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appear as the exclusive prerogative of the so-called ‘establishment’. The 
views according to which elected officials take policy decisions while ci-
tizens express themselves only during elections are highly contested. Pu-
blic institutions and especially those of the European Union, should keep 
up with this new phenomenon and demonstrate their good intentions to 
adapt to the new circumstances and address this democratic gap.

This trend is not a new phenomenon. Since the 1990s, if not before, 
democratic deficits and social exclusion have been in the spotlight (the 
democratic deficit of the European Union has been a topic of EU affairs 
already for a long time) and bottom-up policy-making mechanisms enga-
ging citizens, such as participatory budgeting, have been experimented. 
By opening the decision-making process to external stakeholders, policy-
makers expect to reduce conflicts and favour societal acceptance of their 
decisions. In a context of a growing demand for transparency and par-
ticipatory policy-making, policy evaluation should consider legitimacy, 
alongside other criteria such as effectiveness and efficiency.

These ‘citizens’ refer to individuals belonging to a social community 
ruled by recognised bodies and institutions. This broad definition embra-
ces a wide array of actors, who may sometimes act, as individual experts 
or market actors. Despite this potential confusion between citizens and 
other categories of stakeholders, their distinction is especially relevant 
in the analysis of bottom-up policy-making. Unlike other actors, citizens 
should be involved to reflect on problems and potential policy responses 
based on the societal needs and values of the community to which they 
belong. While not neglecting the contribution of people when acting as 
services users, consumers of goods or individual experts, this research 
considers bottom-up approaches in policy-making as those allowing the 
involvement of citizens (also called hereafter ‘common’ and ‘ordinary 
people’).

Current trends in research and innovation (R&I) policy at the EU and 
national levels have given a renewed impetus to citizen engagement in 
policy-making. In June 2018, the European Commission proposed that 
“missions” form part of the future Ninth EU Framework Programme for 
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Horizon Europe aims to orient EU research and innovation policy 
towards bold and ambitious missions and to engage, as part 
of this process, a wide range of stakeholders. In presuming 

that the approach to public participation in policy-making is linked to the 
characteristics of each mission-oriented R&I initiative, this paper aims to 
investigate the role of citizens in the definition of missions and thus in 
building the (input and output) legitimacy of the related initiatives. On 
the one hand, a large sample of case studies provides evidence of the 
practices of citizen involvement in vision-setting and demonstrates that 
they are still primarily aimed at ensuring citizens’ buy-in rather than in-
volving them genuinely in the definition of missions. On the other hand, 
findings from stakeholder interviews and an expert workshop shed light 
on the challenges in engaging citizens in decision-making: besides de-
signing an efficient procedure, the role of citizens in respect to other 
stakeholders should be clearly identified. Even though low involvement 
of citizens in vision-setting did not seemingly affect the effectiveness of 
most of the mission-oriented initiatives investigated, further efforts for 
engaging them in decision-making should be made in the light of the 
increasing complexity of challenges and the perceived democracy gap 
in Europe.

Introduction

Political upheavals in recent years are symptoms of a significant and 
widening divide between politicians and their electorate, between the 
rulers and the ruled. With the exponential increase in the use of social 
media, participation and representation are acquiring new forms and 
pose new challenges to the functioning of even the most consolidated 
democracies. In a context where large parts of the population have ac-
cess to education and information, decision-making does not any longer 

Julien Chicot and Alberto Domini
DOI: 10.22163/fteval.2019.329

The Role of Citizens in Setting the 
Visions for Mission-Oriented  
Research and Innovation1

1	 The authors wish to thank their colleagues in the Joint Institute for Innovation Policy (JIIP) and especially Jacqueline Allan and Robbert Fisher for their 
support in this endeavour and their valuable comments.

	 This research draws on two studies conducted for the European Commission (Directorate General for Research & Innovation) in the context of services 
contracts (30-CE-0880718/00-38 and 30-CE-0883606/0035) for the preparation of Horizon Europe. Both studies were coordinated by JIIP and involved its four 
members (Joanneum Research, Tecnalia, TNO and VTT) as well as the Danish Technological Institute (DTI) and Valdani Vicari and Associati (VVA). The views 
expressed in this paper are nevertheless exclusively those of the authors and do not reflect the position neither of JIIP and its members nor of the European 
Commission.

for Research and
Technology Policy Evaluation

May 2019, Vol. 47, pp. 51-61
DOI: 10.22163/fteval.2019.329© The 

Author(s) 2019



ISSUE 47 |  MAY 201952

Research and Innovation, Horizon Europe. Following this approach, the 
EU R&I policy will increasingly concentrate efforts on the development 
and, in some circumstances, diffusion of new solutions to identified 
problems, and thereby on the achievement of ambitious goals. Missions 
would typically present clearly defined targets to be achieved within a 
specific timeframe, so progress can be measured against predefined mi-
lestones. While public administrations remain the main policy-makers, 
private organisations, such as businesses and foundations, have been 
also very active in identifying missions critical to them and their com-
munities, most often with the support of public administrations (JIIP et 
al., 2018a). 

Mission-oriented R&I initiatives may be divided into two broad cate-
gories depending on the nature of their goals: (1) programmes focused 
on achieving a single well-defined objective, often of scientific or tech-
nological nature (e.g. accelerating the development of a solar-powered 
aircraft able to revolutionise air transport), and (2) far-reaching initiatives 
aimed at (or implying) the transformation of systems to address complex 
challenges (also known as societal and/or transformative missions, e.g. 
climate change or the ageing society).

The orientation of R&I policy towards missions inherently requires 
that a vision is defined beforehand and that the actions of all relevant 
stakeholders are coordinated accordingly (Weber and Rohracher, 2012). 
Missions relate to complex challenges that isolated (traditional) policy-
makers may have difficulty in grasping. Furthermore, their achievement 
may have large impacts affecting many actors. Due to this orientation, 
they are also more likely to be highly visible to citizens and therefore 
more sensitive to societal acceptance. Therefore, the main objectives 
of engaging actors other than traditional decision-makers are to ensure 
that the selected missions address the most pressing needs and that 
legitimate initiatives will result. For these reasons, full top-down approa-
ches in the definition of visions for orienting R&I policies and efforts are 
raising growing criticism, and research on the rationales for, and the 
modalities of, citizen involvement in the development of missions, and in 
co-creating a vision for future R&I policies, becomes crucial. 

