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Aims of the working paper 

ACT.WB aims to generate and disseminate knowledge on innovative democratic practices in 
Western Balkans, through a process of networking, knowledge sharing and collaboration in practical 
issues between academic scholars, civil society actors and practitioners. 

The second Working paper “Democratic innovations: an overview of approaches and tools” aims 
to develop a conceptual and methodological framework of democratic innovations, that could be 
useful for countries with few or no experience in the topic, by: 

 Exploring the international theoretical and empirical literature on the existent approaches 
to citizen involvement in policy making; 

 Creating a toolbox for practitioners and scholars who want to experiment democratic 
innovations in their contexts. 

This Conceptual working paper contains the ACT.WB main methodological assumptions, setting 
the path for the realization of the two experimental democratic innovations, to be realized in Serbia 
at the beginning of the second year. 

 

 

1 Introduction 

Over the last decades, although a general retrenchment of the State in terms of direct intervention 
in the Market, public intervention to address collective problems has been enlarged, challenged by 
the emergence of new needs, demands and socio-economic risks. In front of new challenges and 
unsolved old problems, policy-making has also been gradually evolving towards more inclusive 
governance models. Expressions like ‘horizontal governance’, ‘collaborative Public Administration’ 
‘participatory governance’ and ‘democratic innovations’ are now spreading in many countries (Fung 
and Wright 2001; Fischer 2006; Smith 2009). Local authorities, in particular, are effectively 
experimenting the involvement of extra-institutional actors to address public issues, by sharing their 
decisions and management power with citizens and stakeholders (Michels and De Graaf 2010). 

These inclusive innovative democratic practices should, on the one hand, favour community 
building and conflict management, especially in contexts with low political confidence, low trust in 
public institutions and low political participation; on the other hand, they should improve the problem-
solving capacity of the Public Administration, by improving the understanding of community assets, 
needs and requirements and by increasing the government departments’ capacity of collaborating 
and communicating between them. 

These inclusive innovative democratic processes can be designed and managed in different 
ways. Over the last decades, two approaches have emerged in the public participation field. 
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2 Involving citizens and civil society actors in policy-making: an overview of the 
approaches 

Collaborative and inclusive policy-making has spread in many countries, through various kinds 
of involvement processes, which have the aim of integrating the viewpoints of politicians and 
bureaucrats with the ones of civil society actors, target groups and beneficiary groups or service 
users. Although these processes do not always follow ideal formats explicitly, a common typology 
distinguishes between participatory processes and deliberative processes (Ravazzi 2006). 

2.1 Participatory processes and deliberative processes 

Participatory processes have the main aim of mobilizing and activating citizens in public 
affairs, in order to influence political decisions directly. Since the Seventies, some countries begun 
to experiment public audiences, town meetings, participatory planning and participatory budgeting. 
According to the participatory approach, the public sphere should be open to civil society voices by 
integrating the traditional democratic procedures with public assemblies of direct democracy, in 
which ordinary citizens and civil society actors can contribute to shape public decisions. From this 
perspective, public participation is good per se and public engagement must be spontaneous and 
give space to confrontational forms of interaction among citizens, associations and political 
authorities. The legitimacy of participatory practices lie in the number of citizens that they manage 
to involve and in the strength of the voice that they manage to transmit to the political authorities 
(Smith 2009). 

In summary, participatory approaches to collaborative policy-making is based on the following 
main principles: 

 the search for high mobilization as a good per se, in order to strengthen civic virtues and 
grassroots democracy, 

 the importance of direct confrontation between political representatives and citizens, in 
order to increase popular control on politicians, 

 the need for direct democracy (vote and referendum), in order to clearly show 
majoritarian opinions on public decisions. 

Participatory budget is the most common participatory device, through which population is 
invited to participate in order to contribute to the allocation of the budget voices. Born in Brazil in late 
Eighties, participatory budget found wide application in Europe starting from the following decade 

(Fig. 1). This type of practice appears to be among the most adopted not only in the new world1, but 

also in the old continent, as confirmed by the literature on the subject (Sintomer and Allegretti 2009, 
Allegretti 2010, Dias 2014). 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                

1 The website of the Participatory Budgeting Project, a nonprofit association, collects a series of case studies of 
participatory budgeting mainly on the new continent, in particular Canada and the USA, but also in the rest of the world.  
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Figure 1. Participatory budgets in the world. 

 

Source: Sintomer et al. (2012, 4). 

