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1. Executive Summary 

Work package 1 is concerned with one main objective: to identify and analyse with key projects and 

initiatives related to citizen engagement and empowerment surrounding climate issues. Three tasks 

contribute to the fulfilment of this objective (partner in charge in brackets): 

• T1.1 Review and update existing mapping of citizen engagement initiatives related to climate 

adaptation in Europe [BSC] 

• T1.2 Analyse methodologies and practices employed to engage citizens [BSC] 

• T1.3 Compile and analyse capacity building resources for climate change adaptation and 

fighting disinformation campaigns [IBE] 

This interim report concerns Task 1.1. The report is organised as follows: we begin by summarising 

findings from the deliberative democracy literature to explain our discussions and decisions on 

defining the scope of ‘citizen engagement initiative’. We then detail the database we have built to 

collect the data, our efforts at testing it with a sample of initiatives, and our attempts to ensure the 

result generated support tangential efforts in other work packages. Having built and tested the tool, 

we outline the key data sources we will draw on for the mapping exercise and then conclude the 

report with the timeline of next steps to complete the three deliverables expected under WP1 and 

to be delivered by month 12, 18 and 24: 

• D1.1 Mapping of existing citizen engagement initiatives (T1.1: M18) 

• D1.2 Report on the methodologies and recommendations used for citizen engagement 

(T1.2: M24) 

• D1.3 Report on capacity building resources on climate change adaptation and 

disinformation campaigns (T1.3: M12) 

2. Definitions and scope 

This section revises the theoretical basis with regards citizen engagement, because there is no 

universal agreed definition of citizen engagement initiatives and it is important to understand the 

background behind it, given its importance in democratic governance systems. This wide range of 

interpretations generates thus the need to propose a working definition in which to base the 

mapping. Especially, the concept of ‘citizen engagement initiatives’, or CEI thereafter, is the 

language adopted by the EU Missions and often found in both academic and grey literature equally 

(Delli Carpini et al., 2004; Adler et al., 2005; Ekman et al., 2012).  
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2.1 Exploring what CEI means 

For the purposes of the AGORA project, we are interested specifically in how citizens can be 

empowered to contribute to decisions related to climate change adaptation. This more active 

interpretation of engagement pushes us to interpret citizen engagement as falling under the 

broader umbrella of deliberative democracy. We adopt a definition of deliberative democracy as 

something that “focuses on the communicative processes of opinion and will formation that 

precede voting [and any other form of political participation]“ (Delli Carpini et al., 2004). Within the 

concept of deliberative democracy, there exists the act of public deliberation. As such, public 

deliberation is the ‘gathering place’ where deliberative democracy occurs and we follow Delli 

Carpini et al., 2004 who adopt the definition of public deliberation from Gastil (2000: p. 22), which 

reads as follows: 

“public deliberation is discussion that involves judicious argument, critical listening, and earnest 

decision making. Following the writings of John Dewey, full deliberation includes a careful 

examination of a problem or issue, the identification of possible solutions, the establishment or 

reaffirmation of evaluative criteria, and the use of these criteria in identifying an optimal solution. 

Within a specific policy debate or in the context of an election, deliberation sometimes starts with a 

given set of solutions, but it always involves problem analysis, criteria specification, and 

evaluation.”            

From this definition we see already important activities that take place during CEIs, such as the 

deliberation around a specific problem –in our case related to climate change adaptation processes-

, and the identification of possible solutions in often consensual forms. These are aspects that are 

important for the operationalisation that we propose in section 2.2. Seen under this light, CEIs imply 

thus discursive participation, which is characterized as being talk-centric instead of vote-centric as 

in the case of political participation. The mainstream emergence of discursive participation occurred 

as part of politics’ deliberative turn that took place in the early 2000s (Jacobs et al., 2009), and has 

as also recently occurred in the context of the climate crisis (Willis et al., 2022). A key aspect here 

that we embrace is that the process of discursive participation and deliberation are important as 

the outcome (the proposed solutions, for example), as illustrated in the following quote from 

Chambers (2003, p. 309): 

“Generally speaking, we can say that deliberation is debate and discussion aimed at producing 

reasonable, well-informed opinions in which participants are willing to revise preferences in light 

of discussion, new information, and claims made by fellow participants. Although consensus need 

not be the ultimate aim of deliberation, and participants are expected to pursue their interests, an 

overarching interest in the legitimacy of outcomes (understood as justification to all affected) ideally 

characterizes deliberation.”  