The current work aims to contribute to an understanding of the re-
levance of an open approach to policy-making in the specific area of 
mission-oriented R&I, by distinguishing different levels of citizen involve-
ment in the current practices, and the challenges that their implementa-
tion entails. By focusing on the rationales for citizen involvement and on 
the modalities in which this has been displayed, our research also aims 
to investigate the level of legitimacy that the general public entrusts, 
according to its societal values and needs, in the process leading to the 
launch of these broad policy interventions (input legitimacy) and in the 
pursued outcomes (output legitimacy) (Boon and Edler, 2018). 

After an outline of the literature on the role of citizens in policy-ma-
king (Section 1) and the description of the methodology employed to 
gather evidence (Section 2), this paper proceeds in identifying the most 
common practices of citizen involvement observed in the vision-setting 
of mission-oriented R&I initiatives (Section 3). To complete the analysis, 
the impressions of stakeholders from academia, public administrations 
and industry help characterise three main challenges that policy-makers 
and researchers encounter in examining citizen involvement (Section 
4). Finally, Section 5 concludes and provides the EU policy-makers with 
some recommendations. 

1. Role of citizens in policy-
making and modalities 
of their engagement
1.1 The role of citizens in policy-making

Policy-making is the process by which the responsible authorities de-
termine an appropriate course of action to solve a problem and address 
an opportunity for their target group. It takes place in an environment 
which influences it (Flanagan and Uyarra, 2016), with stakeholders that 
range from recipients and providers of the solution (for a problem) and 
may include other interested parties (e.g. philanthropists or lobbyists). 
For these reasons, policy-making processes vary widely depending on 
the national, regional, sectoral or technological systems in which they 
occur. For the sake of clarity, they can be divided into three stages 
(Edquist, 2011): (i) setting the vision, i.e. defining the problem to be 
solved; (ii) identifying the causes of the problem and translating them 
into recognisable objectives and into sets of smaller, achievable and 
measurable goals; and, (iii) selecting the policy instruments. The visions 
that set the direction for policy interventions relate to problems that are 
considered social constructs. Their definition is influenced by a number 
of contingencies (Laranja, Uyarra and Flanagan, 2008) and has a political 
dimension that should not be overlooked (Borrás and Edquist, 2013). 

Policy-making is a process orchestrated by the responsible autho-
rities but with the concurrent intervention of a wide range of actors 
seeking recognition for their respective needs, and their inclusion in the 
policy agenda. These ‘policy entrepreneurs’ (Kingdon, 1984) may consist 
of industry and other interest groups, as well as individuals and citi-
zens. Traditionally, policy-makers have been the elites, i.e. the dominant 
groups within specific communities, assuming and maintaining positions 
of power in governmental institutions as well as social movements (often 
under organised and militant minorities) that enforce their own thematic 
agendas. Citizens have been maintained in passive roles delegating their 
voice to elected representatives (convinced that further public partici-
pation could disrupt the functioning of public administrations) or being 
customers of public services (Vigoda, 2002). 

The profound economic, demographic and social changes that emer-
ged in most, if not all, OECD countries in the post-war period have led 
to a growing demand for the opening up of policy-making processes to 
public participation (OECD 2001). Since then, mechanisms – increasin-
gly supported by the digitalisation of public services and social media 
– have been granting citizens the opportunity to mobilise, organise and 
influence priority setting. Increasing efforts have been made to improve 
access to public information (including explanations of the choice of the 
employed instruments). Policy-makers may also ask citizens, through a 
consultative process, to reflect on their decisions and to provide feed-
back and additional insights. Such actions may be used to support the 
selection of missions and associated policy instruments. Finally, citizens 
may be engaged earlier in the process to shape social and policy dia-
logues and identify the most pressing challenges, the missions and rela-
ted policy interventions. 

Nevertheless, the involvement of citizens in policy-making does not 
mean that they replace the public authorities in their role of designing 
and implementing policies. Formal policy formulation remains in the 
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hands of traditional policy-makers, who should not be confused with 
‘policy entrepreneurs’. The paucity of citizen involvement is especially 
prominent in R&I policy, where it is believed that researchers should be-
nefit from full freedom in the direction of their research (Bush, 1945). The 
emergence of mission-oriented R&I increases these tensions within the 
policy-making process between ‘policy entrepreneurs’ and traditional 
policy-makers and, more specifically, between the need to involve of a 
wide range of actors, to define the most relevant visions, and the need 
for leadership (as opposed to a self-organising process), to guide system 
transition (Bugge et al., 2018). 

1.2 The rationales for citizen involvement in 
vision-setting

Directionality is a core and differentiating feature of mission-oriented 
R&I policy (Weber and Rohracher, 2012), which implies the definition 
of a vision that will guide policy interventions towards the solution of 
identified problems. Because these problems are complex and “wicked” 
when they are linked to socio-economic challenges (Nelson, 2011), poli-
cy-makers may require, for their better understanding, knowledge from 
external stakeholders such as citizens. 

Efforts to involve citizens in policy-making have increased also in res-
ponse to their growing demand for transparency, accountability and par-
ticipation (OECD, 2001). They are expected to have a direct and positive 
influence on the legitimacy of policy decisions, i.e. on their level of socie-
tal acceptance and (implicit) popular support. According to Dahl’s defi-
nition (1998), legitimacy has to do with a “general confidence among the 
public that a government’s power to make binding decision for the polity 
are justified and appropriate” (cited by Wallner, 2008, p. 422). Given that 
there is no universal criterion to assess whether, and to which degree, 
a policy measure is legitimate, such a functional definition of legitimacy 
highlights its subjective nature: it primarily relies on perceptions about 
the beliefs of individuals and groups. 

Legitimacy is not static but varies throughout the policy cycle as the 
perceptions of, and popular support for, policy measures may vary during 
their implementation. However, even though opportunities for citizen 
participation may arise at any stage of this cycle, this research contends 
that policy-makers should pay particular attention to the engagement of 
citizens in vision setting. Indeed, the initial level of legitimacy has signi-
ficant influence on the subsequent phases of the policy cycle (Jagers et 
al., 2016). Furthermore, a legitimate vision may ensure directionality of 
mission-oriented R&I initiatives and therefore reduce the risk of policy 
failure (Wallner, 2008). 

Legitimacy has two dimensions: input legitimacy and output legiti-
macy (Boon and Edler, 2018). Input legitimacy designates the societal 
acceptance of the process through which needs are transformed into 
policy problems and the instruments to solve them are defined. It is influ-
enced by the level of openness to stakeholders other than the traditional 
policy-makers, the efficiency of the process, as well as its transparency. 
Output legitimacy refers to the situation in which policies are societally 
accepted and supported by citizens because their outcomes are seen to 
contribute to addressing perceived societal needs (Scharpf, 2006). 