 

Deliberative processes have a partially different aim: creating public spaces of discussion 
between different viewpoints, reasons, ideas and interests, in order to take decisions in a 
constructive and consensual way. From this perspective, democratic innovations should not be 
introduced to involve active citizens, but to create the conditions that allow citizens to listen to other 
viewpoints, to discuss on arguments and reasons, to question preconceived opinions and to 
formulate decisions that satisfy different needs and interests. For this reason, deliberative processes 
pay more attention to the balance between different voices, than to the detection of a majoritarian 
voice in civil society; to the quality of the dialogues, than to the quantity of participants; to the search 
for a consensual agreement, than to the empowerment of the most representative opinions (Bobbio 
2010; Mansbridge et al. 2010; Cuppen 2012; Steiner 2012).  

In summary, deliberative processes are based on the following principles: 

 the importance of dialogue between different voices regardless of their strength in terms 
of mobilization potential or social support, in order to take into consideration all the 
viewpoints and interests on a particular issue, 

 the search for balanced information and rational argumentation, in order to favour the 
construction of reasoned decisions and opinions, 

 the search for constructive interactions between citizens, experts and stakeholders, in 
order to favour the emergence of consensual decisions. 

As a consequence, deliberative processes give only small room to spontaneous forms of 
participation and they tend to be somewhat ‘artificial’: they are highly structured, involving citizens, 
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experts and stakeholders in strictly regulated arenas, and they are usually designed and conducted 
with the support and consultancy of professional facilitators (Fung 2003; Dryzek 2010; Moore 2012). 

From the Nineties onwards, several deliberative processes have been experimented all over the 
world, like Deliberative polls, Citizen juries, Consensus conferences, Planungszelle, and 21st 
Century Town Meetings. 

Thanks to the activity of the Center for Deliberative Democracy, housed in the Department of 
Communication at Stanford University, deliberative polls are among the most applied deliberative 
processes. Deliberative polls recruit randomly representative samples of the population and these 
samples are first polled on the targeted issues. Participants are then invited to gather at a single 
place for a weekend in order to discuss the issues. Carefully balanced briefing materials are sent to 
the participants and are also made publicly available. The participants engage in dialogue with 
competing experts and political leaders based on questions they develop in small group discussions 
(6-12 people) with trained facilitators. After the deliberations, the samples are again asked the 
original questions. The resulting changes in opinion represent the conclusions the public would 
reach, if people had opportunity to become more informed and more engaged by the issues. To 
date, deliberative polling experiments on different issues have been conducted over seventy times 
in 24 countries, but only 49 deliberative polls made worldwide have been cataloged on the website, 
of which 13 in Europe (Fig. 2). In 2007 EU was the scene of the first attempt to apply the model on 
an international scale, with the project "Tomorrow's Europe, the first EU-wide Deliberative Poll". This 
project involved for the first time a random sample of 362 citizens from all 27 EU countries that spent 
a weekend deliberating about key social, economic, and foreign policy issues affecting the future of 
the EU and its member states. 

 

Figure 2. Cataloged deliberative polls by countries and issues. 

 

Source: http://cdd.stanford.edu 

http://cdd.stanford.edu/
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Citizens’ juries, consensus conferences and Planungszelle are processes aimed at including in the 
decision-making arena a few dozen citizens, selected from a random or stratified sample of the 
population, who are gathered for a very short period (usually in the order of 2-5 days) to discuss and 
decide on a highly controversial issue (Font 1998). Some processes take place within a few days, 
others last several months, reaching a maximum duration of one or two years. Citizens’ juries are 
common practices mainly in the United States, Australia, Denmark, the Netherlands and Spain 
(Crosby 1996, Smith and Wales 1999). Planungszelle (planning cells) were first tested in Germany 
(Garbe 1986, Dienel 1997) and have a quite similar format to citizens’ juries. Consensus conferences 
are a Danish innovation, but have also arrived in Great Britain and the Netherlands (Hörning 1999, 
Boy, Kamel and Roqueplo 2000) and are mainly focused on new and controversial scientific issues.  

The selected citizens, who receive cash compensation for the entire duration of the inclusive 
process, have the opportunity to speak with experts and stakeholders on the subject, who, in addition 
to concisely presenting and arguing their views on the issue under discussion, are required to 
discuss with the participants and answer their questions. The whole decision-making process is 
assisted and regulated by professional facilitators, whose function is to ensure that the public 
dialogue is conducted impartially and according to pre-established rules, to allow all actors to interact 
with each other on an equal footing. 