The quote also alludes to the five key conditions for assessing public deliberation: universalism, 

inclusivity, rationality, agreement, and political efficacy (Jacobs et al., 2009, p. 9 - 13), which will  

 

https://www.annualreviews.org/doi/full/10.1146/annurev.polisci.7.121003.091630
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underpin the analysis of citizen engagement methodologies and practices to be undertaken in T1.2, 

as presented next. 

 

Figure 1. Brief illustration of the theoretical basis behind citizen engagement initiatives 

 

2.2 A working definition of CEI 

Using the literature and theoretical perspectives above, we now move to outline a practical working 

definition of ‘citizen engagement’ that we can use for our mapping and evaluation of initiatives. We 

adopt the following five characteristics of public deliberation that are important, relevant, and 

which frame citizen engagement as a category within ‘discursive participation’.  

For this work, a citizen engagement initiative: 

• Includes discourse with other citizens: actions of talking, discussing, debating, and/or 

deliberating 

• Expressly considers “talking” as a form of participation 

• Can be linked to civic and political processes 

• Can occur through a variety of media (not only face-to-face exchanges) 

• Focuses on local, national, or international issues of public concern 

The definition proposed in the previous section has influenced the aspects tracked in the mapping 

of citizen engagement initiatives and their characteristics. This definition is relevant because 

additionally, it touches upon types of participation, and it helps limit the scope additionally for what 

citizen engagement encompasses or not. In the next section we detail this scope by describing the 

methodology we are following to conduct the mapping exercise. 

 

3. Methodology 

Employing the CEI definition above and investigating the information sources below, we outline an 

array of activities that may be considered as CEI; these include: 

• Assemblies 

• Panels 

• Conversation cafés 

• Roundtables 

Deliberative 

democracy 

Discursive 

participation 

Public 

deliberation 

Citizen 

engagement 

initiatives 



 

 

      7 
This project has received funding from the European 

Union’s Horizon Europe Research and Innovation 

Actions under grant agreement No 101093921 

Deliverable Dx.y 

• Councils 

• Forums/forum theatres 

• Jury 

• Dialogues 

• Citizen science (when related to policy decisions) 

Equally, our working definition and focus on discursive group activities allows us to identify activities 

that are similar to those explored in this study but are nonetheless beyond our scope because they 

are non-discursive such as, as listed in Delli Carpini et al., 2004:  

• “voting (alone, i.e. without prior discussion); 

• supporting political parties (attending rallies or volunteering); 

• lobbying, advocating or protesting for specific causes and those that rely on forms of 

participation at the individual level, such as:  

o elite-to-elite discourse, such as campaign debates, congressional deliberations, or 

television talk shows (e.g., Meet the Press);  

o citizen-to-elite communications, such as most school board meetings, call-in radio or 

television shows, letters to the editor, op-eds, and other contacts with the media;  

o elite-to-citizen communications, such as press conferences or speeches;  

• “self-deliberation” of the sort considered by Lindeman (2002) or Gunderson (1995); 

• meetings or conversations about personal issues or concerns that are not directly related to 

broader public issues.” (see also Eckmann et al., 2012). 

Other scope criteria 

Beyond our definition of CEIs and relevant activities, our mapping is limited to European projects 

since 2015. Our preliminary search is for CEIs reported in English, but we intend to also carry out 

searches for key terms in the languages used in all of the AGORA pilot regions (Spanish, German, 

Swedish, Italian). 

3. Data gathering 

Gathering data to conduct the mapping of CEI involves a preliminary desk research phase to scan 

existing mapping initiatives, followed by a more intense phase in which several methods are 

deployed to fill in the gaps not detected initially. In more detail, these two phases consist of the 

following activities:  

• Desk research: identifying CEI through existing databases, webpages, EU-funded projects, 

academic and grey literature, including those listed in the AGORA proposal and suggestions 

from partners. 

• Mixed-methods: Additional CEI to those found in the desk research are added ad hoc 

following helicopter interviews with experts from different regions (linked to WP2 and WP4), 
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multi-objective survey (linked to T1.2 and WP4), snowball sampling and participant 

observation during related events such as conferences or workshops.  

In the following subsections we describe the findings from the first screening of desk research and 

how they allowed us to create the database to be used for the full mapping of CEIs. 

3.1 Existing databases 

Several databases collect information about CEIs, but none appear to be exhaustive, nor are they 

specifically linked to climate adaptation activities in Europe. As a starting point for our mapping 

exercise, we list and link in this section the databases identified from (i) desk research; (ii) grey 

literature, including project-driven; (iii) academic literature; and finally, (iv) identifiable through 

European networks working in similar fields. 

