. !meth logy \

~ b
trade-off questions | [
————— | _face-to-face dialogues J

complex planning issues |

Iy
f priorities for rebuilding the city

| comprehensive rebuilding plan | approved by authorities
-

{ \__ breaking political logjam

educational materials | | | policy impacts J‘ state and federal funds released to implement the plans

— change of key regulations of local governance

_31_. Empowering citizen voices in the planning for rebuilding New Orleans {DEI:)

f

facilitated dialogues / \

acinaied dilogues / | | "\ new governance structure
R e T Y

\__codification of ciizen participation in local governance

|
\ \ authorities committed to the results

\ ' local decision makers deeply involved ~

key pad vating I | focus and approach -_
—_ —
centralised thematisation of debates | | |I

accountable for follow up actions

™
instant reporting | computer assisted / ‘

rebuilding the sense of community

simultaneous webcasts
/ { linking public and palitical will

\\ symbolicimpacts |~
) e
)

satellite link between sites |

pringing citizens and decisions makers together restoring a sense of connection, hope and community

\__bringing citizens from diaspora together

2y
large group decision making ".I |
_large group decision making

broad demographic representation \ |

effective outreach | |
_—
\ |

civil servants included in the implementation X |
principles

poetry

N
music |

5
images '\ ‘safe space’ for dialogue /

localfood )|
- |

skilled facilitators / /

specific interests undermining plans
-, challenges
complications in implementing recommendations

vy
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Map 32: Consensus Conference on Future Energy Supply

Aim: to formulate recommendations for future energy supply in
Germany through a balanced dialogue between citizens

citizen panel on future energy supply in Germany

age \

gender \II . o ) \
—_representation of demographic diversity Y
f
_y
)

education
profession / | \
info materials I Y

preparatory weekends

| citizen participation
professional moderated discussion }—\\‘ '\"
|I | \

balanced dialogue among citizens  / |‘
!

policy recommendations

\ a COnsensus report by citizens - i
0 < a new way to communicate science

intro lecture

-~ \ focus and approach _— - -
experthearings | expertsupport ‘C.H_§2- Consensus conference on future energy supply (DEL_.'L:.?'I high participant satisfaction
* ~| - AR

—_— R
/!

-
resalving technical issues /" | \ participantlearning | increasedinterestin science

design by an analogy to jurors in a trial | f \_ reported behavioral changes
™

focus on controversial technologies | | -’f
: |
unbiased laymen \- | /

|
II
citizens representinglife-world knowledge principles / /
|

access to experts
autonomy of political interests |
! /
suppoart for a critical approach /’ /

limited thematic coverage of the expert panel

/
-, challenges /
originality of recommendations

A
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Map 33: Peloton

Aim: to implement innovative ways for citizens to participate in the
co-creation of new products and services, in order to enable
citizens to make more sustainable consumption choices

Demos Helsinki
peer-incubator for energy smart start up companies
\

-~
\

gatekeepers of sustainable living
/
consumers

companies
cities | workshops

key note speakers / \
— |

facilitated co-creation
) |

product manufactorers \ I
|
\ clubevents | spaces ofleaming
f ™y
\
\
\

-
service providers | gate keepers X
| II'. | \
| activities
— \
| \
| i
/

high media coverage

f
new products and services J

smarter products and services for companies
helping for startups to distrupt larger markets

'
{
)
If - - )

peerincubation services

paving way to co-creation

public organizations ) |
consumers |

D — |

| \

|

free pizza
open for the public

social media activities  /
carbon footpring testing |
f
interviews

/

- | — T —f
| supportive activities / | focus andapproach 33 Peloton (DEE;>
- _|'____ |

I A\
A\

-
| innovation camps /

multiple post-event activities j
institutionalization

phone and internet searching

.
interviewing | search tools

snowball sampling /
|
| identification of relevant citizen segments

festival guests
A f

\
~|_key citizen segments /
-
| |I
|
)

members of environmental organizations
)
/
co-creation of products and senvices
|
|

smarter consumer choices |
"~ )

understanding motivations o {: principles | |

~__empathetic facilitation |

co-creating ideas | i

] {

/

club event guests

neighbourhood activists  /

A
|

creative spaces with no advance commitments
getting companies to understand their role as gatekeepers of sustainable living
-, challenges /
getting companies to understand the benefits of co-creation

\.__newthinking patterns for companies
|'\ getting large companies talk directly to their customers

1

‘\ enabling citizens to make more sustainable consumption choices

research and publications

network of resource smart startups

coinage of the term "smartup’ and declaration of smartup manifesto

evolution of Peloton toward a way of thinking

continuous activities through social media and new projects

spreading of activities in Scandinavia




Map 34: PARTERRE

Aim: to demonstrate and validate the business potential of two
novel eParticipatory tools for spatial and strategic planning in
territorial development at the European level

refining e-tools in multiple European countries

a project demonstrating the business potential of two e-participation tools

regional pilots with local governments and citizens

A
small group discussions ' -
1\ ! refined e-tools supporting paricipatory arrangements
on-line reporting in maxi screens | ' . L
electronic town meeting \ | interactive decision tree
electronic voting }—, Ay |{—. )
— | \ o \ self-assessment questionnaire
instant reporting of results  / | e-participatory tools \ l - _
f Y \ savings on direct costs
systemic management of consultation documents [ \ Y new ICT tools s ) ) )
~ | | Ve \ [ more effective management of public consultations
integration to existing ITinfra | work-flow managementtool / | \ / | . s o
\ \ ;" \__qguantified benefits \} trust and confidence in institutions
formal responses to participants / \_focus and approach | \ ) I A
™\ \__increased social returns | improved reputation
territorial living lab approach | -, \
g ppl \ | (34. Parterre (DELD \__crowdsourcing of ideas
testing in multi-cultural settings | e— —T . . "
\\I | / \ more efficient management of public consultations
public-private partnerships / | s R R
principles  / Y | better and faster implementation of ideas
socio-digital validation of technologies \ ' . .
\_ f direct democracy enthusiasts
demonstration and validation ofthe business potential  / / ! - [ - o } !
| { policy impacts identification of converging interests | civil servants supporting ICT solutions
tools for spatial and strategic planning in territorial development  / ! \ i . .
! \__elected officials managing controversies
poor awareness of ICT tools },/ X - . . i i
X / \\__provision of a practical model of public-private partnership
limited policy impacts | / \
—_— | / \__continued experimentation ofthe e-tools in Germany and Italy