At the end of the sessions, participants have to draw up a detailed report and make a final decision 
on the controversial issue. The primary objective of the participants is to arrive at a shared decision, 
so the decision-making procedure generally does not include majority voting. The final report is then 
forwarded to the competent political authority with the aim of influencing its decisions. 

The XXI Century Town meetings are very similar to the deliberative polls, but with the addition of a 
relevant technological component. The discussion tables are equipped with computers, on which the 
table verbalizers report the ideas, the controversial issues and the common proposals of the 
participants. The computers of the tables are connected to a central workstation, where a team of 
people (the so-called ‘theme team’) works to integrate the comments coming from the various tables, 
merging the similar ones and highlighting the divergences. Experts and stakeholders present their 
points of view to the whole audience, but during the discussion sessions they are available to the 
individual groups for clarification and discussion. These sessions are followed by moments of 
collective synthesis, in which the theme team reports the main ideas that emerged from the tables, 
the controversies on the issue to debate, the opinions and the main arguments on a big screen. 

The final survey is also carried out with the application of technology, by means of a tele-vote 
between options that the themes team has elaborated on the basis of the comments coming from 
the tables. The results of the tele-vote are shared with the participants in real time (Americaspeaks 
2002). 

After a careful review of the theoretical and empirical literature, the main differences between 
participatory and deliberative processes have been summarized in tab. 1. 

 

Table 1 Collaborative policy-making: deliberative vs. participatory approach 

 deliberative model participatory model 

 Design element aim Design 
element 

aim 
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arena 
construction 

targeted 
recruitment of 
participants 

equal room for 
different voices 
and interests 

open door 
maximum 
mobilization and 
participation 

dialogue 
conduction 

independent 
facilitation / use 
of techniques for 
constructive 
dialogue  

stimulus to 
reasoned and 
equal discussion  

spontaneous 
interaction 
and low 
structuration 

emergence of 
diffused need 
and opinions 

Information 
processing 

involvement of 
technicians and 
experts 

development of 
informed and 
wiser decisions  

direct 
interaction 
between 
politicians and 
citizens 

stronger popular 
control on 
politicians 

decision rule unanimity rule 
reach of 
consensual 
decisions 

preference 
aggregation / 
vote 

identification of 
the majoritarian 
view in civil 
society 

 

Some collaborative processes meld participatory approach with deliberative approach, for 
example mixing or alternating more open and spontaneous forms of citizen involvement with smaller, 
more structured and more dialogue-based arenas that gather ordinary citizens, stakeholders and 
experts (Ravazzi and Pomatto 2014). 

Moreover, some countries and regions have recently adopted laws that promote citizen 
involvement in decision-making. Peru and the Dominican Republic have distinguished 
themselves because of their adoption of national policies to promote participatory processes at a 
local level (McNulty 2012). Some European countries have also adopted participatory laws: Poland 
introduced a law that requires local governments to implement participatory processes and some 
Spanish and Italian regional governments (Andalusia, Catalonia, Apulia and Emilia-Romagna) 
introduced regional laws to promote the organization of citizen participation processes at an urban 
and regional level (Alarcòn and Font 2014; Font, Della Porta and Syntomer 2014). Other countries 
and regions have introduced laws that recall the deliberative ideal more or less explicitly. France 
institutionalized the use of the ‘Débat public’ in policy-making processes concerning large 
infrastructures (Revel et al. 2007) with the 1995 Barnier Law and afterwards with the 2002 Law on 
Democratic proximity, which introduced clear deliberative commitments in the participatory device 
(Steiner 2012). Tuscany formally initiated a policy to systematically promote deliberative processes 
in 2007, with the 69/07 Law, afterwards replaced by the 259/13 Law (Lewanski 2013). A similar Law 
has recently been introduced also in Italy in 2018. 

As the chart in Figure 3 shows, even out of regulatory frameworks, in some countries the 
percentage of local administrators and politicians who has witnessed participatory processes on their 
territory in the last five years is more than 88 percent.  
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Figure 3. Percentage of respondents (politicians and administrators) who took part in 
participatory projects. 

 

Source: Interreg Alpine Space, 2016. Countries considered: Austria, Switzerland, Italy, Slovenia, 
Liechtenstein, France and Germany. 

