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PROJECT ABSTRACT 

In Western democracies, traditional institutional participation is in decline while non-institutional 

participation has been increasing. Non-institutional participation for the climate transition often relies on 

a prefigurative approach, thus creating spaces to incubate alternative ideas and novel forms of political 

participation (niches). Empowering these forms of political participation to encourage niche innovations 

will provoke the radical yet necessary changes in the socio-technical system for a climate transition. The 

CO-SUSTAIN project seeks to address this opportunity for a democratic climate transition, by defining and 

testing new democratic pathways enabling local policymakers to support various novel forms of political 

participation and empowering citizens to act for a sustainable transition.  

To develop a better understanding of political participation linked to environmental, political and societal 

imperatives, CO-SUSTAIN will study 18 historic examples in 6 different European countries for each of the 

latent and manifest forms of political participation underlined by Ekman: involvement, civic engagement, 

formal political participation, and activism. It will use institutional ethnography and system mapping to 

understand the dynamics of the participation and its management, thus delivering best practices to 

stimulate and support political participation around these imperatives. These best practices will serve to 

define interventions for solution co-creation in six case studies that represent different forms of political 

participation: involvement through Spanish energy communities, civic engagement through Food 

Solidarity in Turin (IT), manifest political participation through participatory processes promoted by the 

government in Northern Europe (EE, FI) and activism through the Lobau Bleibt social movement (AT). The 

outputs and outcomes of the deliberations will be assessed to draw conclusions for more democratic 

climate policymaking across Europe. This is what the following report is focused on. 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Impact Assessment Framework (IAF) provides a roadmap for the impact assessment of deliberation 

panels, including indicators and goals. IAF’ s goal is to gain a comprehensive understanding of the impact 

of the interventions co-created with the case study groups. For this, IAF defines approaches and tools to 

evaluate changes at both the individual level (through individual interviews and surveys) and the group 

level (using impact stories and participatory observation of deliberative processes). As such, the IAF 

enables qualitative and quantitative assessment of the changes brought about by project interventions in 

terms of social cohesion, empowerment, inclusion/exclusion, and capacity and community building..  
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ABBREVIATIONS 

Abbreviation Definition 

CO-SUSTAIN  Pathways for CO-creation between local authorities and collective actions for a 
SUSTAINable transition 

CLD Causal Loop Diagram 

DMP Data Management Plan 

DOI Digital Object Identifier  

EOSC European Open Science Cloud  

EU European Union 

FAIR FAIR data principles: Findability, Accessibility, Interoperability and Reusability  

GDPR General Data Protection Regulation 

IPR Intellectual Property Rights  

IAF Impact Assessment Framework 

NGO Non-governmental organisation 

OAIS Open Archival Information System 

PI Project Investigator 

PSM Participatory System Mapping 

ToC Theory of Change 
Table 1. List of abbreviations 
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1 INTRODUCTION: THE IMPORTANCE OF ASSESSING DELIBERATIVE AND PARTICIPATORY PROCESSES 

To respond to growing calls for improved representation and more opportunities for public involvement 

in decision-making, governments at all levels have increasingly turned to citizens' assemblies, citizens' 

juries, and other forms of representative deliberative processes to address complex policy issues (OECD, 

2020; Papadopoulus & Warin, 2007; Dryzek, 2000). Beginning in the 1980s, this trend has not only 

persisted but has gained momentum in recent years (Curato et al. 2022). The COVID-19 pandemic brought 

unprecedented challenges to governments and had a direct impact on citizen participation, civic spaces, 

transparency, and access to information. The crisis underscored the need for even greater citizen 

involvement and deliberation to support democratic systems during such exceptional times, spurring 

innovation in this area. 

However, the growing reliance on representative deliberative processes has also highlighted a significant 

gap: the lack of clear guidelines for evaluating the implementation and the impact of these processes. To 

address this need, various organisations have developed guidelines for policymakers and practitioners 

who wish to assess the representative deliberative processes they initiate, commission, or implement 

(OECD 2021a, 2021b; Demski et al., 2024). These guidelines outline minimum standards and criteria for 

evaluating such processes. Based on the combination of OECD evaluation guidelines, a critical and partial 

application of the Logical Framework Approach (Chambers & Pettit, 2004) as well as various other 

approaches we have developed an Impact Assessment Framework (IAF) for CO-SUSTAIN to assess the 

quality of our deliberative panels throughout the chain of effects: from project outputs to outcomes and 

their potential impact. 

CO-SUSTAIN’s main objective is to define and test new democratic pathways enabling local policymakers 

to support various and novel forms of political participation, as well as to empower citizens to act for a 

sustainable transition. As such, the following IAF will firstly deliver an overarching coherent framework for 

the CO-SUSTAIN project partners as well as the general public to evaluate the outputs and outcomes in 

analysing, initiating and implementing democratic deliberative processes for sustainable transition. In the 

second step, this assessment of deliberative governance will provide crucial and comparative insights for 

the policymakers to better understand the potential, benefits and management of such novel forms of 

political participation. The broader goal of the IAF is to encourage public authorities, policymakers and 

other relevant stakeholders to learn from the deliberative processes to further foster and enhance 

processes of co-creation, citizen empowerment and civic participation in the future. Additionally, a shared 

evaluation framework such as IAF can also help to improve the design of the future deliberative processes 

and generate data for comparative analysis. 

This framework is neither prescriptive nor exhaustive. Rather, it provides a set of evaluation criteria for 

the CO-SUSTAIN project to assess the impact of the project’s planned interventions within the 6 different 

case studies that will be investigated (see section 2.2.1) and contributes to a coherent and comparable 

approach across all case studies.  However, being an overarching conceptual and methodological 

framework, IAF will be expanded, refined and revised with additional case study-specific and context- / 

stakeholder-dependent criteria as established necessary in the case study design process that will be 

finalized by June 2025.  
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2 IMPACT ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK: APPROACHES, OBJECTS, TOOLS AND METHODOLOGIES 

2.1 Approaches 

The Impact Assessment Framework (and the whole CO-SUSTAIN project) is inspired by, and designed in 

line with approaches such as the Theory of Change (ToC) and Participatory System Mapping (PSM). Both 

approaches feed theoretically into this Impact Assessment Framework by conceptualizing CO-SUSTAIN 

project’s understanding and overall objective of encouraging novel forms of political participation for the 

sake of niche innovations that would provoke the radical yet necessary changes in the socio-technical 

system for a climate transition. Moreover, they are also the conceptual foundation of the deliberation 

panels. As such, these approaches support our understanding of the change processes based on which we 

carry out the panels (Wilkinson et al., 2021). In a nutshell, ToC aims for answering the question how the 

process of change takes place and PSM explains why – by making the processes, stakeholders and power 

relations explicit.  

