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1.1 Executive Summary
This report looks at the desirable future practices in public and societal engagement on topics related
to research and innovation. It is a deliverable of the Engage2020 project. Public Engagement is a
growing field of practice, with many methods in use, including deliberative methods, citizen science,
fab labs, science shops and other forms of user driven innovation and participative research. The
2014 Rome Declaration on Responsible Research and Innovation makes the case that “early and
continuous engagement of all stakeholders is essential for sustainable, desirable and acceptable
innovation”.1
Through a process of workshops and webinars we have mapped trends, explored consequences and
developed ideas for future practice. We have worked closely with a range of experts who have
enriched our conversations. Our key findings are as follows:

New methods are not needed
There is already a wide range of public engagement methods. Existing toolkits demonstrate that
there are dozens of methods in use across Europe2. Delivering the actual engagement processes is
becoming less of a problem as the pool of practitioners grows. The challenge ahead is less about
developing new methods and more about applying the ones we have more effectively. The areas of
Europe which currently see very limited amounts of engagement do not necessarily need new
methods, but a wider application of methods already in use elsewhere.

Working across siloes
Currently public engagement happens in siloes. There are well developed schools of practice; for
example around deliberative engagement, science shops or fab labs. Unfortunately these fields of
practice rarely interface with each other. Even more worrying there are sometimes no connections
between engagement practitioners in the science field and practitioners working on public
engagement in other fields; for example local government, community development, physical
planning and health provision. There are opportunities in overcoming these siloes, by using existing
methods in new settings, or by combining different methods in one hybrid process. Through our
research we uncovered opportunities in combining citizen science and science shops on one hand
and combining deliberative approaches with digital methods on the other. Participatory budgeting
represents a method of engagement with widespread use across Europe, which has yet to be used in
the S&T field. With the new focus in research funding on addressing societal challenges, a more
participative way of allocating resources could be very valuable.

Innovations are needed before and after the formal engagement process
The main methodological needs and challenges in public engagement are at the stage before and
after engagement events. The last few decades practitioners have developed methods which allow
for the meaningful engagement of anywhere between a dozen and several thousand participants at a
time. However, engagement often fails because not enough was done to prepare the participants or
decision makers, or because not enough effort went into considering how the outputs of the process
would be taken forward. A significant methodological challenge is how to make the most of the
participants’ engagement. Engagement and networking mechanisms to connect participants before
and after event are needed in order to increase the likelihood of impact, to increase the
dissemination of project results and also to allow participants to find out about new opportunities for

1

http://ec.europa.eu/research/swafs/pdf/rome_declaration_RRI_final_21_November.pdf
See for example http://engage2020.eu/media/D3-2-Public-Engagement-Methods-and-Tools-3.pdf
http://participationcompass.org/ and http://www.participedia.net/
2
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the next steps in their ‘engagement career’ (for example by informing participants in a deliberative
engagement process about current citizen science processes they could also be involved in).

Digital engagement is important but not a panacea
Currently there is a lot of interest and enthusiasm for digital technologies in public engagement.
Digital engagement will create new opportunities, but will not replace many forms of face-to-face
engagement. New digital innovations will add real value where asynchronous, instantaneous and
geographically dispersed engagement is needed. The use of digital methods to gather, visualise and
process data will also add considerable value to engagement. However, digital technology is not a
panacea which can replace in depth deliberative conversations. The methodological choices need to
be made in each individual case, taking into account the purpose of the engagement, the types of
participants and the context and issues under discussion. Digital engagement is one area where new
methodological developments are likely in the coming years.

Methodological innovations and policy innovations go hand in hand
This report is focussed on practical, methodological innovations. However it is clear that the success
of public engagement in Europe is not just a question of the right methods, but just as much about
the right policies to support engagement. There is a forthcoming report on future policy options
(Engage2020 deliverable 4.1) which looks at policies to support engagement in detail. The context for
public engagement varies across Europe and for this reason the needs for methods and policies will
also be very different. A key shared challenge is the need to make engagement methods part of day
to day practice when it comes to research policy making, programme development and research
activities. Public engagement represents a new way of defining what qualifies as evidence and
expertise; as such it requires new ways of thinking and working. Successful engagement is more than
just methods, it is also a process of culture change. The European Union is in a key position to affect
and support this change in the years to come.

1.2 About this document
This document is a Deliverable of the Engage2020 project. The objective of Engage2020 is to map
and explore societal engagement in research and innovation with a focus on how, where and why
citizens, stakeholders, CSO’s and other societal actors can be engaged in research processes, and
where the praxis can be improved. This document explores possible future trajectories for societal
engagement methods and practice in the future. It is the result of a six month research process
which has involved two workshops and two webinars with over a dozen external experts mapping
current gaps in engagement practice and exploring what options exist for future practice. The report
aims to be an easily accessible summary of the research results. This report is aspirational in nature
and outlines a number of recommendations for future practice. Unless otherwise indicated all results
are derived from the expert workshops and webinars.
For more information about Engage2020 please see www.engage2020.eu. This report was developed
in a six month long process, which included two expert workshops and two webinars. Well over 100
people have been involved in the creation of this report. For more information about the
methodology used in developing this report please see the appendix.
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1.3 Drivers for engagement
Across Europe an increase in interest in participative methods is noticeable.3 Sheila Jasanoff coined
the term “Participatory Turn” back in 2003 to name a fundamental change in science governance4,
which mirrors shifts in other areas of society and indeed can trace its origins back long before the 21st
century. This participative approach is not just restricted to engagement around scientific issues, but
also includes citizen and stakeholder involvement in health services, local municipalities as well as
youth engagement and co-production of services.5 This forms part of a wider societal shift away from
formal hierarchical government towards more networked forms of governance. The move towards
Responsible Research and Innovation and Societal Engagement should be therefore understood
within this broader context. The pillars of RRI are inclusive, anticipatory, reflexive, and responsive
policies. 6 The same rationale informs many other fields of public policy (and indeed beyond the
public sector as the drive towards more corporate social responsibility attests).
Drivers for these developments include:












The rise of so called ‘wicked issues’, such as climate change or obesity. These are complex
problems which require the involvement of a wide range of expertise, include the public’s, in
order to be solved;
The need for increased flexibility in the face of a fast changing policy environment and in
order to ensure European competitiveness in a changing world;
The need for a wider range of information and evidence to anticipate future challenges and
accurately assess risks;
The increased demands for inclusion in decision making, especially of traditionally
marginalised groups
Public crises of confidence in S&T issues, such as the BSE crisis and GM Crop controversies;
The increasing challenge of finding broad consensus in society on science policy;
The growing recognition of the validity of ethical concerns alongside ‘hard’ evidence;
Rising levels of education within the population at large;
New digital technologies which provide new opportunities for engagement;
Legal requirements such as the Aarhus convention, which entered into force in 2001 are
another driver.

To meet these needs a number of methods have been developed. In some cases these can be traced
back many decades, such is the case with the Planungszelle in Germany, the Consensus Conference
in Denmark and Citizens’ Juries in the US. Many developments originate from discussions in the
1960s on science and technology, where thinkers such as Habermas reacted to systems of
‘technocratic’ decision making.
The “participatory turn” is observable on the policy making level in many European countries,
although different parts of the EU face different challenges. The MASIS report looked at how
different countries approach science communication and engagement. It found that the countries
3

For a fuller summary of public and societal engagement please see Engage2020’s previous report Hennen,
Leonhard & Pfersdorf, Simon (2014)Public Engagement - Promises, demands and fields of practice:
http://engage2020.eu/media/D2.1-Public-Engagement-Promises-demands-and-fields-of-practice.pdf
4
Jasanoff, S., 2003: Technologies of Humility. Citizen Participation in Governing Science. In: Minerva, Vo. 41/3,
233-244
5
For a fuller overview of engagement outside of the R&I arena please see:
http://www10.iadb.org/intal/intalcdi/pe/2009/03785.pdf
6
http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/responsible-research-andinnovation-leaflet_en.pdf
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studied could be divided into three types of ’science communication cultures’7. It therefore seems
clear that no ‘one size will fits all’ solution will work for all countries across the EU, although many of
the factors identified above are relevant in most cases and represent important drivers of societal
engagement. For more details on the theory and practice of engagement please see our other
reports at http://engage2020.eu/results-description/.