3.1.1 Identified from desk research and networks 

We have identified three main resources with a few cases: 

• KNOCA on climate assemblies (national, subnational) 

• Ecsite on citizen participation in H2020 projects (cross-border) 

• Cities profile about citizen engagement initiatives from Eurocities (local) 

And two large databases, the first coordinated by the Frauenhofer Institute and the latter by a global 

consortium: 

• Citizen engagement EU 

• Participedia 

The structures of these databases (for instance, Table 1) informed the fields to use for our mapping.  

Table 1: Filters and categories used by the Participedia database 

• Purpose 

• Commissioning 

• Task 

• Commitment to 

respond 

• Governance 

• Delivery bodies 

• Participant recruitment 

• Duration 

• Structure and 

facilitation 

• Evidence base 

• Developing 

recommendations 

• Decision making 

• Final report 

• Communication 

• Public engagement 

• Oversight of official 

response 

• Impact 

• Evaluation 

• Budget 

https://knoca.eu/national-climate-assemblies/
https://www.ecsite.eu/activities-and-services/resources/citizen-participation-horizon-europe
https://citizens.eurocities.eu/
https://www.citizen-engagement.eu/participation_activities
https://participedia.net/


 

 

      9 
This project has received funding from the European 

Union’s Horizon Europe Research and Innovation 

Actions under grant agreement No 101093921 

Deliverable Dx.y 

 

3.1.2 Identified from grey literature and research projects and private sector initiatives 

The following platforms and projects have addressed citizen participatory activities and provide data 

of initiatives that fit our definition and criteria, being some of them listed under the EU Missions & 

citizen engagement activities (here). 

• WeAdapt Case-Study Map and Synthesis report 

• Transform project 

• POCITYF 

• Civitas Elan 

• ARSINOE 

• IMPETUS 

• TransformAr 

• Maptionnaire 

3.1.3 Identified from academic literature 

The academic literature includes many assessments of CEIs and in some cases, for example, Shortall 

and colleagues (2022), has mapped different initiatives. Following our preliminary search, the 

identification of relevant academic literature will continue in coordination with the systematic 

literature review led by WP4, which is expected to be concluded in the fall of 2024.  

3.1.4 Identified via networks  

Beyond online databases, networks with European footprints could offer a useful source of 

initiatives if we can gain access to network members and extend the mapping via snowball 

sampling. Relevant networks identified so far include: 

• Civic-forum 

• Eurocities 

• Iclei 

3.2 Building our database 

Following our preliminary review of the literature and existing data and databases, we have 

identified the fields which are important to map as part of T1.1. These fields have been categorised 

under three topics and are described below. These categories have been agreed with the AGORA 

Consortium members.  

As well as informing T1.2, the database contains additional fields that help gather data for the other 

work packages and has been designed to feed into the digital AGORA. 

Project identity 

https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/funding/funding-opportunities/funding-programmes-and-open-calls/horizon-europe/eu-missions-horizon-europe/eu-missions-citizen-engagement-activities_en
https://www.weadapt.org/placemarks/maps
https://www.weadapt.org/knowledge-base/climate-change-adaptation-knowledge-platforms/ke4cap-synthesis-report
https://www.transform-project.eu/tag/citizen-participation/
https://pocityf.eu/
https://civitas.eu/projects/elan
https://arsinoe-project.eu/
https://www.impetus-project.eu/
https://transformar.eu/
https://maptionnaire.com/
https://civic-forum.eu/?page_id=61#policy-reports
https://citizens.eurocities.eu/
https://iclei.org/tag/citizen-engagement/
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The initial fields identify the CEI, including the name, if it is linked to a project, its type, location, and 

institutional and temporal scales (see Box below on, ‘Understanding scales’). 

Stakeholder involvement and roles 

CEIs potentially involve a wide range of stakeholders, from policy-makers, to experts, consultancies 

or NGOs. This field helps to identify which stakeholders were involved during the initiative and their 

role(s). The range of roles that stakeholders can play included are : 

• Organiser: proposing or commissioning the initiative 

• Implementer: conducting the deliberation process (“facilitators”) 

• Participant: being part of the deliberation process 

• Funder: funds from which the process is being financed 

• Speaker: the person is invited to give a talk about a specific climate-related topic 

• Other: possible other roles (brokerage, non-financial sponsor, etc.) 

