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Abstract 
Deliberative mini-publics (DMPs) have attracted 

growing attention from both researchers and 

practitioners in recent years. Their purpose is to 

assemble random groups of citizens, representing a 

cross section of society, in order to engage in 

discussions about policy issues and formulate 

recommendations. During these sessions, partici-

pants are exposed to contrasting perspectives from 

experts and engage in respectful internal delibera-

tions, facilitated by organizers, before arriving at a 

carefully considered joint policy position on the 

topic at hand. DMPs are grounded in the belief 

that citizen involvement and input are essential if 

policy reforms are to be perceived as legitimate by 

the public. In the agri-food domain, they represent 

an innovative way to rebuild public trust in the 

food system, allowing citizens to reshape food 

policy in alignment with their values and concerns. 

In this study, we conducted a scoping review of the 

literature to assess the contexts in which food-

related DMPs emerge, as well as their organiza-

tional characteristics, procedural qualities, and 

results. We identified a total of 24 case studies, 

revealing significant diversity between DMPs in 

terms of their policy themes, formats, and 

recruitment and decision-making procedures. In 

terms of results, participants reported that attend-

ing the DMP had been a positive experience and 

had increased their awareness of, and ability to 

engage in, food policy debates. However, only a 

handful of DMPs led to documented policy 

reforms. We argue that greater emphasis should be 

placed on post-deliberation activities and dialogues 
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if DMPs are to make a meaningful impact and 

contribute to the democratization of food systems. 

Keywords  
deliberative mini-public, scoping review, food 

policy, food system, democracy 

Introduction and Literature Review 
As a universal need that shapes our daily lives and 

is deeply anchored in personal and cultural identi-

ties, food matters to people in a way that other 

issues do not. Food has a direct impact on our 

well-being and that of those around us, which 

means that it is often the focal point of debates and 

controversies in modern democratic societies 

(Ankeny, 2016). In today’s world, consumers are 

forced to navigate the complexities of the global 

food system, with its array of options and associ-

ated risks. At the same time, there is growing dis-

trust in this system and mounting criticism of its 

detrimental effects on human health, workers, 

farmers, communities, and the environment 

(Berglund et al., 2021; Thompson et al., 2020). As a 

result, the current orientation of the food system, 

which prioritizes productivist goals over commu-

nity and social values, has fueled citizen discontent 

with the way food is produced, marketed, and sold 

(Albrecht et al., 2013; Mundler, 2022).  

 Food systems encompass a range of activities, 

from production and processing to distribution 

and consumption. Consequently, food policy 

inherently involves intricate technical considera-

tions and complex trade-offs. This often results in 

decisions being made by experts and government 

regulators, leaving little room for citizens’ voices 

and opinions to be heard (Ramos-Gerena, 2023). 

Fundamentally, such an arrangement assumes that 

citizens are incapable, under the right conditions, 

of understanding complex subjects and engaging in 

meaningful, well-informed dialogues, despite evi-

dence to the contrary (Burgess, 2012). Further-

more, it overlooks the fact that “ordinary” citizens 

often assess and evaluate risks differently than 

experts and regulatory officials (Houghton et al., 

 
1 Deliberative mini-publics (also sometimes called deliberative processes) is the umbrella term used to describe various citizen-centric 

forums that follow the main organizing principles outlined in this introduction. The full list of forums that fall within this category is 

presented in the methodology section. 

2008). Therefore, incorporating the viewpoints of 

citizens is crucial when formulating policies so that 

decisions align with public preferences (Ankeny, 

2016).  