1.4 Recent methodological developments for engagement
Public engagement is not a new phenomenon. The first citizens’ juries took place in the 1970s.8
However, participatory methods are in a state of change. The last decades have seen intense
innovation and development and this trend is likely to continue in the future. These developments
have shaped our research agenda for this paper.











One key development has been an increase in interest around Citizens Science9 approaches
among the researcher community after the success of projects like GalaxyZoo10 in
encouraging thousands of citizens to contribute to research.
There has also been a noticeable increase in number and geographical spread of Institutions
like science shops11 across Europe, with active support from the European Commission,
bringing citizens and civil society groups closer to academic institutions. In addition to this,
some Universities have started developing thinking around how to institutionalise
engagement, by offering training and funding to encourage their staff to introduce a
participatory element in their research work.
We have also noticed an increase in interest in deliberative methods at the European level
(for example the CIVISTI12 and VOICES projects13), as well as structural support in some
countries, for example the UK Sciencewise programme14.
Methods like 21st Century Town Hall meetings pioneered by AmericaSpeaks15 have vastly
increased the number of people who can be involved in one deliberative process
simultaneously.
Processes like World Wide Views16 and European Citizens Consultations17 which have
pioneered cross border approaches to deliberative engagement.
Citizens Assemblies18, like in British Columbia, and other similar approaches in Oregon19 and
Tuscany20, which place deliberative processes more directly in the decision making cycle.

7

http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/monitoring-policy-researchactivities-on-sis_en.pdf The three cultures are ‘consolidated’, ‘developing’, and ‘fragile’ science communication
cultures.
8
http://participedia.net/en/methods/citizens-jury
9
http://www.birds.cornell.edu/citscitoolkit/about/definition
10
http://www.galaxyzoo.org/
11
http://www.livingknowledge.org/livingknowledge/science-shops
12
https://www.zsi.at/en/object/project/915
13
http://www.voicesforinnovation.eu/
14
http://www.sciencewise-erc.org.uk/
15
http://participedia.net/browse/cases?f%5B0%5D=field_methods%3A145
16
http://www.wwviews.org/
17
http://ecc.european-citizens-consultations.eu/
18
http://participedia.net/en/cases/british-columbia-citizens-assembly-electoral-reform
19
http://healthydemocracy.org/citizens-initiative-review/
20
http://www.publicdeliberation.net/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1185&context=jpd
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There are also a number of other more or less informal spaces for innovation, such Maker
spaces, Fab Labs and other more or less informal spaces for innovation21, both within and
outside of academic institutions. These spaces have been supported by institutions as large
as MIT and there are currently over 400 Fab Labs across the world22.

1.5 General considerations
The experts we have spoken to have identified some important challenges for societal engagement
processes across numerous countries when it comes to:





Pressures to cut costs
Pressures to reduce the time the process takes
Pressures to increase the quality of the participation
Pressures to increase the number of participants involved.

Sometimes multiple pressures are present in one project. This seems in part to be linked to economic
austerity and reduced budgets. There might also arguably be a link to increasingly short decision
making cycles (either perceived or real).
Engagement (particularly when it comes to deliberative methods) has tended until recently to only
involve a small number of people at a time. This is not necessarily a problem if the objective/purpose
is to gauge high quality evidence of what an informed public thinks and values about a technology
area, but small numbers can be construed to be a problem, in particular when behaviour change is
on the agenda. A small process is unlikely to have much impact on the public at large. Some experts
that we spoke to argued that a larger process is harder for policy makers or decision makers to
ignore.
In general, we tend to see a relatively small range of processes used by any one institution. There are
effectively ‘siloes’ of practice across Europe (and the rest of the world). Practitioners working with
Science Shops for example do not necessarily interact with those working on Technology Assessment
or deliberative methods, who in turn often know little about Citizen Science. We believe that there is
much learning to be had across these siloes and that they need to be bridged. This is one of the
largest methodological challenges we face today.
When speaking of societal engagement it cannot be emphasised enough that different parts of
Europe have different starting points and cultures. It is challenging to come up with one set of
recommendations for all parts of Europe. By nature of being a forward looking exercises this paper
perhaps veers towards recommendations relevant to northern and western Europe, where practice
is more advanced. The MASIS project identified three science communication cultures: ‘consolidated’
(mainly North Western Europe, ‘developing’ (Mainly Southern Europe), and ‘fragile’ (Mainly Eastern
Europe) science communication cultures. … 23
The issue of diversity and representativeness was raised by our experts. Some methods – especially
deliberative ones have often placed much importance on a proper, stratified selection process to
ensure that the participants reflect the demographics of wider society or are broadly representative
of a particular target group, depending on the purpose of the process. Other methodologies, such as
21

http://www.nesta.org.uk/collaboration-spaces
http://www.fabfoundation.org/fab-labs/
23
http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/monitoring-policy-researchactivities-on-sis_en.pdf
22
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citizen science, place much less focus on recruiting a mixed group; here the interest and enthusiasm
of the individual participant is paramount and whether or not they reflect the overall demographics
of society is arguably irrelevant. For all kinds of processes the issue of recruitment is occasionally
raised. For highly structured processes such as a consensus conference there is often pressure from
the budget holder to reduce costs of recruitment, as a high quality recruitment process often
accounts for a large part of the expenditure. More open processes are sometimes criticised for their
skewed sample of participants or for ending up giving more voice to certain, already privileged
groups over others, whereby the process might even reinforce the inequalities of the real world (see
Cooke and Kothari 2001)24. There is limited evidence, but fully open processes do seems to be
skewed towards groups of society with higher than average education.
The following sections will now look at different distinct aspects of practice, namely:






24

Deliberative engagement
Digital engagement
Participative research
User led innovation
An engagement system

Cooke, Bill, and Uma Kothari, eds. Participation: The new tyranny?. Zed Books, 2001.
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2.1 Field of practice: Deliberative Engagement
Deliberative methods have a long history in R&I related societal engagement. Methods like citizens’
juries, consensus conferences and Planning Cells have been used on a wide range of scientific and
technical issues since the 1970s and 80s. Examples of organisations which actively support
deliberative methods in Europe today includes the Danish Board of Technology, Sciencewise and The
Jefferson Center. Deliberative engagement is widely seen as a powerful way of gathering informed
public views and opinions around complex issues; particularly in cases where traditional opinion
research struggles to provide relevant evidence, or where polarised views exist.
Deliberative methods are characterised by their focus on ensuring high quality deliberative dialogues,
where participants are given time and opportunity to listen to evidence, as unbiased as possible,
discuss the issues with other citizens and/or stakeholders, and form their views. Most deliberative
methods require the selection of a ‘mini-public’, whereby participants are recruited to or reflect a
diversity of interests and the broad demographics of wider society.
However, these methods (despite their considerable age for participation methods) are not static.
High costs and low numbers of participants in traditional deliberation methods have led to efforts to
support more decentralised open events organised by civil society. There are arguments in favour of
more distributed and networked ways of engaging the public, such as more contained costs, higher
numbers of participants and a more genuinely ‘bottom-up’ agenda25. There are pros and cons to
different approaches and the results of bottom-up participatory processes have been mixed, but it is
nonetheless a promising area, especially in a context where innovation can help address the
challenge of constrained budgets. The online dimension of deliberation is an underdeveloped area,
but one where more could be done. This is discussed in chapter 2.2.

Challenges
Our research and the various events we organised have helped us to identify several challenges to
deliberation in science engagement in Europe today.
1. Deliberative methods are not widely known, outside of a few select areas. In S&T
deliberative methods are predominately used in Technology Assessment contexts; but the
methods have not spread widely beyond this. There is a methodological challenge to see the
methods adapted for and used in different settings.
2. Many policy makers feel that deliberative methods are too expensive and too time
consuming for the current context. There is sometimes pressure on practitioners to deliver
quicker and cheaper deliberation, which still delivers high quality dialogues. There are severe
risks with this approach, as deliberative processes on a budget can compromise quality.26
3. Deliberative engagement has traditionally been a face to face and analogue affair. A more
innovative use of digital technology in this respect brings new opportunities, as well as
presenting challenges.27 There are growing pressures to move many engagement events
online.

