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1 Mandate and Methods  

1.1 Objectives of the Evaluation 

This evaluation focuses on the “European Citizens’ Consultations”-

Project (ECC-Project). The evaluators’ main objectives have been, 

first, to conduct an empirical analysis of the methodological concept 

and design and, second, to monitor the implementation of the organ-

izers’ goals during all activities, events and procedures at the Euro-

pean (Agenda-Setting Event and Synthesis Event) and national level 

(national consultations). In addition, the evaluators pursued the ob-

jective to investigate the repercussions of the project on those in-

volved in the process (internal impact) as well as the impact of the 

project on relevant actors and stakeholders outside of the process 

(external impact). For meeting these objectives, empirical data was 

collected for evaluating the process and the organisation, partially 

based on subjective satisfaction of the main actors and partially 

grounded in systematic observations by the evaluation team. The 

evaluation began at the Agenda-Setting Event in October 2006 and 

was completed in August 2007 after the final report was written. 

1.2 Evaluation Criteria  

The selection of indicators and their sub-dimensions was based on a 

set of evaluative criteria that guided our evaluation. These criteria1  

refer to: 

 

                                                           
1 cf. Renn, 2004 
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Fairness  This criterion requests that all relevant and affected 

actor groups have an equal opportunity to participate 

in the process (external or structural fairness). In ad-

dition, the criterion demands that the process offers 

fair conditions to all participants (internal or proce-

dural fairness). Aspects of fairness include, for in-

stance, the conditions and constraints of the process, 

the rules and provisions regulating the dialogue and 

explicitly the development of agreement. These rules 

should be defined beforehand and consensually.2 

 

Competence This criterion refers to a sufficient level of communi-

cative and issue-related proficiency. Participants 

should be able to assess the consequences of their 

preferences with respect to different decision options 

and measures. Competence also includes the ability 

to communicate and to exchange norms, values or 

emotional expressions.3   

 

Transparency This criterion demands that all methods, proceedings 

and rules, but also the produced results are openly 

communicated to all persons involved. The optimal 

result is a balance between availability of information 

(quantity as well as quality) and mutual understand-

ing of all viewpoints. 

 

Efficiency  This criterion specifies the relation between effort 

(time, money, etc.) and result. The efficient use of all 

resources including the time of the participants is of 

major importance for subjective satisfaction with the 

process as well as for the goal of optimal allocation. 

                                                           
2 cf. Webler, 1995: 62f 
3 cf. Habermas, 1992 
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1.3 Methods Used for the Evaluation 

The evaluation has been based on three main methods that provided 

material for each evaluation criterion:  

1. Systematic observation of events,  

2. Survey of participating citizens and  

3. Semi-structured interviews with participating citizens, coor-

dinators and external actors.  

The Agenda-Setting Event (ASE), 12 national consultations (NC), as 

well as the final Synthesis Event (SE) were analysed combining the 

methods of observation, evaluation survey and interviews. Addition-

ally, a document analysis of reports etc. and an analysis of the media 

coverage and other repercussions of the project (especially press and 

websites) were conducted.  

1.3.1 Observation  

The events at European level were observed by at least two observers 

belonging to the evaluation team. The selection of national events 

was guided by the quest for diversity and included a minimum of 

two national consultations per group of events (cf. Table 1). Another 

criterion for the selection of the national consultations for observation 

was the size of the events (3 small, 6 medium, 3 big events). In addi-

tion, a certain geographical equilibrium was the target. Events in 

Northern, Southern, Eastern (i.e. new EU-member states), Central 

and Western Europe were therefore covered. The events in France, 

Germany and the United Kingdom were observed by Dialogik staff 

members. The other nine national consultations were attended by 

external observers, selected and instructed by Dialogik. The external 

observers were usually nationals of the country, in which the obser-

vation took place.  
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All observers used a pre-structured observation tool for the docu-

mentation. The tool included global indicators as well as specific 

variables related to the process. Every indicator contained several 

sub-dimensions, which were listed on the observation sheet. The 

main indicators were:  

Atmosphere  (general conditions of the discussion),  

Interaction  (characterised the style of communication and inter-

action of the citizens),  

Discussion  (documented how the citizens participated in the dis-

cussion),  

Roles  (referred to an aggregate of sub-dimensions focusing 

on special functions of individual actors or small 

groups),  

Opinion  (was orientated to all content-related aspects of the 

discussion),  

Language  (framed questions such as which types of language 

were used, as well as problems of articulation),  

Structure  (documented “external” influences on the observed 

process).  

The dimensions of the pre-structured tools were explained in depth 

by detailing the purpose and structure of each dimension. The ob-

servers also took individual notes. The instructions given to the ob-

servers included an introduction to the pre-structured observation 

tool and a set of directives for observing and reporting. The proceed-

ing was illustrated by examples. The observers were generally in-

structed to document the dynamics of all interactions and report their 

impressions with respect to all relevant activities, including those that 

were not directly located in their actual observation field. 
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Table 1:  Events observed and response rates of questionnaires in 

the evaluation surveys 

1.3.2 Evaluation Surveys 

In addition to the observation, the participants were asked to fill out a 

fully standardised questionnaire translated into the national lan-

guage. In all surveys high response-rates above 85% were achieved 

(cf. Table 1). Since 196 citizens at the Agenda-Setting Event and 783 

citizens in the 12 focused national events completed the question-

naires, as well as 27 citizens at the Synthesis Event, almost 1000 par-

ticipating citizens of 1800 in total were covered by the survey. Aiming 

at several core questions, the different questionnaire-waves contained 

items related to each phase of the process. The core questions focused 

on the perceived objectives of the undertaking, the personal reasons 

for participation, as well as assessments regarding the process itself, 

such as fairness and transparency or satisfaction with the results and 

the estimated impact of the ECC-Project. In addition, a feedback sur-

vey among 23 national coordinators4 was conducted after the Synthe-

                                                           
4 One organisation coordinated two national consultations (Greece and Cy-

prus) and therefore participated only once in the feedback-survey among the 

Date Event observed Observers Number of 
participating 

citizens

Returned 
question-

naires 

Response rate 
evaluation 

survey

7-8/10/06 Agenda-Setting Event 3 internal 200 196 98,0%
1-3/12/06 Citizens’Jury Budapest 1 external - - -

NC-Slovenia 1 external 45 45 100,0%
NC-Estonia 2 external 60 52 86,7%
NC-Belgium 1 external 150 132 88,0%
NC-Hungary 1 external 34 32 94,1%
NC-Germany 2 internal 200 176 88,0%
NC-France 1 internal 49 44 89,8%
NC-Greece 1 external 28 28 100,0%
NC-UK 1 internal 74 70 94,6%
NC-Italy 1 external 40 40 100,0%
NC-Spain 1 external 92 91 98,9%
NC-Finland 1 external 29 25 86,2%
NC-Romania 1 external 48 48 100,0%

9-10/05/07 Synthesis Event 2 internal 27 27 100,0%

10-11/02/07

24-25/02/07

10-11/03/07

24-25/03/07
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sis Event, in order to capture the satisfaction of the national coordina-

tors with their own national event, the Synthesis Event and the satis-

faction regarding the overall ECC-Process.  

Generally, the assessments were gathered by symmetric five-point 

rating scales ranging from very positive to very negative as basic 

response options. The responses in the surveys tend to be positive 

with respect to the entire process which indicates a substantial degree 

of satisfaction of the citizens as well as other persons involved with 

respect to their role and function in the process. Responses that do 

not represent very positive assessments are clear indications of criti-

cal positions or perceived disturbances. These will be discussed later 

in this document. 

1.3.3 Interviews 

The evaluation team conducted 35 semi-standardised interviews with 

internal and external actors, including citizens, national coordinators, 

facilitators, main-organizers, experts involved and external actors 

such as employees of the EC. The phone interviews were conducted 

after the Agenda-Setting Event, the Citizens’ Jury in Budapest, sev-

eral national consultation events and the Synthesis Event (cf. Table 2). 

The guidelines for the interviews differed slightly depending on the 

phase of the ECC-Project and the type of actor being interviewed. In 

general, the guidelines corresponded to the questions raised in the 

evaluation surveys. 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                             
national coordinators. The feedback form of IFOK, which was the coordinat-

ing organisation for the main process and the national consultation in Ger-

many, was not considered in the current analysis. The Hungarian and the 

Portuguese partner did not fill out the form. 
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Table 2:  Overview on interviews differentiated in phases of the 

ECC-Project and actor-groups 

1.3.4 Media Analysis 

A media analysis was carried out in order to assess the ‘repercus-

sions’ of the ECC-Project. Generally, the ECC-Project received a high 

media coverage. A formal analysis and a complete search for sources 

were not planned nor performed. All press articles analysed were 

taken from links presented on the official website of the project. The 

analysis included different media types, but mainly focused on the 

coverage by printed media, as well as internet sources directly related 

to the project. Out of all sources, a selection of 22 press articles from 

print and online newspapers, magazines, as well as radio and televi-

sion broadcasts from both European and national media was ana-

lysed. The selection procedure was focused on diversity regarding 

media types and countries although not all languages could be con-

sidered. Additionally, ten internet-websites of governmental and 

non-governmental organisations at national and European level were 

investigated, i.e. five political/governmental sources (GO) and five 

NGO-websites.5  The sample of websites included very heterogene-

ous sources, e.g. reactions of high-level governmental agencies as 

well as “voices close to citizens”. The procedures to identify these 

websites were: 

                                                           
5 The complete list of the internet sources of interest is provided by the refer-

ences. 

ASE Citizens' 
Juries

NC SE/ 
Follow Up

Overall

Internal actors - persons involved
~ Facilitators 4 4 8
~ Organisers 1 1 2
~ National Coordinators 1 2 3
~ Expert 1 1
Internal actors - citizens 5  1 7 5 18
External actors  3 3
Overall 11 3 12 9 35
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1st:  Links on the official ECC homepage 

2nd:  Google search: “European Citizens’ Consultation” or/ and 

“ECC” 

3rd:  Google search on politicians’ websites, who have been “spe-

cial guests” at ECC-Events 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3:  Overview on the sources of the media analysis per coun-

try and different media types 

 

The dimensions of the media and website analysis that were covered 

by our analysis referred to ‘intensity’, ‘direction’ and ‘attitude’ of the 

external reactions on the project. Intensity denominates the degree of 

interest in the ECC-Project and refers to the degree of reaction by 

countries or level (national vs. European level), different ECC-Events 

and different media-sources. Direction aimed to cover the focus of the 

reactions: What were the main issues of the sources (project in gen-

eral vs. individual events or method vs. content)? Attitude focused on 

the assessment of the ECC-Project and was analysed based on four 

topics:  

1. overall impression,  

2. assessment of process and procedures  

3. evaluation of outcome and results and  

4. (expected) impact of the ECC-Project. 

 

 

AT BE FR DE IE NL UK ‘EU’ Overall
Print 1 5 1 3 1 3 1 15
Online press 1 1 3 5
Radio 1 1
TV 1 1
GO websites 2 1 2 5
NGO websites 1 2 2 5
Overall 4 5 2 5 3 3 2 8 32
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2 Results 

2.1 Objectives of the ECC-Project 

The project’s intentions were very ambitious. Starting with the devel-

opment of a feasibility study,6 which was published in January 2006, 

there were only nine months for securing funding, designing the 

process and conducting all activities to prepare the actual delibera-

tion process. The main deliberation process (“main process”) lasted 

only eight months from October 2006 to May 2007 to progress from 

the Agenda-Setting Event to the final event. In comparison to the 

ECD-Project,7 which included only nine European countries in a de-

liberative process, this time constraint was extremely tight.  

For the ECC-Project, partner-organisations in 27 European countries 

had to be found and involved in the project, which placed high de-

mands on information and time management and required a lot of 

coordination efforts as well as organisational capacity for installing a 

network capable of governing and implementing the entire process. 

An undertaking of such dimensions was never conducted before in 

Europe. In addition to all the organisational efforts, the process re-

quired significant financial investment.   

The project was supported by the European Commission. The King 

Baudouin Foundation initiated the project and led – in cooperation 

with the European Citizen Action Service (stakeholder relations), 

J@ys (Journalists at your service – media relations), the European 

Policy Centre (policy advice) and a Network of European Founda-

tions (coordination of funding) – the consortium of partners. IFOK 

and the King Baudouin Foundation developed the general design for 

the European as well as the national events. In addition, IFOK organ-

                                                           
6 cf. project document: Feasibility Study on a European Citizens’ Debate, 2006 
7 cf. www.meetingmindseurope.org 
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ised the national consultation process in Germany. All other national 

consultations were implemented by national partner organisations. In 

addition, the project was supported by funding organisations at 

European and national level. An overview on all partner-

organisations can be found on the website of the project.8 

 

A clear definition and prioritisation of objectives required some in-

terpretation because the organisers presented the objectives in differ-

ent terms and formats depending on media type and recipients, etc.. 

The evaluation team extracted one main objective from the proposal 

of the ECC-Project, which encloses two sub-objectives. 9 

 

BASIC GOAL: Reconnect citizens to the development of the Euro-

pean Union (long term).  

- Therefore, the ECC-Project aims to reach a wide range and high 

numbers of individuals and organisations.   

- The target groups can be outlined as the citizens who are directly 

involved into the project’s events or additional outreach activities 

and decision-makers at European level (representatives of Euro-

pean institutions) as well as national level (national government of-

ficials and local MPs). Indirect target groups include civil society 

and implementation partners, media, academic partners and spon-

sors.  

- Bring to the surface the connection of citizens’ lives and the future 

of the EU. 

- Build up a positive emotional connection of citizens with the EU 

and each other. 

- Raise understanding and confidence in EU institutions and their 

relevance in tackling the challenges that matter to citizens. 

                                                           
8 cf. project document: http://www.european-citizens-consultations.eu 
9 cf. King Baudouin Foundation, 2006 
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1) METHOD TO REACH THE GOAL: Development of an effective 

participative governance tool for decision-makers enabling them to 

lead multilingual debates across Europe (immediate) 

- The European Citizens’ Consultations will provide a space to ad-

dress citizens both intellectually and emotionally in a format that 

corresponds to their expectations of transparency, outreach, impact 

and accountability. 

- Immediate: development of a new consultation forum for institu-

tions to interact with citizens. 

- Immediate: a forum to allow for comparison and result sharing 

across countries from the citizens’ perspective, feeding into Plan D.  

 

2) EXPECTED OUTPUT: identify citizens’ ideas and expectations for 

Europe’s future 

- Immediate: Contribution to the creation of a new vision and ration-

ale of Europe, more relevant to its citizens, and correspondingly 

renewed interest from citizens and media. 

- Immediate: contribution to the debate about the future of Europe 

and input for further discussions. 

- Establish a superior source of information on citizens’ views and 

values.  

- Provide a strong information basis for EU communication, and 

relevant input from citizens for key political challenges facing the 

EU. 
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2.2 Basic Design of the Project and 

Evaluation of the Basic Design 

2.2.1 Basic Design and Main Process 

The European Citizens’ Consultations is the largest and most ambi-

tious Pan-European participation project up to date. It involved all 

the EU countries (27) and included 1800 citizens.10  The main process 

of elicitation started with the Agenda-Setting Event (cf. Figure 1) 

gathering citizens from all over Europe, who were given the task to 

articulate the agenda of topics for the following consultations at the 

national level. The national events picked up these topics and devel-

oped “Visions” from the perspective of each national panel. These 

recommendations were then fed into a Synthesis Event in which the 

final report was completed. At the end of this final stage, the report 

was handed over to Margot Wallström (Vice-President of the Euro-

pean Commission), Jean-Luc Dehaene (MEP and former Vice-

Chairman of the Convention on the Future of Europe) and Gérard 

Onesta (Vice-President of the European Parliament). 

                                                           
10 cf. project document: http://www.european-citizens-consultations.eu/ 

6.0.html 
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Figure 1:  Structure of the project’s main process11 

 

In addition to the main process, two Citizens’ Juries were conducted 

in Budapest and Berlin at the end of 2006. The Citizens’ Juries were 

supposed to define the nature, quality and format of information that 

participants of the national consultations would require to lead a 

productive debate.12 As the coordinators of the juries confirmed in 

interviews, these events should additionally serve as a test for the 

preparation of the following national consultations.  

 However, the Citizens’ Juries did not optimally fit into the main 

process, which reduced the efficiency of these exercises. What are the 

reasons for this deficit? 

1. The design of the Citizens’ Juries differed considerably from 

those of the national consultations.13   

2. The working sessions focused mostly on special aspects of the 

main topics that were developed in the Agenda-Setting Event, 

                                                           
11 source: cf. project document: http://www.european-citizens-consultations. 

eu/3.0.html 
12 cf. project document: First report from the Citizens’ Juries within the Euro-

pean Citizens’ Consultation, 2006: 3 and the ECC website: 

http://www.european-citizens-consultations.eu/3.0.html#c21 
13 cf. project document: First Report from the Citizens’ Juries within the 

European Citizens’ Consultation, 2006: 4 

  
Final 

Consultation 
National Citizens’ 

Consultations 
Agenda-Setting 

Event Citizens’ Juries 
(Nov 2006) 

Feb – Apr 2007 May 2007 Oct 2006 

European Citizens’ 
Perspectives 

27 National Citizens’ 
Perspectives 

European Citizens’ 
Agenda 

   

Further national events to follow up 
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for instance “A Europe of Singles?”, “World Power Europe” or 

“How large is Europe”13 etc.. Additionally, the main topic “En-

vironment and Energy” was discussed in its original broader 

understanding of the Agenda-Setting Event, not according to 

the narrow definition that formed the basis of the consultations 

at the national level.  

3. In addition, experts played a much bigger role than in the na-

tional consultations: each of the 4 working units per day was 

opened by a 20-minute long expert statement, followed by citi-

zens’ questions.14  

4. Furthermore, the operational objectives between Citizens’ Ju-

ries and the national consultations differed considerably. The 

citizens did not have to come up with a citizens’ declaration 

during the Citizens’ Juries. 

From a pragmatic point of view, the project report should have pre-

sented more information on “lessons learnt” for the national consul-

tations. The Citizens’ Juries could have been more intensely utilized 

for testing the design of the national consultations. This impression 

was shared by one of the main organisers in the last wave of the 

evaluation interviews. However, this opportunity was missed. 

2.2.2 Alternatives to the Basic Design Cho-

sen 

The basic design appears superior to possible alternative structures. 

This can be illustrated by looking at three potential alternatives: 

1. The first alternative would have been to have each national 

consultation develop its own topics; instead, the Pan-European 

event produced three commonly agreed core-topics. If each of 

                                                           
14 cf. project document: First Report from the Citizens' Juries within the Euro-

pean Citizens' Consultations, 2006: 3 
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the 27 national panels had selected their own three topics, 

however, there would have been too many suggestions, mak-

ing it difficult to proceed to the next step of discussion of the 

topics. Additionally, setting the agenda in initial events at the 

national level could have hampered an agreement on a com-

mon set of three European topics, because each national delega-

tion of participants would have preferred and defended its 

own selected topics.  