 Scholars have emphasized the importance of 

creating new spaces that can preserve or rebuild 

public trust in the food system by giving people a 

greater say in policymaking (Ankeny, 2016; Candel, 

2022; Thompson et al., 2020). It is argued that such 

mechanisms can facilitate the democratization of 

food governance by allowing citizens to deliberate 

and formulate policy recommendations that reflect 

their values and priorities. The growing interest in 

citizen-centric spaces reflects a broader movement 

among theorists and practitioners seeking solutions 

to the “democratic malaise” endemic in modern 

societies. As researchers have noted, this malaise 

can be attributed to governance systems, both in 

the food sector and elsewhere, that contribute to 

apathy, depoliticization, and a disconnect between 

citizens and power centers (Harris, 2019).  

 In response to this phenomenon, various inno-

vations have been proposed to enhance delibera-

tive democracy, which rests on the notion that 

involving citizens in policymaking is essential for 

decisions to be perceived as legitimate by society 

(Goodin & Dryzek, 2006). Among the proposals 

put forward, deliberative mini-publics (DMPs) are 

perhaps the most celebrated and have received the 

most attention (Dryzek, 2002; Jacquet & van der 

Does, 2021). DMPs explore citizens’ perspectives 

by creating spaces in which laypeople can engage in 

structured deliberations on a particular topic and 

issue recommendations. By establishing a two-way 

dialogue between policymakers and the public, 

DMPs have the potential to deepen societal 

involvement and interest in policymaking and gen-

erate innovative solutions. They can also enhance 

political legitimacy because they allow those most 

affected by the decisions—the citizens them-

selves—to provide their input (Harris, 2019).  

 Real-life DMPs are diverse, ranging from citi-

zens’ juries to consensus conferences and delibera-

tive polls.1 They also differ in certain organizational 
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aspects, such as the number of participating citi-

zens, their duration, and the decision-making pro-

tocols used. However, despite these variations, all 

DMPs share two common features (Burgess, 2012; 

Curato et al., 2021). First, as their name suggests, 

they function as mini-publics, meaning that a group 

of citizens is randomly selected to represent a 

microcosm of society. Second, they involve a pro-

cess of deliberation, defined by Fearon (1998, p. 

63) as a “particular sort of discussion, one that 

involves the careful and serious weighing of rea-

sons for and against some proposition.” Within 

this framework, participants reach their conclu-

sions after listening to differing viewpoints from 

experts and engaging in reasoned and open discus-

sions on the issues presented (Curato et al., 2021). 

This requires participants to consider opposing 

perspectives, justify their preferences to others, 

evaluate the arguments presented by experts, and 

remain open to changing their positions after 

moments of group deliberation and personal 

reflection (Dryzek, 2002; Harris, 2019).  

 DMPs also differentiate themselves through 

their emphasis on inclusivity and reasonableness 

(Burgess, 2012). Inclusivity is promoted because 

each citizen has the same opportunity to be 

selected for participation. Put differently, DMPs 

are open to anyone potentially affected by an issue 

and do not favor those who are politically engaged, 

better educated, or wealthy. Furthermore, each par-

ticipant is expected to have the same opportunities 

and resources to influence the proceedings and rec-

ommendations (Burgess, 2012). DMPs also priori-

tize public “reasonableness,” which is achieved 

when citizens justify their views, listen respectfully 

to others, and demonstrate a willingness to alter 

their preferences when presented with stronger 

arguments or new information (Dryzek, 2002). The 

focus on reasonableness aligns with the primary 

objective of DMPs, which is to elucidate the 

“right” preferences of citizens (Burgess, 2012). 

These are preferences that have withstood the 

rigors of deliberation and dialogue and were for-

mulated within a “context of good information” 

(Offe, 2014, p. 435). 

 Researchers have argued that food policy could 

benefit from the use of novel, democratic ap-

proaches, such as DMPs (Ankeny, 2016; 

Thompson et al., 2020). In recent years, literature 

reviews have been conducted that provide an over-

view of research on DMPs (Curato et al., 2021; 

Jacquet & van der Does, 2021; Organisation for 

Economic Co-operation and Development 

[OECD], 2020) or that focus on case studies of 

DMPs from a single country or the field of 

healthcare (Safaei, 2015; Street et al., 2014). How-

ever, no effort has been made to consolidate the 

literature on DMPs specifically related to food pol-

icy. Our study addresses this gap by examining the 

characteristics and results of such forums. In doing 

so, we hope to generate insights that can inform 

the organization of future food-related DMPs and 

strengthen food democracy. To this end, we con-

ducted a scoping review of the literature, guided by 

the following four research questions:  

 RQ1: Where and how frequently have DMPs 

on food policy been organized? 