2.1.1 Theory of Change (ToC) 

ToC will provide an analysis on the strategies, actions, processes, conditions and resources that facilitate 

change and achieve outcomes. Its 'explanatory power' (Reinholz & Andrews, 2020) enables a thorough 

understanding of why particular activities or actions will lead to particular outcomes - and why others 

don’t. As a process of analysis and reflection it is used to develop a theory. It is a continuous action-learning 

cycle with phases that outline a program logic, which is systematically verified as new actors join, 

contextual changes happen, and learning occurs. However, it is also a mindset that encourages 

participatory and critical thinking about change. It explores implicit assumptions or uncertainties held by 

those involved, addresses diverse perspectives, and fosters shared understanding and common knowledge 

to guide action planning.  

Within the CO-SUSTAIN project, ToC is applied to identify preconditions and define innovative logical 
pathways to change in all different case studies. As such, we regard it as a process of analysis and 
reflection, guiding participants to identify change preconditions and levers, while also communicating how 
and why goals can be achieved. This critical and systemic thinking enhances democratic governance, 
mobilizing citizens to address climate issues. ToC helps participants understand contextual limits (e.g. 
context) and macro-theoretical boundaries (e.g. behavioural, technological), and once common ground is 
established, it analyzes problems and identifies long-term outcomes and the pathway to achieve them. In 
combination with Participatory System Mapping, ToC enables stakeholders to gain a deeper understanding 
of the complexities surrounding short- and long-term outcomes, as well as interim initiatives, projects, and 
programs. 

2.1.2 Participatory System Mapping (PSM) 

PSM makes implicit assumptions and beliefs about causal links and loops within the case studies explicit 

and visible. To provide a thorough explanation of what can be observed and how it can be preserved or 

changed in the future, it is essential to understand not just what is seen, but also why it is happening. This 

is precisely where PSM’s role becomes visible: it demonstrates how events and patterns (the “what”) arise 

from systems’ structures and their deeper goals (the “why”). In social systems, those goals are defined by 

the underlying values and worldviews. Derived from the field of System Dynamics, PSM uses the so-called 

Causal Loop Diagrams (CLDs) - understood here as qualitative mapping or modeling tools that reveal the 
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feedback structure of a system - to map the dynamics within and related to the case studies in CO-

SUSTAIN. CLDs, as outlined here, can be created by the researcher using literature and other empirical 

data, such as interviews, and/or through a participatory process (PSM) where various stakeholders 

contribute to the development of system maps. Conducting PSM enables the integration of diverse 

expertise, improving the understanding of existing system structures (Videira et al., 2021). 

Transition theories have been criticized for their limitations and their descriptive nature, which makes it 
difficult to identify general transition dynamics (Geels, 2022). (Participatory) System mapping can address 
this issue by providing a deeper layer of analysis. It helps uncover the underlying structures that drive 
specific dynamics at the regime and niche levels, focusing on the “why” behind the development of latent 
and manifest political participation and its influence. Moreover, all transitions involve a broad network of 
stakeholders, and a PSM process can integrate their expertise and perspectives to foster a shared 
understanding of various transition dynamics. By enabling the participants of the panels to examine the 
dynamics around the intended change, the feedback structures and power relations, system mapping can 
reveal interventions to preserve or change specific system characteristics. Focusing on the regime and 
niche levels during mapping enables the analysis of how top-down and bottom-up dynamics are 
connected. 

 

2.2 Objects of assessment 

CO-SUSTAIN project’s Impact Assessment Framework will use a mixed-methods approach to assess the 

different aspects and parts of the whole deliberation process in 6 case studies. This section provides a brief 

description of the case studies and an overview of the deliberation process. 

2.2.1 Case studies 

CO-SUSTAIN investigates conditions, dynamics and results of political participation through the analysis of 

6 Case Studies from 5 countries, each belonging to one of the four categories of political participation by 

Ekman and Amnå (2012) (table 2 below) and which are further differentiated between individual / 

collective as well as latent/manifest forms of political participation. Below a brief description of all four 

forms of political participation is given. 

Involvement encompasses personal interest in politics and attentiveness to political issues, which are 

often also perceived through the sense of belonging to a group or collective which follows certain distinct 

political agenda (e.g. environmental protection) or lifestyle related politics (e.g. specific aspects of identity 

politics). 

Civic Engagement refers to all sorts of informal and formal social activities such as voluntary work and 

organisational membership that are based on personal interest and values around political and societal 

issues. In general, it aims at improving the social conditions of some specific groups or objects, be it local 

community, charity for others or sustainability oriented values. 

Formal Political participation strives for (an increased) electoral participation and contact activities and 

often implies membership in political parties, trade unions and other political organizations. 

Activism involves various extra-parliamentary forms of participation to make one’s voice heard 

(demonstrations, petitions, strikes, protests etc.). Activism can be both legal as well as illegal. 
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Case study 

(with deliberation panels 

as CO-SUSTAIN interventions planned) 

Country Category of political 
participation by Ekman & 
Amnå (2012) 

 

Spanish 
energy 
communities 

1. Barcelona:  
La Traginera 
energy 
community 

Spain 

 

Involvement 

2. Jabalcón: 
Energy 
transition 

3. Torino: Food solidarity Italy Civic engagement 

4. Vienna: Initiative 
WESTBAHNPARK.JETZT 

Austria Activism 

 

Participatory 
processes 
promoted by 
the policy-
makers in 
Northern 
Europe 

5. Espoo: 
Small Modular 
Reactors 
(SMR) 

Finland Formal political participation 

6. Tartu 
Annelinn: Co-
creating 
climate 
change 
adaptation 

Estonia 

Table 2. Overview of six case studies in 5 different countries exemplifying four categories of political participation by Ekman and 

Amnå (2012).  

 

What follows is a brief description on the six case studies of the COSUSTAIN project while more details 

are available in the dedicated section of the project’s website (https://co-sustain.eu/case-studies/). 

 

Barcelona: La Traginera energy community 

La Traginera is an urban network of social organizations – foundations, cooperatives, and CSOs – in 

Barcelona’s Ciutat Vella district, which, in recent years, has been carrying out projects focusing on 

housing, public participation, the social economy, and mutual support in this socioeconomically diverse 

https://co-sustain.eu/case-studies/
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area of the city. They mainly work to strengthen local development through citizen participation. This 

network now aims to create an energy community with a strong focus on vulnerability, as Ciutat Vella 

has the highest concentration of energy-poor households in the city. La Traginera has successfully built a 

strong network of key stakeholders committed to installing photovoltaic panels, and who have pledged 

to allocate a portion of the generated energy to nearby vulnerable households. This case study is an 

interesting example of an entirely grassroots-driven initiative, with a clear vision for its future. Many of 

the organisations that promote this initiative directly represent vulnerable households, having hence the 

capacity to target and engage with these profiles. 

 

Jabalcón: Energy transition community 

Energy community of Jabalcón: In Zújar (Granada) the initiative to create an energy community got 

underway in 2021 by a group of residents and was supported by the energy cooperative Cooperase and 

by the town council of Zújar. Today the community counts 33 members, including residents, cooperatives, 

the irrigation community, and the representatives of the town council, and 60% of the participants are 

women, Spanish and mostly from the middle class with medium to high education levels. It is not yet 

operational, but the cooperative Nuestra Señora de la Cabeza has ceded its building roof for installation, 

while Cooperase supports the process based on the previous experience in Monachil.  This case study 

focuses on the empowerment of women in rural areas to play a more active role in the energy transition 

and on the main barriers for their involvement. 