Output legitimacy has traditionally been considered to be the most 
significant component of the overall legitimacy of policy measures. In 
other words, citizens may give their support to policy decisions, whose 

targeted outputs are in line with their needs and expectations (output le-
gitimacy), even though they do not perceive the process, through which 
these decisions have been developed, as fully fair (e.g. as they were 
excluded from it) (Boedeltje and Cornips, 2004). Nevertheless, in the cur-
rent context of growing criticism of the representative democratic model, 
the perception of fairness in policy-making should not be overlooked and 
top-down decision-makers must design and follow policy-making pro-
cesses that satisfy citizens’ expectations. Otherwise, R&I policy – parti-
cularly if mission-oriented – may fail. 

2. Methodology
To investigate the engagement of citizens in setting the direction for, 

and building the legitimacy of, of mission-oriented R&I, evidence was 
drawn from two studies on mission-oriented R&I policy to support the 
European Commission in the preparation of Horizon Europe (JIIP et al., 
2018a; JIIP et al., 2018b). The materials include a series of case studies 
(identified based on a global policy mapping), interviews with R&I stake-
holders, and a final workshop with experts and stakeholders.

The current work uses multiple case studies to compile compelling 
and robust evidence for supporting the analysis of mechanisms (i.e. their 
rationales, context and instruments) to engage citizens in setting visions 
for mission-oriented R&I policy. 53 out of 140 identified mission-oriented 
R&I initiatives in the European Union, its 28 Member States and some 
of its main competitors1 were analysed2. This selection takes into ac-
count their geographical and thematic coverage, whether they are public 
or private initiatives, the type of challenge they target (accelerators or 
transformers), their level of intervention (i.e. international, national, regi-
onal or local), and their scale. Information on their overall context, policy 
instruments, governance, drivers and level of engagement of citizens 
and stakeholders was collected3 to ease their comparison. 

To understand, based on these case studies, the practices used to 
engage citizens in the direction-setting process for mission-oriented R&I 
initiatives, the relevant information was identified and coded. It was 
firstly determined whether and how citizens were engaged; the timing 
of their engagement; and the instruments employed. Information was 
collected, where available, on the rationales for citizen engagement and 
complemented by desk research. A broad definition of citizens, including 
civil society organisations, was adopted. Even though no causal relati-
onship between any feature of mission-oriented R&I initiatives and the 
degree of citizen engagement in vision-setting can be identified based 
on this methodology, the coding adopted enables a better understan-
ding of such practices. 

The case studies were complemented with insights from resear-
chers, policy-makers (including EU agencies, national governments, 
local authorities and national research and innovation agencies), re-
presentatives of industry and of civil society organisations. Their per-
ceptions of the challenges of, and solutions for, a higher level of en-
gagement of citizens in the vision-setting process for mission-oriented 
R&I initiatives were collected by means of a series of interviews4, and 
an expert and stakeholder workshop5. Their findings allow to flesh out 
the existing tensions between the need to have a clear orientation and 
directionality and the willingness to involve a wide array of stakehol-
ders including citizens for improving the legitimacy of the policy inter-
ventions under consideration. 
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ment and the general public might indeed accept that a distance is 
maintained between them. This situation can be observed, for instance, 
in democratic regimes whose culture focuses more on the social role of 
communities than that of individuals (e.g. Japan) and/or whose policy-
making practices are still heavily influenced by the legacy of preceding 
authoritarian regimes. The absence of citizen involvement in the e-Esto-
nia initiative can be interpreted along these lines. Although this initiati-
ve, launched few years after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, aims to 
transform public services through their digitalisation and to enable more 
open policy-making mechanisms, the legacy of the Communist regime 
led the institutions to lack the necessary habit to engage citizens in the 
definition of these objectives and the overall vision of R&I policies.

The third explanation for the lack of citizen engagement is the fact 
that the public bodies that initiate the concerned mission-oriented R&I 
initiatives do not operate on the basis of democratic rules and do not 
therefore feel the need to be responsive to public needs and demands. 
This is the case of authoritarian regimes, where decision-makers are 
not democratically accountable. Here, the mission-oriented R&I initiati-
ves prompted and managed by the Chinese government (a single-party 
authoritarian regime) illustrate such a top-down and authoritarian ap-
proach to vision setting. The (technology-driven) Work Station under 
Deep Sea project, the Five-Year Plans for Solar Energy and New Energy 
Vehicles are initiatives ruled by the Central Government without any 
evidence of efforts to build or strengthen the legitimacy of their overall 
objectives. Citizens were considered at most as potential consumers to 
be encouraged, via dedicated dissemination activities, to purchase the 
innovative solutions.

In sum, the category of missions for which vision and objectives 
have been set without foreseeing any mechanism for citizen involve-
ment is particularly varied and heterogeneous. Evidence has neverthel-
ess been found that there are several cumulative reasons to limit the 
communication and consultation processes to experts only, while ex-
plicitly excluding citizens. These top-down approaches in vision-setting 
are justified by the fact that the decision-makers do not seek to legitimi-
se the targeted problems (output legitimacy) and because of the way in 
which these problems were selected (input legitimacy). These missions 
are defined by decision-makers who are not, or do not feel, accountable 
to public needs, or consider only scientific and technological dimensi-
ons, whose relevance may be estimated without the participation of 
citizens. Input legitimacy is neglected because of cultural factors and 
the non-democratic nature of the decision-makers.

3.2. Information sharing to stimulate buy-in

Most case studies gathered evidence of actions undertaken to inform 
relevant stakeholders and the public at large on individual mission-ori-
ented R&I initiatives. Communication consists of the activities conducted 
to diffuse information on the rationales, implementation modalities and 
impacts of these initiatives. It pursues two interlinked objectives: to raise 
the public awareness of problems and to demonstrate the relevance of 
the (policy) interventions thereby stimulating buy-in. In such circumstan-
ces, citizens are passively involved to ensure (ex post) the legitimacy of 
decisions – already taken – on the missions to be pursued. The most 
commonly employed communication channels are dedicated websites, 
events (including conferences and workshops), social media, and edu-
cation programmes. 

3. Practices of 
citizen engagement 
in vision-setting

3.1 Absence of mechanism to involve citizens 
in vision-setting

A substantial share of the mission-oriented R&I initiatives analysed 
do not present any evidence of citizen involvement in the decision on 
their visions. These initiatives present some characteristics that may ex-
plain a perceived reluctance in engaging citizens. 