 RQ2: How and why were these DMPs con-

vened? This question addresses the policy issues 

discussed, the profiles of organizing stakeholders, 

and the methods for recruiting citizens and experts, 

as well as the decision-making protocols, among 

other factors. 

 RQ3: Do DMPs effectively capture and dis-

seminate citizens’ views on food policy, and do 

they result in documented policy changes or other 

outcomes? 

 RQ4: What were the strengths and weaknesses 

of each DMP and what lessons were learned that 

could improve the organization of future food-

related DMPs? This question looks at the quality of 

the proceedings. 

 The rest of the article is organized as follows. 

We describe our research methodology, after which 

we present and discuss our results. Lastly, we draw 

conclusions from the findings, explore the implica-

tions and limits of our study, and offer suggestions 

for future research on citizen participation in food 

policymaking. 

Applied Research Methods 
Based on insights from Munn et al. (2018) and 

Arksey and O’Malley (2005), we opted for a scop-

ing review as the most suitable search protocol. A 

relatively novel type of knowledge synthesis, scop-

ing reviews are useful for determining the nature 
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and extent of research on a particular topic (Peters 

et al., 2015; Tricco et al., 2018). They differ from 

systematic reviews because they do not formally 

assess the methodological quality of the included 

studies or the risk of bias (Munn et al., 2018). 

Scoping reviews are a valuable tool for exploring 

research topics that have not been extensively 

reviewed or for integrating studies from various 

disciplines (Peters et al., 2015; Terstappen et al., 

2013). This was appropriate for our purposes, 

given the absence of prior literature reviews on 

food-related DMPs and the numerous fields that 

food policy covers, including health, nutrition, sci-

ence, the environment, and economics. Our choice 

was also motivated by the fact that scoping reviews 

are well suited for investigating open-ended 

research questions (Peters et al., 2015), such as the 

ones we posed in the preceding section.  

 To be considered for inclusion, a study had to 

present primary research and meet the following 

criteria: 

• The study addressed DMPs related to food 

policy. 

• The study was published between 2002 and 

2022. This timeframe was chosen after 

reviewing OECD data on the number of 

DMPs (not just those specific to food pol-

icy) conducted annually in member coun-

tries since 1979 (OECD, 2022). The data 

indicated a sharp and sustained increase in 

the frequency of such forums since the 

mid-2000s. Although our scoping review 

was not limited to OECD member coun-

tries, the trend provided a useful indication 

of the relevant search period.  

• The study was written in English or French. 

We considered studies in French because 

literature reviews should ideally consider 

publications in languages other than 

English (Lefebvre et al., 2022).2 

• The results were published in a peer-

reviewed article or the gray literature (work-

 
2 French was included because all authors are fluent in the language. Furthermore, as members of a French-language university, we 

were able to access a specialized database of French publications through the university library system. 
3 For the last three terms, “Deliberative” was used on its own to account for other possible terms, such as “deliberative workshop” or 

“deliberative meeting.”  

ing/conference papers, theses, and reports). 

We chose to include gray literature under 

the assumption that not all DMPs resulted 

in the publication of peer-reviewed articles.  

 We did not limit our search to a particular geo-

graphic area, since such a restriction could lead to 

the omission of critical findings. In total, six data-

bases were searched: Web of Science, CAB 

Abstracts, Business Source Premier, Sociological 

Abstracts, ABI/Inform Global, and CAIRN. 