 

Vienna: Initiative WESTBAHNPARK.JETZT 

WESTBAHNPARK.JETZT, launched in 2019 by the Büro für lustige Angelegenheiten (Office for funny 

matters), advocates turning a 1.2-kilometer railway corridor behind Vienna’s Westbahnhof into a public 

park (http://www.bla.zone/). In Rudolfsheim-Fünfhaus—one of Vienna’s most densely populated districts 

with only 3 m² of green space per person—the initiative seeks to mitigate heat, improve airflow, and 

reconnect divided urban areas through a near-natural design. While the city’s official “Mitte 15” 

development plan includes participatory elements and some green space, it also proposes housing, 

logistics, and infrastructure that critics say compromise environmental quality (https://www.mitte15.at/). 

WESTBAHNPARK.JETZT challenges this top-down planning with bottom-up activism and ‘tactical 

urbanism’, calling for a more ambitious, climate-focused transformation. With over 11,700 petition 

signatures, the initiative reflects growing public demand for a greener, more inclusive urban future 

(https://westbahnpark.jetzt/). 

 

Torino: Food solidarity (Solidarietà Alimentare) 

Food Solidarity (Solidarietà Alimentare) is a voluntary organization born in Turin during the Covid-19 

lockdown. It is a movement of university students who went to the CAAT (Turin Agrifood Centre) to find 

surplus food to distribute to needy families during the 2020 lockdown, initially in cooperation with the 

Borello supermarket chain and later using European funds to purchase and distribute dry food and hygiene 

products. At the operational level, students reached CAAT every Friday and met with representatives of 

https://westbahnpark.jetzt/
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migrant communities who acted as intermediaries: Peruvian, Romanian, local mosques. Food Solidarity 

entered a convention with the Municipality of Turin, called Torino Solidale, for interventions related to the 

management of the state of health emergency Covid-19 (distribution of food aid and basic necessities, as 

well as social mediation and proximity actions), by associations belonging to foreign communities or 

working for a long time in the field of social integration. Food solidarity and Torino Solidale are 

intersectional phenomena as they are animated by people of different gender and sexual orientation, 

different national origin, and linguistic affiliation, and linked to very different social backgrounds. The 

generational element is characteristic, as there are mainly young people, most of whom are currently 

studying. The aim of the research is to reconstruct the social and relational dynamics that led a number of 

individuals to organise themselves autonomously in civil society, outside institutions and without guidance 

from the authorities, to respond to the social emergency produced by the pandemic. A further objective 

is to analyse the subsequent interaction of these phenomena with the local authorities, and to assess the 

latter's capacity to identify, enhance and coordinate the social response to the food emergency produced 

by Covid-19 and the distancing measures required to deal with the crisis.  

 

Espoo: Small Modular Reactors (SMR) 

In 2022, the Finnish Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment launched a comprehensive reform of 

the Nuclear Energy Act (NEA) of 1987 which also considers the regulation of Small Modular Reactors 

(SMRs) (e.g., licensing) as an alternative to decarbonize electricity and heat production. The draft is 

expected to be submitted for consultation in 2024, the government proposal to the Parliament at the end 

of the next parliamentary term, while the law is expected to enter into force in 2028. The NEA defines, 

among other things, the decision-making powers of the host municipality and the consultation of 

residents. The City of Espoo, located in a metropolitan area with people from diverse backgrounds, aims 

to be carbon neutral by 2030 and is thus exploring the possibility of locating a SMR in the city. The council 

initiative was launched in 2017, and the city is investigating the siting of the plant. If the plant was to be 

connected to the district heating network, it would have to be located relatively close to dense urban 

settlements. Thus, the participation of residents in decision-making would become a key issue. The 

comprehensive reform of the NEA hence creates a framework for decision-making, communication, and 

public participation. The case study will enable us to investigate the expectations of key stakeholders (local 

decision-makers, energy company, ministry, nuclear safety authority etc) regarding SMR technology and 

arrangements, as well as how civic participation impacts legislative reform, and how local decision-makers 

think civic participation is linked to representative democracy. This case study will account for diverse 

stakeholder perspectives on a more controversial issue, without imposing the installation of the SMRs as 

a prerequisite in the deliberation: the city of Espoo has not made a political decision on small nuclear 

power yet.  

Tartu Annelinn: Co-creating climate change adaptation 

Annelinn is the largest district in Tartu (540 ha), consisting mainly of five-storey or higher apartment 

buildings built after 1970. The challenges in Annelinn relate to the insufficient extent and poor quality of 

green areas, heat islands, stormwater runoff and a lack of environmental diversity. The City of Tartu aims 

to support the neighbourhood transformation process, increase the functionality of public space through 

multi-purpose landscaping, experiment with diversified nature-inspired decentralised rainwater solutions, 
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develop and operate ClimaLab in Annelinn - a centre for local engagement, innovation and 

experimentation. The aim of the 2025-2028 action is to transform the public space of Annelinna into a 

resilient, renewed and revitalised urban environment. It also aims to achieve community involvement in 

the renewal of public space, environmental design and sustainability in the pilot area.  

 

2.2.2 Deliberation process 

The overall aim of the deliberation process is to understand and stimulate shifts in social cohesion, 

empowerment, inclusion/exclusion, as well as capacity and community-building in general, and 

● to enhance social/psychological ownership in transitions for sustainability (rather top-down 

perspective) 

● a deliberation of conflictual issues among the case study stakeholders 

● to bridge individual/group-level and system-level changes for sustainability transitions. 

 

The CO-SUSTAIN deliberation process is therefore aimed at promoting interventions for co-creating 

solutions in the 6 case studies. As depicted in figure 1, it is divided into the following phases: the proper 

deliberation process is preceded by an earlier Preparatory Phase aimed at identifying and involving 

stakeholders. Subsequently, the Preliminary Phase will serve to learn, re-identify, or re-frame the issues 

at hand and is followed by three deliberation panels to identify leverages and pre-conditions of change, 

and co-create solutions. A cross-cases comparative analysis of the results of the deliberation panels will 

then feed the identification of recommendations for democratic governance to improve policy making 

approaches on supporting and managing emerging forms of political participation to lead to a sustainable 

transition. 

 

 
Figure 1. Design of the deliberation process and its three panels 
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In what follows, we offer a brief description of the different phases of the deliberation process that 

represent the main objects of evaluation of the IAF. The tools, methodologies and goals of the assessment 

are described in detail in section 4.  

1. Preparatory Phase:  based on the result of the context and stakeholders analysis previously performed 

for all the case studies, relevant stakeholders will be identified and engaged to participate in the next 

deliberation panels. The final selection of participants is done in such a way as to ensure a wide variety 

of profiles of participants and representatives of the initiatives under scrutiny are included as a 

prospective effort to assess replicability and scalability of the proposed solutions within the vulnerable 

household profile. 