The first explanation of a lack of public participation mechanisms is 
the high technological component of the missions. In these cases, decis-
ion-makers do not adopt an open approach either because they consider 
the contribution of citizens as hampering the fulfilment of their ultimate 
objectives or because they deem it irrelevant. To set such visions, there 
is no perceived need to involve other actors than knowledgeable experts 
or stakeholders in the relevant domains, e.g. governmental institutions, 
industrial representatives, technicians or scientists. No actions are there-
fore needed to inform citizens or involve them in decision-making, as, 
due to their low or lack of skills, they will not be able to make any valua-
ble contribution. An example of such an approach is the development of 
the E-Fan electric aircraft. This technology-driven initiative, initiated and 
implemented by a consortium of private organisations, was conceived in 
a pure top-down manner in consultation with a few partners from seve-
ral national and regional institutions, but without input from the general 
public, neither any active communication campaign nor participative me-
chanisms. In the view of the initiators of this initiative, the expertise and 
the feedback provided by experts and stakeholders in the aerospace and 
air transport sectors were sufficient to orient research efforts towards 
the development of a zero-emission aircraft. No clear evidence of actions 
aiming at increasing legitimacy of this endeavour among the general 
public has been found. 

The absence of citizen engagement in vision-setting may also be ex-
plained by the qualities of their initiators. Desk research brings evidence 
that private (profit-oriented) companies6 are less keen on involving citi-
zens than public bodies pursuing societal goals. Given that businesses 
do not have a mandate (or the presumption) to deliver solutions to meet 
societal demands expressed by citizens, they do not feel accountable 
vis-à-vis the general public. For this reason, they tend to determine their 
missions in full autonomy without comments from citizens, preferring to 
rely on stakeholders with a recognised expertise and/or potential users. 
This approach is reflected, for instance, in the development of the pan-
European aircraft manufacturer, Airbus. The governments that contribu-
ted to its inception did not involve citizens in setting up the objectives of 
this mostly technology-driven and commercial endeavour. The relevance 
and durability of this commitment to building a European aerospace 
consortium able to compete with US counterparts was not subject to 
either public consultations or an active communication strategy aimed 
at increasing its legitimacy. 

Some public authorities share with private companies a strong re-
luctance in involving citizens in the development of policy interventions. 
Even in consolidated and longstanding democracies, both the govern-
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active in communicating to the large public, as their level of legitimacy 
has a direct impact on the success of their implementation. Indeed, they 
may partly rely on private donations (from individuals) and crowdfunding 
as well as volunteer work, and therefore on their capacity to convince ci-
tizens that they can contribute to legitimate missions (linked to the com-
mon good) through their financial and in-kind support. Making private 
and close connections between individuals' concerns and the problem 
to be solved and, by doing so, building or strengthening (ex post) the 
legitimacy of the concerned mission-oriented R&I initiative are assumed 
to be among the most effective ways to steer citizens in that direction. 
For instance, the Ocean Cleanup initiative aims at preventing, extracting 
and intercepting the plastic pollution of oceans. Its wide visibility is en-
sured by large media coverage as well as its active presence on social 
media. Information on the causes of plastic pollution is disseminated via 
the website of the Foundation, which is highly dependent on individual 
contributions. This strategy contributes to raising public awareness of 
this problem and the (urgent) need to tackle it. 

The legitimacy-building processes within these three categories of 
mission-oriented R&I initiatives show similar patterns. Citizens are in-
volved in building the output legitimacy of these mission-oriented R&I 
initiatives, as information shared with them aim to demonstrate the ac-
curacy and magnitude of the problems to be solved. However, citizen 
engagement is not seemingly perceived as a relevant criterion in input 
legitimacy: decisions are made by legitimate decision-makers acting for 
the purpose of the national pride and global leadership or by private 
foundations, whose legitimacy does not derive from any popular elec-
tion. Some missions relate to urgent societal needs that require a swift 
reaction of decision-makers. In such circumstances, it would be hardly 
feasible to mobilise citizens and consult them quickly enough. The defini-
tion of the vision is therefore made in a top-down manner and is justified 
afterwards through communication activities. 

3.3 Participatory involvement

Very few of the missions analysed include evidence of some degrees 
of citizen participation in the selection of the missions to be pursued. The 
most common way is through public consultations, whereby decision-
makers ask citizens about their views on broad challenges or problems 
prior to designing policy interventions. This process is controlled and co-
ordinated by the relevant public authorities, which decide on the issues 
on which citizens provide their feedback and on the procedures for this 
purpose. Even though public consultation engages more than informati-
on sharing, it cannot be yet considered as a genuinely active participa-
tion in the policy-making process, especially when the general public is 
involved late in the decision-making process and is asked to reflect on 
proposals already developed by policy-makers.

In the mission-oriented R&I initiatives considered, public consulta-
tions are organised in different manners, which affect the degree of citi-
zen involvement and the level of openness of the policy-making process 
to externals inputs. Some initiatives remain open to (spontaneous) feed-
back and contributions from a wide range of actors, including individual 
citizens as well as representatives of industry, civil organisations or aca-
demia. For instance, feedback collection mechanisms, via public surveys, 
consultation webpages and interactions with public administrations 
through social media accounts, contributed to setting the objectives of 
the Finnish Bioeconomy Strategy. Open consultation tends nevertheless 

The diffusion of information on policy interventions is a practice ob-
served in various initiatives. However, three groups of mission-oriented 
R&I initiatives can be identified among those that involve citizens only 
through information-sharing activities.

The first category of mission-oriented R&I initiatives involving citizens 
exclusively through communication activities includes initiatives, whose 
mission is mainly of a technological or scientific nature, but with a politi-
cal dimension. The legitimacy-building process that is perceived required 
in these instances is interpreted as bidirectional. On the one side, visions 
are considered legitimate because they were decided by legitimate de-
cision-makers. On the other side, their popular support enhances, in re-
turn, the legitimacy of their decision-makers. Two particularly illustrative 
case studies are the US Apollo project with its goal of landing a man on 
the moon and returning him safely to the earth, and the British-French 
Concorde project to develop supersonic air transport. Despite their ob-
jectives to accelerate the development of new technologies, both were 
given high visibility in media (e.g. the live broadcast of Neil Armstrong 
from the Moon) and policy discourse. Besides its strategic importance in 
the then geopolitical context, the Apollo project had a high propaganda 
value and was aimed at demonstrating to the US citizens the national 
scientific and technological leadership. Reflecting its political dimension, 
President Kennedy asked for exploring different options for amendment 
when criticisms raised. Similarly, in the Concorde project, despite early 
reservations that investments would have zero or low return, the British 
government maintained its commitment, mainly for political reasons, 
among which avoiding the further reduction of the popular support for 
the government. 