These databases were chosen following consulta-

tions with a university librarian and were selected 

for their multidisciplinary coverage and ability to 

generate broad search results.  

 The keywords used in our search query refer-

enced various types of DMPs. Not all citizen gath-

erings can be classified as DMPs, which involve 

randomly recruiting participants, the use of struc-

tured deliberations, and the formulation of policy 

recommendations. Therefore, it was crucial that 

the search terms be limited to forums that adhere 

to these key organizing principles of DMPs. To 

this end, we conducted an initial literature search in 

order to compile a list of forums previously identi-

fied by researchers as falling under the umbrella 

term DMP (Ankeny, 2016; Harris, 2019; Jacquet & 

van der Does, 2021; OECD, 2020). The full list 

included: “citizens’ assembly,” “citizens’ jury,” 

“citizens’ panel,” “reference panel,” “community 

panel,” “consensus conference,” “planning cell,” 

“citizen deliberation meeting,” “G1000,” “citizens’ 

council,” “citizens’ summit,” “citizens’ forum,” 

“citizens’ dialogue,” “citizens’ workshop,” “citi-

zens’ hearing,” “worldwide view,” “Europe wide 

view,” “citizens’ initiative review,” “permanent 

deliberative body,” “permanent deliberative 

forum,” “deliberative event,” “deliberative poll,” 

and “deliberative survey.”3 Each term was sepa-

rated by the Boolean operator OR and truncated to 

account for alternative endings. We then combined 

these terms (using the Boolean operator AND) 

with the following truncated keywords to narrow 
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the search to DMPs addressing food policy: 

“food*” OR “agri*” OR “agro*” OR “farm*.”  

 Before starting the scoping review, we tested 

the search terms using the Web of Science data-

base. Subsequently, we removed two keywords that 

were initially included, “consum*” (for “consump-

tion,” “consumers,” etc.) and “produc*” (for “pro-

duction,” “producers,” etc.), as their inclusion led 

to a significant increase in search results without 

yielding any relevant studies. Additionally, we 

searched for gray literature using Google Scholar 

and a modified search query4 and, based on the 

recommendations of Haddaway et al. (2015), 

imported the first 200 results from Google Scholar 

for screening.  

 A total of 1,130 search results5 were obtained, 

downloaded to EndNote, and subsequently 

exported to the Covidence software program for 

screening and analysis. The flow chart in Figure 1 

illustrates the identification and sorting process. 

Covidence automatically identified and eliminated 

most duplicates (n = 305), and we manually 

removed any remaining duplicates (n = 45). The 

titles and abstracts of the remaining 780 records 

were then reviewed to exclude obviously irrelevant 

studies that did not meet our inclusion criteria. 

This procedure reduced the pool of potential stud-

ies to 191, each of which then underwent a full-text 

review. Following this step, 23 studies were added 

to the final sample.  

 We then reviewed the reference sections of the 

23 studies to identify any relevant publications that 

might have been missed in the previous database 

search. This led to the inclusion of eight additional 

studies. As a final check, we browsed the project 

archives of 11 institutes that organize DMPs and 

identified one more publication that met our 

inclusion criteria. 

 Upon reviewing the 32 retained studies (com-

prising 23 from database searches and nine from 

reference and project archive searches), we identi-

fied eight instances where two separate studies 

reported on the same DMP (in all cases by the 

 
4 Since Google Scholar does not support truncation, we used exact search terms. Google Scholar also has a word limit, which required 

the use of a shorter search query. 
5 The last search was conducted on July 30, 2022.  
6 If a study lacked information related to a specific heading, the corresponding text field was left empty. 

same author). To avoid biasing the results, we 

merged these studies, designating one as the pri-

mary reference. This consolidation yielded a final 

count of 24 distinct case studies. 