 

2. Preliminary Phase: through the use of a gamification approach, citizens, local authorities and other 

relevant stakeholders will be involved to consolidate and expand their knowledge of the climate, 

political or social imperatives that will be central to the subsequent group discussions and deliberation 

processes (see points 3,4). This preliminary phase will also allow for the exchange of different 

perspectives and experiences on the crises at stake, thus providing a comprehensive understanding of 

the factors that have triggered political participation. 

 

3. Deliberation Panels 1,2: Through the adoption of a complex methodological framework based on the 

integration of Theory of Change (ToC) and Participatory Systems Mapping (PSM), participants will be 

engaged in participatory activities aimed at identifying the preconditions and levers for change. The 

participatory activities will be organised in two simultaneous deliberation panels, one with local policy 

makers and other relevant stakeholders (Deliberation Panel 1 - external dimension) and one with 

citizens (Deliberation Panel 2 - internal dimension) 

 

4. Deliberation Panel 3: based on the results of deliberation panels 1 and 2, the last deliberation panel 

will develop roadmaps and strategies to achieve the expected results. At this stage, these results will 

be consolidated through the involvement of the members of the different forms of political 

participation, local policy makers and other relevant stakeholders in the organisation of a deliberative 

arena aimed at merging the two different PSMs (and ToCs) produced by the inner and outer 

deliberative panels and identifying the common leverage point for intervention.  The aim of this 

deliberative arena is to develop and co-design solutions to the environmental, societal and political 

issues at stake. 

 

 

2.2.3 Design of the Impact Assessment Framework  

With the IAF, the COSUSTAIN project will be able to assess the effects of the outputs and outcomes of the 

interventions within all case studies. According to Ebrahim and Kasturi Rangan (2014), outputs refer to the 

activities carried out by the intervention planner, while outcomes are the actions taken by participants as 

a result of those outputs—such as agreements, plans, decisions, or promises. Impact, on the other hand, 

refers to a lasting, stabilized change that occurs through the interaction of diverse actors. 

Depending on the project and goal, it may be relevant to differentiate between the ‘individual’ and the 

‘systemic’ level and their respective outcomes - individual outcome could manifest itself for instance in 
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behavioural change whilst more systemic outcomes are reflected in changing priorities of involved 

government or their willingness to introduce and implement changes. In short, the outputs of the 

interventions will lead to outcomes, which are short-term changes like new ideas, action plans, or shared 

visions, all of which may contribute to the broader impact. Impact arises from the often-unrecognized 

interaction of various interest groups within multifaceted interventions. However, since the CO-SUSTAIN 

project’s timeline is too short to expect the impact phase within the project period, only outputs and 

outcomes will be evaluated (see Figure 2 and the respective green triangles i) and ii)). 

To evaluate the anticipated outputs and outcomes, CO-SUSTAIN will apply a mixed-methods approach 

using both qualitative and quantitative methods. Qualitative methods will encompass individual-level 

semi-structured interviews and group-level impact stories and will be further supported by intervention-

related materials such as documentation, notes, memos, and participatory observation throughout the 

case study research. The goal is to gather in-depth insights into the experiences of change-directed 

processes within cooperation or network structures, focusing on interactions, inclusions, exclusions, and 

the potential of the case studies to drive sustainable change. Quantitative methods will consist of various 

individual-level surveys.  

 

 
Figure 2. The overall design of the Impact Assessment Framework throughout the whole deliberation process within 

CO-SUSTAIN project and its case studies. 

The overall design of the deliberation process within case studies is schematised in Figure 2 above and 

consists of the following: 0) a preparatory phase (stakeholders engagement and panel composition 

design); 1) preliminary phase (paving the way for the deliberation process with gamification elements and 

a survey to assess the accessibility of different groups to deliberation panels); 2) pre-panel data extraction 

(pre-panel surveys and interviews); 3) first two panels and the 4) last (third) panel which is organized 
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separately in a later phase. All panels are followed by a 5) post-panel data extraction (post-panel surveys 

and interviews).  

The figure demonstrates how the design of the deliberation process aims at implementing the assessment 

exercise throughout the deliberation process development from the preparatory phase to the completion 

of the third deliberation panels (see section 2 for details). It also displays a rough overview of the 

assessment methods consisting of both individual methods (grey circles with qualitative interviews and 

quantitative surveys) as well as the group-level methods (pink circles with gamification elements, serious 

games and impact stories). 

 

Figure 3. The linear logic of the Logframe (Logical Framework Approach). 

 

As mentioned above, this IAF focuses on assessing the output and outcome of the CO-SUSTAIN project’s 

interventions. As deliberation panels are project’s direct activities, the IAF will assess the quality of the 

deliberation panels as project’s output (green triangle i)) and their respective impact within the case 

studies as project’s outcome (green triangle ii)). The overall and long-term impact will be beyond the scope 

of this project to assess, however, within the case studies, the aim is to reflect upon potential long-term 

impacts based on the qualitative individual-level interviews and group-level impact stories. This logic is 

partially inspired by the Logframe Matrix, as seen above (Figure 3). 

 

In sum, the Impact Assessment Framework will assess two dimensions respectively, as briefly sketched 

below. 

Output dimension (for internal assessment within the case studies) 

Evaluation by a neutral expert selected by each case study team will follow through  

● an expert survey (based on the “3-step-evaluation-cycle”, as demonstrated in table 6 in Appendix) 

● a deliberation observation during the panels (based on the “observational protocol template”, see 

respective section in the appendix) 

The neutrality of the experts would be ensured by providing them with training and materials such as the 

OECD (2021a,b), and internal discussions sharing know-how and understanding of the value of neutrality. 

Outcome dimension 
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To fully assess the “outcomes” of our “outputs” (i.e., the deliberation panels and serious games), we will 

explore the prefigurative potential of these interventions, co-created with the case study groups. This will 

involve evaluating both  

- individual-level changes (through pre- and post-panel interviews and surveys) and  

- group-level changes (through impact stories which contextualize the deliberative processes and 

participatory observations of serious games). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.3 Tools and Methodologies 

The following table (3) offers an overview of the goals and tools of the COSUSTAIN project’s Impact 

Assessment Framework with regard to the respective phase of the deliberation process. This table 

follows the logic of What-Why-How and describes all different goals and tools of the respective phase of 

the deliberation process and its specific part of the IAF. 

 WHAT 

 Phase of the Deliberation 
process  

 

WHY  

Goal 

 

HOW  

Tool 

 

1 Preparatory Phase To guarantee that all potentially 
vulnerable groups have access to and feel 
comfortable being part of the deliberation 
panels 

 

 

Survey (or some other method designed by the case study 
teams during stakeholder analysis and panel preparation) to 
assess access of different groups to the deliberation panels 
with regard to availability in terms of timing, language 
requirements, technology and more. 

 

2 Preliminary Phase – 
Gamification  

To foster early engagement and ensure 
shared understanding of the project’s 
aims and approach. 