2. The national consultations actually composed plural visions for 

the Synthesis Event. Conducting these single national events 

provided widely independent national assessments as well as 

the opportunity for the citizens to consider national subtleties. 

This basically enhanced the variety of viewpoints on the topics 

for the synthesis. A European event strongly focused on na-

tional dialogues, such as the Second Convention of the ECD-

Project with the Carousel Method would have demanded im-

mense (financial) efforts. Additionally, a higher number of par-

ticipants were involved at national level by the single national 

consultations, which corresponds to the intention of the organ-

isers to involve as many participants as possible in the project. 

3. The third alternative could have been to omit the Synthesis 

Event and report only on the national results. The final event at 

the European level, however, was essential to produce a syn-

thesis paper. National Events would not sufficiently provide 

opportunities for a common adoption of the final report by citi-

zens of all European countries. 

One additional design adjustment could have been to organise dia-

logue sessions with competent and relevant politicians as well as 

experts before the final event. This interaction could have been a 

positive contribution to the deliberation process and would have 

assisted participants to recognize and take into account the argu-

ments and views of those who professionally deal with these topics. 
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Except for the citizens of the Synthesis Event and a few citizens who 

attended the Agenda-Setting Event and the national consultation 

event, the participation was organised by division of labour rather 

than involving the same citizens in all events. Therefore, the project 

embraced many more citizens than the ECD-Project, where all the 126 

involved citizens attended all events of the project.15 With respect to 

the (non-scientific) topic of the ECC-Project, involving citizens usu-

ally only once was an acceptable methodological decision, although it 

might have been advantageous to have some participants from each 

country (“core panel”) attend all meetings in order to inform the 

other citizens about the reasons and arguments for choosing the three 

topics that were selected during the initial event. Since that continuity 

in information flow was not given the panellists had often to rely on 

the reports of the national organisers and therefore on second-hand 

information.   

2.2.3 Continuity along the Main Process 

Although the overall design served the main purpose and reached all 

the objectives, at least to a satisfactory degree, there were several 

problems and inconsistencies that had negative impacts on the proc-

ess and – to a minor degree – on the output of the exercise. These 

problems and inconsistencies are addressed in the following sections 

of this report. 

2.2.3.1 Conceptual inconsistencies 

There was an inconsistency regarding how the chosen topics were 

handled between the different process stages: For instance, one topic 

legitimised by the citizens’ vote in the Agenda-Setting Event was 

“Environment and Energy”.16 However, the organisers then limited 

                                                           
15 cf. www.meetingmindseurope.org 
16 cf. project document: Final Report. Agenda-Setting Event, 2006: 19 
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the scope of the topic to: “Energy & Environment: The environmental 

and economic impact of Europe’s energy use”.17 The initial proposal 

included all environmental aspects and, in addition, a special empha-

sis on energy. The organisers’ choice was to narrow down the subject 

to environmental aspects of energy. The national consultations were 

bound to this definition of the organisers. In the Synthesis Report, 

half of the statements on the topic area “The environmental and eco-

nomic impact of Europe’s energy use” touch upon the energy topic.18 

The organisers justified their decision for intervention into the 

agenda setting, for instance during the German national consultation, 

with the fact that a lot of the citizens’ contributions during the 

Agenda-Setting Event had focused on energy. However, the empiri-

cal analysis revealed that about half of the collected contributions 

during the Agenda-Setting Event mentioned topics outside of the 

energy field.19 Moreover, the intervention of the organisers resulted 

in further inconsistencies between the national consultations: Docu-

ments such as recommendations based on the experiences of the first 

national events17 indicated a common baseline regarding the han-

dling of the topics in these events. However, the national consulta-

tions finally dealt differently with this topic of environment. In 

France, for example, a wider range of environmental issues was dis-

cussed, although the lead facilitator had explicitly mentioned the 

restrained topic at the beginning. Other national consultations 

adopted the focus on energy like in Germany.20 Barring the inconsis-

tency along the main process, this change of a topic was not accept-

able because it generally violates the sovereignty of the citizens to set 

                                                           
17 cf. project document: Recommendations for the upcoming national consul-

tations on the basis of the experiences of the first  ECC-weekend, 2006: 11 
18 cf. project document: European Citizens’ Perspectives on the Future of 

Europe, 2007: 9 
19 cf. project document: Agenda-Setting Event - Final Report, 2007: 21 
20 The statements of the vision towards the topic “Energy and Environment” 

clearly refer to energy-subjects and ignore other aspects of the environmental 

topic (cf. Internal document: Deutsche Bürgererklärung über die Zukunft 

Europas, 2007). 
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the agenda. The organisers gave this competence explicitly to the 

citizens.21 

The second topic “Social Welfare and Family”22 was also slightly 

modified by the organizers since the final topic was called: “The so-

cial and economic conditions for Europe’s families”.23 However, most 

national consultations as well as the final Synthesis Report adopted 

the broader subject of social welfare beyond the issue of Europe’s 

families. In the end, the panels by themselves restored the original 

version of the second topic. 

2.2.3.2 Deliberation Types and the Handling of Di-

versity of Contributions 

There was a turn from deliberative to non-deliberative style as the 

main-process entered into the final stage of the Synthesis Event. With 

a certain distance from the main process, this methodological deci-

sion of the organisers interrupted the continuity of the process. The 

effects of the non-deliberative design of the Synthesis Event are de-

scribed in chapter 2.7.2. 

One of the non-deliberative features during the main events such as 

the Agenda-Setting Event referred to the process of decision making. 

The design of the process included voting procedures which are al-

ways problematic because it is unclear what a majority or minority 

means in terms of representation. Since the participants of the panels 

were not a true representation of the European public, any voting 

mechanism is difficult to defend, yet pragmatically also required if a 

consensus cannot be accomplished. The organisers had hardly any 

other choice but relying on voting mechanisms in order to reach some 

closure of the deliberations. 

                                                           
21 cf. project document: Project Summary, 2006: 1 
22 cf. project document: Agenda-Setting Event - Final Report, 2007: 19 
23 cf. project document: European Citizens’ Perspectives on the Future of Eu-

rope, 2007: 9 
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The major design of using majority voting for prioritisation of the 

topics resulted in a different handling of diversity along the main 

process and created tensions between the participants and the facili-

tators at least in some countries.  

While the Synthesis Report was basically open to the perspectives 

expressed by the citizens, the organisers followed the rationale that 

the national consultations should conclude with concise results. This 

goal was successfully accomplished and all 27 national panels pro-

duced concrete declarations for the Synthesis Report. This, however, 

came with a price: As many national consultations, for instance in UK 

and Germany, focused on prioritising the results, there was only lim-

ited time to explore and discuss the different entries into the debate, 

which resulted in the demand of the citizens to further elaborate on 

the results and in adding an extra step in the process.24 This un-

planned extension of the process occurred in Germany and partially 

in France. Especially, in instances where a topic had not been dis-

cussed before, the consideration of divergent opinions became impor-

tant. For instance, the German results25 do not illustrate the diversity 

of perspectives that appeared during the deliberations. Therefore, not 

all “voices” raised by the citizens were fed into the process, which 

was initially claimed by the project’s organisers. Diversity of view-

points should have been more in the focus of the organisers during 

this stage of the process. At least, indications of the diversity of view-

points expressed, for instance ratings, should have been documented 

also in the short version of the national final report. This would pro-

vide important insights to external actors, who did not attend the 

events.26 In spite of this omission, the German panellists were satis-

fied with the output and adopted the final German declaration. Ob-

                                                           
24 cf. evaluation document: Europäische Bürgerkonferenzen. Bürgerkonferenz 

Deutschland. Evaluationsbericht, 2007: 5 
25 cf. project document: German Citizens’ Perspective on the Future of 

Europe, 2007 
26 Only a few national reports made some short comments on the diversity of 

viewpoints. 
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viously, the citizens finally let go of their objections in order to con-

tribute to the common outcome.   

2.2.3.3 Base of decision making 

The organisers stated that about 1800 citizens participated in the 

main process.27 However, the Synthesis Event included only 27 citi-

zens.28 With respect to the fact that the main input was based on the 

contributions of such a high number of citizens, it is problematic to 

delegate only one citizen per country to attend the Synthesis Event. 

This participant was empowered to make amendments such as add-

ing, editing or deleting aspects in the drafted Synthesis Report. Only 

amendments based on the respective national reports were accepted. 

Nevertheless, the opinion of these single citizens received a high in-

fluence. Probably also due to pragmatic causes, such as financial con-

straints, the Synthesis Event constituted the “eye of the needle”. This 

tapering of the main process towards a very narrow base of decision 

making at the Synthesis Event stood in contrast to the intensive ef-

forts to gain a broad and diverse sample of Europe’s population dur-

ing the Agenda-Setting Event and the national consultations.   

 

                                                           
27 cf. project document: http://www.european-citizens-consultations.eu/ 

6.0.html 
28 cf. project document: European Citizens’ Perspectives on the Future of 

Europe, 2007 
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2.3 Quality of Process – Implementa-

tion of the Basic Design 

2.3.1 External Fairness – Participants and 

Sampling 

During the Agenda-Setting Event, the organisers achieved an equal 

representation of male and female participants and a sufficiently di-

verse range in age and educational distribution.29 However, there was 

an unbalanced regional representation within some countries’ delega-

tions because many citizens came from the capital or one particular 

region. For instance, all German participants came from Cologne. 

Such a focused selection distorts the idea of representativeness and 

narrows diversity among the participants. Additionally, urban popu-

lations are usually more in favour of EU-integration than rural popu-

lations.30 The sampling issues additionally resulted in some minor 

complaints by citizens. Several participants, but also national coordi-

nators expressed their discontent with the mismatch between their 

own experiences regarding the sampling and the organisers’ claim for 

“random selection” of the participants. One interviewed coordinator 

criticised that some participants seemed to have known each other 

before the event, since many of them had been participating in sev-

eral market research panels.  

The national consultations strongly differed with respect to their re-

cruitment processes and success. Demographic diversity, e.g. distri-

bution regarding age classes, gender, profession, generally was suffi-

ciently achieved in most countries. This can be exemplified with Fig-

                                                           
29 cf. project document: Final Report. Agenda-Setting Event, 2007: 6 
30 cf. European Commission, 2006 
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ure 2 in Annex A for the age-distributions of the national panels.31 

Successful sampling occurred, for instance, in Estonia, Hungary, Bel-

gium, Germany and Slovakia. Some national organisers invested high 

efforts to achieve a well balanced national sample of citizens.32 How-

ever, the sampling in Greece, Romania and France was less balanced, 

as the national panel was dominated by young participants. Greece 

and Romania also had an undue high proportion of students and 

participants in education.  

Due to information lacking in the national reports and the different 

national subtleties, it is not easy to give an assessment of the diversity 

of the national panels regarding the regional distributions (country-

districts) and other variables such as representation of minorities. The 

Spanish and Italian panel were quite diverse regarding the regional 

distribution.33 With respect to representations of minorities, Finland, 

Latvia, UK, and Cyprus appeared to be more successful than Slove-

nia, Hungary and Greece. 

The absence of numerous citizens who had confirmed their participa-

tion was another major problem for a number of countries, for in-

stance for Estonia, Latvia, Denmark or Greece. In the UK, only 76 

citizens participated in the national event instead of the planned 150 

citizens, among other reasons probably due to late ticket transfer.  

The evaluation team acknowledged several problems regarding the 

sampling method in some of the participating countries. The selection 

                                                           
31 The evaluators extracted available data on gender-rates, age-distributions 

and distribution regarding profession from the 27 national reports presented 

at the project’s website (date of download: July, 27 2007). Some data was 

missing or imprecise and some sources dissented regarding the information 

given, so that this data entry had to be validated a few times. However, some 

data was not available. 
32 For instance in Slovenia, an extra bus transfer secured regional representa-

tion. 
33 cf. project document: European Citizens’ Consultations. Spanish Citizens’ 

Perspective on the Future of Europe,  2007 and information gathered by the 

DIALOGIK-observers 
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of participants, for example, in Finland was based on a phonebook, 

which excluded most Finnish citizens, who usually use a mobile 

phone. In the UK, the selection was based on an online portal, which 

focused on political opinion surveys and which demanded registra-

tion for the opportunity to be selected for the national event in the 

UK. Some German citizens reported during the national consultation 

that they were about to refuse the invitation to the event, because 

they had the impression that they would be involved in market re-

search. Several national partners complained that the leading organ-

isers delivered good sampling criteria but demanded sampling to be 

conducted by professional organisations. Some of these professional 

organisations finally did not deliver the results aimed at. 

The sampling procedures were influenced by structural and framing 

aspects. For instance, the Hungarian partner joined the project net-

work just a few weeks before the national consultation started. Al-

though being late he succeeded in providing an astonishingly high 

performance in getting the sample together and conducting all neces-

sary processes.  

At the Synthesis Event there was a clear overrepresentation of highly-

educated citizens, which was especially caused by exclusive selection 

of only English-speaking citizens.34 The gender distribution was bal-

anced35 and one disabled person (wheelchair) attended the event.   

 

Representativeness is one important criterion for sampling partici-

pants. Yet deliberative participation is not contingent on achieving a 

true representation of the population. In particular, deliberative 

                                                           
34 In the evaluation survey, when the 27 participating citizens were asked for 

their highest degree of education the following distribution occured: 7 uni-

versity degree (additionally 1 student), 3 PhD, 3 master, 1 engineer, 3 BA = 18 

participants. Some entries were not clearly assignable to one degree and 

therefore excluded from this analysis. 
35 The evaluation survey confirmed that 48,1% female participants attended 

the Synthesis Event. 
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models of participation rely on a complete representation of argu-

ments, but not of their distribution in the population (proportional 

distribution). In this sense, the sampling procedures in the national 

events probably met the diversity criterion as a high degree of diver-

sity was accomplished (at least in most panels). The aim of diversity 

is more difficult to accomplish in the Pan-European events. Only 

eight citizens per country were selected for the Agenda-Setting Event 

and only one for the Synthesis Event. This very thin base for diversity 

is certainly problematic, although pragmatically justified. 

Another issue is the decision regarding how to balance equal oppor-

tunities for every country’s contribution with respect to the popula-

tion sizes in each country. In the Agenda-Setting Event, the equal 

number of citizens per country supported the assumption of internal 

fairness. The citizens of one country could not dominate the dialogue 

because they were confronted with equal numbers of participants 

from all the other countries. For the national meetings, the population 

size of every country is more relevant regarding inclusion of citizens 

of all regions into the national sample as well as for creating sufficient 

diversity with respect to minorities and specific social groups or sub-

cultures. For instance, Estonia with its small population succeeded in 

getting a national sample of 60 citizens, while Italy – with a much 

larger population – had a smaller number of participants (40 citizens). 

Although Italy was able to represent some regional diversity, the 

citizens’ involvement at national level, especially the number of citi-

zens at the consultations, should have been more in the focus of the 

main organisers, particularly when diversity is emphasized as impor-

tant. 

2.3.2 Internal Fairness, Involvement of the 

Citizens and Facilitator Performance 

Overall, the events provided fair conditions and equal opportunities 

for the citizens. In the different evaluation surveys, most citizens 
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generally gave predominantly positive and rarely any negative as-

sessments.36 Looking at the proportion of very satisfied and satisfied 

assessments, a higher rate of citizens in the Agenda-Setting Event as 

well as in the national consultations (overall-result) expressed more 

often the second best response option (satisfied rather than very satis-

fied). This indicates some minor shortcomings regarding fairness.  

A very positive aspect of the Synthesis Report was that the organizers 

put original phrases of the citizens into the final document. However, 

this wouldn’t have been necessary if the final report had been final-

ized by the citizens themselves. It would have been better to involve 

the citizens more deeply in writing and completing the results. Some 

explanations are presented in the following sections: 

The chosen design for summarising the citizens’ contributions during 

the Agenda-Setting Event was a pragmatic and effective solution to 

the challenge of processing 200 citizens’ contributions in a short time. 

Occasional problems at single discussion tables could have been re-

solved by more feedback and interaction between facilitators and 

participants. This process provided in general equal opportunities for 

each participant. The citizens were, however, not involved in the 

summarising process of the dialogue results, had no opportunity to 

monitor the activities of the editorial team and were not in-depth 

informed about what happened during the summarising process.  

The summary of the citizens’ contributions lied in the hands of the 

editorial team, which had to proceed very quickly to produce an out-

put on time. Such a rapid summary needs to be interpreted with cau-

tion, taking into account that the results from 200 citizens and 26 ta-

bles (!) varied a lot due to different styles of presentation by citizens 

                                                           
36 The survey-results regarding the Agenda-Setting Event are presented in 

Figure 3 in Annex B. Because of constraints regarding the number of ques-

tions, transparency and fairness had to be evaluated in this survey by one 

item. For information about the survey-results of the national consultations 

respectively the Synthesis Event please refer to Figure 4 in Annex C respec-

tively Figure 10 Annex D. 
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and diverse forms of note taking among the facilitators.37 It is ques-

tionable that under such constraints all statements could get the at-

tention that they deserved, especially since every contribution was 

related to a specific meaning and context.   

Additionally, the message developed by the citizens at the tables 

during the dialogue had to pass several “filters” such as the transla-

tion by the interpreters, the note taking by the facilitator and the 

summary conducted by the editorial team. Such a sequence of filters 

demands an active and elaborated process of recursive validation and 

confirmation by the citizens. But the process was more orientated to 

prioritise the topics than to elaborate on their content.  

On the basis of other evaluations,38 one could have expected that the 

participants would have voiced an open critique or protest, if they 

had judged the quality of the results as inadequate. However, most of 

the participants were satisfied with the overall outcomes of the proc-

ess and hence more tolerant about the associated deficiencies, which 

they interpreted as minor disturbances in comparison with the per-

ceived high overall quality of the final output. The topics chosen were 

legitimised by voting. The procedure of voting is, however, as 

pointed out before, problematic in a deliberative setting. 

Looking at the evaluation survey, the national consultations in Hun-

gary, Finland and Romania received very positive ratings by the ma-

jority of the participants.39 The UK, France and Spain received the 

least favourable ratings, yet they were still predominantly positive 

rather than very positive. Further information on the results of the 

observation will be presented in the following chapter focussing on 

the facilitator performance. 