a convincing business model is needed for long-term sustainability | challenges /fj

successful implementation of e-participation requires favourable regulation

e-participation necessitates capacity building




Map 35: Imagine Jersey 2035

Aim: to inform and engage the public in a deliberative process on
the struggles in Jersey regarding current and forthcoming impacts

of demographic change

Jerseyisland
—  publicdeliberation on the impacts of demographic change
management of budget deficits

structured questionnaire

online consultation \
preceding deliberative events }ﬁ \
\
|
\

citizen deliberation |

youth deliberation \II | \
———, face-to-face deliberations \

|
21st Century town meeting } \ methodology \
| e e \
electronicvoting ||I \ \\

enhanced public understanding of how Jersey society is changing
ConsSensus on several policy issues

{ positive participant feedback

future scenarios ~ || l'- focus and approach I T— -—
trade-off gaming \> supportive methods / Fi\(\g,f_. Imagine Jersey 2035 (DE_L)j [
meetings with stakeholder groups /’ | "---—_T__ _ ‘\_ informing decision makers about public views } differences between younger and older populations
as many citizens as possible I.f'l } deeper understanding of the values and views of the population
self-selection | I|| II.."'I \ voting patterns
enabling public understanding of Jersey's future \{ principles / ,."'!
high quality conversation
informing public decisions about citizens' preferences --'I .fl
mistrust in the political system and the process ffﬁ
!

communication of complex scenarios /

- - - | challenges /
outdated scenarios due to economic recession JH

covering multiple political topics in one day  /




Map 36: G1000

Aim: to be a citizen initiative that is capable of innovating democracy by gathering

together ordinary citizens in a setting, which is conducive to open and un-coercive
deliberation on contentious political issues, and to let citizens experience democracy

and try to build bridges over highly polarised issues

citizen summit on the future of Belgium

debate aboutthe quality of democracy
citizen-led initiative

on-line gathering of topics (hop)
A

Open access
voting

facilitated table debates
citizen summit (step)
stimulated public debate on the quality of democracy

cities and municipalities

individual voting using voting devices
-
regional parliaments

central clustering of themes /-'
panels for policy proposals (jump)
\ ‘hop-step-jump’ methodology
! hY
signings of the ‘G1000 manifesta’

high media publicity
o

age
N\ f
gender |
\l |
language | |
SRR |
ethnicity k stratified randon selection of citizens  / | \ ;
\ o
\ focus and approach ,Q’»S. G1000(DELD -
- - "\ new actors interested } think tanks
] “._ institutionalization of deliberative democracy
| ) \ }\ universities
S LLLLL
\__civil society organizations
I‘\ new G initiatives in Belgium and abroad

social status
[
[

province |
)
emphasis on vulnerable groups )"

experts in citizen paricipation

journalists \'. |\
EL L LN f
intellectuals ) | [
volunteer organizers |/ f
scientists {
ekl f
|
| |
|
/
f
f
|

people from the cultural sector

supported by donations /"
revitalization of democracy I
f
{

focus on contentious policy issues
<
broad inclusion and diversity J\ principles |/
citizen led initiative /{r |
/

independence from political authorities
lack of impact on the content of policies
-, challenges /

no ties to formal decision making institutions




Map 37: Youth Council Espoo

Aim: to influence decisions that concern children and young people but also those
issues that are important to young people as municipal citizens

young people between 13 and 18 years

link between city officials and youth \ formal youth council of the city of Espoo

seats in city commitiees j

influencing decision making

raising perspectives and questions
expressing opinions functions

democracy education

organising of events

issues oftrafic and city planning regular media coverage

focus areas

issues of children and youth making youth voice heard in the city administration

schoaols

farmal initiatives to city boards

palicy impacts

youth organisations focus and approach _ e dialog with decision makers

political youth organisations extensive cooperation _\Y&BT Youth council Espoo (PART) influencing decisions

youth houses I - learning of the political system

other cities® youth councils democracy education
empowerment of youth
formal structure k collaborative skills

funded from city budget empowerment and ownership

permanent action principles

electoral selection

self-organizing

sceptical administrators

impacting mainly little issues
attracting youth to take part in activities challenges

work involving conflicts among members j

difficult tracking of political impacts




Map 38: We the Citizens

Aim: to influence discussions among senior government politicians about the design
and operation of a planned Irish constitutional convention and to inform public
debate about the merits of mini-publics (deliberation) as a means of engaging
ordinary citizens in debates over constitutional reform in Ireland

randomly selected citizens
citizens' assembly influencing the design of Irish constitutional convention
deliberative poll method

~\

public discussions

-
gathering ofthemes | nation-wide evening events
live broadcast in the main Irish TV channel

\

disseminating the process  / |

large-scale surveying of publicviews | o
=~ activities

media publicity
—_—

. public debate about the merits of mini-publics

citizens' assembly piloted in Irfland

=,
\ I,

randomly selected citizens f \

™~ | 1 __'.____ —_— I} g
control groups ‘-I » | \_focus and approach —_ - L o II'( random selection of citizens included in the constitutional convention