The second category of mission-oriented R&I initiatives in which citi-
zen engagement is limited to communication activities and information 
sharing includes those that consider the perspective of citizens in the 
vision-setting process, to the extent that the missions relate to problems 
for which a consensus among citizens is assumed to exist. This approach 
is observed in situations of a shared sense of emergency in the aftermath 
of catastrophic events. Citizens are perceived highly likely to consider 
legitimate any policy interventions designed explicitly to solve a problem 
that affects most of them and may threaten their safety and/or well-
being. Communication activities are conducted in order to maintain or 
even strengthen this initial level of legitimacy (guaranteed by the sense 
of emergency) to forestall any later loss of popular support and societal 
acceptance. An example can be found in the initiative taken by the Itali-
an authorities to protect the Venetian lagoon, which is regularly exposed 
to exceptional tides (the so-called ‘acqua alta’) and floods with frequency 
and intensity increasing in recent years7. The MOSE project (Italian: MO-
dulo Sperimentale Elettromeccanico) aimed at the development of tech-
nologies for the protection of Venice and other cities in the lagoon from 
floods and other exceptional tides without affecting the economic acti-
vities of the commercial harbours. This initiative presents no evidence 
of any sort of active engagement of citizens in the decision on its vision. 
It was assumed that the mission would be considered legitimate by the 
inhabitants of the lagoon because of their vulnerability to this type of 
natural disaster. 

The third category of mission-oriented R&I initiatives involving citi-
zens in the selection of missions only via information-sharing actions 
consists of initiatives conducted by private foundations. As decision-
makers are not elected officials in these cases, it could be expected that 
low efforts would be made to strengthen the legitimacy of decisions on 
the missions to pursue. However, some initiatives appeared to be very 
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functioning of the policy-making process and demonstrate the capaci-
ty to prompt the introduction of societal demands in the public policy 
agenda. Provided that citizen movements are not seen as endangering 
the current balance of power or hampering the stability of the commu-
nity, the traditional policy-makers might consider them as opportunities 
to (further) legitimise their actions. Consequently, also in this particular 
case, the decision-makers might attribute to the citizens the capacity 
to participate in setting the vision for mission-oriented R&I initiatives. 
An example of this case is the German Energiewende initiative, which 
consists in a long-term strategy for the development of a low-carbon 
energy system based on renewable energy and energy efficiency. The 
development of this mission would have not been possible without the 
long-standing activism of grassroots green movements advocating for 
energy transition policies and the phasing out of nuclear power plants. 
At first, policymakers underestimated the sense of urgency felt by the 
German citizens in regard to a green transition over decades, until the 
Fukushima nuclear accident convinced them to steer this long-date pub-
lic movement in their favour. Participatory schemes were then not simply 
strengthened and institutionalised, but even encouraged and multiplied. 
Such shift in policy produced one of the most emblematic examples of 
citizen involvement in setting the goals and in designing the policy inst-
ruments of an mission-oriented initiative. 

In regard to the level of legitimacy, the engagement of citizens in 
setting the vision of mission-oriented R&I initiatives via dedicated pub-
lic consultations and other participatory mechanisms ensures first and 
foremost their output legitimacy. Furthermore, it demonstrates that tra-
ditional policy-makers are increasingly – but still marginally – attentive 
to input legitimacy. Citizen engagement in the decision-making process 
is interpreted as being not aimed only at ensuring that the ultimate de-
cision will be in line with societal expectations and will have popular 
support. It can also contribute to building a policy discourse justifying 
the pursued missions by referring explicitly to the public participation 
mechanisms employed for their definition. The analysis of the considered 
case studies suggests that public consultations organised at the earliest 
stages in the decision-making process are nevertheless those that are 
the closest to genuine participation of citizens. The general public may 
be asked to contribute directly to the refinement of missions that were 
broadly defined by policy-makers, or to express their support to (rather 
elaborated) proposals of missions and objectives. However, in most ca-
ses, citizens are not asked to define, through any type of participatory 
process, which missions would be the most relevant in their views. Ci-
tizens are rather expected to give feedback on top-down defined pro-
posals. Finally, in few instances, policy-makers may decide to translate 
problems already identified by grass-roots movements into well-defined 
policy interventions. By putting these problems onto the policy agenda, 
traditional policy-makers similarly ensure that the mission-oriented R&I 
initiatives prompted by autonomously organised groups of individuals 
are considered legitimate.

to favour the most vocal individuals, who usually have the knowledge to 
effectively engage in the decision-making process and the ambition to 
put their problems onto the policy agenda. Public consultations can be 
also organised by means of interviews and working groups composed 
of specific actors (including citizens and civil organisations) who have 
been identified by the decision-makers. For instance, citizens and other 
stakeholders were involved in Societal Advisory Boards for providing ad-
vices on relevant vision and objectives for the Dutch water management 
strategy to be implemented via the Delta Programme. Whereas open 
consultation may result in very low or no contribution, interviews and 
working groups can guarantee some bottom-up contribution to policy-
making. Furthermore, the competent public authorities may define cri-
teria for the selection of their participants, such that representativeness 
is guaranteed and that the voice of citizens is not captured by groups 
pursuing their own agenda. 

Consultation mechanisms were set in mission-oriented R&I initiati-
ves which are diverse in terms of the nature of the missions (either very 
scientific and technologic or rather transformative and societal), the type 
of challenges tentatively addressed (food, agriculture, bio-economy, en-
vironment, transport, health, etc.) and the level of policy intervention 
(supranational, national, local). Nevertheless, three groups of mission-
oriented R&I initiatives in which citizen engagement is perceived parti-
cularly relevant can be identified.

Firstly, practices of vision-setting engaging citizens appear to be 
particularly relevant in initiatives aimed at solving important societal 
challenges, as the general public is assumed to be the best placed to 
identify and characterise the most relevant problems in this respect. 
For instance, the Clean Air London initiative, which aims at reducing air 
pollution in the city and at improving thereby well-being and quality of 
life of its inhabitants, set up mechanisms to collect feedback and sug-
gestions from Londoners and to enable them to interact with the local 
administrations. Nevertheless, these mechanisms include surveys which 
were launched late in the decision-making process and aimed more at 
ensuring popular support for the initiative than at empowering citizens 
and fully engaging them in setting its vision.