The landscape of collaborative processes in policy making is mostly unknown, since there does 
not exist any official repository of participatory and deliberative processes. At the moment, the most 
extensive open-access archive of collaborative processes is the Participedia project. Participedia is 
an online platform, founded by Archon Fung (Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University) 
and Mark E. Warren (Department of Political Science, University of British Columbia), that provides 
scholars and practitioners with a series of information on participatory processes, collecting cases 
from all over the world. While not covering the entire landscape of practices (as cases are collected 
on a voluntary basis), the database highlights how the participatory practices have been 
widespreading over the last decades (www.participedia.net). 

 

3. Some preconditions for a good start 

The context in which processes are introduced is important to understand the challenges and 
opportunities they face and in forecasting its easier or harder management. According to the 
empirical literature, some contextual aspects seem particularly relevant. 

First of all, the emergence or the presence of local and territorial conflicts can obstacle the 
management of an inclusive democratic process by undermining its perceived legitimacy and its 
capacity to address the issue in a constructive way. According to Petrella (2012), the emergence of 
conflicts in some cases of sustainable energy policies could be prevented in the cases in which the 
local authority had integrated the policy into a broader long-term strategic development plan. 

Another aspect that should be taken into consideration is the presence of a legal framework 
that binds the local authority and constrains it to adopt specific approaches or to respect specific 
rules. A higher-level legal framework can also help the process be perceived as more neutral and 
less linked to a particular political ideology. 

Moreover, the experience of previous participatory or deliberative processes may also help 
reduce skepticism and fear. In other words, the new process can be perceived (and also criticized) 
as a normal way of making policies, instead of a strange and questionable tool. 

http://www.participedia.net/
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Finally, some studies on participatory budgeting have shown that the presence of a local civil 
society that is willing to actively participate in public decisions favoured the management of 
the process (Abers 2000, Baiocchi 2003, 2005). According to Nylen (2003), in some way, the 
activism of groups and citizen committees acts as a factor that makes the process stronger while 
facing political pressures and attempts of weakening it (Nylen 2003). 

In general, net of contextual conditions, democratic innovations can also benefit from two main 
preconditions: a strong and public commitment of the promoter of the process and an early timing 
of the process. 

In their study on 54 participatory processes on environmental issues in the Great Lakes region 
(Canada), Beierle and Konisky (2000) pointed out that the most appreciated and well-working 
processes were the ones in which the institutional authorities showed a strong commitment 
towards the process. Political commitment was also an important precondition in the case of the 
deliberative process on the new Charter for the city of Chelsea, in Massachusetts (Podziba 2006), 
in some Spanish citizen juries (Font and Blanco 2007) and in some participatory budgeting in Brazil 
(Abers 2000; Baiocchi 2003).  

The timing of the process, that is, its start at an early policy stage in which alternative options 
are still available, is the second important precondition for any participatory and deliberative process. 
In the case of a collaborative process concerning public works in Oxford (UK), the participatory 
process failed from the beginning, because the institutional authority consulted citizens when the 
project had already been defined in most of its aspects and significant alternatives were not really 
possible, making the stakes de facto non-existent (Brownill 2009). Holzinger (2000), analyzing the 
reasons for the premature failure of a participatory process concerning the policy of waste 
management in Neuss (Germany), stressed that the failure in part depended on the lack of a clear 
degree of freedom of the participatory process in the official policy-making cycle. Gauthier and 
Simard (2007) have emphasized this factor and highlighted that the major weakness of the citizens’ 
involvement in decision-making promoted by the Bureau d’Audiences Publiques sur l’Environment 
in Quebec was the late timing of the processes, which severely limited citizen contribution to the 
projects under discussion. In all these cases, the late introduction of a participatory or deliberative 
process plumped diffused distrust and skepticism about the real possibility to influence the policy at 
stake and about the sincere intentions of the promoters. In many cases in which late participation 
generates distrust, conflicts and mobilizations usually emerge with particular strength, both against 
the policy and against the process itself. 

 

4. Three challenges for democratic innovations, no ‘best practices’ to copy 

Democratic innovations, opting for an approach or another or mixing the two approaches, can 
assume different shapes. This section describes some main process feature and tools, which are 
used in these processes, and the supposed mechanism that trigger when applied. The tools listed 
in table 2 have been identified through an extensive review of the empirical literature on participatory 
and deliberative processes and of the international database of participatory processes Participedia. 

Some processes start with the constitution of a steering committee, which should gather 
together every public institution and stakeholder which can have a say in the issue at stake, besides 
the organizers that are tasked with coordinating and conducting the process. The role of the steering 
committee is to supervise the design and management of the entire process, in order to give an 
impartial guarantee because of the balanced composition of the committee. In other processes, this 
tool is not used. 
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Political authorities can decide to make an official public promise that the outputs of the process 
will be taken into consideration. In some cases, public promise concerns also clear and quantifiable 
amounts of financial resources devoted to the process and to the policy at stake, like in most 
participatory budgets. 