25

Reaching marginalised groups however, often requires significant investment in purposeful recruitment.
http://www.involve.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/03/Deliberative-public-engagement-nineprinciples.pdf
27
Opportunities include the ability to engage large numbers, participants being able to engage in their own
terms and at lower costs in terms of time and resources. Challenges tend to be focussed on the quality of the
deliberation – even within deliberative forums online engagement is more individualistic and tends to foster
confirmation bias.
26
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4. A growing number of practitioners are also looking at ‘distributed’ approaches to
deliberation, whereby events are organised by community members, NGOS and other actors,
instead of or in parallel with centrally run deliberative events.
5. Deliberation has not been widely used in academic research as a research tool. We believe
that there is a potential to use these tools more in the research process, from defining the
research question and the methodology to monitoring applications. For widespread use of
these methods in an academic context there will need to be a dual process of
methodological adaptation and awareness raising.28

Cheaper and faster deliberation?
At the moment the high cost of deliberative processes is perceived to be an issue among many policy
makers. Deliberative processes require high quality information, considerable time and a good mix of
participants. The process needs to be well facilitated and convened in a structured way. In the UK for
example there have been cases where policy makers have reduced the numbers of participants, or
the time allocated, in order to cut costs. We have considered different approaches to dealing with
the pressure to reduce costs.
Possible solutions to the cost issue might be to create short, small and cheaper versions of existing
processes. Organisers could also tap into additional forms of funding, be they private or community
sources of funding. It is interesting to consider the possibility of a ‘crowd funded’ model of
deliberation where citizens provide part of the funding for a deliberative process. This could also
draw on the practices of Participatory Budgeting, which is a methodological approach which to date
has seen almost no use in R&I areas.29
However, overall many of the practitioners we involved in our events warned against reducing costs
of deliberation too much. Deliberation is a high quality engagement process, cutting costs excessively
might affect the quality of deliberation, as well as turning deliberative events into glorified focus
groups and would add little value. The focus needs to be on value for money rather than cost
minimisation in order retain deliberation as a viable methodology.
Our experts had similar concerns around the idea of faster deliberation. Some practitioners
questioned the pressure on reducing the time spent in deliberation; they pointed out that the thing
that takes the greatest amount of time is often the recruitment of participants. Cutting down on the
event’s length may reduce costs, but does little to make the overall deliberative processes faster. It is
of course possible to make the recruitment process faster but this tends to either increase costs or
reduce quality (sometimes both).
Time and costs are important aspects to consider when discussing the future of deliberative
engagement, but one should always pay attention to the potential impacts. Reducing the costs and
time for deliberation might have a negative effect on the overall deliberation process and turn out to
be a false economy. Among engagement mechanisms deliberation is a high quality, resource and
time consuming approach, but it yields high quality and hard to obtain results, which many other
forms of engagement struggle to provide. Perhaps practitioners need to become better at
communicating clearly that that deliberation takes time (to carry out an effective recruitment
process that ensures high inclusivity and diversity and give participants the space and time to
develop well-informed views and deliberate with their peers) and if sufficient time is not available,
then maybe other forms of engagement need to be considered instead.
28
29

http://www.publicengagement.ac.uk/sites/default/files/publication/action_research_report_0.pdf
http://www.participedia.net/en/methods/participatory-budgeting
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Attempting to turn deliberative methods into a fast and cheap approach may play to its weaknesses
and not its strength.

Distributed deliberation?
In most cases deliberation happens with a controlled range of participants; most often the
participants are selected by the organisers, and even in cases where the process is open access the
event is structured and run by the organising body. The benefit of this is that the space for
deliberation is more predictable and that it is easier to ensure a high quality deliberation.
However, controlled spaces require significant resource and also limit the number of people who can
take part. As a response to these challenges, some practitioners have started talking about
‘distributed’ models of deliberation, where the organiser provides the event format and questions
for the events, but where at least some of the actual events are organised and run by third parties
(be they active citizens, NGOs or other actors). This is distinct from ‘multi-site processes’, such as the
World Wide Views or CIVISTI, where the events are run by different organisations, but where these
are more tightly controlled and scripted.
The perceived benefits of this distributed approach is that it increases the number of people involved
(potentially improving diversity) and could reduce costs (by tapping into the resources of third
parties). Distributed deliberation can mean distributed in terms of locality, topic or people. It can be
organised at different levels of policy-making: for example policy design or programming. Distributed
processes have the potential to increase the range of people involved, but it requires considerable
efforts to get right.
The practitioners we spoke to cautioned against using the approach to save money. It can actually
often be more expensive, due to the resources needed to identify and motivate third party
organisations to organise events. There is a real risk that after developing the process idea no one
actually organises any events on the ground. An area to develop further is how best to develop these
methods in a way which is easier/ less costly to apply. This is an area for further methodological
development.
An additional challenge with a more informal deliberative process is that it may be prone to capture
by powerful groups. At the moment the centralised and controlled nature of deliberative processes
(for example when it comes to recruitment) guards (to a certain degree) against risks of ‘capture’.
More work is needed on offsetting these risks, so that distributed models can be used more often
and more effectively.
In our workshops there was agreement that ideally there would be a combination of structured
processes and unstructured processes –building on the strengths of each. This would allow for the
control and more scientific approach of centralised deliberation and the wider reach of unstructured
approaches. This could also lead to a larger number of people being engaged, whilst retaining the
trust of policy makers and researchers in the methodology.
In the future we will need to see more flexibility on methods, groups and different frames for
methods in deliberation. An underexplored aspect is the relationship between participants and
receivers of the results of engagement and here distributed models of engagement provide us with
new avenues to disseminate results and increasing impacts.
Deliberative engagement entails more structured conversations. However, we know that structured
conversations about science tend to attract certain participants, whereas there are less formal
spaces where informal conversations about science happen as part of everyday life (non-science
14

Engage2020 4.2 Report on Future Methodological Innovations
related engagement). Another option for distributed dialogue would be to identify existing spaces for
non-science related conversations and work to include R&I relevant topics into ongoing
conversations. Currently there is no mechanism in deliberative methods to capture the many ad hoc
conversations that happen in society around R&I topics. Distributed dialogue could be used to bring
in some of these insights and further work should be undertaken to start building capacity and
tapping into these existing resources.
Rather than seeking to hold science specific deliberations (which are likely to only attract limited
participation) it might be fruitful to support and make use of more regular forums which discuss
varied topics of interest to citizens. In Municipalities and regions across Europe public sector bodies
organise thousands of engagement events and structures each year.30 These would not be science
specific deliberations, but could be utilised when there emerges a need to deliberate around a
science topic. Going to existing citizen spaces may increase the motivation of citizens to participate
and broaden the range of voices heard. This linking up represents a considerable methodological
challenge.
The experts we spoke to also support the idea of working with standing forums run by non-science
related bodies, like local councils, allow for more frequent conversations. Making use of existing
dialogue forums may reduce costs of engagement. Opportunities undoubtedly exist to collaborate
across organisations. At the moment there is little sharing of the results of deliberative engagement
across institutions, often leading to a duplication of effort. This may be able to decrease the
resources needed for the deliberation process, but perhaps a stronger argument is that it provides a
different group of participants, and potentially a different answer. It also allows for an interesting
mixture of in depth engagement with a small number of participants and a wider, more ‘shallow’
engagement with larger numbers at different levels; hopefully providing complementary evidence.
Another option for reducing costs might be to set up a standing panel or body made up of citizens,
recruited to serve over a longer period and engaged on an ongoing basis. Face-to-face deliberation
can be slow but it can also be organised more quickly if needed. Online panels were mentioned as an
example of faster recruitment for deliberation – there are third party organisations which can
provide ready recruited panels based on specified profiles. Some experts liked the idea of setting up
a permanent Citizens’ Forum on Science, made of ordinary citizens who serve for a couple of years,
and then rotate. These people would learn and become competent, and act as ‘ambassadors’ of
deliberative processes. These could be set up at different levels (local, national and global) in order
to cope with the issue of resources – time, money, and also attention.
The EU is in a privileged position to institutionalise deliberation on a systematic basis, drawing on
experiences from Oregon, Tuscany and other attempts at institutionalising engagement31.
Deliberation often builds enthusiasm among participants. It was highlighted that organisers could
make better use of the participants’ enthusiasm and interest after the event, perhaps as
“deliberation ambassadors”. If the message on the benefits and importance of deliberation comes
from the participants and not the organising institutions, it may attract more attention. Post event
participants could play roles around spreading the results and holding the organisers to account for
what happened as a result.
30

For example Citizens Panels, which are in widespread use in UK Local Councils.
http://participationcompass.org/article/show/131
31
For more on structural approaches to public engagement see Engage2020’s report on policy options: Kuhn et
al (2014) Report on Current Praxis of Policies and Activities http://engage2020.eu/media/D3.1-Current-Praxisof-Policies-and-Activities.pdf
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Deliberative mini-publics tend to be very institution focussed methods, partly because they are so
expensive to run. An interesting idea raised by some experts was making use of crowd-funding to
bring in citizens’ input into the planning and design of the process.32 This citizen-centred approach
would be a novelty.