Public consultation is also employed when the vision and objecti-
ves are established in the first place by the competent policy-makers, 
and are subsequently submitted to a panel of actors, including citizens 
and other types of stakeholders, for their refinement. For instance, to 
set the objectives of the Luxembourg 3rd Industry Revolution strategy, 
the initiators set up thematic working groups composed of more than 
300 stakeholders, including companies, local administrations and civil  
society organisations. Their mission was to translate the concept of 
‘Third Industrial Revolution’ into the Luxembourg context: this mainly 
refers to a transition of economic systems towards peer-to-peer models 
relying on the generation, distribution and use of renewable energy. The 
working groups identified and analysed ongoing trends and defined ac-
cordingly feasible and consistent objectives. Luxembourg residents were 
thereby given the opportunity to take part in the design of this transfor-
mative initiative.

Finally, where citizens can autonomously organise to trigger a spe-
cific policy which responds to a pressuring societal demand, traditional 
policy-makers might employ participatory schemes to regain control 
over the policy-making process and handle it for their own benefits. The 
collected evidence suggests that this situation may occur only in demo-
cratic communities whose social actors possess a fair awareness of the 
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trust in democratic systems. Finally, the consulted stakeholders advoca-
ting for public participation in decision-making refer to past experiences 
(e.g. the Irish Citizens’ Assembly set up in 2016 to consider the most 
important issues of the country) to show that, if individuals are trained 
to effectively take part in participatory mechanisms and informed on the 
characteristics of the societal challenges, they might demonstrate abili-
ties to grasp complex issues and make relevant policy proposals.

On the contrary, other consulted stakeholders express some reserve 
in respect to the engagement of citizens in decision-making, particularly 
in its initial steps, contending that it should be avoided, if not forbidden, 
and that other types of stakeholders with a better understanding of the 
challenges to be addressed (including experts and users) have more va-
luable inputs to bring in the policy-making process. In addition, citizens 
do not have the mandate nor the capacity to fully understand, represent 
and elaborate on the societal demands of their community. Because me-
chanisms for public participation may shed light on discrepancies bet-
ween citizens and other stakeholders in terms of degree of participation 
in policy-making, they can also affect the community cohesion. Further-
more, citizens might not be aware of the complexity of the policy cycle 
to make relevant contributions, especially in countries or regions where 
mainstream media have a strong influence on their level of understan-
ding of ongoing policy discussions. Social media similarly raise concerns 
in this respect, as they allow users to favour some information sources 
while outweighing others for any apparent sensible reason. 

In the context of growing populism across Europe, consulted stake-
holders worry that mechanisms for public participation in vision-setting 
divert policy decisions from the missions that are the most likely to ac-
celerate system transformations for solving societal challenges. Because 

Type and means of 
citizen engagement

Main observed features of 
missions

Rationale for the selected degree of citizen involvement Consideration for legitimacy-
building

Input Output

No role
No instrument

Missions 

•	 with high technological 

component,

•	 whose initiators lack culture 

and practices of citizen 

engagement, 

•	 implemented in non-

democratic regimes.

•	 Lack of responsiveness of policy-makers to public needs and demands.

•	 No valuable contributions expected from citizens.

•	 High reliance on experts, users and industry stakeholders.

•	 Fear of disruptive effects of citizen engagement on policy-making.

NO NO

Communication
Exclusive reliance on 
communication tools: 
Dedicated websites
Events (conferences, 
workshops)
Social media
Education programmes 

Missions

•	 related to societal challenges 

but initiated by private 

actors,

•	 with a high technological 

component and a major 

political dimension,

•	 related to urgent societal 

needs.

•	 Influence of the degree of popular support on the successful implementation 

of missions.

•	 Need to maintain the initial level of legitimacy throughout the policy cycle.

•	 Intertwined legitimacy of policies and their initiators.

•	 Trade-off between swift policy reactions to urgent needs and openness of 

policy-making to public participation.

NO YES

Participation
Public consultations
Interviews
Working groups 
Surveys
Social media 
Public Meetings
Stakeholder Forums

Missions 

•	 with anticipated important 

societal impacts,

•	 broadly predefined and in 

need of refinement,

•	 defined by citizens and 

whose translation into the 

policy agenda serves the ac-

tions of the policy-makers. 

•	 Influence of the degree of popular support on the successful implementation 

of missions.

•	 Perception of citizens as knowledgeable and capable of participating in 

policy-making.

•	 Democratic and transparent functioning of public administrations. 

•	 Need to develop policy discourse justifying policy interventions.

YES YES

4. Perceived challenges in 
the engagement of citizens 
in vision-setting

Interviews and a workshop collected the views from R&I actors and 
help flesh out the reasons of the resistance of policy-makers against 
further public participation in policy-making, and the modalities in which 
participation might take place. 

4.1 Why should policy-makers involve  
citizens?

It is widely admitted that all individuals should be given the oppor-
tunity to reflect on the relevance of policy interventions implemented 
in their community, and particularly on the direction given to mission-
oriented R&I initiatives. Such positive opinions towards citizen involve-
ment are mainly underpinned by the assumptions that private organi-
sations and the traditional policy-makers may overlook societal needs 
while pursuing ambitions often related instead to their own needs; and 
that citizens have a better understanding than these actors about the 
most significant challenges to their communities. Furthermore, public 
participation in policy-making can increase the stability and the legitima-
cy of policy decisions and the level of transparency of decision-making 
processes. It may also contribute to making citizens feel responsible for 
the formulation and design of policies, while curbing the eroding of their 

Table 1: Elements of citizen involvement and consequence on legitimacy
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feasibility of the orientation of R&I initiatives (especially when they are 
mainly aimed at the achievement of ambitious scientific, technological 
or economic challenges) and whether new goods and services are ready 
to be used. Therefore, the main rationale for user involvement in policy-
making is to ensure that the vision is reachable and that the solution to 
be developed, for that purpose, could be used and diffused at a suffici-
ent pace. Without diminishing this argument, civil society organisations 
claim that it cannot justify that users are involved in the place of citizens 
to decide the visions for mission-oriented R&I initiatives. 

The particular role of the general public is indeed to consider the 
relevance of missions against societal values that are deemed of impor-
tance in their community. For these reasons, communication and disse-
mination activities should be clearly delineated, with the latter aimed at 
accelerating the uptake of (new) goods and services and not at raising 
public awareness of the targeted problems. This is the reason why the 
large events such as those organised in the Chinese New Energy Vehicle 
initiative for demonstrating newly developed electric vehicles are seen 
as targeting potential purchasers instead of involving the public at lar-
ge, and having no influence on the legitimacy of mission-oriented R&I 
initiatives. 