A group feedback or some other method designed by the 
case study teams during stakeholder analysis and panel 
preparation to assess the level of understanding after the 
introduction of the COSUSTAIN project 
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3 Before Deliberation Panels 
1 and 2  

To assess the attitudes, understanding 
and perceived challenges towards novel 
forms of political participation before the 
deliberation process 

Appendix 8.1.  

Pre-panel individual survey questionnaire to all stakeholders 
of the panel  

Quantitative individual-level data extraction on the 
knowledge and openness before the panels 

4 Before Deliberation Panels 
1 and 2  

To assess in-depth the attitudes, 
understanding and perceived challenges 
towards novel forms of political 
participation before the deliberation 
process 

Appendix 8.2.  

Pre-panel individual semi-structured interview to 2-3 
stakeholders of the panel  

Qualitative individual-level data extraction on the 
understanding, attitudes and openness before the panels 

5 Deliberation Panels 1, 2,3  Internal assessment of the deliberation 
panels’ quality to critically examine, 
compare and ensure the deliberative 
panel quality with regard to the panel 
design integrity and stakeholders’ 
experience 

Appendix 8.3. Expert survey questionnaire by a neutral 
expert observer to assess the quality of the deliberative 
process during the panels 

(OECD 3-step-evaluation-cycle) 

 

 

 Deliberation Panels 1, 2,3 Internal assessment of the deliberation 
panels’ quality To reflect upon and ensure 
the deliberative panel quality with regard 
to the panel design integrity and 
stakeholders’ experience 

Appendix 8.4. 

Deliberation observation by a neutral expert 

with an observational protocol template 

6 After Deliberation Panel 3  To assess the potential increase of (or: 
change in) the understanding, motivation 
and challenges towards novel forms of 
political participation 

Appendix 8.1.  

Post-panel individual survey questionnaire to all stakeholders 
of the panel  

Quantitative individual-level data extraction on the 
knowledge and openness after the panel 

7 After Deliberation Panel 3  To assess in-depth the potential increase 
of (or: change in) the understanding, 
motivation and challenges towards novel 
forms of political participation 

Appendix 8.2.  

Post-panel individual semi-structured interview with 2-3 
stakeholders of the panel  

Qualitative individual-level data extraction on the 
understanding, attitudes and openness after the panels 

8 Deliberation Panel 3 To improve understanding of the 

complexity of democratic processes, to 

simulate real-world decision-making, test 

policy decisions, and evaluate long-term 

impacts 

Co-creation of solutions for climat change 
and roadmaps and collaborative decision-

Appendix 8.5.  

Serious games through the PSM approach  

assessed through participatory observation and a survey 
which measure changes in perceptions and experiences after 
the game 
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making through the employment of game  

9 Deliberation Panels 1,2,3  

(Data collection 
throughout the panels, 
completed after 
Deliberation Panel 3) 

To understand the collective forms of 
change in community building capacity 
and practices, including social cohesion, 
empowerment and inclusion/exclusion; 
deliberative practices and dealing with 
conflicts and change; and capacity 
for/focus on sustainability transitions on 
different levels (from individual and group 
level to system-level). Impact stories 
provide qualitative insights into how 
initiatives evolve, engage communities, 
and overcome barriers. 

Appendix 8.6. 

Impact stories assessed through participatory observation by 
one of the case study members (based on the interviews, 
panels and participatory observation of the whole collective 
process), as well as aggregated interview data. Together, the 
different methods tracking change would provide an 
institutional ethnography of change that the deliberative 
process is contributing to or part of. 

 

Table 3. Overview of all the tools employed in the COSUSTAIN case studies’ deliberation processes. 

The CO-SUSTAIN project’s Impact Assessment Framework will assess both, 

1) the outputs (interventions - deliberation panels) (via 5 in the table) as well as 

2) their outcomes (the interventions’ impact onto the case studies) (via 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9 in the table) 

within the project. 

 

As seen above, the main focus is on assessing the impact of the deliberation panels onto and within the 

case studies, for which surveys and semi-structured interviews (pre- and post) as well as impact stories 

and participatory observation of the serious games play the crucial role. 

The Appendix includes the preliminary templates and methodology for the tools employed throughout 

the COSUSTAIN case study deliberation processes (see the overview in table 3. These preliminary 

versions represent a first release that will be validated, expanded and refined along with the case study 

design process which will be finalized by June 2025. While keeping the theoretical background, the 

approaches and the goals of the final version adopted in the fieldwork might be slightly different from 

the current ones. 

 

3 CONCLUSION 

This Impact Assessment Framework (IAF) has set an aim to provide a preliminary yet thorough roadmap 

for the impact assessment of deliberation panels through a complex mixed-methods approach including 

qualitative and quantitative data on individual and collective-level changes. The general objective of the 

IAF is a comprehensive understanding of the impact of the interventions (deliberation panels) which are 

co-created within the case study groups. In particular, the IAF will assess changes in social cohesion, 

empowerment, inclusion/exclusion, as well as capacity and community building.    
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5 ANNEXES 

5.1 Pre/Post-panel individual survey questionnaire preliminary version (to be finalised in 
parallel with emerging Case Study data) 

25% socio-demographic 

25% CO-SUSTAIN-relevant 

25% case-study relevant 

25% panel/stakeholders/CS-relevant 

 

PRE-PANEL SURVEY 

 Question Format 

SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC 

1 Age   

2 Gender  

3 Education  

4 Employment  

5 Income  

 Ethnicity  

 Political affiliation  

 Religion  
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CO-SUSTAIN relevant questions 

6 6a) How important do you consider climate change amongst issues 
of our time? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6b) How possible do you consider sustainable transition to be?  

a) Aa distraction from 
important issues 

b) Not particularly 
important 

c) Neither important 
nor unimportant 

d) Quite important 
e) Most important 

question of our 
time 

f) Not sure 

 

a) Entirely possible 
b) Somewhat possible 
c) Neither very likely 

nor impossible 
d) Somewhat doubtful 
e) Completely 

impossible 
f) Not sure 

7 7a) Do you think the type of activities here (deliberative panels etc) 
are useful for democratic transition towards sustainability? 

7b) Which form of political participation do you consider effective 
for achieving sustainable transition to a greener society? (please 
list in order of effectiveness in your opinion) 

 

 

 

 

 

Scale 1 (I am doubtful) - 5 
(definitely useful) 

(List: 

Democratic national 
elections 
Democratic local elections 
Petitions  
Donations by individuals 
Demonstrations and 
marches 
People’s/citizen’s 
assemblies 
Strikes 
Non-violent civil 
disobedience and protests 
Protests and action against 
property 
Other, please write…. ) 
 

 

8 Personal forms of political participation: Which forms of political 
participation are you yourself involved personally? 

List: 
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Same list as above  

9 How do you assess your knowledge with novel political 
participation forms? 

Scale: 1 – No knowledge / 

interest to 5 – Experienced 

10 Personal experience with participatory processes: In which 
contexts do you find yourself in participatory, collaborative, co-
creation, deliberative processes?  