 Guided by our four research questions, we cre-

ated a data extraction template in Covidence (see 

Appendix A). Template headings were structured 

to collect information on each DMP’s (a) context, 

(b) organizational characteristics, (c) outcomes, and 

(d) procedural qualities. We extracted information 

by manually transcribing relevant passages from 

the study into the text field under each heading6 

and then transferred the extracted data to an Excel 

spreadsheet for content analysis. The information 

collected for each heading was thematically evalu-

ated, and codes were developed using an inductive 

approach. The results of this analysis are presented 

in the following section. 

Results and Discussion 

Context and Trends 
We begin by exploring the main temporal and geo-

graphic trends found in the final sample. Figure 2 

charts the number of publications since 2002 and 

highlights a growing literature on DMPs in the 

context of food policy. The increase in studies 

since 2016 is particularly notable compared to the 

previous two time periods. This pattern mirrors the 

broader surge of interest in DMPs as a way of 

engaging citizens in policymaking, including on 

topics unrelated to food and agriculture. 

 However, the case studies were geographically 

concentrated in certain regions and countries (see 

Table 1). Europe hosted a total of 10 DMPs, while 

Australia hosted six. On the other hand, North 

America hosted only one, while Asia and Africa 

organized four and three, respectively. Of those 

that took place in Africa and Asia, only four 

occurred in developing countries. Certain organiza-

tional activities are typically associated with DMPs 

(designing citizen recruitment strategies, hiring 

experts and trained facilitators, publishing reports 
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outlining citizens’ recommendations, etc.). While 

these activities are intended to protect the quality 

and legitimacy of the proceedings, they make it dif-

ficult to organize and fund such forums in low-

income countries (Ross, 2022).  

Composition of DMPs and Policy Themes 
Appendix B provides information on each DMP, 

specifically the organizational format adopted, the 

number of participants, the policy theme ad-

dressed, and the country and administrative level 

Figure 1. Sorting and Identification Process 
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concerned. In most cases (n = 15), DMPs were 

organized as citizens’ juries. These forums typically 

consist of 10 to 25 participants who meet over a 

short period (often one or two weekends) for 

deliberation and decision-making (Ankeny, 2016). 

Another five studies featured consensus confer-

ences, which are similar to 

citizens’ juries in terms of 

duration and number of 

participants, but often 

incorporate preparatory 

workshops before the main 

event. Three additional 

studies focused on citizens’ 

assemblies, which tend to be 

longer and involve more 

participants than citizens’ 

juries and consensus confer-

ences. Finally, in one study, 

the DMP was described as a 

deliberative polling exercise. 

Unlike other formats, where 

participants formulate 

recommendations at the end 

of the event, deliberative polls 

capture the opinions of citizens at different  

stages of the proceedings in order to track changes 

in viewpoints after key moments of deliberation or 

when new information is presented. From an 

administrative standpoint, most of the DMPs 

(n = 17) addressed food-related issues under the 

jurisdiction of national policymakers. 

 In practice, there was some overlap between 

organizational formats. For example, three citizens’ 

juries incorporated deliberative polling techniques 

(Henderson et al., 2013; Moretto et al., 2014; 

Withall et al., 2016). Additionally, while citizens’ 

juries are typically designed for smaller groups of 

participants, four of the citizens’ juries in our sam-

ple recruited 45 or more citizens.  

 Most DMPs involved the same group of indi-

viduals gathering at a single location, except in two 

cases where sessions were organized across multi-

ple regions or countries (Miele et al., 2011; Van 

Lieshout et al., 2017). Typically, the DMPs assem-

bled fewer than 20 people, mainly because most 

were organized as citizens’ juries or consensus con-

ferences. However, even in smaller DMPs (≤ 20 

participants), organizers often divided attendees 

into groups to facilitate deliberations before recon-

vening for a plenary session. On average, the dura-

Table 1. Breakdown of Deliberative Mini-Publics 

(DMPs) by Region and Country 

Country/Region Frequencya 

Europe  

United Kingdom 4 

Germany 1 

France 2 

The Netherlands 1 

Ireland 1 

Switzerland 1 

Norway 1 

Italy 1 

Africa  

Ghana 1 

Mali 2 

Asia  

Taiwan 1 

India 1 

Japan 2 

North America  

Canada 1 

Oceania  

Australia 6 

a The total number of DMPs (26) exceeds the number of studies 

(24) because, in one article (Miele et al., 2011), DMPs were 

conducted in three countries. 