Deliberation in research?
In the context of science and technology at the moment deliberative methods are largely confined to
the policy making level. Significant engagement happens at the levels of research programmes,
individual projects and direct involvement in the research process; however, the methods used here
tend not to be deliberative ones. Therefore we can speak of a gap in method use, whereby we could
strive for more use of deliberative engagement methods in the definition of research questions and
in the process of carrying out research. This represents an untapped opportunity.
A key target group here are Research Councils and other research funders who could use deliberative
events to determine long term research spending, where at the moment decisions tend to be too
reliant on the political cycle. The deliberative methods that exist are useful in their current form, but
could be made even more relevant through adaptation to an academic context.
Within higher education, for example, deliberative events could be organised on the role of the
university within the community and what burning issues the university can contribute to. A
deliberative process could be organised in the local community among citizens, for example to
discuss the issues where the university can help the local community. There is the possibility of
working with Science Shops and similar resource centres here, as these structures have experiences
of identifying and meeting community research needs.
Another issue is the motivation of researchers to carry out deliberation. At the moment there are
few incentives for researchers to engage in a deliberative process; their performance is assessed
mainly based on strictly academic criteria (number of publications, etc.). A fundamental rethink may
be required if we wish to see increased uptake, beyond the most committed academics. A useful tool
can be found in the EDGE tool from the UK National Coordinating Centre for Public Engagement33.
Deliberation can also be expensive when outsourced to an external organisation. Universities could
be (and in some cases already are) relatively low cost providers of deliberative methods. Yet, often it
is difficult to organise deliberative events internally, as researchers often lack skills for deliberation
and time. There are a number of possible options to enhance a deliberative debate i) universities
could invest in a new role with specialised training to organise deliberative events; ii) science
engagement could be established as accepted scientific competency; iii) when the process is
outsourced to private consultancy agencies, the quality of the results is insufficient as they lack
scientific expertise on the topic.

What would a more deliberative culture look like?
A common thread identified by many of our contact was the need for a shift in culture to increase
the use of deliberative methods. In fact several different types of cultural shifts can be identified.


One area is the culture of scientific research where there is generally a very low level of
awareness and use of deliberative methods. Here the change in culture is partly about
awareness raising and partly about academics seeing the value of deliberation;

32

This has not been trialled yet, although elements of this approach can be found in ideas like the ‘DIY Citizens’
Jury’: http://www.speaksoc.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/11/Citizens-Juries-Book.pdf
33
http://www.publicengagement.ac.uk/support-it/self-assess-with-edge-tool
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Another shift is needed in the culture of policy makers. The battle to convince policy makers
and researchers of the benefits of engagement has not been won yet. The current culture
among policy makers values high speed, cheap solutions and quantitative data; and thus
tends to dismiss deliberative engagement. There needs to be an increased awareness of the
unique benefits that deliberative engagement can provide within the overall evidence mix;
Finally it can also be argued that there needs to be a shift in the culture of deliberative
practitioners. Many deliberative practitioners have tended to favour representativeness and
quite controlled processes. This has reduced incentives to explore digital and distributed
models. Some practitioners can be highly partial to one approach.

What could deliberation look like in the future?
In the future we want to see:













An EU where deliberative methods are more widely used, where these methods have seen
widespread use in the parts of Europe where today they are barely known;
Communities of practitioners with skills and knowledge of deliberative methods in each EU
country and networking around common international agendas at a European level;
Better knowledge among the academic community about deliberative methods and an
increased use;
A number of Horizon 2020 calls explicitly including mention of deliberative methods and
efforts to train academics in how best to use these methods in their work;
PhD programmes teaching deliberative methods as part of research methodology courses.
The EC holding a deliberation on the R&I Agenda itself, and inspiring national research
councils and funders to follow suit;
Research funders providing funding for deliberative research; particularly in designing new
programmes;
Policy makers better at planning from the outset how they will make use of the results from
deliberative engagement. Results included as part of a larger evidence base, and fed back to
participants in a clear and transparent way;
Practitioners are using more distributed methods of deliberation to enhance their existing
processes and also to tap into ongoing conversations about scientific issues and ideas;
A permanent funded centre of excellence at European level, much like the UK’s Sciencewise
Expert Resource Centre;
Systematic research into the long term effects of deliberative processes.
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2.2 Field of practice: Digital Engagement
Digital technologies are rapidly reshaping many facets of society. However when it comes to societal
engagement digital technologies have been applied in a patchy way.34 In the case of Citizen Science a
lot of activity is carried out online, and indeed in many cases it would be impossible to deliver any
other way. When it comes to deliberative methods and science shops, methods which have tended
to rely heavily on face to face meetings, using digital technology only sparsely. There have been
attempts to bring in the use of digital, for example the Socientize consultation process35, but so far
this has not replaced face to face approaches. Many experts questioned whether this was at all
possible or desirable, despite considerable pressures from funders at times to do so. Instead they
identified a need for the development of online methods that work with and interface well with
traditional deliberative methods.
The issue of the role of digital technology in engagement divides the field; many practitioners see
online engagement as an inferior choice whilst others see digital options as the way of the future.
A number of thinkers and practitioners have already raised issues with online deliberation,
questioning if it can really replicate the benefits of face to face conversation. Experts at our
workshops also questioned if it actually would save money. These questions are by no means
answered and need to be explored more thoroughly through future research and policy. As digital
technology evolves it seems clear that new opportunities will constantly arise. We would like the
conversation about the wider future of digital and face to face methods to take place in a broader
space. We’d like to see an EU platform to present projects and have discussions around deliberative
practice in numerous countries.
The rise of digital technologies will reshape societal engagement, of this there is no doubt. The
increased use of smart phones and pervasive access to the internet could potentially change
engagement on a fundamental level; the question really is just how. Predictions about what the
future will hold are difficult. Further development of translation and voice to text software could
make international processes in the future more manageable. Participants will also have instant
access to increase amounts of relevant information. Participants will also increasingly be able to
record, analyse and transmit relevant data to aid engagement. There is also the possibility of making
more use of creative or artistic techniques in participative methods, such as participative video or
Forum Theatre.
There is a lively and ongoing debate about the role of digital technology in engagement. On the one
hand online methods have been criticised by a number of practitioners for lacking in deliberative
quality or being unable to provide a representative selection of overall society (the digital divide
argument).
On the other hand some deliberative practitioners have incorporated digital and online tools into
their work (see for example the previous work of AmericaSpeaks for example). Increasingly digital
means (webcasting/electronic voting) are used in face to face events to bring together numerous
separate sites, or to enhance the quality of the conversations. Attempts have also been made to
include social media channels in face to face events. There are also growing attempts at replicating
the deliberative experience in an online only format. There is an ever growing list of online
engagement providers. However to date most successful engagement online has been along the lines
of consulting or informing.
34
35

https://www.whitehouse.gov/files/documents/ostp/opengov_inbox/ibmpubdelib.pdf
http://www.socientize.eu/
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Through our research we have reached the conclusion that it is unhelpful to turn the question of
digital technology in engagement into an ‘either or’ question. It is clear that digital technology will
play a role in the future; and rather than asking if it will replace existing forms of deliberation it is
more fruitful to ask ourselves how digital developments could enhance what we already have. The
methodological needs we have relate to the interface between the digital and the face-to-face
activities
There appears to be a need for developing online approaches which work with and interface well
with traditional face to face methods. These have the potential to add real value to existing
processes. While it will become increasingly possible to run deliberative processes from online from
start to finish, there are a number of reasons why this is unlikely to become widespread.
To begin with it will not necessarily be cheaper and there are added challenges of maintaining the
engagement and focus of participants. One argument often used against online deliberation is the
quality of interactions among the participants. Although software tools have been developed to
facilitate online deliberation discussions, the quality of face-to-face communication and interaction
still remains a better alternative if good quality deliberative discussions are sought. With this in
mind, it’s important to measure the cost-benefit ratio when deciding whether deliberation can be
organised online or as a face-to-face event. The research and experimentation around solving these
challenges needs to be a focus. However, some of the most valuable uses of digital technology are
likely to come from the combination of online and face to face engagement.
One area where online engagement may be more useful than face to face is where the anonymity of
the participants online adds value to the conversation.