Describe the most recent or the most vivid example. 

Descriptive 

 What are  the obstacles to participating in political life for you? 

What are the obstacles to participating for others? 

Who do you think are the worst affected by such obstacles? 
-  

 

CASE STUDY QUESTIONS 1-5 

11 Perceived Relevance of the Initiative: How important do you 

consider the [case study] for sustainable transition? 

Scale: 1 (The case study has 

no potential to bring about 

or contribute to change) to 5 

(The case study has 

contributed substantially to 

changes towards sustainable 

transition) 

12 Please describe the decision making process in your initiative.. 

What, if anything, would you do differently if you could?  

Open answer 

 

13 How important do you consider involving other groups in the 

activities of your initiative and why? 

Open answer 

14 Has the project facilitated new collaborations or strengthened 

existing relationships within the initiative (e.g., between residents, 

policymakers, businesses, and researchers or others)?  

Open answer 

15 Describe the tools and methods you have used or plan to use to 

achieve your long term vision. Why do you consider these 

valuable? 

Open question 

 PANEL/stakeholders group questions 1-5  
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16 Describe how you have contributed to the initiative. Is there 
anything more you would like to do? 

Open answer 

 

17 Please describe the decision making process that your 

institution/…/ usually utilises.. What, if anything, would you do 

differently if you could? 

Open answer 

 

18 What do you think of the current local or regional policy-makers 

approaches to this CAI and its goals? What, if anything, would you 

change in these? 

 

Open answer 

 

19 What do you think about the current way of working with 

different stakeholders related to this [case study]? What, if 

anything, would you change about this approach? 

Open answer 

 

20 Do  you use or plan to use any participatory methods in your 

work? If yes, what and how? If not, why? 

Open answer 

 

Table 4. Overview of the survey questionnaire questions and their composition with regard to their specific topic (in four 

colours). 

 

5.2 Pre/Post-panel individual semi-structured interview guide 

Dear Mrs/Mr. 

Firstly we would like to express our appreciation and gratitude for taking time both for this interview as well as the 
subsequent deliberation panel today. 

Thank you so much for joining us today and for taking the time to be a part of this deliberation panel. Your insights 
and opinions are truly appreciated, and we’re excited to hear your thoughts.  

Therefore, we have some more specific questions aiming to go in-depth with regard to your experiences and 
opinions with regard to novel forms of political participation (such as citizen assemblies and …) and citizen 
empowerment. 

We would like to record this interview for later transcription. Is this okay for you? This data will be only used 
anonymously for later analysis within the CO-SUSTAIN project. 

 

 Question  Probing Sub-questions 

 - There are different ways to be (socially 
and) politically active. How would you 
describe your role as a citizen? 

- Have you ever been active in any of these 
ways? If so, can you give some concrete 
examples across the years? 
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2 - Do you have personal / professional 
experience with different forms of 
political participation?  

- If you have, what kind of pol.part.? 
Could prompt with “such as…”  

(Ekman’s 4 categories or other examples to show the 
spectrum of political participation, but ONLY if the 
person does not come up with anything) 

- IF ACTIVE: How did this journey start? How did 
you like this experience? What did you not 
like? Was it useful? Was it a waste of time…? 

- IF NOT ACTIVE: what do you think are the 
reasons people do not often find it possible to 
engage with politics? What about you? 

 - Which forms - if any - of activism do 
you believe to be the most effective, 
useful or democratic? 

- Why? 
- Any recent examples you have come across 

which exemplify this conclusion? 

1 - What are the biggest barriers for you to 
engage politically?  
What would motivate you to engage 
more in things that matter to you? 
What would you need to be more 
active? 

- If the respondent does not come up with any, 
suggest: time, disappointment in politics 
(why?), … 

- Please give some concrete examples that 
come to mind when thinking of this 

3 - What do you think stops other people 
from engaging politically? 

- Why do you think so? 
 

4 - Do you think politics needs to change - 
and if so, in what ways?  

- Have you come across any new, 
innovative/novel forms of political 
participation? 

- Describe some examples 

5 - What are your expectations with 
regard to the deliberation process you 
will participate in? 

- If the respondent does not come up with any, 
suggest examples. 

6 tbd.  

7 tbd.  

8 tbd.  

9 tbd.  

10 tbd.  
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Table 5. Overview of the preliminary interview guideline questions. 

 

 

5.3 Expert survey (internal use) 

The primary outputs of the COSUSTAIN project will be the interventions themselves—the deliberation 

panels. 

We will evaluate the deliberation panels using the OECD’s “Three-Step Evaluation Cycle” (OECD 2021a), 

which focuses on three key areas:  

● Process design integrity - Evaluating the design process that sets up the deliberation 

● Deliberative experience - Evaluating how a deliberative process unfolds 

● Pathways to impact - Evaluating influential conclusions and/or actions of a deliberative process 

The following expert survey questionnaire is meant for an internal use within the case study teams to 
guarantee the quality of the deliberation panels, critically reflect upon improving the accessibility and 
inclusive elements of the panels. 

This survey is meant to be filled by an experienced, neutral observer who is familiar with the 
methodology and the aims of inclusive deliberative processes. 

The following survey is an application from the ”Three-Step evaluation cycle” within the publication 
“Evaluation guidelines for representative deliberative processes” by the OECD (2021a) which assesses 
the quality of deliberation panels with regard to three aspects: Process design integrity, Deliberative 
experience, and Pathways to impact 

Step Criteria x  / n.a. 

Process Design 
Integrity 

Clear and suitable purpose  

Clear and unbiased framing  

Suitable design  

Procedural design involvement  

Transparency  

Representativeness and inclusiveness  

  

Deliberative Neutrality, inclusivity and balance of facilitation  
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experience Accessible, neutral, and transparent use of online tools  

Breath, diversity, clarity, and relevance of the evidence and 
stakeholders 

 

Quality of judgement  

Perceived knowledge gains by participants  

Accessibility and equality of opportunity to speak  

Respect and mutual comprehension  

Free decision-making and response  

Respect for members’ privacy  

  

Pathways to 
impact 

Influential recommendations  

Response and follow up  

  

  

 

Table 6. Overview of the aspects assessed with the OECD’s “Three-Step Evaluation Cycle” (OECD 2021a). 

 

 

5.4 Deliberation observation (internal use) 

During the panels there will be an external neutral expert familiar with the ethical guidelines of 

deliberative processes and the specific constellation of the deliberation process and panel who will take 

notes based on the “observational protocol template” which is inspired by the protocol templates by 

climate assemblies (table 7 below). 

1 Date / Location   

2 Duration  
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3 Number of participants and organizers  

   

4 Methods: Which methods of interaction are used? (e.g. lecture with Q&A 

session, World Café, etc. - document the process here) 

 

 

5 Linguistic patterns: 

- Are there visible language barriers (e.g. academic jargon)? 

 

6 Communication and discussion culture: 

- Which communication and decision rules, if any, are established 
and how? 

- If / In what ways does the moderation team try to contribute to 
a positive, appreciative culture of discussion and debate? 