Figure 2. Frequency of Publications (2002–2022) 
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tion of a DMP was four days,7 although some in-

cluded preparatory sessions before the main event. 

 Based on the policy topic(s) discussed, we 

organized DMPs into six thematic categories: 

(a) food technology and research, (b) agriculture 

and the environment, (c) health and nutrition, 

(d) food security, (e) farming methods and land 

policy, and (f) food marketing (see Table 2). 

 When a study could be grouped into more 

than one category, we determined the best fit. 

Although most of the DMPs focused primarily on 

food and agriculture-related topics, in certain 

instances, the food policy issues debated were part 

of broader discussion themes, such as combating 

climate change (Devaney et al., 2020; Giraudet et 

al., 2022; Schol, 2021). 

 
7 In some studies, citizens met for the entire day; in others, the meetings lasted half a day. 

 The first theme, food technology and research, 

emerged as the most prominent category in terms 

of the number of case studies. Citizens’ recommen-

dations on this topic varied. Some called for the 

prohibition or imposition of a moratorium on 

genetically modified organisms (GMOs) or nano-

foods (Policy, Ethics and Life Sciences Research 

Centre [PEALS], 2003; Pimbert & Barry, 2021; 

Schol, 2021; Skorupinski et al., 2007). In contrast, 

other DMPs rejected GMO bans but advocated for 

mandatory labeling systems on food packages (Joly 

et al., 2003; Yamaguchi, 2010). Many of the recom-

mendations called for greater accountability from 

regulatory agencies and scientists and for more 

research on the health and environmental impacts 

of GMOs (Joly et al., 2003; Nishizawa, 2005; 

Table 2. Breakdown of Deliberative Mini-Publics (DMPs) by Thematic Area 

Theme Publication 

Food Technology and Research PEALS (2003) 

Nishizawa (2005) 

Joly et al. (2003) 

Schol (2021) 

Yamaguchi (2010) 

Skorupinski et al. (2007) 

Pimbert and Barry (2021) 

Pimbert et al. (2010) 

Fan (2015) 

Key themes: assessing the risks and benefits associated with genetically modified 

organisms (GMOs) and nanofoods; regulating food technology research; public 

oversight and accountability; GMO and nanofood labeling systems 

Agriculture and the Environment Giraudet et al. (2022) 

Devaney et al. (2020) 
Key themes: impact of agriculture on climate change; taxing greenhouse gas 

emissions from farming; promoting local agriculture; minimizing food waste 

Health and Nutrition VicHealth (2016) 

Street et al. (2017) 

Moretto et al. (2014) 

Henderson et al. (2013) 

Anaf et al. (2018) 

Key themes: taxing unhealthy foods; combating childhood obesity; comparing 

government and industry health rating systems for food packages; regulating 

food advertising 

Food Security Timotijevic and Raats (2007) 

Chen (2021) 
Key themes: Improving food access for marginalized populations; exploring liveli-

hood strategies and trade-offs between food production and environmental goals  

Farming Methods and Land Policy Hanson (2018) 

Van Lieshout et al. (2017) 

Pimbert and Wakeford (2002) 

Miele et al. (2011) 

Barnes et al. (2009) 

Key themes: animal welfare; urban food planning; evaluating the merits of 

intensive agriculture; comparison of organic and conventional agriculture 

Food Marketing Withall et al. (2016) 

Key themes: country-of-origin labeling; empowering consumers to make 

informed food choices; food marketing strategies 
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PEALS, 2003; Yamaguchi, 2010). In some DMPs, 

participants favored agroecological practices over 

GMO use and emphasized the importance of 

involving farmers in setting agricultural research 

priorities (Nishizawa, 2005; PEALS, 2003; Pimbert 

et al., 2010; Schol, 2021).  