Given that all individuals are inevitably part an established commu-
nity and jointly constitute the civil society, all the organisations that are 
made of individual volunteers have in common the aspiration of repre-
senting “a wide range of interests and ties” (OECD, 2006). However, 
the participation of civil society organisations in policy-making occurs 
differently than citizen involvement. In the first place, civil society or-
ganisations tend to be organised in a complex structure, with allocated 
responsibilities to group of individuals who are the real interlocutors 
vis-à-vis decision-makers. Secondly, they have their own communication 
channels and independently implement their outreach strategies. In the 
third place, no civil society organisation can claim to represent all the po-
sitions of their members and volunteers. They express official positions, 
which may be the result of internal mediation and compromise. 

Moreover, there is a clear tendency in each organisation to focus 
on a theme or a set of issues, and to unavoidably advocate for the spe-
cific interests of limited groups of citizens. For the same reason, their 
involvement may lead to an excessive politicisation and polarisation of 
the policy-making process. Despite these concerns, the evidence collec-
ted in case studies, such as in the French Agriculture-Innovation 2025 
strategy, suggests that some policy-makers prompt the participation of 
civil society organisations, like family associations, when in need of en-
larging their legitimacy.

4.3 Which modalities of citizen involvement?

Once citizens are recognized having a specific role in the design of 
mission-oriented R&I, policy-making procedures must adapt to allow their 
involvement. One of the few points on which most consulted stakeholders 
agree is that a fully bottom-up process is neither feasible nor advisab-
le. Traditional policy-makers should not be excluded from vision-setting 
and the design of mission-oriented R&I initiatives, as they are the most 
capable actors to ensure policy coordination. The governance of mission-
oriented R&I initiatives should instead rely on a multi-actors model where 
participants tend to complement, but do not substitute, each other.

Very few consulted stakeholders support the idea to create a de-
dicated and permanent body in charge of ensuring that citizens are 
involved in the general policy-making process. It is instead contended 

those missions may have disruptive (and negative) effects in the short 
term, citizens may be reluctant to fully support them. Moreover, the par-
ticipation of citizens in the decision on missions is feared to benefit only 
easily understandable or ‘fashionable’ sciences or industries, i.e. those 
benefitting from high popularity and media coverage. 

Finally, some actors are concerned that citizen involvement would be 
infeasible on practical terms. Mechanisms which are conceived to invol-
ve on a regular basis multitude of individuals are costly and their funding 
too difficult to be viable in the long run. An extra layer of complexity is 
added by the extreme variety of opinions on a number of issues which 
makes the finding of a consensus even more difficult. 

4.2 Which kind of individuals (or groups of in-
dividuals) should be involved?

Citizens are perceived in competition with other categories of stake-
holders in the policy-making process, especially with experts, users and 
civil society organisations. 

In comparison with citizens, experts encompass all individuals with 
relevant and recognised knowledge in relation to the challenges to be 
tackled as well as the expertise and experience necessary for sugges-
ting suitable, relevant and feasible answers to the identified problems8. 
Furthermore, experts may be assumed to be more likely to understand 
the specificities of the policy-making process. The expertise of these 
individuals and organisations can serve in crucial steps, including the 
definitions of the scope of the missions and of quantifiable and attai-
nable objectives. For instance, in the Indian Electric Mobility Plan, the 
government decided to leverage on the participation of transport and 
automobile stakeholders which have specific interests in the develop-
ment of the electric vehicle industry. 

Some mission-oriented R&I initiatives attempted to use the contri-
butions from both experts and the general public in a complementary 
way. For instance, in several of the analysed case studies, the feedback 
of citizens was used to reflect on the directions identified, in a first time, 
by individual experts. The EU Human Brain Project adopted this kind of 
approach: at first, scientists and industry representatives were asked to 
propose a set of projects; only in a second moment, citizens were enga-
ged to verify the socio-economic and ethical dimensions of the selected 
proposals and validate the goals of the proposed projects. 

What is mostly argued is nevertheless the rationales for involving 
citizens instead of stakeholders or experts, and whether the decision-
makers should listen to the general public without mediation by any 
intermediate body and the support of skilled professionals. In the views 
of governmental agencies and the scientific community, individuals may 
have some understanding of the societal challenges, but clearly lack the 
knowledge required to solve them. On the contrary, some not-for-profit 
organisations argue that citizens, in comparison with experts, have a 
holistic vision much more focused on the future conditions of the next 
generations than on the scientific and technological challenges.

Citizens are also often confused and substituted (in the policy-making 
process) with users. However, while the former are defined in respect to 
their belonging to specific (social) communities, the essential feature of 
the latter is being economic and (demand-side) market actors integrating 
goods and services into their economic activities (by consuming or em-
ploying them) in order to obtain some benefits, including the solving of 
specific problems. Users are considered to hold specific knowledge that 
relates to their practices and habits and that allows to determine the 
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processes in order to engage the general public in shaping the future of 
its policy interventions. 

Since mission-oriented R&I initiatives are essentially aimed at solving 
problems that will help tackle pressing societal, economic, scientific and 
technological challenges, they are easily understandable by the general 
public and are conveniently communicable and justifiable in the public 
eyes. If handled correctly, missions conceived with citizen involvement 
will therefore contribute to increasing the legitimacy of the EU in R&I 
policy and possibly in other policy domains. Additional efforts for invol-
ving the general public in the definition of missions may help further 
reduce the perceived distance between citizens and the EU institutions. 
However, this requires the promotion of new practices within the EU po-
licy-making process without lengthening it and increasing its costs (and 
while abiding by the institutional framework laid down by the Treaties). 

Public consultation mechanisms have already demonstrated being 
valid and important means to ensure output and input legitimacy. The EU 
policy-makers may rely on these existing practices, enlarge their scope 
and scale them up at the EU level while overseeing their implementation 
in Member States. Moreover, further steps towards a more participative 
decision-process can be designed and implemented on the strengths of 
past experiences (such as the past Interactive Policy Making mechanism) 
and in view of the practices currently implemented and for which the 
European Union is advocating (notably, in the area of e-Governance). By 
considering the controversy that a suggestion for changing the current 
decision-making procedures may engender among the Member States 
and EU bodies, such attempts can be delimited, in a first time, to the field 
of R&I policies and initiatives, and, more specifically, to the mission-ori-
entated pillar in Horizon Europe. Another possibility to ensure bottom-up 
participation in decision-making, as noted by several interviewees, are 
the platforms established for the definition of the Smart Specialisation 
Strategy9. These could be revived and used to involve the general public 
at a regional level, by giving the opportunity to define missions capable 
of meeting the needs of local communities. In addition to these options, 
civil society organisations suggest the establishment of “Citizens Con-
ventions”, whose design and functions may address the challenges that 
this research identified10.