- How flexible is the moderation team (spontaneous changes)? 

 

7 Presentations and input:  

- How is the scientific (or other central) input framed by the 
presenters? 

- How is the input received by the participants (as information, 
with concern, as an opinion, etc.)? 

 

8 Motivation and commitment: 

- What means and methods does the project team use to 
maintain/increase the motivation and commitment of the 
participants? 

 

9 Pragmatism/Objectivity and emotions:  

- Which topics are discussed pragmatically?  
- Which topics are emotionalizing?  

- How are emotions expressed? 

 

10 Hierarchy / Proportions of the conversation: 

- Which persons speak longest and/or loudest? 
- Who asserts their opinion, takes on more dominant roles? 
- Are there participants who hardly ever speak up? 

 

11 Verbal transgressions or assaults: 

- Interruptions?  
- Irony? 
- Assaults? 

 

12 How motivated are the participants?   
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- Use of smartphones / laptops for other purposes 
- Active listening 
- Are there clear signs of fatigue in some / from a specific 

moment? 

13 Highlights / breakthroughs in plenary or group discussion: 

- Do participants succeed in understanding the scientific or other 
key input (is understanding conveyed)? 

- Do the participants manage to work out results, solutions, 
compromises, etc.? How are decisions made (consensus, 
majority, etc.)? 

 

 

14 Dealing with conflicts and intense differences of opinion: 

- What kind of conflicts are there? (Differences of opinion, 
criticism, resistance)  

- What are controversial issues? What are the different points of 
view? 

- What is the consequence of the conflict? (e.g. is there an 
agreement, adjustment of the process) 

 

15 Any special features and possible issues:  

- Do participants address the selection process - if so, how?; is it 
discussed who is there and who is not?; are there references to 
other deliberative processes, citizens' councils, participatory 
processes etc.?) 

 

 Most important findings  

 Further notes   

   

 

Table 7. Overview of the aspects assessed qualitatively by protocoling by a neutral expert during the deliberation panels (for 

internal use) 

 

5.5 Serious games 

The serious games will be assessed as additional interventions through the following criteria: 

Observing the Serious Game will provide insights into how participants engage with the simulation and 

collaborate towards solutions. Observers will take notes based on the observation sheets which are 

inspired by the protocol for collective serious games observation by Daré et al. (2020) [MF1] . Observers 

will assess whether participants are successfully applying the concepts of SM and ToC to navigate trade-

offs between climate imperative, social equity, and economic sustainability in their decisions. 
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The goal of the Serious Game is not just simulation, but also learning. Observers should track whether 

participants recognize key lessons about the interconnections between sustainability goals and climate 

change impacts, and whether they apply these insights to real-world challenges. This involves observing 

how well participants balance the urgency of the climate imperative with the local context, ensuring that 

their decisions are practical, equitable, and adaptable to the challenges they face. The observer will 

assess whether participants are able to connect their decisions to the system dynamics and long-term 

objectives outlined in the ToC. Observers should also focus on how feedback loops and actor 

relationships are understood and addressed. 

The following criteria will be used to evaluate the Serious Game's effectiveness: 

Serious Game Session Observation Sheet 

Case Study: 

 Date: 

 Total Number of Participants: _______ (Women: ____, Men: ____) 

Start Time: ____, End Time: ____ 

Phase Aspect Questions to observe Details/Comments 

 Briefing 

phase 

Introduction to 

System Mapping 

and Theory of 

Change 

Did the facilitator clearly explain 

the connection between the 

game scenarios, SM and ToC 

dynamics? 

Yes/No 

  Clarity of game 

objectives 

Were the roles and scenarios 

clearly explained, and did 

participants understand how the 

game connects with system 

mapping and ToC? 

Yes/No/Partially 

  Initial 

Understanding of 

Dynamics 

Did participants demonstrate a 

basic understanding of how their 

decisions would influence system 

dynamics and align with Theory 

of Change objectives? 

Yes/No/Somewhat 
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Game 

rounds 

Engagement with 

system dynamics 

How effectively did participants 

engage with the system mapping 

and Theory of Change aspects? 

Were they considering the 

interconnections between 

different components (e.g., 

energy, land use, policies)? 

Very effectively / 

Somewhat effectively / 

Not effectively 

  Decision-making 

and system Impact 

Did participants make decisions 

considering the long-term 

systemic effects (e.g., energy 

transition, social equity, 

environmental sustainability)? 

Yes / No / Somewhat 

  Incorporation of ToC 

concepts 

How well did participants 

incorporate ToC concepts into 

their decision-making process? 

Did they reference long-term 

outcomes or steps needed to 

achieve them? 

Very well / Somewhat 

/ Not well 

  Role of system 

mapping 

Did participants use the SM to 

understand trade-offs and see 

the interconnections between 

their decisions and different 

sectors? 

Yes / No / Somewhat 

  Collaborative 

dynamics in system 

understanding 

How did participants collaborate 

to improve their understanding of 

the system dynamics (e.g., 

discussing feedback loops, actor 

relationships, etc.)? 

Strong collaboration / 

Moderate 

collaboration / Poor 

collaboration 

Debriefing 

phase 

Reflection on 

systemic thinking 

Did the group reflect on the 

systemic dynamics discussed in 

the game? Did they recognize 

how their decisions impacted 

different components of the 

Yes / Somewhat / No 
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system (e.g., land, energy, social 

sectors)? 

  Discussion on 

Theory of Change 

Did the group discuss how their 

decisions aligned with or 

deviated from the Theory of 

Change objectives (e.g., achieving 

long-term sustainability, social 

equity, etc.)? 

Yes, fully discussed / 

Somewhat discussed / 

Not discussed 

  Identifying areas for 

improvement 

Did participants identify areas 

where policy strategies could be 

improved based on their 

understanding of the system 

dynamics and ToC? 

Yes, fully identified / 

Somewhat identified / 

Not identified 

  Co-creation of 

solutions 

Did participants identify co-

created solutions based on their 

collective understanding of the 

system map and ToC dynamics? 

Yes, new solutions 

proposed / Some 

solutions proposed / 

No solutions proposed 

  Balancing climate 

emergency and 

social/economic 

considerations 

How did participants navigate the 

trade-offs between the climate 

imperative (e.g., emissions 

reduction, sustainability) and 

social/economic considerations 

(e.g., job creation, economic 

growth)? 

Strong balance 

achieved / Moderate 

balance / Focused 

more on climate / 

Focused more on 

social/economic 

aspects 
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  Democratic 

decision-making and 

local adaptation 

Did participants consider the local 

context and community needs 

(e.g., local climate risks, social 

equity) when making decisions in 

the game? How did they ensure 

democratic decision-making 

while addressing the climate 

imperative? 