Regarding the Synthesis Event, the organisers invested a lot of ef-

forts in developing a synthesis of the statements presented in the 

                                                           
37 cf. evaluation document: European Citizens’ Consultations - Interim Re-

port, 2006: 11 (cf. Annex F, p.100f) 
38 cf. Goldschmidt and Renn, 2006 
39 cf. Figure 8 in Annex C 
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reports of the national consultations. The data of the evaluation sur-

vey confirms that this task was well done.40 The task of the citizens 

was only to check the draft Synthesis Report. They could recommend 

changes regarding their own national statements. The operative in-

volvement, e.g. support of the citizens by the supporting team of the 

organizers, was good. But, the final wording was performed by the 

organizers after the working session without the citizens.  

The day when the report was handed over to the politicians consti-

tuted the first and last opportunity for the citizens to read the entire 

final report (as one unit) and to check the changes made during the 

working session of the Synthesis Event. However, the citizens had 

only limited time (about 15 minutes) to review the complete final 

report. This procedure in fact impeded any opportunity to add as-

pects or to correct the given text.   

On the first day of the Synthesis Event, some citizens did not take 

advantage of the entire working time for their task to check the Syn-

thesis Report, which was drafted by the organisers. Some citizens 

finished the review of the Synthesis Report quickly, whereas others 

stayed until the end. This can be seen as an indicator of the good 

quality of the report drafted by the organisers but could also indicate 

a lower involvement of the citizens than initially envisioned by the 

organisers. The impression of indifference seems to fit best to the 

circumstances, because citizens emphasised to the evaluators in talks 

during the beaks and also in interviews that they were not fully satis-

fied with the result. In the evaluation survey, the results were rated 

satisfactory by 52%, and very satisfactory by 37%.41 In addition to this 

feedback, the observers got the impression that the features of the 

design increased the risk that the citizens would automatically ap-

prove most of the items in the report drafted by the organisers with-

out even considering the pros and cons. During the final commenting 

                                                           
40 88,9% of the 27 participating citizens of the Synthesis Event assessed the 

presentation of the results developed during “their own” national consulta-

tion positively (33,3% very positively). 7,4% gave an ambivalent assessment.   
41 cf. Figure 10 in Annex D 
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and signing of the declaration, the French representative arrived late 

and signed the report without looking at the revisions. Despite of the 

limitations detected, the citizens of the Synthesis Event were gener-

ally committed to their tasks. 

2.3.2.1 Performance of the Facilitators 

In spite of the fact that each facilitator performed differently, there 

were some general impressions that had an impact on the evaluation. 

The observations during the Agenda-Setting Event and during the 

national consultations, especially in Germany, the UK, Slovenia, 

Hungary, Belgium and Finland indicated that the facilitators were 

able to structure the dialogue, provide information and summarise 

the statements by the citizens adequately. The citizens gave over-

whelmingly positive assessments regarding the facilitators’ perform-

ance in the evaluation survey of the national consultations.42   

However, the observers also noticed that the facilitators occasionally 

did not succeed to involve all citizens into the dialogues, which re-

sulted in unequal opportunities for contributing to the dialogue 

among the participants. Especially in France, Estonia and Romania 

some citizens only listened without saying anything. More outgoing 

speakers sometimes dominated the dialogue.  

During the national consultations, fairness was especially compro-

mised at the bigger tables or working groups where occasionally only 

some participating citizens had the opportunity to speak up. Some 

problems with microphone services hindered the dialogue and re-

duced opportunities for equal contributions. Examples were the na-

tional consultation in the UK, Germany and Belgium, i.e. mostly 

countries with bigger events. Noise levels were often elevated, for 

                                                           
42 91,4% of the citizens (N=774), who participated in the national consulta-

tions, confirmed that the facilitators “did a great job”. 62,1% of all respon-

dents expressed a very high satisfaction. 
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example in Spain, where the rapporteur could not physically hear the 

contributions of all participants.  

The citizens usually treated each other with fairness and respect dur-

ing the dialogues. They actively contributed to the progress of the 

processes also by supporting the facilitators directly. Problems re-

garding the involvement of all citizens were sometimes resolved by 

citizens themselves.  

The citizens usually were open to mutual communication and lis-

tened actively to each other. Overall, personal attacks were rare. 

However, the facilitators experienced a diversity of attitudes regard-

ing the citizens’ mentality of discourse. For example, the national 

discussions of citizens from southern countries such as Italy, Spain or 

Greece generally appeared livelier than those between citizens from 

northern countries. However, the intensity of dialogues depended 

also on the topics: the topic “immigration” generally evoked the most 

intensive contributions.  

 The competence and performance of the facilitators differed consid-

erably from event to event, but also during single events such as the 

Agenda-Setting Event. One core aspect was whether the facilitators 

involved were experienced or not. One French and two Romanian 

facilitators occasionally dominated the discussions and influenced the 

results during the national consultations. Two facilitators in Romania 

were actually TV-moderators and did not restrain from giving their 

own value judgements, thus trespassed their role as moderator. One 

Romanian facilitator moderated only in a laissez-faire style. 

Another point was the preparation and information of the facilita-

tors. For instance, during the Agenda-Setting Event a lack of prepara-

tion and information caused small irritations and misunderstandings 

during the process.43  Therefore it is recommended   

- to choose only experienced, competent and active facilitators. Lan-

guage abilities are a very important aspect at the trans-national 

level of dialogue.  

                                                           
43 cf. evaluation document: Interim report, 2006: 8, (cf. Annex F, p.97f) 
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- to inform / “train” all team-members sufficiently and before an 

event starts regarding:  

- the overall as well as the procedural objectives, 

- the role and the tasks of the facilitators (see aspects mentioned 

above).  

- that organisers provide for adequate working conditions for the 

facilitators. Depending on the process design, an additional rappor-

teur for documenting the dialogue results is needed so that the fa-

cilitators can focus on their moderating tasks.44 

Additional facilitator briefs should be conducted during the events 

for informing all team-members about unexpected changes of the 

design and for clarifying open aspects. 

2.3.2.2 Influence of Gender 

As a major element of internal fairness, this evaluation considered 

gender issues in two ways: The first aspect includes the question, 

whether female participants were equally represented in the various 

samples (panels) and perceived equal opportunities to contribute to 

the dialogues. The second aspect focuses on the topics of the dia-

logues. The dialogues should include implications for gender aspects 

and give the participants sufficient room for such deliberations. 

Based on the evaluation survey as well as the available data pre-

sented in the various national and European reports, the distribution 

of men and women was balanced. The only exceptions were found in 

Latvia, Estonia and Malta. Only in the sample of Malta a majority of 

males (61,3%) participated.   

The observers noticed more or less equal speaking opportunities for 

men and women. In the beginning, men sometimes started conversa-

tions, but in the course of the deliberations, men and women became 

equally engaged in mutual exchange of ideas and arguments.  

                                                           
44 cf. evaluation document: Interim report, 2006: 10 (cf. Annex F, p.99f) 
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Gender issues generally did not achieve a prominent status during 

the deliberations because all topics were elaborated “organically”, i.e. 

in a common perspective of men and women. For example when 

looking at the topic “The social and economic conditions for Europe’s 

families” in the Synthesis Report,45  most aspects were commonly 

presented without differentiation or specification regarding gender. 

However, gender aspects were considered by the participants. For 

instance, one statement in the final declaration demanded equality 

regarding “gender, age or handicap”, which should “not be an obsta-

cle for finding a job”.46 

2.3.3 Transparency  

The analysis of the evaluation surveys confirms that the basic topic, 

the future of Europe, found deep repercussions among the citizens. 

The most important reason for attending was the topic itself (cf. Table 

4). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4:  Citizens’ interest for participating in the ECC-Project47 

                                                           
45 cf. project document: European Citizens’ Perspectives on the Future of 

Europe, 2007: 3-5 
46 cf. project document: European Citizens’ Perspectives on the Future of 

Europe, 2007: 5 
47 The interest for participation was measured during the Agenda-Setting 

Event and the national consultations by requesting the nomination only of 

the most important interest. The participants of the Synthesis Event were 

Interest ASE NC SE

Issue (future of Europe) 62,2 47,0  1st. (65,4%)

Process (participatory debate) 17,9 16,4 3rd. (64,0%)

Participation in a Project together with     
other European citizens (Meeting) 15,8 30,7 2nd. (48,0%)

Other interests 4,0 5,9 4th. (40,0%)

N 196 749 N min=25
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Most citizens assessed the transparency of the project positively.48 

The Synthesis Event was overwhelmingly rated as transparent. Re-

garding the overall-result for the national consultations, nearly half of 

the citizens indicated their full satisfaction, and nearly 40% were sat-

isfied. The results of the observations correspond to this finding. At 

most events, the operative tasks were clearly laid out to the citizens 

and the content was adequately visualized. During the Agenda-

Setting Event, the live visualisation of the content on the screen was 

sometimes interrupted or delayed. Some content points were not 

displayed at all.49 

1. For instance, changes on subtopics were only orally communi-

cated, which reduced the citizens’ opportunities to follow the 

process.  

2. The basic language was English, which constituted an advan-

tage for English-speaking citizens, especially where delayed 

translation occurred. A permanent presentation of content by 

projection would have enabled at least English-speaking citi-

zens to follow the process completely. Some citizens supported 

their fellows with the translation. One possibility for trans-

national events could be to translate the content developed ad-

ditionally into French and German and to project all three main 

languages. Since French, German and English are major lan-

guages, the majority of participants would be able to follow at 

least one projection. 

                                                                                                                             
requested to rank all 4 interests, Table 4 presents the highest rates for every 

aspect of interest. 
48 The survey-results regarding the Agenda-Setting Event are presented in 

Figure 3 in Annex B. Because of constraints regarding the number of ques-

tions, transparency and fairness had to be evaluated in this survey by one 

item. For more information regarding the transparency-assessments of the 

national consultations respectively the Synthesis Event please refer to Figure 

4 in Annex C respectively Figure 10 in Annex D. 
49 cf. evaluation document: Interim report, 2006: 13 (cf. Annex F, p.103f) 
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During the national consultation in Germany, a tool in form of a 

board game on each table explained the main dialogue process and 

indicated the progress of the event, which increased the transparency. 

In contrast, some citizens, as well as table facilitators, for example in 

France and the UK were sometimes uncertain about what to discuss 

and about the tasks of the current process, especially due to unclear 

changes in the program and/or unclear instructions by the lead facili-

tator. In Estonia and Romania, the observers noticed shortcomings 

regarding the coordination of the process.  

The operational transparency and the implementation of the task 

demand competent facilitators (cf. chapter 2.3.2.1). Basically, the cur-

rent tasks should be clearly formulated by the lead-moderation and 

visualised on the screen to all participants. Additionally, every par-

ticipant should get an overview as well as a detailed program of the 

event. The organisers should offer different ways of transmitting 

consistent and easily understandable information on both – process 

and content.  

Furthermore, in some countries such as Spain, the screen was not 

visible for some participants. In Finland and Hungary, it was some-

times not easy to monitor what the facilitator or rapporteur had writ-

ten as a conclusion of the dialogue. Therefore, organisers should take 

care that the visualisation of the content developed and the visualisa-

tion of the main instructions ensure that citizens can follow the writ-

ing process completely. At least, facilitators or rapporteurs can read 

loudly what they wrote. This is a requirement also for internal fair-

ness. 

2.3.4 Efficiency 

Due to sufficient scheduled breaks, the events did not challenge the 

physical constitution of the participants. However, during some of 

the national consultations such as in Belgium, Estonia and Hungary, 

citizens became tired during sessions in the afternoon or evening as 
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some countries had started their discussion already early in the 

morning and some citizens had to leave their home early in order to 

travel to the event’s location. In the UK, the timetable of the event did 

not offer enough breaks, so that the participants sometimes left the 

working groups for getting refreshments. Besides sufficient breaks, 

some “energisers”, such as the Kooshball-Game in Germany, should 

be scheduled between the events’ work sessions. During the Agenda-

Setting Event, the citizens were involved in different types of group 

activities, which fostered their commitment.  

Before the Agenda-Setting Event started, the participating citizens 

were requested during a “Pre-Event Survey” to express their views 

on the most important topics for the EU. The inclusion of these re-

sults was an elegant as well as time-saving design-feature, because 

the process began with a common result which constituted a first 

base of agreement.  

The design, explicitly the Agenda-Setting Event and the German na-

tional consultation, was basically flexible as well as robust against 

procedural flaws, so that no critical situations occurred. For instance, 

during the national consultation in Germany, the citizens got addi-

tional time for further elaboration on the outputs. Nearly all observa-

tions confirmed a positive assessment of the general atmosphere. The 

organisers at national and European level created adequate condi-

tions for a prolific dialogue and a smooth process. Citizens felt hon-

oured by the opportunity to discuss the topics given and remuner-

ated the efforts of the organisers by their commitment. Some Spanish 

citizens expressed in conversations, that they had actually expected 

just to sit in and listen as they had done during past conferences. 

They were positively surprised about the fact that they were expected 

to contribute their opinion. Corresponding to this, most citizens in 

the surveys were satisfied with their own opportunities for getting 

involved in an effective dialogue with the other citizens. The rate of 
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negative assessments regarding this aspect was very low.50 However, 

the design of the process received significantly less favourable ratings 

although they were still positive.50  

The citizens expressed in interviews as well as in the survey their 

preference for having more time in order to elaborate the results. 

Time problems were stated by one-fifth of the citizens as problem 

reducing their opportunities for communicating effectively (cf. Table 

5). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5:  Perceived problems for effective communication 

 

Experiences differed between events, event phases, and types of 

group-work. With reference to the observation of the national consul-

tations, several time problems occurred, for example, in France (espe-

cially towards the end), UK, Romania, Germany, Belgium and 

Greece. In the UK, the problem was actually artificially created as the 

facilitators and especially the lead facilitator always emphasized time 

pressure, although the group was ahead of schedule and finished 

                                                           
50 The survey-results regarding the Agenda-Setting Event are presented in 

Figure 3 in Annex B. The survey-results regarding the national consultations 

are presented in Annex C, Figure 4. 

Aspect ASE NC
Translation Problems 4,1
Time problems 18,5 21,2
Performance of facilitators 1,5 2,2
Uncomfortable atmosphere 2,1 6,4
Inappropriate setting 0,5 2,2
Insufficient knowledge 4,6 6,6
Insuficient information 1,0 1,9
Complexity of process 2,6 3,6
Process was too much structured by rules 3,1 3,7
Other problem aspect 4,1 6,5

Valid N 195 783
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earlier than envisaged on both days. In many countries some groups 

stayed during the break to finalise their work. The problem of “lack 

of time” was more frequent in bigger consultation events since there 

the task was more ambitious, i.e. to aggregate the visions created at 

the small tables into one common statement.  

The design chosen for the Synthesis Event was not optimal due to a 

complete “laissez-faire”-style during the elaboration session of the 

Synthesis Report. During the working time of the citizens for editing 

the report, there was no standardised or even regulated way of pro-

ceeding for the edition. As organisational efforts were reduced and 

citizens could develop their suggestions almost autonomously, the 

quality of the results depended on the competence and efficacy of the 

citizens, but it also led to a random effect with no assurance whether 

“correct” results were produced or not. This was particularly due to 

the fact that the elaboration didn’t enclose a working session on the 

report as a whole. The citizen had no overview of all editions of the 

report during the working process.  

Many organisers, for instance IFOK at the German national consulta-

tion, put a lot of efforts into creating an “official” ambiance by includ-

ing speeches from politicians etc. into the program, which surely had 

positive effects on the impact of the project and the commitment of 

the citizens. However, this should not be done at the expense of de-

liberation. 

2.3.4.1 Language interpretation and technical 

equipment 

The Agenda-Setting Event constituted a dialogue between 19 differ-

ent languages. Although some problems with delayed translations 

occurred, the citizens acknowledged and appreciated all the logistical 

efforts and the great performance by the organisers.  

Two different systems were used for the interpretation at the bilin-

gual tables: the interpreters translated either simultaneously with 

headsets for the citizens or, at tables without headsets, after each 
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contribution (consecutive). Both translation systems had shortcom-

ings and benefits. The simultaneous translation systems led to more 

technical problems, such as batteries that ran out of power. But the 

dialogue of the citizens proceeded more quickly and interactively 

than at tables with consecutive translation, where the table dialogue 

seemed somewhat interrupted through the constant translation of the 

interpreter after each intervention. The citizens only had opportunity 

for contribution after the sometimes lengthy translation had been 

completed. 

Also at the European and national level, the use of modern technical 

equipment, such as laptops, generally supported the dialogue. For 

the development of the results, the facilitators documented the results 

on the laptops. The technical equipment provided the possibility to 

produce and collect a lot of data within a short time. This data could 

be copied, processed and presented quickly. Also regarding the 

communication between simultaneously running events, modern 

technology was beneficial. In France, the organizers even used a spe-

cial networking software which allowed to track and group contribu-

tions. 

2.3.4.2 Differences regarding different types of 

group work  

Occasionally, small working groups appeared more efficient and the 

interactions more lively. During the Agenda-Setting Event, the small 

table format fostered interaction and dialogue among the citizens, 

which was more intense than the “European Conference”, which was 

the working group for table representatives. The “Market place”, i.e. 

a big meeting opportunity for all participants of the Agenda-Setting 

Event, was apparently not used frequently for interactions and dia-

logue regarding the choice of topics.  
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2.3.5 Competence of the Citizens 

Basically, the citizens were able or were enabled to develop the re-

quested outputs during the different phases of the project. Usually, 

the citizens worked in a concentrated manner and took their task 

seriously. Many observers and respondents in the interviews were 

impressed by the level of commitment and the competence of the 

citizens. The evaluation generally shares these positive assessments. 

The citizens acted self-confidently and were generally optimistic re-

garding their own competence to produce high quality results.51 

The topic, the future of Europe, was not a scientific subject, but the 

citizens demanded sometimes more precise information. Some short-

comings were detected regarding the provided information material 

and the involvement of experts (see below). 

Some citizens signalled in talks with the observers during the breaks 

in the Synthesis Event that they did not feel fully capable to evaluate 

all three topics, because they had elaborated only on one topic in-

tensely during their national consultation. An involvement of at least 

one citizen per topic from every country during the Synthesis Event 

would have been better. 

2.3.5.1 Experts 

The involvement of experts was especially concentrated on events at 

national level. The “resource persons” gave valuable information, 

invalidated prejudices as in Belgium and sometimes even assisted the 

facilitator in structuring the dialogue, synthesizing statements and 

solving small conflicts as was the case in France, Hungary, Spain, 

Italy and Finland. The basic question is which role experts should 

                                                           
51 In the evaluation survey conducted during the national consultations, 

79,2% of all the participants (N=769) confirmed that “ordinary” citizens have 

got the capability as well as the knowledge for assessing complex topics; 

37,1% gave a very decided positive answer. 
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play in the participative process. As long as expertise supports the 

dialogue, this role taking is acceptable. This positive evaluation of the 

function of experts to inform the participants is also based on the fact 

that groups without an expert often complained about the absence of 

expertise, for instance the “social group” in France or the “immigra-

tion group” in Finland. In Estonia, the facilitator assumed the role of 

an absent expert in the “immigration group”.  