Online methods before face to face deliberation
Digital technology can be used to collect discussion points for face-to-face deliberation from
participants or stakeholders before engagement happens. Data can be gathered as text, pictures,
audio or video material. Digital channels can be used to provide participants with information in
advance of events, as well as testing knowledge, gathering questions and providing information to
help facilitators better design the process. It can also be used to present information in new and
more helpful ways.

Online methods after face to face deliberation
Once people have met face to face they are more likely to participate online. This provides
opportunities for sustained engagement beyond the confines of the face to face deliberations.
Digital technologies have an obvious role in broadening outreach, for example through online
dissemination activities. It would also be possible for participants to continue conversations they’ve
had at events and to learn more. An underexplored potential is to use online platforms to encourage
interactions among participants in-between face-to-face sessions. Digital technologies can also be
used as a way for participants to hold the organisers to account after the engagement, to extend
engagement beyond events and to communicate with participants from other engagement
processes.

Online methods alongside face to face deliberation
While many of the practitioners we spoke to agree that online engagement cannot replace face-toface engagement, there is still the potential for digital mechanisms to enhance it.
Digital technology makes it easier to bring in a wide range of voices and experiences into the room.
Alongside formal experts ordinary citizens could share their views and experience via video and text,
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streamed directly into deliberative events36. This allows for more far flung experts to take part and
also means that it is easier to improvise if participants wish to speak to a type of expert that was
unforeseen.
Another option is to make use of digital technology to give participants “homework”– for example to
discuss the issue with their family/colleagues/friends and report back what issues have emerged
from these discussions. This use is in some cases already happening, for example in certain
Sciencewise dialogues.37
Another aspect worth considering is the social aspect. Online tools can often be very effective in
organising groups and communities. An online platform which provides information on where
deliberative events will be organised will allow citizens who are eager to participate in such
engagement methods to find where they can contribute.
After the events, participants often ask where they can continue to engage and where they can stay
in touch with each other. Hubs for participants in engagement processes can be established to make
use of the enthusiasm of the participants and would allow participants to take on a role as
engagement ambassadors for the process.
It was mentioned that although researchers are usually comfortable doing science communication,
they are rather less comfortable doing science engagement. In this respect, a platform where
researchers can interact and support each other might be useful. Facilitation networks might also
work for institutions/organisations to learn from each other on facilitation of methods and allow the
sharing of results.
When it comes to Citizen Science and participative research there are additional benefits to bringing
in ICT technologies. For example the ability to act in a geographically distributed way, combining the
input of a great number of citizens from different locations. These projects allow for a much broader
coverage of data input. The digitalisation of data also makes it possible to process findings and
outcomes of the event much more efficiently. It can also be beneficial where the engagement
requires access to rare skills/abilities or equipment (e.g. the FoldIt project38).
The vision presented by our experts in the workshops is one where digital is used where it adds value
and where the use plays to the current strengths of digital, namely allowing asynchronous, instant
and large scale communication possible.

36

http://participationcompass.org/article/show/187
http://www.hra.nhs.uk/documents/2013/08/report_-_public_engagement_workshops_-_mori_report_v11.pdf
38
http://fold.it/portal/
37
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2.3 Field of practice: Citizen Science and Participative Research
Citizen science is an area which has received a lot of attention and interest in the last few years. This
has recently led to the establishment of the European Citizen Science Association (ECSA)39. It is not all
new - there are some examples of direct citizen involvement in science which are very old (e.g. in the
case of bird counting); however it is very clear that there have been many new developments in the
last few years. The success of efforts such as the GalaxyZoo project40 has spawned much interest in
how to harness the energy and time of citizens to support scientific projects. The success of
crowdsourced research efforts and mobile apps has shown that these methods could increase their
impact and power in the coming years. Whatever definition is used for Citizen Science and
participative research it is clear that so far most projects have involved citizens in data collecting or
processing and not in defining the research questions or shaping the projects.
There is also growing interest in science shops and other forms of participatory research as part of a
wider move towards societal engagement in academic research. There has been a noticeable
increase in number and geographical spread of Science Shops across Europe, united in the Living
Knowledge Network41, with active support from the European Commission. The Science Shops
facilitate demand-driven research, based on requests of groups of citizens or Civil Society
Organizations. The research is usually performed by students who obtain course credits for it, under
staff supervision. This keeps the costs very low. Alternatively, project funding is sought to allow
participation of researchers.
Overall these different approaches all share a focus on a shift in how knowledge is created in society,
but their interactions have been limited to date. There were debates among our experts whether the
field of citizen science needed to be standardised or not. Citizen science is an umbrella concept for a
range of activities, therefore it is hard to envisage one single quality criterion. This is doubly true for
other areas of participatory research. However, while a universal definition is not achievable it is still
important to work towards wider learning across silos; at the moment there is very little cross
learning.
In citizen science project one uses the skills (either general or specific) and time of citizens to
contribute to creating scientific knowledge. This has big advantages for science; it would be
impossible to hire paid researchers to do the same work, and in many cases the work cannot be
automated either, because of technological limitations in e.g. image recognition. People participate
for various reasons; from interest to pure enjoyment (e.g. the FoldIt project even uses a game to
obtain data on possible 3D structures of proteins). Other projects are focused on adding to people’s
self-esteem, by contributing to the collection of important data.
In Science Shop projects, the engagement starts from an issue as identified and expressed by a group
of citizens or a CSO. They thus have a very clear self-interest in cooperating with researchers.
However, there is also instrumental value for other stakeholders involved. Students learn important
skills, researchers get access to data, knowledge and networks of the CSO, research institutes get
good PR and new angles for research, and finally policy makers in many cases obtain research reports
that will help them make decisions based on a broader knowledge base.
Through our research process we discussed the reasons why most citizen science efforts only bring in
citizens as data gatherers or categorisers. Many of the experts we spoke to agreed that there is

39

http://ecsa.biodiv.naturkundemuseum-berlin.de/
http://www.galaxyzoo.org/
41
www.livingknowledge.org/
40
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significant scope to allow citizens to shape the research or co-create results, above and beyond
existing practice. Some experts expressed concerns about current practices of citizen science,
highlighting the limited social make up of participants and the unequal distribution of benefits from
processes. Another area we found worthy of exploring further was the degree to which those
involved in citizen science can work more closely with other related fields, such as science shops or
service learning. We identified the prospect of a more integrated model where citizens play a more
active role in the research process than just data coders.
The heart of the problem is that the fields of citizen science, science shops, action learning, service
learning (and others), which are all related, work largely independently, with little support and cross
learning. There is clearly a need for new structures and a culture shift to move towards a more
holistic approach, which combines service learning, science shops, living labs as well as an
overarching international network to combine these schools of practice. There is a clear role for the
EU in funding and supporting such a network, but there needs to be influence and drive from the
grassroots as well.
There is e.g. a lot of potential synergy of connecting Citizen Science, Science Shops, and Science
Cafes. They all have their own strengths and purpose, and there are many good reasons to continue
their individual actions. Science Shops are a way for groups of citizens, CSOs, non-profits etc., to have
a say on the research agenda (by having research performed to help them solve challenges). This is
important from a democratic point of view. Citizen Science projects have a strong instrumental value,
as mentioned above. But also a learning and cultural value. Science Café’s, which is another activity
that has spread around the world, has an important cultural (and learning) value, in a sense that it
brings together people to discuss science in an informal setting. This is shown in the model below:
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Now, given the large take-off of Citizen Science projects, the exponential growth of Science Shops
and the presence of Science Café’s, could they learn from each other’s approaches and even create
synergies? If we bring these Public Engagement activities together do we have a good form of
Participatory Action Research, which would really engage civil society deep in the research process?
Science Shops often do research for civil society, Citizen Science projects typically have people
engaged as data gatherers and Science Cafes are traditionally a place for discussions without any
strings attached. Now what if Science Shops would do more projects with civil society? Or Citizen
Science projects would involve people more in defining the next step of the project? Or Science Cafes
would be used to discuss which issues require (follow-up) research? E.g. by simply asking the
question ’what do we agree that we don’t know yet but still is important to know, and how can we
together create this new knowledge?’ Would we then have a system that we could describe as
Participatory Action Research, in which together we can tackle the Grand Societal Challenges?
At the moment, a key problem is that there is much activity but often there is limited time for
external coordination because of all daily duties of those involved, with a corresponding risk of
duplication. Our experts agreed that they would like to see a clear facilitating structure, which could
engage different actors such as schools, CSOs etc. in this way of working. These actors also need to
be included in advisory groups with a real role in research governance.
Another area in which more innovation is needed is around participant driven processes rather than
processes driven by institutional agendas. Most processes are initiated from the top down and we
felt there would be scope for more crowdfunded and crowd initiated processes, with lessons learnt
from participatory research in the global South.
We need to move from one-off projects to engagement being an ongoing processes with clear
feedback loops to both policy makers and participants. This process needs to be monitored and to
get out more of citizen science and other forms of participative research; it needs continuity, not
jumping from project to project. In short it needs to become the new way of ‘doing science’.
A key requirement for this to happen is culture change in research organisations, including work to
raise awareness of the value of citizen science and the value of different types of knowledge.
There is also interest in alternative models of citizen science, which gives more power to citizens,
where toolkits were developed to give people the tools to do their own research. Some experts felt
this has the potential to be much more emancipatory than other forms of citizen science. The use of
‘gamification’ has had real results on participation rates in some parts of citizen science at the
moment and more efforts could be made to design engagement which is fun, enjoyable and
rewarding.
It is important to understand the motivations of different actors in taking part and in particular
looking at “reciprocity”, or what the different partners involved can offer each other. The EU should
support facilitators of engagement, by for example organising a conference or investing in the
relevant organisational structures within research institutions and civil society organisations and
‘brokering structures’.
An interesting example of innovation is the PERARES project42 which moves Science Shops into the
online realm. CSOs and researchers were brought together to discuss different topics which were
later translated into research questions. Within the project online debates were linked to offline
events (e.g. discussion groups). Similarly, the results of face-to-face meetings were fed back into the
42