——  —, citizens"assembly / h -'\38. We the citizens (F'»\RT)/\_ palicy impacts |~
final report __,?—, [ —— 7 '4‘%\ principles of deliberative democracy included in the convention
- | i \ 1
live TV broadcasting / | \ \_ citizens' views introduced at the hearth of constitutional debate
e YV | \
orientation at political influencing || AN o ) measured improved of knowledge and political efficacy
> | . participant learning
research orientation | principles / / . measured change of political opinions
ensuring statistical robustness through control groups /-' ’,r"
media criticism .,-'f

criticism by civil Society groups about an ‘intrusion to their territory’ challenges ,;"

ensuring adequate number of citizen participants /




APPENDIX 2. Patterns of communication and participant selection

Selection
methods

Type of

communi-
cation

Internet

Type of media

Translated Printed Other

No of
different
media

Level of
communi-
cation

Direction of
communi-
cation

Evidence of formalization

Transdis-
ciplinarity

PRIMAS - Promoting uncontrolled | F2F, media X 2 two way S2p Yes Report, plan No

inquiry in mathematics and

science across Europe

Science Municipalities self-selection | F2F N/A N/A N/A N/A two way S2P Yes Report, survey results | N/A

Nanodialogue Project uncontrolled | F2F, media N/A N/A N/A 4 two way S2P Yes Feedback Yes

Breaking and Entering - uncontrolled | F2F, media X 2 two way S2P Yes Report, survey Yes

Explore how science and

society relate

EARTHWAKE controlled F2F N/A N/A N/A N/A two way S2p Yes Report, Yes

recommendations

“Let's Do It” - Movement uncontrolled | F2F, media X X X 3 two way p2p Yes success stories No

and World Clean-up

DEEPEN Project controlled, F2F N/A N/A N/A N/A two way S2P N/A N/A Yes
uncontrolled

Flemish Science Shops controlled F2F N/A N/A N/A N/A two way S2P Yes Report No

RESEARCH 2015 controlled F2F media X 1 two way S2pP Yes Recommendations Yes

iSPEX controlled F2F media X 1 two way S2pP Yes data on measurements | No

PERARES - Public uncontrolled | F2F, media X 1 two way S2P Yes Report Yes

Engagement with Research

and Research engagement

with Society

SpICES - Special initiative | self-selection | F2F, media X X 2 two way S2P Yes Survey results Yes

for Citizen Engagement in

Science

The Autumn Experiment self-selection | F2F, media X 2 two way S2P Yes Report No

VOICES - Views, Opinions | controlled F2F, media 2 two way S2P Yes Report Yes

and Ideas of Citizens in

Europe on Science

Social Advisory Board controlled F2F N/A two way S2RofP Yes Research Agenda Yes

Imagine Chicago controlled F2F, media X N/A twoway | P2P Yes Survey results N/A

Bonus Advocates Network | controlled F2F N/A two way S2RofP Yes Research Agenda Yes




Selection Type of Type of media No of Level of Direction of Evidence of formalization Transdis-

methods communi- different communi- communi- ciplinarity
Internet Translated Printed Other

cation media cation cation
Owela Open Web Lab uncontrolled | Media X 2 two way S2P Yes Report Yes
Citizens’ Dialogue on controlled F2F, media X X Phone | 4 two way S2p Yes Report, Yes
Future Technologies recommendations
GenSET controlled F2F, media X 2 two way P2S Yes Report Yes
The creation and uncontrolled | F2F, media X 1 two way P2S Yes Report Yes
composition on Law No.
69/07 of the Tuscany
Region
ACE - Act Create uncontrolled | F2F, media X Radio, X Post 6 two way p2S Yes policy Yes
Experience video
The National DNA uncontrolled | F2F, media X Movie 2 two way S2P Yes Report No
Database on Trial
2WAYS uncontrolled | F2F, media X 1 two way S2P Yes Report, outcomes Yes
NanoDialogue controlled F2F N/A N/A N/A N/A two way S2p Yes Report Yes
World Wide Views on controlled F2F, media X 2 two way S2P Yes Report N/A
Global Warming
BBSRC Bioenergy Dialogue | uncontrolled | F2F N/A N/A N/A N/A two way S2P Yes Survey results No
Soapbox Science uncontrolled | F2F, media X TV X 4 two way S2p Yes Survey results No
Futurescape City Tours controlled F2F, media X 1 two way S2p Yes Guidebook Yes
Citizen Visions on Science, | controlled F2F, media X 2 two way S2P Yes Guidebook Yes
Technology and Innovation
Empowering Citizen controlled F2F, media X TV 3 two way S2P Yes Guidebook, plan Yes

Voices in the Planning for
Rebuilding New Orleans

Consensus Conference on | controlled F2F, media X X Phone | 4 two way S2p Yes Report Yes
Future Energy Supply

Peloton controlled F2F, media X Phone | 3 two way S2p Yes Manifesto Yes
PARTERRE undefined F2F, media X Screen 3 two way S2P Yes Report Yes
Imagine Jersey uncontrolled | F2F, media X 1 two way P2S Yes Report, survey results | N/A
G1000 controlled F2F, media X TV X 3 one way P2S Yes Manifesto Yes
Youth Council Espoo controlled F2F, media 2 two way P2S Yes Report, plans N/A
We the Citizens controlled F2F, media X TV 2 one way p2S Yes Report, survey Yes

N/A - undefined; X — exist.
F2F — face-to-face communication; P2S — Public to sponsor; S2P — Sponsor to public; S2RofP — Sponsor to representatives of public; P2P — public (volunteers) to public.