However, the involvement of experts differed significantly from 

country to country: in France they were present during the two days 

of discussion, whereas for example in the UK, Hungary and Belgium 

they only assisted the citizens for a short time. In Slovenia, the organ-

isers sometimes had to limit the time of intervention of the experts. 

The involvement should be well balanced for all participating coun-

tries.  

Some experts succeeded to present their core ideas concisely and 

adapted their contributions to the citizens regarding the use of scien-

tific terms. This amplified their involvement in the process. At the 

same time, however, some citizens heavily criticized the experts, for 

example, in Germany and the UK for giving unbalanced statements 

and influencing the process. Furthermore, some observers suggested 

that the experts should have been more familiar with EU-Policies in 

their area of expertise. Better information by experts might also help 

to avoid that the citizens make suggestions in the report that have 

been already implemented and to make the final report more attrac-

tive to policy makers. In addition, the experts should inform the citi-

zens about the consequences that are implied by the citizens’ recom-

mendations. 

The organisers should provide sufficient support by experts during 

the events. The involvement of competent experts provides the bene-

fit that information can be interactively adapted to the demands of 

the situation. In an interview, one German expert requested a better 

briefing of experts before they face their tasks in the process. Most of 

the suggestions made in this report regarding a better preparation of 

the facilitators are also relevant for the experts (cf. chapter 2.3.2.1). 
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2.3.5.2 Provision of information  

Concerning information for the citizens, the European Policy Centre 

had produced a small brochure with a few pages of information 

about the three topics as well as about the EU. This brochure was 

translated and handed over to the citizens by the national partners, in 

some cases before and in other countries at the beginning of the 

event. 

The information material contained some incorrect statements. For 

example, the information document states that nuclear waste with 

low radioactivity can be “simply buried” and highly radioactive 

waste will remain up to52 / more53  than 20 years - whereas this num-

ber should have been 20 000 years which is well recognised among 

scientists and even the nuclear industry.  

This incident may have been a single mistake, however one German 

expert complained in an interview about the information provided on 

the number of immigrants. In a short conversation during the na-

tional consultation, the false specifications in the brochure were rec-

ognized by this expert and assessed as being undue influential on the 

controversial discussion on the integration of immigrants in Ger-

many. 

When looking at the feedback of the national coordinators given by 

the feedback survey, the quality of this information provided by the 

main organisers was basically appreciated. However, the quality of 

information (as presented in Figure 11 in Annex E) received the most 

restrained positive answers.  

The provision of prior information for citizens to prepare for the 

event was generally insufficient in some countries such as Greece, 

Romania and Estonia. Correct and up-to-date information should be 

                                                           
52 cf. project document: Fakten zu den Themen der Europäischen Bürgerkon-

ferenzen, 2007 
53 cf. project document: European Citizens’ Consultation. UK. Discussion 

guide, 2007 
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available before as well as during the events. A positive practice, 

used in some countries, was the display of information on panels 

during the event itself so that participants, who had not been able to 

read the given information before, could do this at the venue. In 

Germany, high school students enriched the event through a presen-

tation of their ideas about the future of the EU. The citizens could 

follow this presentation during the lunch break. 

 

2.3.6 Coordination Performance and Logis-

tics  

2.3.6.1 Main coordination 

With respect to the amount of efforts, the operational and logistic 

performance of the coordinating organisation IFOK was excellent. 

IFOK generally provided clear instructions for the implementation of 

the process such as a guide for sampling54 or for the implementation 

of the national consultations.55 On the one hand, a strong coordina-

tion can be a burden for national coordinators, who have to imple-

ment all guidelines given to them. On the other hand, the ECC-

Project with its centralized coordination performed much better than 

for instance the EPC-Project that followed a bottom-up-approach 

regarding the coordination.56 This smooth performance was due to 

significant competence in logistics, organisation and coordination.  

Looking at the frame conditions, e.g. the time pressure for conducting 

the main-process, the instalment of the partner network together with 

the King Baudouin Foundation was a great accomplishment, even if 

                                                           
54 cf. project document: Identifying, Inviting and Selecting Participants for the 

National Consultations, 2006 
55 cf. project document: Requirements of National Consultations, 2006 
56 cf. evaluation document: Sellke, Renn and Cornelisse, 2007 
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some partner organisations were replaced during the course, for ex-

ample in Hungary and Finland. Looking at the survey results among 

all national partner-organisations, the partners were highly satisfied 

with IFOK at the end of the project.57 

2.3.6.2 National coordination 

According to observations and interviews, most national events were 

well organized. The participants praised the logistics. Some citizens 

complained about details such as the quality and availability of food. 

Others complained about the venue of the event, which seemed in-

appropriate in Italy, France and Romania. Elevated noise levels sig-

nificantly disturbed the dialogue at the tables in these countries as all 

groups had to share the same small room. Therefore it is suggested to 

select locations with enough space to separate the groups during the 

group sessions. 

2.4 Media-Analysis 

2.4.1 Intensity  

The ECC-Project received a high intensity of external reactions. The 

22 sources analysed are only a selection from all press accounts. Ex-

cept one short notice, all selected media clippings were editorial arti-

cles about a half page long. The intensity of media coverage strongly 

varied from country to country. For instance, the media attention in 

the UK was considerably lower than in Belgium, where the amount 

of articles was high and the national consultation even made it on the 

front page of the newspaper La Libre Belgique (26.02.2007). Most 

reactions came from national media and refer to national consulta-

                                                           
57 cf. Figure 11 in Annex E 
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tions (cf. Table 6). Additionally, a tendency was detected that national 

events were covered by national press whereas the events at Euro-

pean level were mostly covered by ‘European press’ such as EUob-

server.com, EurActiv.com. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6:  Intensity of media-coverage at national and European 

level 

2.4.2 Direction of Media Coverage 

The overall process of the project in general did not attract much 

attention (cf. Table 6). A number of articles shared a focus on single 

events and a very similar structure (cf. Table 7). The second most 

reported topic was the delivery of the recommendations to the re-

spective authorities. The coverage of methodological aspects, how-

ever, was rare. The few articles that focussed on the issues discussed 

by the citizens highlighted controversial issues such as social policy 

and immigration. 

 

 

 

 

Table 7:  Core structure of “typical” articles detected by the media 

analysis 

Event of reference National press 
accounts

European press 
accounts

Total number of 
press accounts 

per  event

Agenda-Setting Event 2 2
National Consultation 15 15
Synthesis Event 1 2 3
Follow Up Event 1 1
ECC in general 1 1
Total 18 4 22

1. Stressing the context of the ‘No’ to the European Constitution in France and in the Netherlands 
    and stating a gap between European institutions and citizens.

2. Giving a very brief description of the whole ECC-Project with KBF as central agency. 
3. Reporting on the citizens’ selection mechanism and the total number of citizens participating.
4. Listing the results without commenting them in detail. Their content in terms of advices and 
    positions about the issues is less important in most of these ‘typical’ media accounts.

5. Announcing the handover of the results to European political institutions.



44 Goldschmidt, Renn & Köppel: Evaluation Report - ECC Project 

 

 

19 out of 22 articles presented citizens’ as well as politicians’ voices: 

8/22 on both actor groups, 5/22 only on the (positive) comments of 

high level politicians present at national conventions and 6/22 on the 

citizens, whose personal assessments were directly quoted. Obvi-

ously, the presence of high-level politicians such as Prime Ministers 

and especially of EU Commissioner Margot Wallström attracted the 

attention of the media. The organisers are rarely quoted and experts 

are almost not quoted. 

2.4.3 Attitude of Media Coverage 

Overall, the attitude of external reactions was generally positive: the 

ECC-Project was evaluated as a unique, path-breaking initiative to 

bring the EU and its citizens closer together. At the same time, the 

experimental nature of the project was emphasised.  

The results were highlighted as visionary, precise, relevant and inter-

esting and of astonishingly high quality. Only some critical voices 

stressed superficiality due to the short timing and the outcome orien-

tation of the events. Others praised the outcome as being original and 

far from being pre-formulated. The results would not be especially 

comfortable for the European Commission as they demand more 

changes and actions that had not been undertaken so far. This was 

considered as an indicator of the independence of the ECC-

Consortium from the EC.  

The random selection of citizens and the representativeness of the 

panels were also highlighted. They provided legitimacy and attrac-

tiveness to the project. Four voices assessed the debates as free and 

uninfluenced. The hardest critique refers to the uncertain impact of 

the ECC-Project on the political arena. The high promises coming 

from politicians would contrast with the fears that the rhetoric will 

not match reality. Seven articles criticized that there is no guarantee 

for concrete follow-up measures in the political sphere. One expert 

was cited as saying that the ECC-Project can be seen as a success, as it 
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performed better than a classic opinion poll. However, he did not 

expect concrete impacts on policies, because there is no formal obliga-

tion for politicians to adopt anything. 

The citizens’ commitment, interest and motivation were highly ap-

preciated. Most citizens who were quoted in the media expressed 

their feeling that they have been listened to and could express their 

ideas, what they considered as significant progress towards real par-

ticipation. The journalists themselves stayed rather neutral about the 

question if citizens’ voices had been heard.58 Citizens’ capacities to 

absorb and process all the material were sometimes praised some-

times doubted. For instance, one article stressed the strong consensus 

orientation of the citizens, others reported about frustrations in cases 

where citizens were confronted with diverging positions. 

2.5 Analysis of Websites  

2.5.1 Intensity 

Overall, one can state that the ECC-Project has been taken up by in-

ternal sources, governmental organisations (GOs) and non-

governmental organisations (NGOs). In terms of intensity there were 

more reactions from agencies involved in the ECC-Project (partner 

organisations, invited politicians) than from external sources. NGOs 

reacted more frequently and intensely than GOs. Another additional 

finding is that the label “ECC” was not well chosen because it is a 

                                                           
58 Beside one critique regarding considerable facilitator influence on the re-

sults during the German national consultation, one argument - based on 

citizens’ quotes - said that the structure was much too “kindergarten-alike”, a 

“TV show format“, not serious enough and consequently underestimating 

citizens’ capacities (German and gradual Dutch press). 
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very common abbreviation and cannot be located with ease on the 

internet. 

2.5.2 Directions of Websites 

All five political and governmental entries focused on their own role 

and activities in the context of the ECC-Project. Most governmental 

reactions (3/5) listed only the issues discussed by the citizens without 

further details. One source did not mention them at all. There were 

no quotes of citizens inserted in these entries. The discussion proc-

esses and techniques were not mentioned either.  

NGO reactions focused on the content, e.g. the issues discussed dur-

ing the events and on the different outcomes, advices, positions and 

reports from all the events. Almost all entries (4/5) quoted citizens’ 

voices and – to a less degree – also politicians, organizers and experts 

(2/5 for each group). Three NGO entries focused also on the debates 

and the ECC-Methods. Some sources linked the ECC-Project to simi-

lar participatory experiences. GO entries focused primarily on the 

ECC-Project in general or national consultations. All NGO entries 

mentioned the national consultations, three reported about the 

Agenda-Setting Event and two about the Synthesis Event. Planned 

follow up events were mentioned only by one GO and one NGO 

source. 

2.5.3 Attitude 

Overall, the web-sources praised the Pan-European character of the 

ECC-Project. The GO reactions are all very positive and those of poli-

ticians are nearly enthusiastic. The overall assessment of the ECC-

Project in general was less enthusiastic but still positive and charac-

terizes the initiative as ambitious and unprecedented, but also as 

experimental.  
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GO entries express general appreciation of the results and evaluate 

the outcome to be very helpful for politicians “to make better deci-

sions”59 (Margot Wallström). NGO entries saw the results as giving 

valuable answers to some of the most pressing problems which can-

not be dealt with on the national level alone.  

Some voices among the NGOs focused on methods and considered 

the ECC-Project to be “a model for European citizens’ participation 

on future topics with an innovative combination of professional fa-

cilitation and modern technology”60 (European Foundation Centre). 

Three (3/5) sources praised the sophisticated design, e.g. mixing 

workshops with plenary sessions or connecting the simultaneously 

organised national consultations. The random selection of citizens 

and the representative citizen panels were considered as important 

by almost all sources. One NGO site expresses doubts if representa-

tiveness had really been achieved at the Agenda-Setting Event. One 

source assessed positively that organizers acted without political bias 

or favouritism. The discussions have been evaluated as intense and 

active. One source stressed that the exchange of rather personal 

statements at the beginning of events developed into to real Euro-

pean debates in the course of the events. Especially one voice was 

amazed with the capacities of the ‘newly arrived’ European citizens 

from Bulgaria to embrace an entire European perspective.  

GOs promised impact of the ECC-Project on policy making, NGOs 

and citizens hoped for it but doubted that this will become true. All 

GO sources stressed that the outcome would be sent to key decision-

makers and that the affected politicians would listen attentively and 

make use of the outcome. Some explicitly stated that decision makers 

would take up the report and feed it into the EU Council Summit in 

June 2007, which unfortunately did not happen. 

The project has been characterized as the start of a trend. In Germany, 

several local events already have been initialised and a further big 

                                                           
59 cf. http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/wallstrom/index_en.htm 
60 cf. http://www.efc.be/content/alert.asp?ContentID=1266 
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event is announced for autumn 2007 to continue and further support 

this process of participation. As to the NGO entries, one source sim-

ply informed about the planned delivery of the reports and indicated 

that European or national follow-up events are planned. One NGO 

entry identified a gap between hopes and doubts as a problem of 

accountability: nobody assures that politicians will even listen. 

2.6 Evaluation of the ECC-Website 

The ECC-Website contains all necessary information on the project’s 

objectives, the process, the partners, and results achieved. The web-

site provides information in different forms, such as direct displayed 

text or downloadable documents including press releases and press 

reactions, videos, photos, etc.. There is also information provided 

about media outreach. The website is well structured, easily compre-

hensible and presents the events in chronological order.  

Unfortunately, the complete website exists only in English. A transla-

tion of some parts of the website is offered in German and partly also 

in Czech, Greek, Slovenian, Swedish, Polish and Portuguese. How-

ever, the few translated websites are not easy to find. At least, the 

homepage with the description of the core process could be trans-

lated into more languages. Currently, a non English-speaking person 

would have difficulties, for instance, to find the national partner or 

the outcome of the national consultation. There is no “search” func-

tion. 

In order to maximise outreach of the project, interested citizens and 

others should be given the opportunity to contribute their opinion. 

However, the website does not offer any forum or other possibility 

for interaction, neither for participants nor for other citizens. The 

website represents therefore rather a top-down offer without possi-

bilities for dialogue.  
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The internal website called  “Partner-Forum” represents an important 

means for communication and exchange of information, best prac-

tices, ideas etc. between the project stakeholders. However, the forum 

has been mainly used by the coordinating organizers (IFOK and KBF) 

to transmit information and documents. Sometimes other project 

partners posted questions or contributions, but the forum was not 

frequently used for an intensive dialogue on the project, which was 

criticized clearly by one coordinator in the feedback-survey. In addi-

tion, due to the numerous sub-categories, it was sometimes difficult 

to find the required information. 

2.7 Capacity – Building  

2.7.1 Results - Satisfaction of the Participants 

and Persons Involved 

2.7.1.1 Participating Citizens  

The participating citizens indicated in the different evaluation sur-

veys61 that they were basically satisfied with the direct outcome of the 

event they attended, i.e. negative assessments are rarely present. 

However, in all surveys, the rate of very satisfied participants turned 

out to be smaller than the percentage of the citizens who gave a re-

strained positive assessment. For instance, in the survey conducted 

during the Agenda-Setting Event, 37,4% percent of the participants 

                                                           
61 The survey-results regarding the Agenda-Setting Event are presented in 

Figure 3 in Annex B. For information about the survey-results of the national 

consultations respectively the Synthesis Event please refer to Figure 4 in 

Annex C and Figure 10 in Annex D. 
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were very satisfied, 52,8% satisfied.62 Obviously, there must be rea-

sons for the decline of ratings when the direct outcome was targeted. 

During talks at the end of the Synthesis Event as well as during the 

personal interviews, the citizens confirmed that they were basically 

satisfied with the outcome, which they considered as the best possi-

ble result under the conditions given. However, a number of citizens 

(2 out of 3) clearly expressed their preference to have more time and 

information for developing more substantial final statements. 

Another important aspect of the evaluation is the perceived relation-

ship between the outcome achieved and the efforts invested for de-

veloping this outcome.61 This variable especially focuses on the sub-

jective efficiency. Overall, the citizens evaluated this relationship 

positively, e.g. the rates of negative assessments lie mostly under 

10%. One detail is worth mentioning: When looking at the assessment 

of efficiency and the relationship between very satisfied and satisfied 

participants, the proportion of very satisfied citizens obviously in-

creases along the process from the Agenda-Setting Event to the Syn-

thesis Event. One can assume that the progressing development of 

results during the process itself was an important factor that contrib-

uted to this positive identification effect.  

Referring to the rate of very positive assessments, the rate of satisfac-

tion with process-related aspects such as fairness or transparency was 

                                                           
62 The results of the evaluation survey indicate a higher satisfaction than the 

results gathered by a survey of the organisers at the end of the Agenda-

Setting Event. Although only 1,7% of the citizens expressed discomfort with 

the chosen topics, almost half of the participants indicated in the final ballot 

that they were “neutral” (43,0%) with the selected topics. This survey result 

corresponds to the finding of the evaluation survey, that some factors de-

creased satisfaction with the direct outcome. However, the result of the or-

ganisers’ survey was probably distorted by the polling method. The organiz-

ers offered items with three response options that participants who were not 

completely satisfied had to select the “neutral” option. It is recommended to 

offer rating items with 5-point-response options. 
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higher than the rate of satisfaction with the outcomes or the project’s 

results. 

2.7.1.2 Coordinators 

Nearly all of the 23 national coordinators in the feedback survey ex-

pressed a positive view on the results of the entire ECC-Project: 56,5% 

were satisfied and 39,1% were very satisfied. Therefore, the response 

pattern matches the citizens’ assessments. Like most citizens of the 

Synthesis Event, the coordinators were strongly convinced that the 

results were worth the efforts (59,1% gave a very positive answer, 

40,9% assessed positively).  

2.7.1.3 Perceived Success of the ECC-Project 

Overall, the respondents in the interviews evaluated the output of the 

project as being a success. Yet, there were some minor reservations to 

this general impression. Of the 35 interviewees in total, one citizen at 

the Agenda-Setting event deeply criticised the topics and two persons 

were only moderately satisfied with the results of the Synthesis Event 

due to uncertain impact and insufficient time. Even those who criti-

cised some elements, such as the non-European nature of the Synthe-

sis Report, were overall satisfied with the results and very grateful to 

be given the opportunity to express their opinion. 