The main issues with these tentative mechanisms relate to the subs-
tantial lack of experience in handling them in several Member States or 
at a transnational level. Moreover, even if correctly implemented, they 
would need to collect the opinions of citizens who are exposed to a wide 
variety of challenges or to similar ones but at varying intensities (e.g. 
ocean pollution may be less a concern for Central European countries). 
Citizen involvement mechanisms would have to cope also with the chal-
lenges traditionally faced by all sorts of exercises implemented at the EU 
scale, i.e. the presence of different political cultures and multilingualism. 
However, while not dismissing their importance, these challenges could 
be regarded as the raison d’être of an intergovernmental organisation 
such as the European Union and should not be considered as a hin-
drance to more participatory and democratic policy-making processes. 
On the contrary, given that missions aim at solving challenges which 
often have transnational impacts, the coordination of mission-oriented 
R&I should be guaranteed at EU level. As a consequence, the institutions 
of the European Union will be the best placed to find and implement re-
newed methods and practices to engage citizens in setting the missions 
to orient R&I policy. 

that existing institutions would be better positioned to translate popular 
preferences for specific challenges into concrete mission-oriented R&I 
initiatives. However, they would need to change their functioning by 
integrating citizens to their decision-making process. A solution is the 
establishment of multi-stakeholders groups with the mission to formu-
late recommendations to bodies in charge of taking decisions, such as 
the National Cancer Advisory Board (NCAB), which was established in 
1971 to ensure the implementation of the War on Cancer initiative, and 
which contributed to the research plan for the Cancer Moonshot strat-
egy. Public participation in decisions on the visions for mission-oriented 
R&I should rely, where possible, on existing practices of citizen engage-
ment in the functioning of public institutions, in order to avoid having 
disruptive effects and inducing too high costs to public administrations. 

Special attention should be paid to the criteria for the selection of 
the citizens authorised to participate in the vision-setting for mission-
oriented R&I initiatives. A general principle should be that the selection 
should be balanced and avoid, where possible, organisations which may 
capture the voice of the general public to push forward their own agen-
da. However, institutional arrangements and adaptation of consultation 
tools for citizen engagement in decision-making will induce costs, as 
many consulted stakeholders highlighted. This is even more expected 
in the case of mission-oriented R&I orchestrated at the EU level, as such 
practices do not exist yet and may face linguistic and cultural barriers. 

5. Conclusions
This research collects evidence and demonstrates that practices of 

citizen engagement in setting the vision for mission-oriented R&I initiati-
ves are barely developed. Even though Horizon Europe aims to give them 
a renewed impetus, their diffusion might be hindered by resistance ob-
served among a large range of R&I stakeholders. Therefore, this research 
highlights the need to promote new practices within the policy-making 
process in order to promote, facilitate and ensure the engagement of 
citizens in the decision on the missions and thereby improve both their 
output and input legitimacy, the latter being still rarely considered.

Citizen engagement in policy-making may contribute to solving the 
disenchantment many citizens currently perceive with the EU institu-
tions. Mechanisms for public participation in decision-making are not ai-
med at replacing representative democracy, but instead at complemen-
ting it. They rely on the observations that the citizens participating in the 
policy-making process might feel more “committed” and become able to 
make well-grounded priority-setting. If involved in the policy-making at 
an early stage, they can also improve their understanding of how public 
institutions work. Ultimately, the citizens’ renewed feeling of responsibi-
lity for, and commitment to, the general interest of their community may 
reduce the distrust against representative democracy that jeopardizes 
the stability of institutions. 

All these arguments are particularly valid for the EU institutions, as 
they are seemingly the most affected by the growing scepticism about 
the course of the traditional policy-making process. Eurosceptic feelings 
have strengthened and gained ground at a high pace over the past ten 
years in the founding and in the newer Member States, while the UK 
voters have voted to leave the European Union under the influence of 
nationalistic propaganda. In such an alarming context, the EU policy-
makers must curb the perceived widening of the gap between EU in-
stitutions and the European citizens and to renew the decision-making 
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Endnotes
1	 Brazil, China, Japan, Norway, Russia, Singapore, South Korea, Switzerland and the United States.
2	 Even though this sample was aimed at being balanced, it does not have the ambition to be representative. In consequence, the outcomes of the case studies 

cannot be subject to statistical generalisation.
3	 These case studies can be consulted on the online JIIP Global Observatory of Mission-Oriented R&I: www.jiip.eu/mop
4	 In total, 40 organisations were interviewed. They were asked generic questions in relation to the characteristics and potential impacts of mission-oriented 

R&I initiatives. 
5	 The preliminary findings of both studies were presented to 20 experts and relevant stakeholders during a workshop co-organised with the European Com-

mission in February 2018. A session was dedicated to the engagement of citizens in mission-oriented R&I initiatives.
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Endnotes
6	 In contrast with companies, private foundations may pursue missions that are often related to common goods and societal challenges. They may therefore 

be willing to involve, to some degrees, citizens in the legitimacy-building of their mission-oriented R&I initiatives.
7	 In November 1966, a tide of 194 centimetres above the sea level submerged Venice and its surroundings and dramatically raised concerns for the safety of 

the inhabitants. In its aftermath, the first Special Law for Venice of 16th April 1973 (Law 171/73) declared the problem of safeguarding the city and its lagoon 
to be of “priority national interest”.

8	 This definition of experts includes organisations that can provide technical and managerial knowledge necessary for the successful development and diffu-
sion of the solutions to the targeted problems, i.e. actors from industry (e.g. suppliers) as well as public administrations with a recognised expertise in the 
fields where they operate. The particularity of these actors (unlike independent experts) is that they may have a less neutral position on the problems to be 
tackled and therefore on the orientations of R&I policies and initiatives in their sector. 

9	 Smart specialization is a place-based approach, meaning that it builds on the assets and resources available to regions and Member States and on their 
specific socio-economic challenges in order to identify unique opportunities for development and growth. 

10	 The ‘Citizens Conventions’, as defined by Global Health Advocates and Sciences Citoyennes, will be composed of citizens randomly selected. For ensuring 
their accurate understanding of the challenges that they need either to prioritise or to translate into concrete missions, a balanced set of stakeholders with 
various (and preferably diverging) interests will explain to them their views, while experts will provide basic information on the underpinning scientific and 
technical aspects. The selected individuals will complete their training by requesting the intervention of organisations, which they deemed of interest to 
listen to. They will subsequently debate and decide among themselves about the most relevant (and therefore legitimate) missions to be pursued. 
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