Democratic innovations can also be accompanied by communication campaigns, because 
catching the attention of citizens is one of the hardest things in public participation. However, 
communication campaigns are used not only to excite curiosity and induce citizens and civil society 
actors to participate, but also to explain the design of the process and convince people of its balance 
and impartiality. Moreover, some processes also end with a communication campaign in order to 
make the outcomes more visible. 

Political and technical task forces are sometimes created with the task of favouring 
information exchanges between the process, political representatives and civil servants. Information 
processing, especially for ordinary citizens, can be a hard work and subject to several cognitive 
shortcomings. A strict and frequent interaction with political and technical information can help 
increase rationality and reasonability of information processing processes and of decisional 
processes. 

The process can also end with a referendum, that allows to participate also other citizens, who 
couldn’t take part physically to the face-to-face process. 

Finally, some participatory processes introduce the election or nomination of ‘delegates’ or 
‘ambassadors’, which do not usually have the aim of affecting substantive decisions, but of 
favouring connections with the general public and/or checking the effective implementation of the 
outcomes of the process.  

 

Table 2. Main process tools, functions and mechanisms in democratic innovations 

Process tools that can be used or not  Function or role Mechanisms  

Steering committee composed of public 

institutions representatives and stakeholders 

to supervise the process Actors’ certification2 

Repeated interactions3 

Anticipation of preferences4 

Official public promise of the political 

authority 

To guarantee that the outputs of 
the process will be taken into 
consideration 

Pre-commitment5  

                                                

2 When certification takes place, implementers adopt cooperative behaviour because  the actor mandating implementation 
receives endorsement by another actor (McAdam et al., 2001: 121; Busetti and Dente 2016: 9) 
3 Repeated interactions can favour trust, mutual learning and commitment among partners because implementers learn to 
value relations, and the costs of defecting become prohibitive (Busetti and Dente 2016: 13).  
4 Under the mechanism of anticipated reactions (Scharpf 1997) if I think the other has any reasons to oppose my actions, 
I adjust my behavior so as to minimise the bones of contention (for example, by concentrating them in the few essential 
issues on my agenda). By anticipating preferences, the scope for potential conflict can be limited, making room for 
consideration of the others ’ objectives within one ’ s own. 
5 Precommitment is used in deterrence theory to identify a strategy that improves the credibility of a threat, either by 
imposing significant penalties on the threatening party for not following through, or, by making it impossible to not respond 
(Schelling, 1966). Elster (1989) identifies precommitment as generic response to the weakness of will. According to Ariely 
and Wertenbroch (2002), precommitment occurs when people try to control their procrastination tendency by setting 
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Process tools that can be used or not  Function or role Mechanisms  

Moral obligation to keep one’s 
promises6 

Communication campaign by the promoters 
to inform citizens and increase 
visibility of the process and its 
outcomes 

Bandwagon effect7 

Political task force composed of elected 

officials 
to create an interface between the 
process and the political groups 

Counter-selective perception8 

Technical task force composed of civil 

servants 

to provide information on the issue 
at stake and on the feasibility of 
alternative solutions 

Actors’ certification  

Repeated interactions 

Anticipation of preferences 

Final referendum or vote 
To favour involvement also to 
citizens who cannot participate 
physically 

Attribution of threat or 
opportunity9 

‘Delegates’ or ‘ambassadors’ 
to increase connections between 
the process and the public opinion 

Certification of the actors 

Anticipation of conflicts 

 

A European Union project, the ENLARGE project (www.enlarge-project.eu), has worked on the 
effects of the adoption of different tools in democratic innovations in the field of sustainable energy. 
The project was focused in particular on the impacts on three main dimensions, which can be 
considered challenges to overcome in order to integrate the democratic innovations into the broader 
and tortuous policy-making processes. 