2.7.2 Evaluation of the Synthesis Report as 

Final Result of the Main Process 

The Synthesis Report was formally adopted by citizens from all over 

Europe. This can be considered a success for the project and consti-

tutes a clear encouragement to involve citizens from different nations 

in a common participation project. In addition to the other project's 
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outcomes, this positive feedback is crucial for pointing out the sur-

plus gained by the project to external actors.  

However, the citizens signalled a clear preference for further devel-

opment of the project’s outcomes. Additionally, some citizens 

stressed at the Synthesis Event as well as during interviews that some 

of the statements in the report offer opportunities for wide-ranging 

interpretations. This could have been avoided by a deeper elabora-

tion of the Synthesis Report. It would have been advantageous to 

finalise the main declaration on the basis of a mutual European dia-

logue among citizens: 

1) The Synthesis Report63 is a “trans-national” result – located be-

tween national and European perspectives, because the report 

is an aggregated summary of the citizens’ statements of the na-

tional reports. This means:   

a. The report presents the statements which were delivered 

by the different national reports. Concurrent national 

perspectives were aggregated to core statements. Explicit 

country references indicate the countries which support 

one statement so that each national panel was enabled to 

locate its input in the final document.   

b. Through the decision of the organisers, the Synthesis 

Event was not designed to create a synthesis of the na-

tional results by a common dialogue and deliberation 

among the citizens at the European level. Therefore, the 

citizens were not allowed to identify and develop com-

mon perspectives or to explore differences or the extent 

of differences between the national viewpoints.  

It can be suggested to present only the numbers of supporting coun-

tries to indicate the importance of a statement (emphasis on Euro-

pean perspective) or to present the national subtleties in an appendix 

                                                           
63 cf. project document: European Citizens’ Perspectives on the Future of 

Europe, 2007 
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with emphasis on the national perspective and the national argumen-

tation line. 

2) Because of the aggregation method, the document highlights 

the significance of statements clearly when these statements are 

shared by an overwhelming majority of countries. This is an 

obvious benefit. However, when only a minority of countries 

contributed a statement, the document is too explorative, i.e. it 

remains unclear about the extent of diversity or communality 

that is associated with this statement. Since the national per-

spectives are unrelated to each other (aggregation), it remains 

open in these cases, how many national panels would have ac-

tually supported this particular statement. For example, if one 

country contributed one special aspect, the viewpoints of 26 

other countries and the general importance of the statement 

remained open. This is a shortcoming. The argument that con-

tributions of single countries increase diversity is true, but con-

tributions of single countries might seem to be “exotic” rather 

than diverse. A different design of the final event could have 

solved this problem by adding a session in which statements 

contributed by a minority of countries are put to the test of the 

other countries. The question is whether these statements are 

shared, declined or ignored by the majority of the European 

citizens. A final dialogue would have demanded more organ-

isational efforts, but the citizens would have been able to add 

commonly shared new statements. A final dialogue would 

have provided a clearer indication about the support that each 

statement is based on. 

Additionally, some more pragmatic shortcomings were detected:   

- The report is not easy to read and it is also not easy to get an over-

view on the central statements, which are shared by a majority of 

citizens. A clearer structure and a simpler indication of countries 

would have been useful. It can be assumed that a clear presentation 

of central statements and a handy form of the report would in-
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crease the document’s impact. A short summary of the most impor-

tant statements should be developed by the citizens.  

- It is suggested to use explicit and consistent labels for indicating 

how many countries support one statement. Terms such as “some” 

or “a few” cause irritations since these labels are used inconsis-

tently. They give false impressions regarding the number of coun-

tries that support a statement.  For instance, once in the report “a 

few”64 is used for six countries and “some”65 for three countries, but 

somewhere else “many”66 stands for five countries. 

2.7.3 Internal Impact of the Project   

Generally, the opportunity to participate in such a project was a very 

valuable and great experience for most of the citizens of all events. 

The project absolutely satisfied the expectations of the citizens to 

provide input to political decision-making and participating in the 

political sphere. The engagement and the efforts of the organisers can 

be considered as another source of the citizens’ commitment and 

satisfaction as the organisers succeeded in creating a comfortable and 

forthcoming atmosphere at the events. Nine interview-partners (citi-

zens and facilitators) emphasised that the project raised an awareness 

to become more reflective about Europe and its future. Several of 

them had never before discussed these topics and stated that they 

were personally gratified by their involvement. The following section 

provides more detail.  

Many citizens appreciated the unique atmosphere of the Agenda-

Setting Event, which was an agora for citizens from all over Europe 

                                                           
64 cf. project document: European Citizens’ Perspectives on the Future of 

Europe, 2007: 3 – second paragraph 
65 cf. project document: European Citizens’ Perspectives on the Future of 

Europe, 2007: 3 – third paragraph 
66 cf. project document: European Citizens’ Perspectives on the Future of 

Europe, 2007: 4 – fourth paragraph, last statement 
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despite cultural differences or different opinions regarding details. 

Most of the interviewed citizens (3 out of 5) were sceptical when ar-

riving in Brussels, but left the event very satisfied as they were posi-

tively surprised by the fruitful exchange of ideas and experiences 

with other nations etc.. The participants were grateful for the oppor-

tunity to learn about similar and different problems in other countries 

and that some kind of common group-feeling was created during the 

two days, at least at their table. The observation results confirm this. 

Some of the interviewed ASE-participants stated that the event had 

brought them closer to the EU and the other citizens and increased 

their knowledge about the EU.     

At most national consultations, the connection via the internet to the 

simultaneously running events fostered the feeling of being a part of 

a Pan-European process. Depending on the topic, some dialogues 

also emphasized the European perspective. Especially deliberations 

on “Europe’s role in the world”, created a European perspective with 

arguments along lines such as “We (Europeans) should ..”. One Brit-

ish interviewee gave an appropriate description for the overall at-

mosphere of the national consultations: She stated in an interview 

that the atmosphere at the national consultation was national rather 

than European, but that the participants were thinking about Europe 

and realised that many problems cannot be solved by one country 

alone.  

17 out of 27 national reports include quotes from participants at the 

national consultations (in total 114 quotes). Almost all of these quotes 

are very positive, only four are negative. These four negative com-

ments criticise time pressure, that the (Romanian) consultation was 

like a “deaf dialogue” and doubt the impact of the ECC-Project. 

However, most citizens highly appreciated the opportunity to par-

ticipate in the consultations. Some of the citizens stated that attending 

the national consultation improved their attitude towards the Euro-

pean Union (11) and increased their knowledge about its policies and 

institutions. While two comments doubted the influence of the pro-

ject on policy-makers, most others were rather optimistic. 
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2.7.4 External Impact – Perceptions  

2.7.4.1 Expectations regarding the influence of the 

project  

As revealed by the surveys, most participating citizens expect a sig-

nificant influence of the project, but a considerable proportion of 

voices remains sceptical.67 Many of the interview partners and espe-

cially the citizens consider the final influence of the ECC-Project as 

crucial factor for the assessment of the success. According to an inter-

view with one of the main organisers, one objective of the project had 

been to provide an input for the German EU-presidency during the 

first half year of 2007 and to the ongoing debate on the new EU con-

stitutional treaty. According to the respondent, this objective was not 

met, i.e. the citizens’ voices were not used or heard during the nego-

tiation process, which was due to the fact that decisions were finally 

taken behind closed doors by the European Council. The results of 

the observation confirmed this finding, since no representative of the 

EU-Council attended the final press conference after the Synthesis 

Event in Brussels, whereas representatives from the EU-Parliament 

and the European Commission, commissioner Wallström in person, 

were present. According to the interviewed main organiser, the influ-

ence of the ECC-Project on European policy is still uncertain and will 

only be visible in the long run. The interviewed partner expected 

most potential influence of the citizens’ declaration in the area of 

social policy as the citizens made some innovative suggestions in this 

area and demanded a transfer of further competence to the EU level.  

One employee at the European Commission who works near to 

Commissioner Wallström explained that the project’s results were not 

a focus at the Commission in the weeks following the Synthesis Event 

                                                           
67 The rates of participating citizens, who expect a significant influence of the 

project are: Agenda-Setting Event=83,0% (N=194), national consultations 

(overall)=73,8% (N=762) and Synthesis Event=70,4% (N=27). 
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due to the preparations of the European Summit in June 2007. He 

expected that the results might be used in the future as one input for 

European policy-making among others, such as opinion polls. For 

this interviewed person, the crucial question is whether the results, 

especially in the field of social policy, are representative of the Euro-

pean population. He suggested to conduct a Eurobarometer survey 

on the results of the ECC-Project.  

Another commentator expressed her impression that politicians feel 

threatened through participatory exercises such as the ECC-Project 

and are therefore generally unwilling to implement the citizens’ sug-

gestions. The form of the final results was assumed as another reason 

for the low interest of politicians. The final Synthesis Report was as-

sessed as too long for policy makers. Therefore, an executive sum-

mary should be included at the beginning of the document to raise 

the attractiveness of the final documents for policy makers. 

2.7.4.2 Assessments on the influence of the project 

In interviews, the organisers signalled that they are very satisfied 

with the media outreach of the ECC-Project, which was much higher 

than for other deliberative exercises. Numerous, especially Belgian 

and Brussels-based journalists reported on the Agenda-Setting Event 

and almost 50 journalists attended the final press conference at the 

European Parliament after the Synthesis Event. The journalist re-

sponsible for the project’s media outreach in Brussels stated that 

more than 1800 journalists were contacted by email and sometimes 

by phone during the whole process. In contrast to this, some citizens 

complained about low media presence, especially after the Synthesis 

Event (interviews with 3 citizens). They had expected to be contacted 

by national media after the event, which did not happen. 

The observations showed that the media resonance of the national 

events significantly differed from country to country. For instance in 

the UK and France, almost no media was present at the national con-

sultation, whereas national TV came to the events in Belgium, Greece, 
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Estonia and Romania, which sometimes distracted the citizens in the 

latter case. Some media were also present, for example, in Hungary, 

Germany and Spain. Usually, if the event took place in the capital of 

the country it was easier to attract media attention. Furthermore, 10 

national consultations were organised during the weekend of the 

50th anniversary of the treaty of Rome, i.e. the 24th and 25th of March 

2007. Although many countries had chosen exactly this date because 

of its historical relevance, this selection was counterproductive re-

garding the media coverage as most journalists specialised in EU-

issues, especially from national media, were either at the central cele-

brations in Rome and Berlin or at least devoted more space in news-

papers, radio and TV to this anniversary. As the media analysis also 

confirmed, this explains the low media presence in UK and Italy. For 

optimising media coverage, it is therefore better to organise the 

events at a central location such as the capital and at dates without 

too much competition from other events. 

In many countries, the event was opened by politicians, the mayors 

or ambassadors from other countries, where the concurrent consulta-

tions took place (Estonia), or other national politicians. However, at 

the end of the event, the delivery of the results to politicians was 

sometimes either not organised at all, such as in the UK, or less suc-

cessful, as in France where it was exploited for the election campaign. 

This was not the case in countries such as Slovenia, Germany and 

Belgium. The panels in these countries were able to hand over the 

results to well-known politicians. This reinforces the significance of 

such participatory events and conveys the impression to the citizens 

that their voice will be heard. In Slovenia, the document even went 

symbolically through the hands of all participating citizens. Deliver-

ing the final results to politicians actually appeared to be more impor-

tant than having the event opened by politicians.  

Some national coordinators succeeded in inviting high-level politi-

cians to their events what usually raised the visibility of the event for 

the media (cf. chapter 2.4). Most special guests were members of the 

European Parliament, followed by ministers or representatives of 
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national ministries (mostly ministry of foreign affairs, European af-

fairs), members of the national parliament or delegates from the na-

tional representation of the European Commission. Small countries 

were often more successful in inviting many politicians. The follow-

ing events were attended by the highest numbers of political guests: 

Slovakia, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Malta and Luxemburg. Three EU-

Commissioners attended the national event in their country, three 

other commissioners were involved via video-conference. In addi-

tion, six ministers and even two prime ministers attended the na-

tional consultations. 
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3 Conclusion 

The European Citizens’ Consultations is the largest and most ambi-

tious Pan-European participation project up to date. It involved all 

the EU countries (27) and included 1800 citizens in the main process, 

which linked deliberative processes at national as well as European 

level. How successful was this experimental endeavour? Did the 

process accomplish its goals and objectives? – These questions are 

addressed in this final section by referring to the 3 objectives of the 

project presented in the initial sections of this report. 

 

3.1 Expected Output – Identify Citizens’ Ideas and 

Expectations for Europe’s Future 

For the first time, a declaration has been created which informs both 

stakeholders and decision makers about the visions and concerns of 

EU citizens regarding the future of Europe. After processing and 

interpreting the data from the evaluation, the evidence was over-

whelming that the first objective of the project has been achieved. 

Overall, the citizens and persons involved expressed their satisfaction 

with the process, identified themselves with the tasks and objectives 

of the project and developed a Pan-European understanding of the 

problems and opportunities for three major topics that they had se-

lected. Therefore, the evaluation considers the main deliberation 

process and the entire project as a success. Notwithstanding some 

minor deficits in the provision of information during the processes, 

the citizens proved to be competent partners and were fully capable 

of dealing with complex issues.  
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3.2 Method to Reach the Main Goal – 

Development of an Effective Participative Governance Tool  

With the development of the final report the project met the main 

requirements of a fair, efficient, competent and transparent participa-

tory process. The design chosen was assessed to be fair and transpar-

ent by most participants. All the events ran smoothly without consid-

erable interruptions and the designs provided a productive atmos-

phere that generally met the expectations of the participating citizens. 

Some citizens expressed openly that they were surprised to be in-

volved in a process where their contributions were seriously consid-

ered.  

Nevertheless, a considerable number of participants articulated their 

preference for a deeper elaboration of the different outcomes. A sig-

nificant rate of participants expressed positive, but not very positive 

assessments of aspects such as fairness, transparency or satisfaction 

with outcomes. The evaluation team noticed some basic shortcom-

ings: 

1. Although time pressure can be seen as an aspect leading to im-

proved performance (Eustress), the narrow time framing was a 

major constraining factor for the whole project. Time con-

straints were detected throughout all processes, from the basic 

designing stage via all implementation activities to the dia-

logue-conditions of the national consultations as well as the 

Pan-European events.  

2. Due to these time-constraints, the organisers decided to focus 

on procedural aspects and the progressing of the exercise on 

the expense of content management (cf. a.). It also caused the 

problem that deliberative features sometimes received only re-

duced attention (cf. b.), although deliberation was claimed as 

important by the organisers. Additionally, the basic preferences 

of the organisers reduced the involvement of citizens in impor-

tant procedural aspects of the undertaking (cf. c.).   
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a. The organisers narrowed the focus of – at least – one topic, 

which was not acceptable with regard to the sovereignty of 

the citizens to set the agenda of the deliberation topics.  

b. The final event did not foresee an active dialogue among 

citizens on the visions which were developed during the 

national consultations and synthesised in the Synthesis Re-

port. The citizens reviewed the Synthesis Report, which 

was drafted by the organisers. Generally, this final report is 

a declaration based on an aggregation of the national per-

spectives so that the statements in the report are positioned 

somewhere between the European and the national level. 

An active dialogue among the citizens could have been ar-

ranged to synthesize the country-specific recommendations 

to a Pan-European synthesis – a commonly generated 

European declaration. In addition, a complete assessment 

of the national statements by all national representatives 

would have highlighted the basic significance of all state-

ments. Notwithstanding the positive fact that the Synthesis 

Report includes statements that had been presented and 

approved by a majority of nations, it also contains state-

ments that were contributed by only one country. Since the 

other countries were not asked to comment on statements 

given by one national panel or another, it remains unclear 

if a statement given by a minority of countries in the final 

document actually reflects the consensus of many countries 

or represents just an isolated view by a single national 

panel. However, arranging an active dialogue among citi-

zens at the Synthesis Event would have required signifi-

cantly more participants, hence more time and significantly 

more financial resources to prepare the event. These re-

sources were obviously not available. 

c. Overall, the involvement of the citizens in the writing proc-

ess was low, i.e. the organisers dominated the finalisation 

of the pre- and final results. This was especially the case 
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during the Synthesis Event. Additionally, the events fo-

cused on prioritisation and legitimisation of the outcome. 

The citizens should receive more power regarding the writ-

ing process, which could be assumed as an incentive for 

their procedural commitment, their acceptance and satis-

faction with the results. 

3. The number of citizens chosen for validating the national vi-

sions in the final Synthesis Event should have been larger. Hav-

ing only one citizen per country places some doubts on the 

overall accomplishments in terms of legitimisation. There are 

too many uncertainties related to the subjective assessments of 

one person, and there is also the question of competence in 

judging all three topics during the Synthesis Event. 

Although some recommendations for improvement were sug-

gested in this evaluation, the process met the core objective to con-

stitute a theoretically sound and feasible design for citizen delibera-

tion on a grand level. 

3.3 Basic Objective – Reconnect Citizens to the De-

velopment of the European Union  

Most participants, in particular the citizens, were deeply affected by 

their participation in the project. The exercise raised an awareness of 

Europe and its future. There was a congruence between the inten-

tions of the citizens and the objectives of the project to increase par-

ticipation of citizens in the political sphere and also to discuss the 

future of Europe from the view of the affected population. It can be 

assumed that the citizens were already connected with Europe, but 

they had no channels for contributing their preferences to the gov-

ernance level. The project and the organisers opened a door for Euro-

pean citizens.  
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The long term, overall impact of the ECC-Project is still open. This 

mainly depends on the “receiving organisations”, especially at the 

European level of governance. Most participating citizens expect 

significant repercussions of their input. The organisers invested and 

continue to invest major efforts in communicating the results of the 

project to policy makers. This has led to considerable media coverage. 

Reactions of organisations (GO and NGO) were located on the inter-

net and continue to raise awareness for the project. Early responses 

by policy makers suggest that they are willing to use the results, but 

external observes such as many media commentators expressed 

doubts, that the promises will match reality. As the main-organisers 

stated, the record on direct political impact is still in the air. The first 

opportunity, to influence the European Summit in June 2007 did not 

come true.  

Bearing witness to the logistical skills and organisational perform-

ance by the main organisers   – the King Baudouin Foundation and 

IFOK – the project was completed within a very short time frame and 

involved a very high number of actors. This included citizens, who 

directly participated in the deliberation process, and additionally a 

large number of organisations and their representatives. Networks of 

national and European partner and funding organisations were es-

tablished to implement this ambitious endeavour. These networks are 

significant resources also for long-term dissemination activities. As 

experienced in the previous ECD-Project, the King Baudouin Founda-

tion has the esprit and the resources necessary for a successful dis-

semination process. Therefore, the project definitely contributed to 

the achievement of the third objective. 
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In essence, the evaluation of the European Citizens’ Consultations confirmed 

that the main objectives of the project had been successfully accomplished. 