APPENDIX 3. PE approaches

Title

PRIMAS - Promoting inquiry in mathematics and science across Europe

Category of PE

Public Communication

Mechanism

Awareness raising activities

Science Municipalities

Public Communication

Awareness raising activities

Nanodialogue Project

Public Communication

Awareness raising activities

Breaking and Entering — Explore how science and society relate

Public Communication

Installation

EARTHWAKE Public Communication Awareness raising activities

“Let’s Do It” - Movement and World Clean-up Public Activism Social movement, awareness raising
DEEPEN Project Public Consultation Focus groups, forum theatre
Flemish Science Shops Public Consultation Science shops

RESEARCH 2015 Public Consultation Foresight panel

iSPEX Public Consultation Crowdsourcing (citizen science)
PERARES - Public Engagement with Research and Research engagement with Society Public Consultation Science shops

SpICES Public Consultation Public opinion surveys

The Autumn Experiment

Public Consultation

Crowdsourcing (citizen science)

VOICES - Views, Opinions and Ideas of Citizens in Europe on Science

Public Consultation

Focus groups

Social Advisory Board

Public Consultation

Stakeholder consultation (consultative panel)

Imagine Chicago

Public Consultation

IMAGINE (Appreciative Inquiry, Al)

Bonus Advocates Network

Public Consultation

Stakeholder consultation (consultative panel)

Owela Open Web Lab Public Consultation Co-creation spaces
Citizens’ Dialogue on Future Technologies Public Deliberation Citizens' Summit
GenSET Public Deliberation Consensus seminar

The creation and composition on Law No. 69/07 of the Tuscany Region

Public Deliberation

21st Century Town Meeting

ACE - Act Create Experience

Public Deliberation

ACE (act, create, experience)

The National DNA Database on Trial

Public Deliberation

Mock trials

2WAYS

Public Deliberation

Science parliaments

NanoDialogue

Public Deliberation

Technology Assessment




Title
World Wide Views on Global Warming

Category of PE

Public Deliberation

Mechanism

Citizen Panel

BBSRC Bioenergy Dialogue

Public Deliberation

Formal public dialogue

Soapbox Science

Public Deliberation

Science event

Futurescape City Tours

Public Deliberation

Walking tours (material deliberation)

Citizen Visions on Science, Technology and Innovation Public Deliberation Citizen Panel

Empowering Citizen Voices in the planning for Rebuilding New Orleans Public Deliberation 21st Century Town Meeting
Consensus Conference on Future Energy Supply Public Deliberation Consensus Conference
Peloton Public Deliberation Gatekeeper analysis method
PARTERRE Public Deliberation Electronic town meeting (eTM)
Imagine Jersey 2035 Public Deliberation 21st Century Town Meeting
G1000 Public Deliberation Citizens' Summit

Youth Council Espoo

Public Participation

Youth Councils




APPENDIX 4. PE mechanisms*

PRIMAS - Promoting inquiry in
mathematics and science across
Europe

parlia-ment,

Meetings

F2F dialo-
gue

Consulta-

be¥ Event

Focus group

Workshop

el Media

badl Online

Confe-rence

Exhibition

Discussion

Comments

bed Materials

bed Reports

Science Municipalities

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Nanodialogue Project

Breaking and Entering - Explore
how science and society relate

EARTHWAKE

“Let’s Do It” - Movement and
World Clean-up

DEEPEN Project

Flemish Science Shops

RESEARCH 2015

iSPEX

PERARES - Public Engagement
with Research and Research
engagement with Society

SpICES

The Autumn Experiment

VOICES - Views, Opinions and
Ideas of Citizens in Europe on
Science

Social Advisory Board

Imagine Chicago

Bonus Advocates Network

Owela Open Web Lab

Citizens’ Dialogue on Future
Technologies
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GenSET

parlia-ment,

Meetings

F2F dialo-
gue

Consulta-

Focus group

b8 Workshop

¥ Confe-rence

Exhibition

Discussion

Comments

Materials

The creation and composition
on Law No. 69/07 of the Tuscany
Region

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

ACE - Act Create Experience

The National DNA Database on
Trial

2WAYS

NanoDialogue

World Wide Views on Global
Warming

BBSRC Bioenergy Dialogue

Soapbox Science

Futurescape City Tours

Citizen Visions on Science,
Technology and Innovation

Empowering Citizen Voices in
the Planning for Rebuilding
New Orleans

Consensus Conference on
Future Energy Supply

Peloton

PARTERRE

Imagine Jersey 2035

G1000

Youth Council Espoo

X

We the Citizens

X

X

X

X

X

*The following reading instructions apply. X — there was information about the application of this particular mechanisms. N/A — undefined issue. As some of the categories applied are not

self-evident, we provide the following definitions for clarification: Meetings refer to simplistic conversations with various stakeholders where neither discussion nor decision is preceded.
F2F dialogues refer to communication without any other supportive tools. Workshops refer to trainings for competence building to gain hands-on knowledge on specific field or issue
with the purpose to proceed further with discussion and decision. Discussion refers to debating.
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APPENDIX 5. Impact areas, learning and continuity

Impact areas Repetition of PE case Reflection Changes
PRIMAS - Promoting inquiry in mathematics and science across Culture Yes still ongoing N/A Yes
Europe
Science Municipalities Government Yes expanded to other municipalities No Yes
Nanodialogue Project Societal No no intention defined N/A Yes
Breaking and Entering — Explore how science and society relate Societal Yes Planned to continue Yes Yes
EARTHWAKE Societal Yes Planned to continue Yes Yes
“Let’s Do It” - Movement and World Clean-up Societal Yes still ongoing N/A Yes
DEEPEN Project Government Yes Planned to continue Yes Yes
Flemish Science Shops Societal Yes still ongoing N/A Yes
RESEARCH 2015 Societal No no intention defined N/A Yes
iSPEX Technological Yes still ongoing Yes Yes
PERARES - Public Engagement with Research and Research Societal and Yes Planned to continue Yes Yes
engagement with Society technological
SpICES Societal Yes Applied to other initiatives Yes Yes
The Autumn Experiment Societal No no intention defined Yes Yes
VOICES - Views, Opinions and Ideas of Citizens in Europe Societal Yes Applied to other initiatives N/A Yes
on Science
Social Advisory Board Government Yes still ongoing N/A Yes
Imagine Chicago Societal Yes expanded abroad Yes Yes
Bonus Advocates Network Government No no intention defined N/A Yes
Owela Open Web Lab Societal and Yes still ongoing N/A Yes