 The second category, agriculture and the environ-

ment, covers two DMPs, conducted in France 

(Giraudet et al., 2022) and Ireland (Devaney et al., 

2020), both of which focused on mitigating green-

house gas emissions. In the Irish DMP, attendees 

overwhelmingly approved a proposal to tax green-

house gas emissions from agriculture. Meanwhile, 

in the French DMP, citizens recommended short-

ening food chains, minimizing food waste, reform-

ing agricultural education, regulating food addi-

tives, and promoting organic farming. However, 

unlike in Ireland, citizens in the French DMP (who 

had a say in the discussion topics) decided to 

remove carbon taxes from the agenda, as it was 

considered too politically controversial.  

 In the third category, health and nutrition, DMPs 

explored strategies to promote healthy eating. In 

most cases, participants recommended increasing 

taxes on obesogenic foods (Anaf et al., 2018; 

Moretto et al., 2014; VicHealth, 2016). However, in 

one DMP, there was disagreement among partici-

pants about which product categories, other than 

sugar-sweetened drinks, should be subject to 

increased taxation (Moretto et al., 2014). Some 

DMPs supported a ban on “junk food” advertising 

(Street et al., 2017; VicHealth, 2016), while others 

advocated for stricter marketing regulations (Anaf 

et al., 2018; Henderson et al., 2013). Nevertheless, 

a strong consensus emerged across all DMPs on 

the need for a mandatory health rating system on 

food packages (Anaf et al., 2018; Moretto et al., 

2014; Street et al., 2017; VicHealth, 2016). Addi-

tional recommendations included offering financial 

incentives to encourage healthy food purchases 

among low-income households (VicHealth, 2016) 

and reforming zoning laws to improve access to 

healthy foods (or restrict access to unhealthy 

foods), particularly around schools (Street et al., 

2017; VicHealth, 2016). Citizens also proposed 

incentivizing farmers to improve community access 

to healthy foods (Street et al., 2017) and developing 

programs to educate children and the general 

public about nutrition and healthy food choices 

(Anaf et al., 2018; Street et al., 2017; VicHealth, 

2016). 

 Fourthly, two DMPs sought ways to promote 

food security by increasing the availability of nutri-

tious food for vulnerable populations. The first 

DMP, conducted in the United Kingdom and 

focused on the needs of seniors, concluded that 

food security could be improved through stricter 

enforcement of existing standards, as well as regu-

latory changes to align food retail practices with 

public health goals (Timotijevic & Raats, 2007). In 

the second DMP, organized in rural Ghana, citi-

zens decided that increasing the supply of food 

safe for human consumption (i.e., free from water 

and soil contaminants) required the introduction of 

new municipal policies to promote environmentally 

friendly agriculture (Chen, 2021).  

 In the fifth category of DMPs, centered on 

agricultural methods and land policy, citizens explored 

their preferences for various land use systems. 

Overall, the recommendations emphasized the 

importance of conserving farmland and promoting 

agricultural sustainability. In one DMP, participants 

proposed amending municipal laws to protect 

fertile land in peri-urban areas and to maximize 

spaces for urban food production (Hanson, 2018). 

In other instances, citizens favored small-scale and 

environmentally friendly livestock farming (Van 

Lieshout et al., 2017), advocated for stricter welfare 

standards for farm animals (Miele et al., 2011), or 

supported farming systems that combined aspects 

of conventional and organic agriculture (Barnes et 

al., 2009). 

 In the final category, food marketing, we identi-

fied a single case study (Withall et al., 2016) in 

which citizens discussed ways to improve the effec-

tiveness of a country-of-origin labeling system so 

that consumers could make more informed food 

choices. 