The first challenge to overcome is social legitimacy, namely the capacity of the process to be 
perceived by public opinion as a legitimate tool to take public decisions and improve policy 

                                                

deadlines for themselves. In the political context, promises can add an immediate reward from the audience but they also 
add social stigma to negative behavior, thus making more costly the failure to comply of those promises. 
6 The moral obligation to promise keeping is a main point of the social contract theory, and aims to establish and maintain 
one’s good name and honour. It was typical of medieval societies (Rubin, 2007).  
7 Bandwagons have a positive feedback loop in which information generated by more adoptions creates a stronger 
bandwagon pressure, and a stronger bandwagon pressure prompts more adoptions. Not all members of a collectivity 
necessarily give in to a bandwagon pressure. Threshold models assume that members of a collectivity have varying 
predispositions against adopting an innovation. Therefore, a member with a high threshold adopts only in response to a 
strong bandwagon pressure, whereas it only takes a weak bandwagon pressure to cause a member with a low threshold 
to adopt, and it takes no bandwagon pressure for a member with a zero threshold to adopt (Granovetter, 1978; Rosenkopf 
and Abrahamson 1999). 
8 Selective perception stems from the observation that human judgment and decision-making are distorted by an array of 
cognitive, perceptual and motivational biases. The organization theory asserts that each executive will perceive those 
aspects of the situation that relate specifically to the activities and goals of his department. (Dearborn and Simon, 1958). 
The creation of political task forces tend to overcome the natural selective perception of the various political actors in 
charge of different political areas, trying to mainstream a specific goal into a common goal. 
9 Barzelay (2007, 534) notes the importance of the mechanisms of attribution of threat and opportunity to the study of policy 
change, linking attribution of opportunity to “Kingdon’s idea that policy entrepreneurs respond with intense effort to 
situations when they perceive that the window of opportunity may open.” As he suggests, attribution of opportunity is highly 
mobilizing. The same can be said of threat. In this case, actors mobilize to engage in contentious framing of particular 
programs as transformational (or not) as they begin to perceive the opportunity to push programs or the need to protect 
them against threats (Came and Campbell 2010). 

http://www.enlarge-project.eu/
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implementation (Parkinson 2006). Democratic innovations are in fact short parentheses within the 
traditional policy-making and people’s attention on them and their rationale is hard to catch. 
Moreover, they can be perceived by civil society organizations and ordinary citizens as political 
manipulations or simply tools to increase political consensus on already taken decisions (Young 
2000). Without a more general and diffused support, these processes risk to generate more 
problems than benefits in policy-making, therefore the matter of social legitimacy cannot be 
neglected. The gender issue is certainly linked to social legitimacy, since the general recognition of 
these processes as fair and useful tools of policy making passes also through gender equality, which 
is still an ideal in political participation. Eurobarometer data (2013) reveal that females are less willing 
than males to express their political views in public meetings, in front of their representatives and 
also in social networks. According to various academic studies, gender inequality also affects 
democratic innovations (Karpowitz et al. 2012; Allegretti and Falanga 2016). 

The second challenge is institutional sustainability, that is the capacity of the process to be 
integrated in the traditional democratic processes without generating conflicts and resistance by the 
political authority and civil servants. From a policy analysis perspective, the introduction of these 
processes can in fact be perceived as a challenge to the traditional political representation, in 
particular to the legitimacy of the elected officials and in general to the role of politicians (Posner 
2004; Smith 2009). If a participatory or deliberative process raises conflicts and resistance in the 
political and bureaucratic environments, it is hardly integrated into the traditional policy-making and 
its conduction risks becoming extremely arduous. 

The third challenge is political effectiveness, namely the capacity of the inclusive process to 
influence public policies, determining some kind of change in the design or implementation of the 
policy at stake. The matter of political effectiveness is relevant, if these processes “are to be 
considered something more than just a human laboratory” (Font and Blanco 2007, 580). Democratic 
innovations in policy making are in fact usually consultative, because public authorities do not have 
any formal obligation to respect their outputs. Therefore, their impact cannot be taken for granted 
and a systematic analysis of which factors favour their political effectiveness is necessary (Ravazzi 
and Pomatto 2014). 

The project has produced a final deliverable: a gamebook for public administrators and civil 
society actors, that has been constructed in order to help potential promoters and organizers 
understand how to design a democratic innovation and with which implications (directly readable in 
the online version at https://03.stratae.com or from the project website). This gamebook allows the 
reader to make his/her own design choices in an imaginary democratic innovation within an 
imaginary but quite realistic local context. The book, by highlighting different rationales, constraints 
and unexpected events, shows how the design choices in democratic innovations often imply 
compromises, if the three aforementioned challenges are considered, because most design choices 
have positive impact on one or two dimensions, but none of them manages to maximize at the same 
time all three dimensions. In other words, there is almost always a sort of trade-off between them. 

 

  

https://03.stratae.com/
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