Fully considered local 

context and 

democratic values / 

Somewhat considered 

local context, less 

focus on democratic 

process / Did not 

prioritize local context 

or democratic values 

 

5.6 Impact stories 

Impact stories are in essence collections of extended case materials that enable narrativizing change 

across the timeline of the initiative from its inception to the period after the Deliberation Panels, aiming 

to assess shifts in (1) community building capacity and practices, including social cohesion, 

empowerment and inclusion/exclusion; (2) deliberative practices and dealing with conflicts and change; 

and (3) capacity for/focus on sustainability transitions on different levels (from individual and group level 

to system-level). Impact stories provide qualitative insights into how initiatives evolve, engage 

communities, and overcome barriers. This approach aligns with institutional ethnography (Smith, 2005), 

which examines how institutional structures shape social practices and experiences. Here, this approach 

offers a lens to analyze how deliberative panels interact with broader policy and governance systems as 

well as the CAIs internal discourses and practices. Furthermore, the following protocol draws from the 

anthropology of development, particularly how institutional logics shape local interventions (Mosse, 

2005; Olivier de Sardan, 2005). Such angle directs the researcher to trace changes shaped by features of 

niches as institutions, or by features of the regime as the institutional setting within which the CAI has to 

operate, but also the interactions within and between niche-level institutions (e.g grassroots climate 

initiatives) and regime-level institutional structures (such as governance frameworks, funding 

mechanisms, or dominant policy discourses).   

The case materials comprise the data collected before, during and after the Deliberation Panels (field 

notes, interviews, media, etc). If it is feasible to include additional data gathering, focus group 

discussions and/or reflections from participants after the panels would be the most appropriate for 

complementing data on group level impact. 

Whilst analysis of post-panel interviews would be the central starting point for developing the group 

level impact stories,  f the materials collected on the initiative (A) before the panel (as part of the CS 

research), which would form a vital background material for the impact stories, the following could 

warrant particular attention – however, these are for guidance and inspiration only and would depend 

on the particular cases. Please keep in mind the topics above where shifts would be assessed, and adjust 

the following as needed: 
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(1) The motivations for the CAI (especially with regard to community-building and empowerment – 

did the initiators aim for creating communities and empower these vis-à-vis the regime level?); what 

were the challenges in terms of practical obstacles, especially in terms of access to power, but also of 

relations on different levels (internal, with regime, etc)? What kinds of attitudes were evident 

towards inclusiveness or what evidence of exclusions were observable, and to what degree was this 

an institutional feature as opposed to personal preference? What institutional constraints or 

supports shaped the CAI’s trajectory? What do the CAI representatives consider its 

successes/failures and why?  

(2)   Any evidence of events/situations/experiences of conflict, and how these were solved and/or did 

unsolved issue(s) remain a part of the CAI? What kinds of patterns of decision making characterised 

the CAI? Were these issues (conflict, solutions, decision making) addressed with awareness 

(institutional) or appeared mostly random? Did conflict resolution strategies reflect institutional 

norms, alternative approaches to governance, novel thinking from CAI or smth else? 

(3)   What kinds of engagement with versions of theories of, or thinking about change, as well as 

understanding systems could be observed in CAI interactions within the group, or when engaging 

with the surrounding society? Which positions do climate/sustainability have in this thinking/acting 

regarding change/systems? What kind of involvement in climate and sustainability topics could be 

observed? On what level (individual, niche, regime/societal, landscape?) is transition envisioned, 

discussed, practiced, pushed for? Are there actual experiences of success regarding this? Was there 

an institutionalized understanding of sustainability, or were interpretations diverse and contested? 

Please keep in mind and point out where these features were individual/random/unplanned versus 

institutional/systemic/planned. 

During the panels (B), data would be collected from observations made during the serious games, but 

also during the rest of the intervention, from the preliminary meetings to the end of the panel run. The 

following would be worth paying particular attention to )in addition to or as part of the other 

deliberation panel observations): 

(1)  How were inclusivity, empowerment, and institutional access negotiated during different phases 

of the panels? How do the members of the CAI present in the context of the period of deliberation 

panel (from preparations to the end)  – as a uniform group, as a group of equal/unequal individuals 

etc? Are any power relations evident? What efforts are observable in inclusion (or exclusion) of 

others, who/which groups in particular? What other group cohesion and power-related observations 

can be made during the panel process? Are there changes during the panel period (from start to 

finish), or notable moments of rapid change (“aha” moments in relation to inclusiveness, 

empowerment, group cohesion)? 

(2)   How do the CAI representatives relate to the deliberative practices/systems thinking and 

conflict? What do they struggle with, what new approaches might they bring to the 

thinking/solutions as individuals and/or as a group? Are institutionalized ways of problem-solving 

(which ones?) reinforced, resisted, or transformed? 
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(3)   How do the CAI representatives engage with theories of change and systems thinking in 

particular and how do they relate these approaches to their own initiative? How do they link their 

initiative and the activities during the deliberation panels to climate/sustainability approaches? What 

aspects of their initiative as an institution are revealed in this process? Do they adapt their language 

or strategies in response to institutional expectations/panel process? 

Finally, data from the period (C) after the panels would primarily come from collated individual 

interviews. Potentially, focus group discussions with CAI members could be added. The following 

questions would offer data on the presence of shifts, and by extension, impacts: 

(1) Has the CAI’s understanding of community, inclusiveness, or power relations changed and if so, 

how? Has the sense of empowerment changed and if so why/how? Are institutional barriers now 

seen differently? Is there a change in how challenges are tackled? Has the CAI’s approach to 

engaging with regime-level institutions evolved? Do the members attribute any of those 

changes/sense of change to the interventions? Has the sense of what is success/failure for CAI 

changed, how and why? 

(2)   Has there been a change and/or sense of change in how the CAI approaches/discusses/handles 

conflict? Do the members sense a change in patterns of decision making characterising the CAI and is 

there any evidence of it? Do members attribute any changes to their experience with deliberation 

panels? 

(3)   Have the CAI representatives applied theories of change/systems thinking in their 

activities/practices since the panels? In what realms (within CAI, when engaging with similar groups, 

when engaging with the surrounding society or the regime level)? Have new governance strategies 

or networks emerged? Has there been a change/perception of change in the role of 

climate/sustainability in thinking about change and the systems of power, and in this being part of 

the discourse or actions of the CAI? Has there been a change regarding the envisioning, discussion, 

practicing or aiming for transition, and on what level (individual, niche, regime/societal, landscape?)? 

Has there been a change in terms of actual experiences of success regarding this, or is there a sense 

of failure in relation to the CAIs ability to action change? Is there evidence of institutional adaptation 

on the niche or regime level (e.g., practices, new policies, partnerships, funding shifts, interventions), 

and are those attributed to the interventions in any way by any of the participants? 

(D) Follow-up Once the group level impact stories have been teased out of the material above, it is 

advisable to check with the participants whether they agree, would like to add detail or change anything. 

Whilst on the one hand, this is a further co-creative layer on this research (Gattenhof et al 2022), it 

would likely also add further material, as contestations and disagreements with the group level version 

would both correct any misunderstandings as well as reveal what the group considers important or 

challenging. Discussions on contestations or disagreements over institutional interpretation would be 

particularly revealing in understanding how CAIs navigate institutional discourse and resist or adopt 

dominant logics. 

 