technological
Citizens’ Dialogue on Future Technologies Government No no intention defined Yes Yes
GenSET Societal Yes expanded abroad Yes Yes
The creation and composition on Law No. 69/07 of Government Yes still ongoing N/A Yes
the Tuscany Region
ACE - Act Create Experience Societal Yes still ongoing Yes No
The National DNA Database on Trial Culture No no intention defined Yes No
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Impact areas Repetition of PE case Reflection Changes
2WAYS Culture Yes repeated Yes No
NanoDialogue Government Yes still ongoing Yes Yes
World Wide Views on Global Warming Societal and Yes applied to other initiatives Yes No

technological
BBSRC Bioenergy Dialogue Government No no intention defined No No
Soapbox Science Culture Yes still ongoing No No
Futurescape City Tours Government No no intention defined Yes Yes
Citizen Visions on Science, Technology and Innovation Government Yes applied to other initiatives Yes No
Empowering Citizen Voices in the Planning for Rebuilding Government No no intention defined Yes No
New Orleans
Consensus Conference on Future Energy Supply Technological No no intention defined Yes No
Peloton Technological Yes still ongoing Yes Yes
PARTERRE Technological Yes planned to continue Yes Yes
Imagine Jersey 2035 Government No no intention defined No Yes
G1000 Culture Yes applied to other initiatives No No
Youth Council Espoo Government Yes still ongoing Yes No
We the Citizens Government Yes Irish constitutional convention Yes No
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APPENDIX 6. Innovativeness

Features of innovativeness
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PRIMAS - Promoting inquiry in mathematics and science across X X | X X
Europe
Science Municipalities X X X X
Nanodialogue Project X X
Breaking and Entering - Explore how science and society relate X
EARTHWAKE X X
“Let’s Do It” - Movement and World Clean-up X X X
DEEPEN Project X
Flemish Science Shops X X
RESEARCH 2015 X
iSPEX X
PERARES - Public Engagement with Research and Research X X X
engagement with Society
SpICES - Special Initiative for Citizen Engagement in Science X
The Autumn Experiment X X
VOICES - Views, Opinions and Ideas of Citizens in Europe on X X X
Science
Social Advisory Board X X X
Imagine Chicago X X X
Bonus Advocates Network X X
Owela Open Web Lab X X X
Citizens’ Dialogue on Future Technologies X X
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Features of innovativeness
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GenSET X X X
The creation and composition on Law No. 69/07 of X
the Tuscany Region
ACE - Act Create Experience X
The National DNA Database on Trial X x/ X X
2WAYS X X
NanoDialogue X X
World Wide Views on Global Warming X X X
BBSRC Bioenergy Dialogue X X X
Soapbox Science X X X
Futurescape City Tours X
Citizen Visions on Science, Technology and Innovation X X X
Empowering Citizen Voices in the Planning for Rebuilding X X | X X X
New Orleans
Consensus Conference on Future Energy Supply X
Peloton X | X X
PARTERRE X X
Imagine Jersey 2035 X X X
G1000 X X X
Youth Council Espoo X X X
We the Citizens X
TOTAL: 21 5|8 26 1 10 2 1 1 3 1 1 4 1 1 5 1
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Notes

1 While working on this study, the lead author has been in communication with
the U.S. AAAS Center for Public Engagement with Science and Technology. In
their draft of the ‘logic model of public engagement with science’ they define
PE as follows: “The Center acknowledged that there are multiple ways to define
public engagement with science, but for the purposes of this meeting and for
AAAS programs, the Center defines it as intentional, meaningful interactions
that provide opportunities for mutual learning between scientists and members
of the public”

2 In Deliverable 1.2 we defined ‘public activism’ as activities that “aim to
inform decision-makers and create awareness in order to influence decision-
making processes.” In this publication, however, we have adopted a broader
understanding of this concept, including social movements as an instance of
public activism. As social movements do not only inform decision making,
but also directly implement changes (e.g. in the case of Lets do it!, by cleaning
toxic waste from the environment), we also conceptualise ‘public activism’ as a
functional rather than supportive type of PE (see Figure 5).

Consumer Society Research Centre at the University of Helsinki, Finland.
4 Vilnius University International Business School, Lithuania.

We use italics when we refer to the 38 case studies reported in the cognitive
maps, fully described in Deliverable 1.2.

6  We are grateful for this distinction to our ‘sister project ENGAGE2020 (2013-
2015). Advised by the project officer of PE2020, we pay particular attention to
the levels of project definition and programme development.

7  For the definition, see http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/
h2020-section/responsible-research-innovation. If the ideas of anticipation
and reflexivity can be taken directly from the given definition, the idea of
transdisciplinarity can be more clearly be read from the two paragraphs that
follow the given definition: “Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) implies
that societal actors (researchers, citizens, policy makers, business, third sector
organisations, etc.) work together during the whole research and innovation

10

11

process in order to better align both the process and its outcomes with the values,
needs and expectations of society. In practice, RRI is implemented as a package
that includes multi-actor and P in research and innovation, enabling easier access
to scientific results, the take up of gender and ethics in the research and innovation
content and process, and formal and informal science education.” In our reading
the role of PE is among the core aspects of RRI.

Dynamic Governance. Available at: http://www.governancealive.com/dynamic-
governance/.