As multiple actors from the same category may be involved in any of these roles, the fields are left 

with multiple choice options and with an open field to introduce such information. 

Engagement process 

The fields under this theme detail the characteristics of the engagement process. Examples here 

include how and how many citizens were involved the goal of the initiative and who set it, the type 

of methods used to engage with citizens (talks, focus groups, etc.), and the format and impact of 

any decisions. 1. Our preliminary literature review suggests that the impacts of CEIs are less studied, 

so we also explicitly assess whether there is any evaluation process linked to the initiative. This 

section is particularly relevant to the analysis of CEI methodologies that will be carried out in T1.2. 

AGORA WP2-7 synergies 

We see the horizon scanning and literature analysis in WP1 (like that in WP4) as related to all other 

ÀGORA WPs. In particular, we hope the WP1 findings help validate the activities conducted 

elsewhere in the ÀGORA project by triangulating data, and revealing, disseminating and testing best 

practices in engagement methods, and the creation, sharing and transfer of knowledge. Beyond 

these broad themes, there are specific aspects that may support the activities conducted by other 

partners which we hope to identify via the mapping of CEIs. These aspects are: 

• WP1: Capacity building resources  

• WP2: Concept of vulnerability 

• WP3: Process evaluation 

• WP4: Co-production stage  

• WP5: Misinformation campaigns 

• WP6: Climate data information 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0168851005001314?via%3Dihub
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• WP7: Ethical considerations 

Finally, the last fields cover whether there are any associated publications, where was the project 

identified and further details that the data collector wants to add related to the initiative. 

 

Box: Understanding Scales 

The scales of a CEI refer to the different dimensions that define it and are important for 

contextualising CEIs and for understanding their wider applicability because they can be defined 

from several perspectives. The spatial scale may refer to the scope of influence of the decisions 

or recommendations reached during the process. The temporal scale can explain the duration of 

the process, the frequency at which citizens met to deliberate or both. The jurisdictional and 

institutional scales situate the governance level at which it was conducted, and highlight if the 

CEI decision related to a specific policy. The figure below displays these scales, based on the work 

of Cash and colleagues (2006). As the scales refer to different aspects of the citizen engagement 

initiative, they are distributed across fields. For instance, the jurisdictional location sits under 

‘Project identification’, under the label ‘Location’. We separate these scales in our database 

because although it is possible that the jurisdictional and spatial location often correspond (e.g., 

a decision taken in Barcelona city, would be about influencing Barcelona city), this is not always 

the case; for example a CEI could refer to a landscape. 

 

Source and figure from: Cash et al., 2006 
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3.2.1 Kobotoolbox: data collection tool 

The potential number of CEIs, diversity of fields and level of detail envisaged pushed us to look 

beyond spreadsheet-based databases and we have instead built a data collection tool hosted in 

kobotoolbox. We tested several prototypes and made a number of changes before deploying the 

version we are now using for the full data collection (version 3). The tool contains all the explained 

fields, is straightforward to use (Fig. 3), allows for consistency in gathering the data for each CEI, 

and allows us to filter and download the collated data in standard formats. The tool can be accessed 

here: https://ee.kobotoolbox.org/x/uqDatY9i 

 

 

Figure 3. Image of the CEI mapping tool designed with kobotoolbox 

  

https://ee.kobotoolbox.org/x/uqDatY9i


 

 

      13 
This project has received funding from the European 

Union’s Horizon Europe Research and Innovation 

Actions under grant agreement No 101093921 

Deliverable Dx.y 

4. Next steps 

To date we have established the theoretical basis and practical scope for the mapping of CEIs, 

outlined the main sources of information that will populate our mapping, and have designed and 

tested the tool we will use to carry it out. We have already begun adding CEIs to the database and 

the next steps are to continue populating the the database, both with those CEIs that are available 

in the identified sources, and with those that may be available from other sources (e.g. those via 

networks or via literature/web searches in other languages). As the database grows, we will 

periodically update the other WPs with any CEIs that may be of use to them. In particular, the work 

in T.1.1 will more closely align with that in T1.2 as we begin to review and analyse the engagement 

methodologies used.   

 

4.1 Timeline 

The below figure shows the timeline as agreed in the ÀGORA Grant Agreement. To facilitate 

supporting efforts in other tasks and work packages, we aim to have collected most of the data by 

the end of 2023 and to use the first half of 2024 to maintain the database, update it with any new 

initiatives, and prepare it for integration with the Digital Agora. 

 

Figure 4. Gannt Chart WP1 (from ÀGORA Grant Agreement) 
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