Furthermore, the project demonstrated the feasibility of organising citizen 

participation on a complex issue also at the European level and provided 

sufficient evidence that such a process can produce reliable, substantial and 

instructive results. Furthermore, the participants were overwhelmingly 

satisfied with their role and function in the process. They also stated that 

their interest in EU-policies did increase. External stakeholders have praised 

the process and its outcomes as well, although it is much too early to expect 

any policy changes or implementations of the recommendations. The meth-

odological and organizational experiences made within this process will 

certainly foster and encourage the further development of a European cul-

ture of participation. Furthermore, the resources spent on this first project 

that connected all countries of the enlarged EU had been efficiently used: 

more than 1800 European citizens were involved in this transformation 

process and an innovative route of strengthening Pan-European identity 

and legitimacy has been successfully taken. 
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Annex A - Age-distribution of the national consultations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2:  Age-distribution of the national consultation events 

based on available data presented in the national reports 
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Annex B  – Results of the Evaluation Survey  

(Agenda-Setting Event) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3:  Citizens’ assessments of the Agenda Setting Event re-

garding five core aspects1 

                                                           
1 Because of heavy constraints regarding time given for conducting the sur-

vey, translation costs and other reasons, transparency and fairness were 

measured together in one question of the questionnaire. For a better over-

view, the texts and the answer-options of the items were shortened in the 

figure. Some items were recoded so that high affirmation on the various 

items always confirms a very positive assessment of the survey answers. This 

also applies for the figures in the following sections. 
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Annex C  – Results of the Evaluation Survey  

(national consultations) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4:  Citizens’ assessments regarding six core aspects pre-

sented together for all 12 national consultations of the 

evaluation survey 
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Annex X  – Results of the Evaluation Survey  

(Agenda-Setting Event) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 8:  Problems perceived by the participating citizens of the 

various national consultations as hindering an effective 

communication during the events, rates indicate affirma-

tive answers and are separated by citizens per country 
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Annex X  – Results of the Evaluation Survey  

(Agenda-Setting Event) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5:  Citizens’ assessments regarding the results of the na-

tional consultation they attended, rates are separated by 

citizens’ assessments per country and are sorted by per-

cent-rates that indicate highest satisfaction with the re-

sults 
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Annex X  – Results of the Evaluation Survey  

(Agenda-Setting Event) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6:  

Annex X  – Results of the Evaluation Survey  

(Agenda-Setting Event) 

Annex X  – Results of the Evaluation Survey  

Citizens’ assessments of the national consultation they 

attended regarding the relationship between outcome 

achieved and efforts invested (efficiency), rates are sepa-

rated by citizens’ assessments per country and are sorted 

by percent-rates that indicate highest satisfaction with the 

results 
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Annex X  – Results of the Evaluation Survey  

(Agenda-Setting Event) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7:  Citizens’ assessments on the transparency of the national 

consultation they attended, rates are separated by citi-

zens’ assessments per country and are sorted by percent-

rates that indicate highest satisfaction with the results 

71,9

68,0

60,0

57,1

53,2

48,9

45,8

44,2

36,5

33,3

31,8

23,3

48,8

25,0

21,1

37,5

28,6

38,3

41,2

37,5

41,9

50,0

49,3

65,9

57,8

39,7

8,6

6,4

6,9

9,6

13,0

15,6

8,3

16,7

7,0

10,7

7,0

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Hungary (N=32)

Germany (175)

Italy (40)

Greece (28)

Romania (47)

Belgium (131)

Finland (24)

France (43)

Estonia (52)

UK (69)

Slovenia (44)

Spain (90)

Overall (775)

Very Satisfied Satisfied Neither Nor Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied



80 Goldschmidt, Renn & Köppel: Evaluation Report - ECC Project 

 

 

Annex X  – Results of the Evaluation Survey  

(Agenda-Setting Event) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8:  Citizens’ assessments on the fairness of the national con-

sultation they attended, rates are separated by citizens’ 

assessments per country and are sorted by percent-rates 

that indicate highest satisfaction with the results 
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Annex X  – Results of the Evaluation Survey  

(Agenda-Setting Event) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9:  Citizens’ assessments of the national consultation they 

attended regarding their opportunities to communicate 

effectively and with ease, rates are separated by citizens’ 

assessments per country and are sorted by percent-rates 

that indicate highest satisfaction with the results 
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Annex D  – Results of the Evaluation Survey  

(Synthesis Event) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10:  Citizens’ assessments of the Synthesis Event regarding 

four core aspects2 

                                                           
2 The core aspects referring on the quality of dialogue were left out in this 

overview because the design didn’t focus on communicational interaction 

among the participants during development of the outcome. 
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Annex E  – Results of the Feedback-Survey  

(national coordinators) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 11:  Assessment of IFOK’s performance by the national 

partner-organisations in the Partner Survey conducted 

after the completion of the main process 
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1 Methods and Procedures 

The evaluation team used two methods to assess the Agenda-Setting 

Event: observation and interviews. Additionally a survey of the par-

ticipating citizens was conducted. 

1.1 Observation  

Regarding the observation, three observers attended the event, sev-

eral team members also participated in the preparatory session on 

Friday and in the partners’ meeting on Monday. The analysis in-

cluded internal material from the event and external documents.  

The three observers who attended the Agenda-Setting Event jointly 

recorded the interactions that took place during the plenary sessions 

and the European Conference, while each observer focused on a 

number of bilingual tables during the table dialogues. Basically, the 

observers were instructed to document the dynamics of all interac-

tions and to report their impressions with respect to all relevant ac-

tivities, including those that were not directly located in their obser-

vation field.  

The observers used a pre-structured observation tool for the docu-

mentation. Each observer used an evaluation sheet covering 15 min-

utes of observation time. The tool included global indicators as well 

as specific variables related to the process. Every indicator contained 

several sub-dimensions, which were listed on the observation sheet. 

The main indicators were: Atmosphere (general conditions of the 

discussion), Interaction (characterised the style of communication 

and interaction of the citizens), Discussion (documented how the 

citizens participated in the discussion), Roles (referred to an aggre-

gate of sub-dimensions focusing on special functions of individual 
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actors or small groups), Opinion (was orientated to all content-related 

aspects of the discussion), Language (framed questions such as which 

types of language were used as well as problems of articulation), 

Structure (documented “external” influences on the observed proc-

ess).  

The dimensions of the pre-structured tools were explained in depth 

by background information detailing the purpose and the structure of 

each dimension. In addition to using the pre-structured tools, the 

observers took individual notes. The Agenda-Setting Event was also 

documented by digital recording. 

1.2 Interviews  

The evaluation team interviewed key actors to receive their impres-

sions and assessments concerning the intensions, expectation and 

perceptions of the participants. Altogether, twelve interviews consti-

tuted the base for the analysis. In addition to two lead facilitators, one 

person responsible for the content management and organisation, 

three table facilitators (mostly members of IFOK) and one national 

coordinator as well as five citizens were interviewed. A semi-

structured interview-guideline led through the conversation. All in-

terviews were conducted via telephone and were recorded digitally. 

The interviews of the citizens consisted of ten questions and focused, 

for instance, on judgements regarding the results of the Agenda-

Setting Event or the influence of the entire ECC-project (short-

interviews). The interview-guideline for the facilitators and organis-

ers consisted of twenty open questions and several sub-questions. In 

addition to the items of the short interviews, the facilitators and or-

ganisers were requested to give detailed assessments regarding the 

methodological design and its implementation (main interviews).   

The citizens often expressed criticism only when they were probed to 

give a detailed account of their experiences. Additionally, they be-
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came more communicative and outspoken in the course of the con-

versation, so that some aspects were mentioned not until the end of 

the interview when they were asked for additional comments. These 

experiences underline the appropriateness of qualitative instruments. 
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2 Results of the Observation 

2.1 Agenda-Setting: The Process of 

Topic Selection 

The major objective of the Agenda-Setting Event was the selection of 

three topics for the national discussions. This aim was clearly 

achieved: the three topics for the future national events were elected 

with a relative majority of votes. Although only 1.7% expressed dis-

comfort with the chosen topics during the reflection session on Sun-

day, almost half of the participants indicated in the final ballot that 

they were “neutral” (43.0%) with the selected topics.1 When further 

instigated, a number of citizens were surprised that “Environment 

and Energy” was chosen as the most important topic for the EU 

whereas subjects such as “Economy” and “Jobs” or “Education and 

Study” were not among the three final topics. Margot Wallström’s 

speech focusing on environment or more specifically energy and 

climate change was highlighted by several respondents as an impor-

tant impact factor on the agenda-setting process. The number of citi-

zens’ contributions on these topics delivered from the table discus-

sions to the editorial team before and immediately after the speech is 

one indicator for this influence. In the pre-event survey only 16 con-

tributions out of 333 (4.8 %) dealt with the topic environment In the 

first time segment of the process before the lunch break, i.e. before 

Margot Wallström’s speech, 17 citizens’ contributions focused on 

energy or environment. This was only 3% of all contributions and 

therefore a much smaller share than, for example, those contributions 

that focused on education or economy. After the commissioner’s 

speech 20 contributions focused on energy or climate change and 17 

                                                           
1 cf. Final Report of the Agenda-Setting Event, 2006, p.21 
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on environment, i.e. 37 in total representing 13% of all contributions. 

Since no other major external factors occurred during the lunch 

break, Margot Wallström’s emotional speech on climate change can 

be considered as exerting a strong influence on the final topic selec-

tion. Basically, the attendance of Margot Wallström was an important 

symbolical asset for the process and fostered the commitment of the 

citizens, yet it also directed the process to the selection of environ-

mental topics.  

Other possible reasons for the selection of the final topics might have 

been the origin of the participants or the fact that the three selected 

topics were combined topics from the previous topic list. Combining 

topics is not generally problematic, but it supports combined subjects 

instead of not combined topics such as “Economy” and “Jobs”. The 

citizens agreed to all proposed combinations of topics. 

2.2 Selection of Citizens for the 

Agenda-Setting Event 

The selection process (sampling) of participants for the Agenda-

Setting Event was problematic since the participants of most coun-

tries were all selected from the capital and or from one region, proba-

bly for saving travel expenses. For instance, the German participants 

came all from Cologne (cf. list of participants).  

Actually, the final report of the Agenda-Setting Event mentioned this 

practice frankly, but the organisers claimed during the event that the 

sampling had been based on random selection which created certain 

expectations. A number of participants, national partners and ob-

servers were unhappy with this mismatch between the organisers 

claim and their experiences.  

Such a regional selection distorts the representativeness and narrows 

down the diversity among the participants. For instance, urban popu-

lations are usually more in favour of EU-integration than rural popu-
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lations.2 The dominance of urban representatives might be a reason 

for the overall positive attitude of most participants towards the EU 

at the beginning of the Agenda-Setting Event. In the case of one coun-

try, according to the statement of one national coordinator, some of 

the participants seemed to have known each other before the 

Agenda-Setting Event since many of them had been participating in 

several market research panels. Such coincidents raise concerns about 

further biases during the selection procedure. Furthermore, minori-

ties such as immigrants or racial groups were underrepresented. 

From a methodological point of view, it is actually questionable 

whether the Agenda-Setting Event requires a strong random selection 

of citizens and whether the requirement of representativeness should 

strongly be pursued. But the organisers should not leave the impres-

sion as if a random selection process had been employed in the re-

cruitment process. In addition, even if a true representation of Euro-

pean populations is not demanded, one would have liked more di-

versity. This should be seen as a shortcoming of the selection proce-

dure though none that would compromise the results of the process. 

2.3 Composition of Bilingual Tables, 

Basic Setting and Design  

The design of bilingual tables was basically effective, but a few par-

ticipants criticised the unbalanced proportion of nationalities at their 

tables. Sometimes, one nationality was heavily over-represented. For 

example, at one table there were 6 Cypriots, but only 3 nationals of 

the UK. At table 2, 6 Greeks discussed with 3 Danes. Due to require-

ments of language interpretation it is understandable that completely 

mixed national tables could not be constituted.  

                                                           
2 cf. European Commission 2006. Eurobarometer 64 (http://ec.europa.eu/ 

public_opinion/archives/eb/eb64/eb64_en.pdf) 
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The interaction between bilingual table discussions and the European 

Conference at the central table was generally effective and successful. 

The citizens enjoyed the changes between the different discussion 

styles. The dialogue at the bilingual tables appeared more interactive 

and fluent than the discussions at the European Conference. The 

market place was less frequently used for interactions and dialogue 

regarding the choice of topics.  

One elegant feature of the process was the initial presentation of an 

agenda of topics, as suggested by the citizens in the pre-event survey. 

This element saved time and facilitated the dialogue because the 

process began with a common result, which constituted a first base 

for agreement. A number of citizens actually mentioned at the begin-

ning of the process that they had no additions to the list, which indi-

cated their basic agreement with the topics. 

2.4 Time Constraints 

The time-management and the design of the Agenda-Setting Event 

did not challenge the physical constitution of the participants as in-

tensely as during the conventions of the ECD-project.3 The design 

included sufficient breaks between the working phases. The citizens 

were set in an active role during most of the time-segments and they 

had the possibility to contribute in different group-forms and types of 

activities, which obviously fostered their commitment. The design 

generally created adequate conditions for a prolific dialogue and a 

smooth process.  

Although most table sessions were longer than at the conventions in 

the ECD-project, some tables were still unable to complete their dis-

                                                           
3 The acronym ECD stands for “European Citizens’ Deliberation”, which is 

the description of the basic method of the Meeting of Minds-Project. Meeting 

of Minds is an initiative of a partner consortium led by the King Baudouin 

Foundation (cf. http://www.meetingmindseurope.org). 
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cussions during the Agenda-Setting Event. The results in the citizens’ 

survey support this finding. However, the experiences differed con-

siderably from table to table and from session to session. It seems that 

one important factor for the successful termination of a dialogue was 

the technique of translation: tables with consecutive translation had 

more time problems than those with simultaneous translation. 

2.5 Preparation of the Facilitators 

In some cases, due to lack of knowledge and preparation several table 

and lead facilitators caused irritations and misunderstandings, cre-

ated ambiguity and lacked clarity during the process. For example, 

some citizens were not certain about the procedure of how to vote 

during the preliminary ballot on topics with stickers on Saturday 

afternoon. A few facilitators did not provide sufficient and timely 

information on the selection of representatives for the European Con-

ference. Some facilitators did not always follow the time schedule 

and discussed, for example, certain topics at their table before they 

were supposed to do so. Such mistakes and misunderstandings 

caused frustration at a few tables.  

To avoid these problems the facilitators should be informed earlier 

about the structure of the process giving them more possibilities for 

preparation. The preparatory session one day before the Agenda-

Setting Event was obviously not enough to deal with all the necessary 

questions. Additionally, procedural changes during the event itself 

caused irregularities. Periodical and short facilitator meetings during 

the event could foster the correct implementation of every process 

step and help all facilitators to address open questions before they 

cause problems. 
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2.6 Facilitation at the Bilingual Tables 

Generally, the facilitators succeeded in sustaining a constructive and 

fair dialogue at the tables. Although the overall process ran smoothly, 

the obtained results and the subjective satisfaction of the individual 

participants strongly depended on the management of the discussion 

at the tables and therefore on the performance of the table facilitator.  

It served in general the process that facilitators were given the free-

dom to shape “their” dialogue as they felt fit. However, the methodo-

logical decision to give more freedom to the facilitators resulted in 

differences between the outcomes of each table.  The qualities and 

skills of the facilitators greatly varied so that some tables were 

smoothly guided through the process whereas other tables were led 

in many directions without clear leadership. The facilitators differed 

in their:  

- ability to lead and guide the dialogue,  

- ability to synthesise the results,   

- knowledge and experience as well as  

- understanding of their role. 

 

Most facilitators actively integrated all participants in the table dis-

cussion. Occasionally citizens were neglected or even ignored. The 

different involvement of the citizens into the dialogue was probably 

due to individual, but also national subtleties. For instance, one Finn 

called it typical for her nationality to be more reserved when discuss-

ing topics with unfamiliar individuals. The dialogues at Table 16 set a 

good example for a constructive and friendly atmosphere which 

helped even the reserved citizens to become more involved into the 

dialogue. This task was not always properly done at the other tables. 

Generally, the participants from southern nations seemed to feel 

more comfortable to contribute to the discussion than participants 

from other countries.   
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Some participants complained about insufficient structuring of the 

table discussion by the facilitator. Indeed, the observers found that 

the facilitators’ style of leadership differed significantly. Some of the 

facilitators guided their table participants through the dialogue and 

used, for instance, flipcharts for visualisation. Other facilitators were 

quite busy with typing the suggestions and contributions of the citi-

zens into the data sheets on the laptop which took all their attention 

so that they hardly governed the interaction at all. In this case, their 

leadership was reduced to suggesting subjects for discussion and 

requesting more explanations when they had difficulties to under-

stand the citizens’ contributions. In these situations, other persons 

such as the interpreters filled the void and acted as facilitators for 

structuring the dialogue.  

Some interpreters memorised a large segment of a participant’s 

speech and translated this segment completely to the other members 

of the table (consecutive translation). This led to frequent interrup-

tions of the flow of speech and impeded the dynamic of the dialogue. 

At some tables, for instance at table 16, the citizens established an 

effective form of dialogue and managed the process by themselves. 

Other discussion-rounds had problems to sustain a dialogue at all as 

several participants occupied a dominant role by speaking over long 

periods of time about peripheral issues without interruption by the 

facilitator. 

 

Some facilitators had difficulties to synthesise the results of the 

discussion especially when the main language at the table was not 

English and the facilitator therefore had to translate all contributions 

before typing them into the laptop. At some tables, facilitators took 

notes after each participant had finished which created artificial 

breaks in which the dialogue ended abruptly. At other tables, the 

facilitators typed while the citizens were speaking. This “instant-

typing”, however, reduced the quality of the notes and led to partly 

incorrect reproduction of the participants’ views.  
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Therefore it is recommended that the facilitators should guide and 

govern the process without being burdened to take notes. The typing 

should be done by an additional person (“rapporteur”), who is re-

sponsible for taking notes, at least at those tables where the language 

of discussion is not the language needed by the editorial team, In 

addition, it is advisable that rapporteurs or facilitators read out 

loudly what they have written in order to ensure a correct interpreta-

tion of the table results.  

 

In general, all facilitators should be carefully chosen taking into con-

sideration their prior experience, competence and language skills etc.. 

For instance, some participants expected the table facilitators to be 

familiar with both table languages, not only one. Some facilitators 

also had difficulties in translating the citizens’ contributions into Eng-

lish. 