Reputation equity, UK registered design No. 4019241, http://marlandsykes.
com/reputation-equity.php

The types of participants, sponsors or organisers could help to learn to/by
whom specifically PE was run and try to answer to the question whether the
public was involved randomly or selected. In this regard, it is very likely that
we would find not a single model, but few models and all they would be treated
stochastic. In addition, they would match quite specific empirical situations
and won't be as general as theories (Bailer-Jones, 2003), and it is suggested

also to consider researcher’s approach in the context of direct or indirect
communication for examining pilots in WP3 and, consequently, identify factors
that determine success of PE: media (science journalists), PE platforms, CSOs,
science and innovation agencies as mediators, decision makers, business.
Stochastic (also called probabilistic) models (Borner et al., 2012) make it
possible to predict the behaviour of an object or phenomenon if the influence
of several unknown factors is sizable—the subsequent state is determined both
by predictable actions and by a random element. They cannot predict the exact
behaviour but predict the probability that a particular value will be observed at
a particular time within a known confidence interval. Ranges of values (in the
form of a probability distribution) are used to describe each model variable.

Urpelainen’s (2013) model of dynamic governance combines the bottom-up
approaches with governmental visions. Applying this model we consider
that while politically feasible actions at time ¢ will have an effect on PE at that


http://www.governancealive.com/

12
13
14
15
16
17

18

19

20
21

22

23

24

time t, they can also change the PE "game® from time #+1 on. Even if actions

on programme or project level have limited potential to enhance PE at time

t, it does not follow that they cannot lay the foundation for more ambitious
engagement in the future. The idea of Urpelainen’s model lies on the use of
small wins to bridge the gap between local reality and national or European
aims. Moreover, this model is aimed at government officials who are concerned
about research and innovation but face political constraints at the domestic and
international level.

A system of organisation that blends characteristics of chaos and order.
Cases: 1-4, 6-8, 11, 13, 14, 16, 18, 19, 21-24, 26-38.

Cases: 3,7, 14, 19, 21, 26, 27, 30, 32, 34, 36 and 38.

Cases: 4, 6, 18, 28, 29, 31 and 33.

Cases: 5,9, 10, 12, 15, 17, 20 and 25.

If the multiplicity of communications can be regarded as a sing of
innovativeness, a less innovative feature is that in majority (almost two third)
of the cases, the main direction of communication was from the sponsor to the
publics participating in these processes. Only in six cases the direction was the
opposite, from the publics to the sponsors, while only few cases the direction
was from public to public (see Appendix II).

Other interesting cases where cities or municipalities are as partners, include
cases 6, 10, 13, 16, 17, 21, 29, 31, 33, 35 and 37.

Examples of other international processes include cases 1,5, 6, 11, 12, 14, 15, 17,
20, 24, 30 and 34.

One third of PE cases did not state clearly how many media they used.

See, https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/h2020-section/societal-
challenges

Characteristics of societal challenges are appositely analysed in the literature on
‘wicked problems’ (Roberts, 2000; Australian Public Service Commission, 2007).

An observation is that challenge F is “Europe in a changing world - inclusive,
innovative and reflective societies”. As this project is from the U.S., the
relevance is only regarding the substance, not the geography.

Processes other than R&I-focused PE processes were included in our sample,
as the border between R&I and other themes is often vague. The case of World
Wide Views on Global Warming is illustrative of this: its focus is primarily on
climate politics, while at the same time climate change is only understandable

25

26

27

28

29

30

through scientific theories and technological instruments. Further, this event
was organized by the Danish Board of Technology Foundation (DBT), an
agency specialized in supporting public debates on technoscientific issues.

There is however a major qualification to this general observation. On closer
inspection, the majority of the PE initiatives at first seemed to be aimed at
mainly generating awareness on R&I, also contributed political processes.
PRIMAS, for example, aimed at influencing “context, policies and effecting
policy-making processes”.

In the CIVISTI project, for example, development of attractive public
transportation was considered to be the most important research priority
by citizen panels in seven EU member countries (Jacobi et al., 2011); In the
CASI-project, sustainable transformation of urban traffic infrastructure was
considered among the top ten research priorities by citizen panels in 12 EU
countries (Matschoss et al., 2015).

Bachtiger et al. (2014, 225-226), for instance, state that “to date, too few mini-
publics have had a discernible impact on actual policy-making”

This research strategy can claim to be ‘uncritical’ In defence, we maintain that
given the limited resources available, we preferred to invest in understanding
the ‘big picture’ rather than inspecting the details. We also try to be explicit
about this fact and encourage the reader to personally assess the plausibility of
the findings.

The point of the TAMI model is to distinguish between three issue dimensions
(scientific and technological, societal and policy related aspects), and three
impact dimensions (knowledge, attitudes and action related). We found it
useful to keep the issue areas as such, but considered it better fit to use different
categories of impacts. We ended up with substantive, practical and normative
dimensions, reflecting the three main rationales of PE, as often repeated in
literature on PE (e.g. Fiorino, 1990).

After making this bold claim, we add the qualification that in certain cases,
demarcation between different impacts was difficult. In most cases, however, it
was rather easy to classify the examples. For example, The Autumn Experiment
(case 13) that contributed to “scientific measurement and data” seemed

clearly to be an example on how a citizen science project contributes to new
knowledge by providing measurement and data on natural phenomena.

More difficult cases were e.g. “expansion and institutionalisation of PE” and
“conceptualisation” that we classified as practical impacts. “Expansion and
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32

33

34

institutionalisation of PE” we decided to allocate in this category, as seems
neither be about generation of new knowledge nor about realisation of certain
norms, but rather about practices that are not so much scientific or technical, but
rather social (or to some extent political) in nature. “Conceptualisation” in our
examples was about many things, but most often it was about the giving names,
vocabularies or definitions to new issues related to R&I activities, be them a
method of long-term participatory foresight (CIVISTI) or a concept of ‘science
municipality’ (Science Municipalities). For sure, some other ways of classifying
could have been possible, but found the current one best reflecting the cases.

Irish constitutional convention is a new venture in participative democracy in
Ireland tasked with considering certain aspects of the Constitution to ensure
that it is fully equipped for the 21st Century and making recommendations to
the Oireachtas on future amendments to be put to the people in referendums.
The Convention is a decision-making forum of 100 people, made up of 66
citizens, randomly selected and broadly representative of Irish society; 33
parliamentarians, nominated by their respective political parties and including
an elected representative from each of the political parties in the Northern
Ireland Assembly, see https://www.constitution.ie/.