http://www.livingknowledge.org/livingknowledge/perares
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online debate spaces43. A challenge with online processes is that Science Shops tend to require lots of
face-to-face meetings to build trust.
Another innovative approach is the SciCafe 2.0 project, linking Science Café’s with participatory
approaches44.
A number of experts raised the importance of all stakeholders being involved from the very
beginning of а projects – from agenda setting to evaluation of results. It was mentioned that
processes need time in order to be successful. We can build on the momentum. Currently, there is
lot of discussion going on – there are many international activities, networks which are linking
universities. We need openness to learn from each other.

In conclusion, the European Commission could





Fund common projects, training programmes, networking of networks, conferences etc.;
Fund pilot projects and the introduction of citizen science projects or support the start-up of
Science Shops in other countries/cultures. This will allow for adaptation as there is not one
set model for citizen science/science shops;
Fund an EU platform to facilitate and coordinate – e.g. independent unit like the UK NCCPE,
the National Coordinating Centre for Public Engagement in the UK45.

This would foster engagement that makes a difference to research and innovation processes, at the
level of research institutes, ie. by including citizens and their organizations in the R&I process, from
program setting, to developing research questions to implementing the research and giving followup to it.

43

http://www.livingknowledge.org/livingknowledge/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/D021_perares_244264_LK-Online-Debates-Summary-Report.pdf
44
http://scicafe2.reading.ac.uk/
45
http://www.publicengagement.ac.uk/
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2.4 Field of practice: User led Innovation
The field of innovation has often been a closed field, dominated by experts and with a very limited
role for the user or consumer, mostly through market research. As a result the involvement of end
users in the R&I process has traditionally been limited and constrained to specific moments in the
development process. In recent decades a number of methods and approaches have been developed
to involve the intended users directly in the innovation process. This mixed landscape of methods
includes Hackathons, Challenge Prizes, Crowdsourcing and Coproduction46. The rise of ‘fab labs’,
maker spaces and ‘hacker science’ also demonstrate a more grassroots approach to the R&I system;
where the end user plays a role as a funder, designer, judge and/or commissioner.47 What would an
ambitious yet achievable vision for the field look like?
Over the last years we have seen the growth of spaces (both physical and virtual) which allow users
to get involved in innovation and the creation of new processes. Maker spaces, hackathons and many
other related phenomena show that there is an appetite for a more user driven form of research and
innovation. These new developments encourage creativity and are widely seen to have been
successful in encouraging new thinking. These ways of working have spread beyond the ‘usual’
countries when it comes to Societal Engagement (as defined by the MASIS report). Often however
the traditional, more formal, structures of research and innovation struggle to relate to these open
approaches. In our conversations with experts we discussed at length how to bring open processes
into existing R&I structures, making them more systematic, without removing the creative and open
qualities which makes them unique. There are real risks inherent in standardisation and
institutionalisation which need to be addressed.
We agreed that the new innovation space needs to remain open. It does however need more levels
of interaction. Another area of concern relates to equality and inclusion. Open Innovation spaces and
processes tend to be open access, which is good for creativity and enthusiasm, but is unlikely to yield
a participant group which reflects society as a whole. Greater effort is needed to ensure that the
innovation spaces are open to all. The principles of distributed leadership need to be developed
further, and efforts made to encourage those currently missing from these spaces to take part.
Terms are often confused; for example the frequent confusion of the terms crowd funding and user
funding. Definitions appear to differ.
An additional problem identified by some of our experts is a lack of respect for the free work that
citizens and users put into the process. This may become a sticking point in the future; the unpaid
work needs to be valued somehow. Our experts disagreed on whether quality criteria and
standardisation is needed in this field. Some felt that Quality criteria are needed for the field to
ensure that the processes genuinely develop innovation (and avoid duplication), and also that they
treat participants fairly. There was a debate in the group about whether the field needs formal rules.
Some experts questioned if rules would build a collaborative community, or just seek to control it.
The experts agreed that any rules mustn’t remove autonomy or kill the passion which drives user led
processes. There is a real risk that institutionalisation might kill the creativity that makes these
approaches valuable in the first place as these ways or working are included in mainstream research
funding and innovation processes. Methodological developments are needed here, in the interface
between the participative method and the institutional decision making structures.

46
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http://www.nesta.org.uk/publications/co-production-catalogue
http://www.openp2pdesign.org/2011/fabbing/business-models-for-fab-labs/
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In response to the need to establish an evidence base for these approaches some experts suggested
that 10 – 15% of crowdfunding budgets could be set aside under all crowd funded projects to
evaluate impact.
Another issue raised was the need to clarify what degree of power and control is given to the
participants in each case. It is clear that user-driven innovation cannot be understood to just mean
total citizen control of projects.
One idea was to have an engagement supporting unit at universities to help combine research and
education missions, hopefully resulting in further cooperative projects and enabling the sharing of
the methodologies within institutions. Challenge prizes could be more widely used both in academia
and in policy making.
Our experts felt that crowd funding as a field is fragmented. It would benefit from more structure to
avoid duplication and allow actors to see what others are doing to support it.
There is potentially also a missed opportunity if we just consider crowdfunding as a financing option;
it can also be a tool for wider engagement. For example, people who donate to a crowdfunding
project could be given options for other activities they could take part in, for example citizen science
projects.
A strength of methods like hackathons is that they bring together a variety of skills and abilities in the
room. Some participants are usually programmers, but some can be artists, or psychologists based
on the specifics of each case- the added value is in the synergizing between those different domains.
We considered it would be worth sharing this approach more widely, for example in deliberative
methods.
Our experts felt that there was a key role for governments at different levels to support open
innovation. For example through:







Promotion of Open data – opening up sources of data as well as explaining and maintaining
this data. There might also be a role in creating incentives to develop applications;
The EU might have a role in funding networks of Fab labs which could be hosted by local
government;
EU funding, should consider IPR requirements which help user ownership and involvement.
There is a role for the EU in organizing weekend events to encourage people to use their
professional experience in a different context; bringing together a diversity in roles and
cultures to get new ideas;
The EU can also play a role in sharing user stories. With a view to broadening the
participation in these activities form the current small subsection of society to a wider range
of people.