2.7 Writing Process, Content Manage-

ment and Transparency 

Synthesising the citizens’ verbal contributions into a common state-

ment turned out to be problematic for several reasons. Firstly, the 

synthesis at the tables and by the editorial team had to proceed very 

quickly to produce an output in time. Such a rapid synthesis needs to 

be interpreted with caution taking into account that the results from 

26 tables (!) varied a lot due to different styles of presentation and the 

diversity in note taking among the facilitators.  

- There were different ways to structure each discussion point 

and assigning it to the underlying topics. For instance, when 

entering text into the “topic” column some facilitators used cor-

rectly the topics of the topic list. Others used more detailed 

sub-headings and others again wrongly typed the entire con-

tribution in the topic section. Sometimes, remarks of citizens 
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which belonged to different topics were combined in one entry 

although this was not intended by the participant.  

- Some facilitators used only keywords, others typed in more de-

tailed descriptions of the participants’ contributions. Some 

comments were ambiguous. Occasionally, facilitators typed in 

different languages such as German or French. 

This resulted in a high diversity of the tables’ output, which consti-

tuted a significant challenge for the editorial team. The synthesis 

process could have been easier if the typing style had been standard-

ised (or at least semi-standardised) in advance. The free lancing at-

mosphere entailed the risk of even losing important contributions 

during the synthesis process. 

Another challenge was the mere number of entries in the editors’ file. 

The tables sent more than 400 contributions for inclusion in the sec-

ond list of topics, which served as a foundation for the discussion on 

Saturday afternoon. These contributions were edited by a single per-

son with assistance of a small synthesis team during the market 

place/ lunch break. It is questionable that under such constraints all 

statements could get the attention that they deserved, especially, 

when every contribution was related to a special meaning and back-

ground. In addition, not all statements that had been collected were 

actually processed and included in the final version. This could be 

interpreted as the privilege of the editorial team in order to reduce 

the number of topics to a manageable volume. But this selection 

process should have been explained to the citizens in advance. The 

impression was given that all suggestions would be included in the 

final version, which was not the case regarding some sub-topics. 

The message developed at the tables had to pass several “filters” 

during the synthesis process. The first filter refers to the varying op-

portunities of the participants to contribute to the table discussion. 

The second filter was given by potential biases induced through the 

translation by the interpreters. The third filter was related to the sub-

jective interpretation by the facilitator, who articulated the contribu-

tions in the table-notes. The last filtering process took place during 
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the synthesis by the editorial team. Such a sequence of filters de-

mands an active and elaborate process of recursive validation and 

confirmation by the citizens. This is even more important as the 

whole participatory process has been inspired by the goal of proce-

dural fairness. 

 

The chosen design was a pragmatic and effective solution to the chal-

lenge of summarizing 200 citizens’ contributions, but the synthesis 

process and the entire writing process in general were not transpar-

ent enough to the participants. 

While the problems at the tables could have been solved by more 

feedback and interaction between facilitators and participants, there 

was no possibility for the citizens to monitor what happened during 

the synthesis process by the editorial team and the organisers did not 

inform the citizens about the details of the synthesis process 

Most of the citizens did not realise this practice of how the synthesis 

was performed since most of them deeply trusted the organisers. 

During the breaks some citizens mentioned that they were not satis-

fied with the second topic list criticising that their comments and 

additions had been ignored, but they did not openly question the 

organisers’ procedures.  

On the basis of other evaluations,4 it can be assumed that the partici-

pants would have voiced an open critique or protest, if they had 

judged the quality of the results as inadequate. However, most of the 

participants were satisfied with the outcomes of the processes and 

hence were much more tolerant about process deficiencies that they 

interpreted as minor disturbances in comparison with the perceived 

high quality of the final output. 

It is essential to structure the writing process in a way that the need 

for creative input and the necessity for concise and limited number of 

suggestions can both be served. It is certainly not easy to encourage a 

                                                           
4 cf. Goldschmidt and Renn, 2006 
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free floating brainstorming of ideas and associations and, at the same 

time, pursue the ultimate goal of producing a structured list of core 

topics. Maybe more time is required to develop the synthesis step by 

step. 

Limiting the output of every table to a certain number of elaborated 

statements per table could have resolved the problem of abundance 

of suggestions. There would have been more time to explore the true 

intention of the citizens’ statements. The citizens would also have 

gained more insight when focussing on the most important topics 

without getting lost in details. Every contribution should be recorded 

but the table participants should be encouraged from the beginning 

to prioritise their collection of ideas before transferring their input to 

the editorial team. Such a design could produce short but clear state-

ments and could save time as well as mental resources. The process 

would benefit in terms of increased transparency and fairness.  

On the more technical side, one suggestion would be to involve Eng-

lish-speaking citizens into the editorial process what should not have 

negative effects on the efficiency of the process. Lastly, it would be 

necessary and fair to give more detailed information to the citizens 

about crucial elements of the processes especially regarding the seg-

ments from which the citizens were excluded. 

2.8 Visualisation and Communication  

When changes were made to the list of topics during the European 

Conference, only modifications to the main topics were constantly 

displayed on the screen whereas modifications of the sub-topics were 

only orally communicated in most instances and not fully visually 

displayed. The visualisation of the evolutionary process of develop-

ing consensus could have been easily improved by displaying con-

stantly the screen of the laptop on which changes were made.   
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On Saturday afternoon, when the list of topics was constantly chang-

ing, the delay of the translation posed a problem for non-English 

speaking participants at the tables. Unfortunately, participants often 

waited long times before the listed topics were translated in their 

national language. This represented a difficulty especially during the 

discussion phase of the topics and gave an undue advantage to those 

being fluent in English. Facilitators and translators at some tables 

were proactive in translating the topics into the respective table lan-

guages on the flip chart, but this was not done at all tables. 

It is understandable that the translation of topics into all languages 

takes time. It might have been possible, however, to translate the 

gradual process of developing the major topics simultaneously into 

the three major languages (English, French and German) constantly 

on the screen. Since many Europeans understand either French, Ger-

man or English, it should be possible to serve those who are unable to 

understand any of the three languages by providing extra translation 

at the respective tables by the table members. Additionally, the trans-

lations into the three common languages could be given as handouts 

to the tables for serving as foundation during the next process seg-

ments.  

 

One elegant feature of the process was the use of several types of 

voting procedures. In addition to the pad-voting, which requires trust 

in the technical equipment, the final voting was preceded by a more 

transparent pre-voting procedure: The citizens had to place stickers 

on a special area of a voting board. These stickers were counted after 

the voting session. As there were several boards at a certain distance 

from the others all the citizens had the opportunity to place their 

stickers unobserved by the members of their table. This anonymity 

reduced group pressure and social control during the ballot.   
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2.9 Interpretation and Technical 

Equipment 

The translation into 19 different languages was a major challenge. 

The citizens acknowledged and appreciated all the logistical efforts. 

They repeatedly expressed their gratitude towards the interpreters.  

The central interpretation headset-system used during the plenary 

sessions worked well except for a few occasions. For instance, the 

German channel was not operational at the beginning of the Sunday 

morning session. Normally, such problems were solved quickly. 

The noise level was sometimes so elevated that the table discussions 

were significantly disturbed. Additionally, the location itself suffered 

from a hall-effect. External noises especially from the caterers dis-

turbed the process temporarily, but considerably. The catering should 

therefore be located apart from the place where the dialogue proc-

esses occur. Some facilitators but also interpreters suggested to use a 

headset-system with mikes all the time at every table, which would 

solve the problem of the significant background noises.   

In contrast to the general audio system, the electric systems for the 

interpretation at tables with simultaneous translation experienced 

more serious problems at times. The batteries for the table translation 

sometimes ran out of power causing time losses, especially on Sun-

day. It was also confusing for some participants at the beginning to 

familiarise themselves with two different technical systems.  

Tables equipped with simultaneous translation systems had more 

technical problems, but the advantage was that the dialogue hap-

pened more rapidly. At those tables with consecutive translation the 

participants experienced the disadvantage of waiting for the interpre-

tation, but the translation service was always available.   

In comparison, both translations systems had their shortcomings and 

benefits. None of them were without flaws. Solving these problems 

would probably necessitate a substantial increase in technical re-
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sources. But some low cost alternatives could be considered. Several 

tables, for example, started using English as the operating language 

what facilitated the communication and interaction among the citi-

zens. Such efforts should probably be supported instead of request-

ing that each participant should use his native language irrespective 

of his or her command of English. 
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3 Results of the Interviews 

3.1 Reasons for Participation and As-

sessment of the Topic  

The twelve interviews serving as base for the analysis were con-

ducted with two lead facilitators, one person responsible for the con-

tent management and organisation, three table facilitators (mostly 

members of IFOK) and one national coordinator as well as five citi-

zens. The interviews were conducted from the beginning of Novem-

ber until mid-December.  

The reasons that respondents expressed for taking part in the Euro-

pean Citizens’ Consultations were primarily interest and curiosity. 

The European context of the project and the innovative methods for 

developing the European dialogue were stressed as motivating rea-

sons to participate. The citizens emphasised the opportunity to learn 

about new tropics and to have an influence on European policy. Sev-

eral citizens expressed that they felt honoured to be selected for rep-

resenting their country in Brussels. 

All respondents described the topic (future of the EU) as well chosen. 

The causes mentioned most frequently were the recent failure of the 

referendum on the European Constitution and the accession of new 

member states to the EU. 

 



Goldschmidt, Renn & Köppel: Interim Report - ECC Project 107 

 

 

3.2 The Major Objectives of the ECC-

Project 

The facilitators and the national coordinator stated similar objectives 

when asked about the perceived purpose of the project. They can be 

summarised in four aspects:  

- Development of concrete recommendations for policy makers 

concerning what Europe’s citizens consider as most important 

topics and subtopics to be set on the European Agenda 

- Involvement of citizens into a European dialogue  

- Demonstration to the EU policy makers that citizens are inter-

ested in shaping policies  

- Methodological objective: Development of new methods for 

organising a participatory dialogue among citizens at the 

European level. 

Asked about their objectives, the interviewed citizens added the fol-

lowing points: 

- Identification of concerns and requests of the European citizens 

- Development of a common understanding between citizens 

and policy makers about European problems and their solu-

tions 

- Experience of a mutual benefit to the policy makers as well as 

to the participating citizens. The participants perceived the pro-

ject as an opportunity for the citizens to learn more about the 

EU, to become more aware of their European identity and to 

have an impact on European policy. 
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3.3 Success of the Agenda-Setting 

Event and the Project in General 

The ECC-project so far was generally assessed as a success by all in-

terviewed actors. The facilitators stressed that the citizens really had 

the opportunity to shape European policy making by means of a par-

ticipatory dialogue. One of the national coordinators pointed out that 

the final success cannot be specified until the project is completed. All 

interviewees were satisfied with the outcome and the quality of the 

results of the Agenda-Setting Event. The three selected topics were 

judged as a good starting point for the upcoming national discussions 

because of their future relevance. In agreement with several citizens, 

one table facilitator mentioned the fact that all participating citizens 

had voiced similar questions and thoughts during the event despite 

their totally different national backgrounds. 

The interviewed citizens were satisfied with the selected topics except 

for one Dutch person who indicated great disappointment that his 

topics were not chosen. He also criticised that there were too many 

topics to select from. In confirmation of the results obtained during 

the observation, one facilitator found it astonishing that the topic 

“Jobs” was not selected and that the subject “Labour Market Policy” 

was no central issue of the dialogue. In addition, one citizen from 

Greece would have preferred if five topics had been chosen instead of 

three because so many subjects were equally interesting.  

The difficulties with the synthesis of the results that were outlined 

above in the observation section were confirmed by the statement of 

a citizen from table 24. She complained that many aspects were in-

adequately summarised by the facilitator, new phrases were intro-

duced without further discussion, and not much was left of the 

statements that had been voiced by the participants in the beginning. 

Due to time constraints, there was no possibility to correct the syn-

thesis. 
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3.4 The Process of the Agenda-Setting 

Event 

The facilitators assessed the process and the dialogues as being very 

effective. However, some critical aspects were mentioned with re-

spect to the process and the methodological setting: 

- The sampling of citizens was seen as critical by several respon-

dents. The participants were mostly selected from the capital of 

each nation. The sample was therefore not representative as it 

was claimed by the organisers. An atypical group of 200 citi-

zens resulted from this selection procedure with a bias towards 

pro-European views (cf. observation results). 

- One national coordinator and one German citizen complained 

that there were too many German facilitators which countered 

the impression of a pan-European activity.  

- The schedule was perceived as being too tight: there was not 

enough time to get to know each other in the beginning and 

also for polishing the final results. At the same time, however, 

some respondents complained about a tedious and a dragging 

on process in the middle of the deliberations, for instance, the 

sessions on Saturday afternoon or the first round at the central 

table. 

- The pad-voting was judged by some as being not very useful 

and a waste of money, only few ballots had been conducted via 

pad. 

- The market place was regarded as being the least effective and 

was not accepted neither as method for gaining valid results 

nor as an instrument for informal gathering. One national co-

ordinator had expected more comments from the market place. 

It was also counter-productive to organise the market place in 

parallel with the lunch break. The participants were not en-

couraged to make use of the market place. The speakers at the 
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Speakers’ Corner lacked an attentive audience and the results 

of the market place were simply disregarded. The huge effort 

of presenting the market place in 19 different languages was 

disproportionate to its benefits (statement by one member of 

IFOK). 

- Despite major efforts to create a European atmosphere, the cen-

tral table was not as successful as the bilingual tables. A real 

dialogue among the participating citizens did not develop, it 

was rather turned into a question-and-answer-exercise with the 

facilitator. Another criticism was that each contributor had only 

one or two minutes time to make a statement. 

3.5 Transparency, Fairness and Possi-

bilities to Contribute 

The facilitators jointly stated that the process (e.g. the editing) was 

transparent and that the citizens had equal opportunities to express 

their views on the topics and explore the opinions of the other par-

ticipants. Those persons, who remained reserved during the discus-

sions at the tables, received another opportunity to express their 

views in written form through comments at the market place. 

The citizens were also satisfied with the overall transparency and 

fairness of the process. Everybody could express her/his opinion even 

if the rest of the table did not agree. One citizen was discontent with 

the process at the central table. She criticised that the established 

rules had been broken. Everybody said what she/he wanted and she 

didn’t have the opportunity to say anything to represent her table 

and was angry that the facilitator did not intervene. A national coor-

dinator remarked the great differences concerning the quality of the 

facilitation. 
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3.6 Commitment and Competence of 

the Citizens 

The commitment of the citizens and their competence to discuss were 

described as higher-than-average by facilitators and national coordi-

nators. All participants appeared well prepared. Some of them had 

invested considerable efforts for participating in the Agenda-Setting 

Event such as a long journey during the whole night. In spite of the 

length and intensity of the process, the citizens showed nearly no 

signs of overstraining, were not bored and continuously demon-

strated their interest in the topics discussed, for instance by express-

ing their desire to be kept informed about the future handling of their 

recommendations and to have the opportunity to meet the other par-

ticipants again for discussions in their home countries. 

Although most of the citizens shared a positive view of the process 

and felt well integrated into the exercise, four of the interviewed citi-

zens reported about other participants who did not actively take part 

in the deliberations and expressed doubts regarding the entire pro-

ject. According to the same sources, some participants allegedly came 

to the event for the sole purpose to travel to Brussels for free. Other 

participants complained about disinterested persons who expressed 

their views only once or twice when they were personally addressed. 

One citizen from Finland allegedly did not say a single word at the 

table during the whole event. As reported by the observation, this 

may be caused by personal but also national traits - independent of 

personal interest or involvement.  

3.7 Atmosphere  

Most facilitators described the general atmosphere of the event as 

truly European. The participants dealt with each other with respect, 
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there were no personal hostilities. A lead facilitator observed that the 

nationalities did not matter much and that national groupings were 

rare. One of the national coordinators, however, had the exactly op-

posite impression. He observed that the national groups remained 

separated, e.g. at lunch and dinner, possibly due to language barriers.  

The citizens characterised the atmosphere as unique and overall posi-

tive based on the expectation that their involvement would influence 

and change something in the end. Three citizens expressed their will-

ingness to participate again. This raises the question concerning the 

design of the overall process, if the organisers should be permitted to 

invite the citizens of the Agenda-Setting Event again to take part in 

the National Consultations. 

3.8 Performance of IFOK 

The staff members of IFOK judged their own performance as being 

competent and successful. The other facilitators and the national co-

ordinator felt well informed by the IFOK team and praised the excel-

lent organisational skills of the team and appreciated IFOK’s strong 

presence on the podium. Most organisational and technical problems 

that came up in the beginning of the event were solved before caus-

ing any major damage to the process.  In spite of the overall positive 

evaluation, there were some critical points: 

- IFOK continuously emphasised the value of participation, but 

in reality, they retreated to decision-making within their own 

team. They often excluded other key persons involved in the 

project (=> participatory philosophy is not consistent). 

- IFOK changed the program of the event without providing a 

clear justification, let alone consulting the table facilitators.  

- One table facilitator (not IFOK) criticised that the facilitators 

did not have contact to people in a leading position for review-

ing the process after the event on Saturday. 
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- IFOK prepared the scenarios for the National Consultations, 

but did not contact the national coordinators directly, but chose 

the detour via KBF. 

- IFOK facilitators occasionally demonstrated little sensitivity for 

some procedural aspects of the design although they appeared 

confident and well structured in their approach. One example 

is set by the market place.  

- Many citizens complained that the party on Saturday evening 

did not serve the purpose. Several citizens from Poland criti-

cised that it would have been better to invest more money into 

a less expensive but more effective process for all citizens to get 

to know each other. The accommodation in an exorbitantly ex-

pensive hotel was considered exaggerated. 

 

Four of the interviewed citizens assessed the performance of IFOK 

as excellent or good. One citizen and one IFOK staff member com-

plained that there was not sufficient food in the evening. One citi-

zen was also bothered by the insufficient command of the English 

language by the main facilitator, in particular with respect to sen-

tence structure and pronunciation. 

3.9 Role-Description and Preparation 

of Facilitators 

The facilitators described their roles as follows: 

- Lead facilitators: responsibility for the overall design and for 

the training concept for table facilitators 

- Table facilitators: Empowerment of each citizen at the table to 

express her/his view and to contribute to the dialogue, to re-

phrase the citizen statement afterwards in a form that everyone 
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can understand, slow down or interrupt citizens when they 

would leave the topic and summarise the statements at the end 

All facilitators felt well prepared for their work assignment, which 

was not totally confirmed by the results of the observation. A mem-

ber of IFOK stated that there is no ideal preparation for a project like 

that. Instead, according to her, facilitators have to stay flexible as 

adjustments and modifications are essential during the facilitation 

process. One national coordinator felt under-utilised in her role as an 

observer: She would have preferred to take over the facilitation of a 

table and to contribute to the drafting of the synthesis report. The 

ECC-forum was mentioned as a good starting point for getting basic 

information about a European participatory process and to learn 

from the experiences made in this project. A national coordinator 

criticised that this forum is not adequately used by other partners. 