Here we included the following 19 cases that reported of policy impacts (see the
cognitive maps): 5, 7, 9, 10, 14, 15, 19, 20, 23, 25, 26, 27, 30, 31, 32, 34, 35, 37, 38.

Imagine Chicago, for example, contributed to community building by
strengthening a shared sense of identity, helping appreciate understanding

of other generations, and it contributed to youth development by providing
them with empowerment, new types of competence, increased sense of
ownership and leadership opportunities. Futurescape City Tour enhanced civic
capacities through following elements: increased ownership, new networks and
relationships, increased political efficacy, increased empathy, intrapersonal skills
and skills in critical thinking. Empowering Citizen Voices in the Planning for
Rebuilding New Orleans contributed to ‘symbolic effects, including rebuilding
the sense of community, restoring sense of connection, hope and community.

We are not suggesting that Let’s do it! would have lost its power as a social
movement; we only observe that it has become more structured and in that
sense its original identity as a spontaneous social movement has changed. We
also maintain that similar contradictions are less pronounced for other types
of activities, such as projects, as they are often to some extent formal from the
beginning. There were highly different ways in which the studied PE processes
had extended. 2WAYS, for example, covers approximately 30 European cities;
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GenSET has expanded to North America, Africa, Asia-Pacific and Europe;
Science Municipalities involves 25 out of 98 Danish Municipalities; and
Imagine Chicago processes have taken place in specific neighbourhoods of
Chicago and in towns and cities around North and South America, Europe,
Asia, Africa, and Australia. None of such cases reported of a decreased vitality
of such concepts, even though we observed some level of formalisation and
‘structuration’ taking place along with the geographic expansion.

Following Neo and Chen (2007), we have adopted a broad definition of

these concepts. Anticipation refers to foresight type of activities oriented at
anticipating future development; reflection refers to public scrutiny of academic
findings or regulatory processes; transdisciplinarity refers to research and
planning processes that purposely involve not only researchers from different
disciplines but also actors beyond academia; continuity refers to activities that
aim at embedding new activities in existing institutions or otherwise building
bridges between separate interventions. We have given more specific definitions
in later sub-sections. The most remarkable difference to Neo and Chen’s (2007)
list of key capabilities of dynamic governance is that we replaced their notion of
the ‘capability to think across’ with the notion of ‘transdisciplinarity’

Neo and Chen (2007, p. 8) defines dynamic governance as follows: “Dynamic
governance is the ability of a government to continually adjust its public
policies and programs, as well as change the way they are formulated and
implemented, so that the long-term interests of the nation are achieved.
Dynamism in governance is essential for sustained economic and social
development in an uncertain and fast changing environment, and in an
increasingly demanding and sophisticated society where citizens are more
educated and more exposed to globalization.”

See, http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-15-5243_en.htm

The three points are reconstructed on the basis of Moedas’s talk, see
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-15-5243_en.htm

The brainstorming session was held in January 2015 in a consortium meeting in
Aarhus.

Democratic legitimacy is a composite term. It can refer to both legality and
psychological tendency of the participants or observers of PE processes to
perceive the results and process as acceptable. ‘Fairness’ is a related concept,
proposed e.g. by Renn (2008, p. 283) to be included among basic design
features of any participatory process.
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Another interesting example of ways to measure institutionalisation of PE
opens by asking participants to describe how they have communicated their
experiences with other people. Warburton (2011, p. 82), for example, found
in the evaluation of the UK Sciencewise-ERC activities, that each dialogue
participant is likely to talk to 30 others; this multiplied with the number of
Sciencewise-ERC participants during years (more than 13 000 people) means
that some 400 000 members of the UK public have heard about their PE
activities and related R&I themes.

As a distinction to ‘external efficacy’ that refers to participants’ beliefs about the
responsiveness of governmental authorities and institutions to citizen demands,
here we are talking about actual acts of account giving by governmental
authorities. The first aspect can be measured through polls, while the latter
aspect requires a study of policy impacts.

We observe that there is a distinction between acceptance and acceptability. The
difference is that acceptability refers to the attitude on R&I applications before
their implementation, whereas acceptance refers to the attitude after their
implementation (Gérling et al., 2008). Harnessing PE to increase acceptance

of already implemented R&I solutions can be democratically suspect, while
finding ways to design more acceptable applications can be more easily justified.

Some level of satisfaction is important to ensure that participants and
stakeholders are willing to continue engaging in deliberative processes.

As we are discussing what might work are success criteria for (innovative) PE
processes, we did not include innovativeness among such criteria, but rather
looked for other ‘external’ characteristics of (innovative) PE.

Citizen science and science shops are perhaps the two most obvious counter
examples to this trend.

As many as 13 out of the 35 PE initiatives carried out in Europe (i.e., more
than one out of three) have been directly funded by EC or in the framework
of EC-funded programmes (PRIMAS, Nanodialogue Project, EARTHWAKE,
DEEPEN, PERARES, SpiCES, VOICES, SOAB, BONUS Advocate Network,
genSET, 2WAYS, CIVISTI and PARTERRE).

The capital letter (A) refers to the category of ‘appropriate goals’ in the synthetic
evaluation framework in Figure 14.

Additionality can be evaluated either ex post, as is often done in the practice of
program evaluation, or it can be done ex ante, as an initial eligibility screen for
issuing credits of a PE process.
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Actually, the salient role of the public sector, and the EC in particular, in
funding innovative PE, resembles Mariana Mazzucato’s (2015) vision that state
has historically played a vital role as an active risk taker and funder of such
research that has later resulted in important technological breakthroughs such
as Internet, GPS, its touch-screen display and the voice-activated Siri.