What unites these disparate processes is that they all rely on voluntary participation. Further
exploration of motivations for participating in different European cultures would be very valuable, as
well as exploring the potential for gamification to broaden participation.
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3.1 Towards an engagement system
The last decades has seen increasing use of participative methods in various parts of the R&I system,
including in Participatory Technology Assessment. However a common criticism is that participation
mechanisms have not linked closely enough to formal governance mechanisms or decision makers.
Participation often does not sync with existing political or regulatory decision making structures or
time scales. If it is important that that participatory results are integrated in the development of the
Horizon2020 program we need to ask ourselves how this can be done effectively.
For this reason the issue of methodological innovation cannot be limited to individual methods or
groups of methods. It is also important to consider how the overall system of governance supports or
hinders the uptake and use of engagement methods. This report only touches on this issue in
passing. For more information on the policy options to support engagement in the future please see:
the upcoming Engage2020 Policy report (4.1).48
Over the coming years the EU will spend nearly €80 billion on the Horizon 2020 research process.
Increasingly research is carried out at a cross national level and thus the process of bringing citizen
voices into decision making also takes on a cross boundary aspect. In this discussions participants
looked at the difficult question of how citizen voices can be heard in European Research policy.
The experts agreed that we did not want to have one process for involvement in science governance
but rather an ecosystem of multiple persistent and one off methods, for the various stages of the
research process. We did however want a persistent structure in the middle with a strong connection
with institutional actors.
We wanted the system as a whole to shift from short term projects to more permanence. There
needs to be a vibrant community of core supporters within the policy making field, at the EU level
and nationally. For this to happen we need to understand the fear in the system and demonstrate
real gains for science through engagement. This will build ownership of the new ways of working.
We need to shift from the current system which is afraid of risk taking and new ways of working and
towards a more visionary system. Some people in the group felt that we should be wary of assuming
that all people will support engagement if they only understand it –this is a bit too much like the
science communication deficit model but applied to policy makers!
One suggestion was to build an EU system around the regular identification of ‘Hopes, Hypes and
fears’ concerning new technologies and developments and feeding this into policy making. This
would require the development of a platform with both national and EU components.
Competitions on national platforms could feed into the discussion within the EU platform. The
national platforms could work on a half yearly basis to choose their own agenda, relevant to their
context. Some participants warned of the risks of mandatory engagement.
We also discussed the need for structured support mechanisms to build capacity among researchers.
Currently we felt that there is a gap between engagement process and policy –the two operate
largely separately (see also Emery et al, in press49). We also felt there needs to be a clearer
distinction between dissemination and engagement
48
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In general it seems that many methodological innovations needed are at the pre and post
engagement stages. Methodologically this is an under-developed area. Currently there are very few
examples of systematic use of societal engagement; it is largely ad hoc. Some areas show promise,
but the EC could lead the way in applying engagement methods continuously and consistently
Engagement methods cannot be seen in isolation. It will be necessary to adapt and change the
existing science and R&I system/infrastructure to support public engagement better. There are a
number of key changes needed.
A major issue with all kinds of citizen consultations is that the participants don’t know what will
happen with the results of the meetings, how the produced reports/recommendations will be used.
When people invest time and efforts they want to know what impact they will have. Thus, political
commitment is important for the motivation of the participants, as is clear communication. There
may be a role for the EU in developing standards for feedback and engagement communication, both
before and after the events.
Adding complexity to this is the fact that impacts of deliberation often take a long time to become
apparent, and are frequently hard to link directly to engagement. Clear communication with the
participants is needed from the start– the organisers need to communicate to the participants what
they can expect from the process.
It is therefore important to track the outcomes of deliberation: evaluation should run for a year
longer than the project’s implementation plan. It is important that expectations are realistic when it
comes to evaluation; qualitative analysis often yields the best results. In addition, evaluators should
feed back to the participants on the results of the engagement process (including of course feeding
back the lack of results if applicable). In some organisations, staff turnover can be a problem – for
this reason it should be clear whose responsibility it is to provide feedback to the participants at a
later stage.
There is also important research to be done into the motivations of participants to attend a
deliberative event: In some countries people feel it is a democratic duty/civic virtue to attend and
contribute to a deliberative event. In Germany employees are allowed to take a few days off work for
education and civic duties. If participative deliberation is defined in this way, people may increasingly
understand it as a civic duty/virtue to participate. Besides, social pressure can play a role in
strengthening people’s motivation to participate in deliberative events, an areas studied extensively,
but rarely with a direct link to public engagement. Research in the future could look at what
encourages citizens’ involvement and what strategies could be implanted to build a wider culture of
participation in different parts of Europe.
Trust is vital to effective engagement. People participate if they trust the intermediary organisation.
Time and efforts needs to be invested in building trust. Organisations doing engagement should not
be biased. In many organisations Technology Assessment institutions are in a privileged position to
play this convening role. In other countries these institutions will be different or will need to be built.
An alternative might be setting up a panel/separate body that will support institutions in organising
deliberative events. An important methodological development would be standards in organising
deliberative events where feedback to participants after the event is codified. Communication needs
to happen throughout the process. EU support for this is likely to be very valuable.
A platform which provides information on where engagement events will be organised will allow
citizens who are eager to participate in such engagement methods to find where they can contribute.
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For example, if there is a local debate on a topic, the participants might want to take part on national
deliberative event on the same issue, yet they might not know where to find this information.
Related to this idea, hubs for participants in engagement processes can be established – to make use
of the enthusiasm of the participants following deliberative events. After events, participants often
feel motivated to continue to participate, and want to stay in touch with each other. In addition,
providing a platform allowing citizens to stay in contact places pressure on the organisers to present
results in a timely fashion. A further idea was to make use of participants as “engagement
ambassadors”. If the message on the benefits and importance of engagement comes from the
participants and not the organising institutions, it will attract more attention. A sufficient amount of
resources needs to be spent on communication after the end of the projects. This can be a put as a
requirement in EU projects.
It would also be valuable to organise a platform for researchers with an interest in deliberative
methods, to provide peer support. Facilitation networks are also a potential option – allowing
institutions to draw on each other for facilitation expertise and insights.
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4.1 Recommendations
The European Commission should:
















Develop programmes to support new approaches which apply societal engagement
methodologies across multiple European Countries and/or combine different methodologies,
for example using deliberative methods in research, or combining citizen science and science
shops. Support activities could include funding, training programmes, networking of
networks, and conferences;
Develop programmes to explore the pioneering use of online and digital methods that work
with and interface well with traditional face-to-face engagement methods;
Earmark funding for long term evaluation of engagement activities as a matter of principle;
Develop a database of results of past engagement exercises which can be shared openly and
limit duplication of effort when commissioning new engagement work;
Fund the development of online structures for engaging participants before and after
engagement processes and to encourage participants to engage in new ways;
Fund an EU platform to facilitate and coordinate different types of engagement activities
with a strong connection with institutional actors, to support and map practice; e.g. an
independent unit like the UK National Coordinating Centre for Public Engagement or the UK
Sciencewise Expert Resource Centre;
Fund a community of ‘boundary spanners’; people whose practice goes beyond the current
boundaries of practice and siloes with an explicit purpose of encouraging new applications of
existing methods;
Review assessment frameworks to ensure that there is equal value for projects which involve
participative research, science shops, citizen science, service learning;
Create a clear requirement in EC funded engagement projects to feedback to participants
and to track impacts by carrying out an evaluation a year after the project ends;
Fund research into what motivates people to participate in different countries;
Set up a virtual standing panel of citizens at the European level to engage with RRI issues as a
rapid response approach;
Fund pilot projects and the introduction of citizen science projects or support the start-up of
Science Shops in other countries/cultures.
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National Governments and Research funders should:












Develop new programmes to support the development and funding of distributed models of
deliberation at national levels, focussing in particular on how structured processes and
unstructured processes could best be combined, with a focus on influencing real funding
decisions;
Encourage the creation of public engagement units at universities and other R&I institutions;
Set up programmes to fund and support more participative citizen science, in particular cases
where more drive and motivation comes from participants rather than from institutional
agendas;
Look over the reward/promotion scheme within R&I structures and higher education to
ensure that there is support for engagement;
Create structures and opportunities for the exchange of experiences/ knowledge between
science shops, citizen science, service learning and other fields of practice;
Set up a programme of funding for co-creating projects including citizens, CSOs and other
parts of society;
Explore the use of Participatory Budgeting techniques in allocating research funding, either
at the strategic, programme and/or project level;
Explore the opportunities to crowdfund citizen engagement projects;
Explore how to link everyday engagement in councils, health service etc. to science decision
makers; for example by linking research funders to ongoing engagement structures.