With regard to the National Consultations she saw it as an advantage 

that her country takes part in the last turn in March 2007, what will 

give the opportunity to the national coordinators to learn from the 

experiences of the previous national events. 

3.10 Problems so far and in the future 

Notwithstanding the criticism concerning the process and the organi-

sation, two citizens complained about a lack of media coverage about 

the event. After the event they searched through the national media, 

but could not find any coverage. One of the interviewed national 

coordinators acknowledged the request for more media attention but 

found it rather difficult to attract the media for the national event. A 

member of the IFOK team and a table facilitator described the genera-

tion of comparable results on national levels as a difficult challenge 

for the future success of the ECC-process. In addition, one weekend 

was seen as a too short time interval for producing valuable and re-

flected results. One citizen expressed concerns that some people will 

come to the National Consultations for the money offered rather than 
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motivated by personal interest. The participants should be carefully 

chosen, one could check the interest of the invited people beforehand 

by having them respond to a questionnaire. The biggest fear of the 

citizens is that the politicians (the European Council/Commission/ 

Parliament) would not seriously consider the results, that the event 

would be misused as a PR boost for the EU. 

3.11 European Identity 

All respondents indicated that the Agenda-Setting Event has defi-

nitely contributed to the development of a European identity. Three 

citizens stated that the event has changed their opinion about the EU. 

Previously, they were rather inattentive to the EU and had not 

formed opinions on most European topics. The EU was something 

abstract for them without any applications to their personal life. At 

the Agenda-Setting Event, they recognised that Europe’s citizens 

were more similar to each other than they had expected. Two other 

citizens acknowledged that the European feeling of solidarity was 

encouraged through the event. 

Two table facilitators criticised the process of the National Consulta-

tions with respect to the goal of fostering a European identity. They 

would have preferred multinational consultations even at the bottom 

level of the process. They feared that the participants of each country 

will work well on their own national agenda and that it will be diffi-

cult to put these pieces of the puzzle together at European level. It 

would be better to bring three or four nations together during one 

weekend and then synthesise all the results at the end.    
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3.12 Influence on European Policy 

Three of the interviewed facilitators were convinced that the results 

of the event will shape European policy and enhance, at least par-

tially, public participation in EU governance. They believed the 

promise of Margot Wallström that the results will be taken into ac-

count by politicians. The citizens were also expressing their hope that 

the results will have an influence on policy making as they have in-

vested a lot of time, enthusiasm and passion. Two of the interviewed 

citizens were sceptical, however, and feared that politicians may not 

be interested in the results and that their voice will not be heard. The 

results might be (publicly) acknowledged but not implemented. They 

did perceive an opportunity for impact, which depends on the qual-

ity of the National Consultations.  

In the end of the interview the respondents were asked if ECC has 

been organised at the right time. Most of them expressed their opin-

ion that the project should have been undertaken 10 or 15 years ago, 

but that it is never too late to start such a participatory process. Eve-

rybody agreed that these processes should be organised regularly 

from now on building upon the learning experiences of each round of 

participation. 
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4 Findings based on the Citizens’ 

Survey5  

196 citizens answered the evaluation questionnaire of the Agenda-

Setting Event.6 The participation of nearly all citizens in the survey 

and the fact that almost every respondent completed all questions can 

be seen as an indicator for the true commitment of the citizens. 

4.1 Balance-Assessments 

A great majority of the respondents (90.2%) was satisfied with the 

outcomes of the Agenda-Setting Event. Comparing the relationship 

between results and invested efforts (efficiency), most of the partici-

pants (79.8%) assigned the process a positive balance between effort 

and results. 

With respect to the evaluation of the process, the respondents were 

also positively impressed. 89.7% of the citizens considered the proc-

ess transparent and fair. A large proportion of the participants (83%) 

assessed the process design appropriate for the development of a 

productive dialogue. Nearly all respondents (93.4%) stated that they 

had been able to communicate effectively and with ease with other 

citizens. One salient feature of the two previously mentioned ques-

tions is that the participants answered to these items more decided 

than to the previous questions – in fact, the highest rate of answers 

lays at the most affirmative answer-option (cf. table 1). This decided-

                                                           
5 All variables with negative item-formulation were recoded for the analysis. 

All items focussing on attitudes were measured by 5-answer rating items. 
6 200 citizens (8 per country) were expected for participating in the Agenda-

Setting Event. 
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ness can be considered as another indicator for the strong dynamic of 

the process and the citizens’ satisfaction with the procedural features 

of the design.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1:  Balance Assessments of the Agenda-Setting Event 

4.2 Differences between Nationality 

Regarding the Assessment-

Variables 

The analysis of the five assessment variables mentioned above (cf. 

table 1) included an exploration of statistical differences regarding 

external variables such as gender or nationality. For an additional 

comparison, the nationalities were assigned to 4 categories represent-

ing an approximate but handier typology of the participants’ origin: 

I am very satisfied with the out-
comes of the Agenda-Setting Event. 37.4 52.8 6.7 2.6 0.5 195
The results achieved in the Agenda-
Setting Event were worth the 
tremendous effort invested in this 
project. (recoded) 34.7 45.1 11.9 5.7 2.6 193
The process of the Agenda-Setting 
Event appeared fair and transparent 
to me. 39.7 50.0 6.7 2.6 1.0 194
I found the process design of the 
ASE not cumbersome and 
appropriate for developing a 
productive dialog. (recoded) 46.4 36.6 8.8 6.7 1.5 194
During the Agenda-Setting Event, I 
was able to communicate effectively 
and with ease with the other 
citizens. 49.0 44.4 5.6 1.0 - 196

Total 
number 

of 

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree 

Item Agree Neither 
Agree 

nor 

Disagree
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Northern,7 Central,8 Southern9 and Eastern10 Europe. The analysis 

included statistical techniques such as cross-tabulation, but also vari-

ance-analysis, t-test and cluster-analysis. The statistical processing of 

the data did not detect any statistically significant differences neither 

between nations nor between men and women. Looking at table 1, 

one reason for this homogeneous picture is the overall low variance 

of the assessment-variables; almost everyone agreed with the positive 

evaluations. Furthermore, the low number of cases per country 

makes statistically significant results less likely.  

However, some (non-significant) tendencies regarding national dif-

ferences were detected when taking a closer look at the response pat-

terns by inserting each dependent variable in a cross-tabulation11 

with the citizens’ country of origin.  

For the comparison the majority or at least half of the citizens’ indi-

vidual answers that indicated a peremptorily positive assessment 

were counted for each country (maximum of 5 ratings) as well as 

over all countries for each of the 5 dependent variables (maximum of 

25 ratings per variable).  

Focussing on the five dependent variables, the response-patterns at 

the level of nationality follow the distributions of the variables based 

on the individual citizens’ answers. 8 countries answered perempto-

rily positive to the item regarding the satisfaction with the outcome. 

The items measuring perceived efficiency, perceived fairness and 

                                                           
7 Includes Denmark, Finland, Sweden 
8 Central Europe includes the following countries: Austria, Belgium, UK, 

Netherlands, France, Germany, Ireland, Luxemburg 
9 Includes Cyprus, Greece, Italy, Malta, Portugal, Spain 
10 Includes: Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Poland, Slovakia, 

Slovenia 
11 The cross-tabulation can be used for analysing whether the distribution of 

one variable is dependent from the distribution of another one. So, the base 

of the analysis are frequencies, which are statistically always computable. 

Statistical methods for testing of the statistical relevance of the relation could 

not have been   computed because of the low number of cases per nationality. 
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perceived transparency were positively affirmed by the respondents 

of 9 countries. The assessment of the design (12 countries) and the 

item measuring the perceived effectiveness of communication (15 

countries) received the highest positive evaluation. 

Highly affirmative to all five dependent variables were the citizens 

from Austria, Belgium and Germany. Most affirmative ratings were 

detected among participants from the Czech Republic, Hungary, 

Ireland, Malta, Portugal and Slovenia. The citizens from other coun-

tries gave more differentiated responses. The Dutch, the Italians but 

also the citizens from Poland answered slightly more sceptical than 

the members of the other countries regarding all five variables. 

4.3 Indicated Problems of the Dialogue 

The citizens also had the possibility to indicate problems that might 

lead to the obstruction of an effective dialogue. Although an over-

whelming majority of the citizens confirmed that the dialogue condi-

tions were appropriate, 18.5% (every aspect N=195, multiple answers 

were possible) of the respondents criticised that they experienced 

time problems. Some citizens reported that they had not enough 

knowledge about the topic (4.6%) or that translation problems hin-

dered an effective communication (4.1%). A very small minority criti-

cised the over-structuring of the dialogue by rules (3.1%) or com-

plained about the complexity of the process (2.6%). 2.1% of the re-

spondents were unsatisfied with the atmosphere of the event and 

1.5% criticised the facilitators for not providing equal speaking op-

portunities for everybody. 1% of the citizens considered the informa-

tion provided as insufficient and 0.5% complained about communica-

tion problems due to an inappropriate setting. 4.1% of the respon-

dents mentioned other reasons. 
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4.4 Objectives and Expected Impact of 

the Project  

The majority of the citizens indicated as reason for their participation 

in the Agenda-Setting Event (62.2%, N=196) that they were primarily 

interested in the issue. 17.9 % mentioned the process itself as being 

the main motivation for participating. 15.8% wanted to meet people 

from all over Europe. Some very small minorities (each with 2%) 

participated for having fun or for travelling or due to other reasons.  

What did the citizens perceive as key objectives of the process (every 

aspect N=196, multiple answers were possible)? Most of the respon-

dents considered the communication between citizens and policy 

makers (57.1%) as the main objective; a comparable proportion 

(56.1%) rated the empowerment of citizens to influence European 

policies as an important goal.  Nearly half of the sample (47.4%) ex-

pressed the objective of encouraging the debate on the future of the 

EU. Roughly a fourth of the respondents saw the events as an oppor-

tunity to resolve the current crises of the European Union (23.5%). 

Strengthening national goals against a unified European policy 

(16.3%) was chosen less frequently. 3.1% of the citizens mentioned 

other objectives as being important. 

Most of the respondents (56.7%, N always >193) expected a signifi-

cant influence of the project on political decisions and decision mak-

ers at the European level. One third of the sample (34.5%) assumed 

that such an impact will also be achieved at the national level. 32% of 

the citizens thought the project will have significant repercussions in 

the media. A more sceptical view emerges when it comes to changes 

in society. Only 24.7% are convinced that the results will have an 

influence on society. 18.9% of the respondents did not expect any 

influence at all. 
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4.5 Assessments of the Process and Sat-

isfaction with the Results 

The questionnaire included three assessment questions regarding the 

process and its design (cf. table 1). The numerical results of these 

three questions were all pooled for a combined analysis of the main 

drivers for the evaluation of the results. 

The first item focused on the effectiveness of the communication 

among the citizens and is more related to mere procedural aspects. 

The second item referred to the design of the process. The third item 

comprised a judgement regarding the fairness and the transparency 

of the process, which basically can be seen as important background 

dimensions for the evaluation of participative processes in general 

(Renn 2004, Webler 1995). In addition to the direct measurement of 

the satisfaction with the outcome of the Agenda-Setting Event, an-

other item focused on the relation between outcome and investments 

in the process (efficiency).  

The satisfaction with the outcome was chosen as dependent variable 

and then fed into a linear regression model.12 The analysis showed 

                                                           
12 This statistical method enables the analysis of the causal influence of one or 

more predictor-variables on one dependent variable (cf. Bortz, 2005, p.183ff). 

Each influence is symbolized by a beta-coefficient and will be computed free 

from the influence of the other predictors. Statistically relevant influences 

will be indicated by * or ** or ***. The last-named symbol indicates that the 

error-rate is under 1/1000 by assuming the computed relationship, ** means 

the rate is under 1/100 and * means it is under 5/100. The mathematical range 

of the beta-coefficient includes –1.0 to +1.0, which symbolize perfect relation-

ship between predictor and dependent variable. If the coefficient is positive, 

the relation between the predictor and the dependent variable is positive. 

This means the higher the affirmation in variable one the higher the confir-

mation to variable two respectively the lower the affirmation in variable one 

the lower the confirmation to variable two. A negative coefficient indicates 
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that satisfaction with the outcome can be explained by the three proc-

ess variables (R2=.231), whereby the evaluation of fairness and trans-

parency is the most important predictor (beta=.308***). With a beta-

coefficient of .199**, the assessment of procedural aspects has a 

stronger statistical influence than the citizens’ evaluation of the de-

sign (beta=.153*).  

If the regression model includes the citizens’ assessment of efficiency 

as dependent variable, the evaluation of fairness and transparency 

(.266***) has slightly more statistical influence than the assessment of 

the design (beta=.262***). The procedural aspect of effectiveness has 

no influence at all.  

The effectiveness and procedural aspects have statistical influence on 

the satisfaction with the results. The assessment of the efficiency 

seems to be more determined by structural and fundamental factors 

such as evaluation of design. The evaluation of fairness and transpar-

ency can basically be seen as the core aspect of the citizens’ evalua-

tions. 

 

                                                                                                                             
the higher the affirmation at variable one the lower the affirmation at vari-

able two or visa versa. 
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5 Content Analysis of the Website 

A website is an excellent possibility to increase the external visibility 

and raise additional impact of the project. The evaluation team ob-

served the project’s website since its creation in September 2006. The 

internet presentation includes essential information on the past and 

future events of the project written in English. It contains a descrip-

tion of the aims and procedures of the project, provides contact and 

media information as well as a section on the project as a model for 

European participation. 

The website is informative, but stirs no emotions. Some information 

is difficult to find or missing and there is no possibility to search 

within the site. For example, the website did not contain any informa-

tion on the citizens’ juries in Berlin and Budapest two weeks after the 

events. Furthermore, it includes only few external links except for 

those to the funding organisations and national partners. Information 

and links could be added to the European Union or in relation to the 

three selected topic areas. In addition, links to the other projects se-

lected under the Commission’s Plan D might be useful. 

5.1 Forum 

The homepage of a large participatory event such as the European 

Citizens’ Consultations aiming to reach a wide audience should offer 

an opportunity for online discussion or postings of comments. How-

ever, the existing forum on the website actually requires a password. 

Establishing an open forum is easy and would have great potential 

for fostering a dialogue among participants of the events as well as 

non-participants who want to contribute to the discussion or just 

would like to share experiences from and with others. Once it exists, 
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the organisers should invite the participants of the major events to 

join the forum and install salient links at the project’s website. 

5.2 National WebPages 

Currently, national websites seem to exist only for Germany and 

Cyprus. The German web page is a translation of the English main 

page whereas the web page of Cyprus has a different layout and con-

tent and is partly written in English and partly in Greek. At least the 

Cypriot website is not clearly linked to the general website.  

Furthermore, several national partners have included a notice about 

the project on their own institutional website. Since it is important 

that all European citizens can get essential information about the 

project, translations of the basic pages of the project’s website into all 

languages would be welcomed. If the costs for installing complete 

websites in all languages are too high, at least an English, French and 

German version should be offered. 

5.3 Other Websites About ECC 

A few non-governmental organisations such as open democracy or 

research centres as well as a few individuals whom participated in 

the process have set up web blogs or inserted reports about the 

Agenda-Setting Event on their websites. The comments were mostly 

positive and lauded the mere opportunity of a dialogue among citi-

zens from all over Europe. The project was considered as a valuable 

possible starting point for more influence of citizens on European 

policy. Most contributors were sceptical, however, about the potential 

influence of the project on European policy making. One critical point 

mentioned was the sampling procedure for selecting the participants. 
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Generally, the number of contributions found in English or German 

language was low.  

In general, the Agenda-Setting Event did not lead to many repercus-

sions on the European or national media and had therefore only a 

moderate outreach. The German newspaper “Süddeutsche Zeitung” 

published one article. The database LexisNexis contained only a lim-

ited number of articles. One important point of reference in the press 

was the fact that the Vice-president of the European Commission 

Margot Wallström visited the Agenda-Setting Event. 
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6 Summary  

The Agenda-Setting Event of the European Citizens’ Consultations 

can be considered as successful, and met the desired objectives. The 

event delivered the envisioned output and constituted a valuable 

base for the further proceeding since three topics were selected for 

the future national debates. The general atmosphere during the event 

was productive, constructive but also relaxed. Critical situations were 

not detected during the deliberations which indicates that the chosen 

process design generally performed well. All the persons involved, 

especially the citizens, showed high commitment and involvement. 

The design elements such as the bilingual tables and the time man-

agement generally served the purpose. Therefore, most of the citizens 

were actively engaged in the dialogue in spite of the language barri-

ers. The interviews and free conversations with citizens and facilita-

tors during the event as well as the participants’ answers in the 

evaluation questionnaires provide sufficient evidence to conclude 

that all actors in the process were on the whole satisfied or even very 

satisfied with the results and the process. Critical voices emerged 

regarding particular aspects such as the sampling of the citizens. A 

number of citizens in the Pad-survey of the organisers did not agree 

with or, at least, questioned the final list of topics. The response pat-

terns of the citizens in the evaluation survey also demonstrated a rate 

of restrained judgments with respect to the end result, but the major-

ity of the assessments remained positive if not enthusiastic. 

Several interview partners considered the selection process of the 

topics as being unduly influenced by the speech of Margot Wall-

ström. The high priority given to environmental and climate change 

issues are an indication that her speech did affect the participants’ 

choices of main topics. However, this could be the result of more 

detailed deliberations inspired by her speech or a result of the promi-

nence of the speaker. 
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In general, the process design included a lot of elegant features such 

as a common agenda of topics gained by a pre-event survey as a 

starting point for the deliberations. Overall, the design offered also an 

adequate frame for timing all the necessary activities. The partici-

pants found the general atmosphere productive and constructive. The 

design focused on accomplishing results which was appreciated by 

all actors. However, the process would have benefited from a deci-

sion to prioritise the results at the tables and to restrict the number of 

contributions per table. Such a disciplined approach would have 

simplified the work of the editorial team and it would have given 

more time for elaborating and integrating each citizen’s contribu-

tions. This proposed change in the design would have involved the 

citizens already into the first step of synthesis and would have made 

the writing process more transparent and balanced. The facilitators, 

who were also responsible for writing the citizens’ contributions, 

were sometimes overtaxed and unable to master both tasks simulta-

neously: moderating and reporting. The performance of the facilita-

tors varied a lot; some mastered all the tasks in an exceptional man-

ner while others had major difficulties in providing even basic ser-

vices to the table.  

The impact of the event is not easy to assess at this early stage, but 

the media coverage was limited to very few articles in European and 

national newspapers. The website contains important information, 

but some aspects could be improved since a forum for an open 

online-dialogue, additional links, a search function and some web-

sites in national languages are missing. 
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