An example is the World Wide Views method that has been criticized from
losing connectivity between global policy question and participants’ local
experiences of environmental problems (Rask and Worthington, 2015).

Were PE processes only focusing on factual issues, then the Condorcet’s

jury theorem would provide a simple solution to the identification of right
participants: if the probability (p) that each voter is more likely to vote correctly
rather than incorrectly is greater than 1/2, then adding more voters increases
the probability that the majority decision is correct (Wong, 2015). As the point
of PE, however, is mostly in the reflection of normative and practical matters,
some other ways of identifying the right people are needed.

To concretize this point: as crowdsourcing, citizen science and other forms of
PE might provide more efficient ways of organizing research activities than
conducting the same activities by academic professionals, a reflection of the
potential applicability of PE should perhaps requested from all EU research
proposals. This is actually close to one of the pilots of PE2020, where we took
part in the Academy of Finland piloting of ‘societal interaction plans, where
researchers where requested to make extensive plans of their SiS activities, and
where the evaluation of such plans preceded scientific peer review (for further
information, see www.pe2020-eu/).

Even some of the most ambitiously oriented PE processes proved to be
rather successful in this sense. Let’s do it!, for example, aimed “to clean up

the whole world from illegally dumped solid waste, and to support the most
intelligent and sustainable waste management principles in order to ensure a
future clean world”. When looking at its achievements, Let’s do it! has rapidly
helped reducing illegal waste dumping and introduced more effective waste
management strategies in 112 countries (for sure a closer critical examination
of these impacts is warranted). GI000 aimed “to be a citizen initiative

that is capable of innovating democracy”. G1000 managed to organize an
unprecedented grass root political movement in Belgium (remaining without
government at that time) leading to the signing of the ‘G1000 manifesto’
proposing betterments to democratic institutions, and similar political
mobilization processes have later been organized in other parts of Belgium
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and other countries. PARTERRE is an example of a more modestly targeted

PE process that aimed “to demonstrate and validate the business potential of
two novel eParticipatory tools for spatial and strategic planning in territorial
development at the European level” Also PARTERRE can be called successful,
as it finally managed to quantify the benefits of the studied eParticipatory tools.

This idea is relative to the idea of ‘social media footprinting, but PE footprinting
covers a broader spectrum of activities (see e.g. http://www.socialmediatoday.
com/content/managing-your-social-media-footprint).

We did some simple statistics by counting the numbers of different types

of impacts and checking whether they correlated with media attention. As
mentioned, we didn’t find strong correlation, but definition of broad vs. narrow
impacts seemed a bit arbitrary for this purpose. In future evaluations this issue
could be explored more systematically.

Despite its name, Social Advisory Board can be classified as ‘technically
oriented’ PE in the sense that it represents a stakeholder based governance
innovation rather than a direct PE innovation involving publics or supporting
public deliberation through mass media.

Type I deliberation according to Bachtiger et al. (2010, p. 36) focus on
deliberative process, emphasize rational, communicative discourse and orient
at consensus, while Type II deliberation focus on deliberative institutions and
outcomes, accept all kinds of communication (including rhetoric, emotional
discourse, story-telling etc.), and welcomes outcomes, such as preference
structuration, meta-consensus and increased intersubjective rationality.

Actually, we had three partners that happened to carry out independent
analyses of the challenges. The Italian group identified 10 clusters, Lithuania
group 11 clusters, and the Finnish group originally 12 clusters; finally, the
Finnish group aggregated the categories ending up with 8 main clusters. While
someone could take this as an indication of the inaccuracy of political and
social sciences, our take is that this time we have even more robust classification
as it has been considered by several independent analysts (yet we acknowledge
that a fourth analyst would propose yet another classification).

For a discussion of this problem in the context of the World Wide Views
on Global Warming -project, and a proposal to ‘build an alliance between
deliberation and NGOs, see Rask et al. (2012b).
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The size of the bubbles corresponds with proportion of challenges per theme
divided by the total number of challenges mentioned. For example, we counted
28 challenges out of the total number of 104 challenges mentioned; respectively
we identified 22 motivational challenges out of 104.

See, https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/h2020-section/
responsible-research-innovation, accessed 25 April 2016.

See, http://www.rri-tools.eu/, accessed 26 April 2016.

For example, our research consortium has been occasionally asked to provide
insights on this issue. Unfortunately, we have not been able to provide much
insight on available tools for economic impact evaluation in this field.

Resource mobilization, however, is an identifiable function of PE. It includes
types of activities, including fund raising (e.g. Empowering Citizen Voices in

the Planning for Rebuilding New Orleans), matching innovators, start-ups

and funders (Peloton), funding societally relevant research (Flemish science
shops); most frequently it is about taking part in research prioritisation and
allocation of research funds (e.g. Societal advisory board, Tuscan Law No.
69/07). Examples of potential indirect economic gains include avoidance of
costly societal conflicts over acceptance of new technologies, new ideas feeding
innovation activities, and creation of new collaborative networks and platforms
supporting research and innovation.

Evaluation of the Sciencewise-ERC is one of the rare examples of evaluations
that go far in the quantification of the impacts of PE (Warburton, 2011). For
example, there is an estimation that each dialogue participant is likely to talk
to 30 others about the PE process and its substance, which provides a basis for
comparing the costs of communicating through other means (a step that has
not actually taken in this evaluation study).

Field experts in this context refer to domains of expertise that is not based

on scientific expertise but on a combination of experience based expertise

and systematisation of such experiences, as in the case of authorised gym
instructors. Life world experts refer to expertise gained through systematic
organisation of experiences based on one’s direct contact with the issues, as

for example in the case of patient-activists. There is some discussion on such
typologies in the context of science and technology studies, here the concept of
‘field expert’ was adopted from Professor Esa Viliverronens new book (2016)
where he elaborated these concepts (unfortunately in Finnish only).


https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/h2020-section/responsible-research-innovation

This report is available for download at www.PE2020.eu
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