Academic and higher education institutions should:





Fund training for researchers in how and when to apply deliberative methods – including in
doctoral training schemes;
Develop support structures (including toolkits), ethical frameworks and case studies to
further the work;
Set up training programmes for facilitators and researchers, and create advanced resources
and toolkits;
Explore setting up specialist units within higher education institutions that can provide
engagement services at a cheaper rate than using external organisations.
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APPENDIXES
Appendix A: Methodology
This report was developed through a lengthy process which involved two expert workshops and two
webinars. In advance of the first workshop the Engage2020 consortium gathered trends and current
developments. These were further developed into a short presentation on current trends around
societal engagement which were tested in the first workshop. The development process was
iterative, with each activity building on, and commenting on the preceding results.

Workshop 1: Future methods
Date: 16-17 June 2014
Location: London
Number of participants: 25
Themes explored: Distributed deliberation, Citizen Science, User led Innovation, Culture change.

Workshop 2: Future of Engagement
Date: 8 October 2014
Location: London
Number of participants: 18
Themes explored: Deliberative Engagement, Digital engagement, Participative Research, User led
Innovation

Webinar 1: Future Deliberation
Date: 27-November 2014
Location: Online
Number of participants: 28
Themes explored: Deliberative Engagement

Webinar 2: Future of Citizen Science, science shops and other forms of participatory
research
Date: 12 December 2014
Location: Online
Number of participants: 73
Themes explored: Participative research, Science Shops, Citizen Science
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Appendix B: Experts consulted through the workshops
The following experts were consulted through the workshops. Please note that the list does not
include members of the Engage2020 consortium and that inclusion on this list does not constitute an
endorsement of the views in this report.

Nina

Amelun

Technische Universität (TU) Berlin

Luisa

De Amicis

Euclid Network

Michelle

Brook

Open Knowledge Foundation

Jenni

Chambers

Research Councils UK

Jocelyn

Cunningham Arts and Society

Björn

Fleischer

European Institute for Public Participation (EIPP)

David

Gee

Former employee of European Environment Agency

Budd

Hall

University of Victoria, British Columbia

Matt

Leighninger

Deliberative Democracy Consortium

Sophie

Leukel

DLR (German space flight organisation)

Emma

Longridge

BBSRC

Bruna

De Marchi

Fraser

Kathryn

Muir

University of Cambridge

Mikko

Rask

National Consumer Research Centre

Francisco

Sanz García

Institute for Biocomputation & Physics of Complex Systems (BIFI)

Mel

Stevens

Public-i

Erik

Thorstensen Oslo & Akershus University College of Applied Sciences

Ellen

Veie

Henderson

Norwegian Research Council
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Appendix C: Attendees
Attendees – workshop - Future methods workshop
London June 16th and 17th 2014
Name
Björn Fleischer
Cecilie Neumann Hansen
Edward Andersson
Emma Longridge
Erik Thorstensen

Organisation
European Institute for Public Participation (EIPP
Danish Board of Technology Foundation, Engage2020 (Denmark)
Involve, Engage2020 Consortium (UK)
BBSRC - Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council (UK)
Oslo and Akershus University College of Applied Sciences, Research
Group on Responsible Innovation

Francisco Sanz García

Lars Klüver
Linda Nierling
Louise Armstrong
Luisa De Amicis
Marie Louise Jørgensen
Mel Stevens
Michelle Brook

The Institute for Biocomputation and Physics of Complex Systems
(BIFI)
University of Groningen
Involve, Engage2020 Consortium (UK)
Research Councils UK
Arts and Society
Office of External Affairs and Communications, University of
Cambridge
Danish Board of Technology Foundation, Engage2020 (Denmark)
Karlsruhe Institute of Technology, Engage2020 (Germany)
Forum for the Future
Euclid Network
Danish Board of Technology Foundation, Engage2020 (Denmark)
Public-i
Open Knowledge Foundation

Mikko Rask
Nina Amelung
Rainer Kuhn
Simon Burall
Sonia Bussu
Ventseslav Kozarev
Zoya Damianova

National Consumer Research Centre
Technische Universität (TU) Berlin
Dialogik, Engage2020 (Germany)
Involve, Engage2020 Consortium (UK)
Involve, Engage2020 Consortium (UK)
ARC Fund, Engage2020 (Bulgaria)
ARC Fund, Engage2020 (Bulgaria)

Henk Mulder
Houda Davis
Jenni Chambers
Jocelyn Cunningham
Kathryn Muir
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Attendees – workshop - Future of Engagement
London October 8th 2014
Name
Blagovesta Chonkova

Organisation
ARC Fund, Engage2020 (Bulgaria)

Bruna De Marchi

University of Bergen, Engage2020 Advisory Panel (Italy)

Bud Hall

University of Victoria (Canada)

Edward Andersson

Involve, Engage2020 Consortium (UK)

Ellen Veie

Research Council of Norway, Engage2020 Advisory Panel (Norway)

Emma Longridge

BBSRC - Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council (UK)

Fraser Henderson

Sciencewise (UK)

Gy Larson

Danish Board of Technology Foundation, Engage2020 (Denmark)

Henk Mulder

RUG, Engage2020 (Netherlands)

Houda Davis

Involve, Engage2020 (UK)

Jako Jellema

RUG, Engage2020 (Netherlands)

Lars Klüver

Danish Board of Technology Foundation, Engage2020 (Denmark)

Leonhard Hennen

Karlsruhe Institute of Technology, Engage2020 (Germany)

Linda Nierling

Karlsruhe Institute of Technology, Engage2020 (Germany)

Matt Leighninger

Deliberative Democracy Consortium (DDC), Engage2020 Advisory
Panel (Canada)

Rainer Kuhn

Dialogik, Engage2020 (Germany)

Sophie Duncan

NCCPE – National Co-ordinating Centre for Public Engagement (UK)

Sophie Leukel

German Space Agency (Germany)
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Attendees – Webinar 1: Future Deliberation
Virtual, November 27th 2014
Name
Fionnuala Ratcliffe
Fraser Henderson
Jillian Riethmuller
Jeanne Svalebech
Sara Heesterbeek
Jako Jellema
Kirsty Jones
Vanessa Parlette
Juliet Swann
Wiktor Gajewski
Oliver Escobar
Sian Aggett
Tim Bonnemann
Björn Fleischer
Diane Beddoes
Caroline Walsh
Henk Mulder
Fraser Henderson
Matthew Bunce
Lise Bitsch
Rudolf Lewanski
Bjørn Bedsted
Thea Askegaard
Desislava Asenova
Erik Thorstensen
Houda Davis
Giulia Molinengo
Lisa Pettibone
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Attendees – Webinar 2: Future of Citizen Science, science shops and other
forms of participatory research
Virtual, December 12th 2014
Name
Adriana Valente
Alba L'Astorina
Andrea Vargiu
Andrés Bello
Ann Grand
Annette Klinkert
Annick Labeeuw
Anton Svane Olsen
Bálint Balázs
Barbara Schmid
Bela Györgyi
Blagovesta Chonkova
Bruce Lewenstein
Budd Hall
Caren Cooper
Caroline Heje Thon
Catarina Amorim
Chiara Franzoni
Claudia Göbel
Claudia Schwarz
Daniel Bengtsson
Desislava Asenova
Edward Andersson
Fernanda Azevedo Veneu Lump
Franco Bagnoli
Giovanna Pacini
Helen Featherstone
Hélène Bodi
Henk Mulder
Irene Tomasoni
Jako Jellema
Jane Ashong
Jeanne Svalebech Jørgensen
Jennifer Shirk
John Mulder
Josep Carreras
Judit Katonáné Kovács
Karen Fabbri

Name
Katrine Lidegaard Juul
Klaus Kubeczko
Lisa Pettibone
Lotta Tomasson
Louise Valmoria
Mai Murmann
Marco Faccini
Margte Farina
Maria Aristeidou
Maria Aristeidou
Maria Lindholm
Maria Uden
Marika Cielinski
Marta Solís Mateos
Matteo Merzagora
Meira Hanson
Miruna Amza
Nick Hillier
Nicola Jane Buckley
Norbert Steinhaus
Omeasoo Butt
Rafaela Samagaia
Raquel H. Ribeiro
Ricardo Reis
Rob Pyatt
Rosina Malagrida
Sara Silva
Sofia Viegas
Sonia Bussu
Stefanie Seitz
Steffen Albrecht
Tim Bonnemann
Tommaso Castellani
Wissenschaftsladen potsdam
Wissenschaftsladen Wien
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