 In terms of funding, most of the DMPs 

(n = 15) received financial support from a 

government or quasi-government agency. Other 

funding sources included academic/research 

institutes (n = 3) and nonprofit organizations 

(n = 3). In four cases, the funder could not be 

identified, and two DMPs were jointly funded by 

two entities. None of the studies provided a 
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detailed breakdown of how the funds were spent. 

However, in some cases, participating citizens 

received a per-diem allowance.  

 In most DMPs (n = 15), multiple stakeholder 

groups participated in organizing the proceedings. 

Researchers were the group of organizers most fre-

quently cited (n = 16), followed by public agency 

officials (n = 12), nonprofit or civil society associa-

tions (n = 11), independent consultants or consul-

tancy firms (n = 5), and food industry representa-

tives (n = 3). Although 10 studies did not provide 

details on the experts recruited to make presenta-

tions, the remaining sample indicates that DMP 

organizers engaged a wide range of specialists to 

present opposing viewpoints on the policy issue 

discussed. These experts were drawn from public 

agencies (n = 10), academia (n = 10), organizations 

representing the food industry (n = 9), and 

nonprofit associations (n = 11). 

 Stratified random sampling was used by all 

DMPs that described their citizen recruitment 

methods (n = 20). Although DMPs are not in-

tended to be statistically representative of the 

population, this sampling strategy serves to ensure 

a diverse representation of citizens from various 

backgrounds. Among the recruitment criteria 

applied were age (n = 15), sex (n = 18), employ-

ment status or type of occupation (n = 10), geo-

graphic location (n = 9), income or socioeconomic 

status (n = 6), education (n = 3), and political 

affiliation (n = 2). Furthermore, some organizers 

considered factors such as urban and rural resi-

dency (n = 2), consumer profiles (e.g., vegetarians, 

health-conscious consumers; n = 1), or family 

status (e.g., parents with young children; n = 1). 

 Rather than being organized as isolated events, 

the DMPs were often part of broader consultations 

with citizens and stakeholders. These parallel soci-

etal dialogues took various forms, such as focus 

groups or public meetings, and frequently involved 

a larger number of participants than the DMP itself 

(Giraudet et al., 2022; Hanson, 2018; Miele et al., 

2011; Pimbert et al., 2010; Yamaguchi, 2010). 

Other forms of consultation included conferences 

and informational workshops (Miele et al., 2011; 

Timotijevic & Raats, 2007; Van Lieshout et al., 

2017), as well as the use of consumer surveys 

(Schol, 2021) and newspaper polls (VicHealth, 

2016). These outreach measures were designed to 

generate public interest in the DMP. 

 Interestingly, some DMP organizers gave the 

citizens a say in the organization of the proceed-

ings. This usually occurred during preparatory 

sessions, during which participants were tasked 

with formulating questions for the experts. In 

some cases, participants were consulted on which 

experts they wanted to hear from (Fan, 2015; Joly 

et al., 2003; Schol, 2021; Skorupinski et al., 2007; 

VicHealth, 2016) or were allowed to decide how 

the policy issue would be framed (Hanson, 2018; 

Joly et al., 2003; Pimbert & Barry, 2021; 

Skorupinski et al., 2007). In three DMPs, members 

of the public were also invited to submit proposals, 

ideas, or opinions through an online portal, which 

were then compiled and presented to DMP partici-

pants for consideration (Devaney et al., 2020; 

Giraudet et al., 2022; VicHealth, 2016).  

 In total, 16 studies described the decision-

making protocol that was followed. The protocol 

adopted the most frequently was the majority vote 

(n=13), which often involved multiple rounds of 

voting that culminated in a final decision. In other 

cases, participants ranked policy proposals accord-

ing to their perceived importance rather than vot-

ing on each item separately (Chen, 2021; PEALS, 

2003; Street et al., 2017). Some DMPs also in-

cluded minority statements along with the majority 

opinion (Anaf et al., 2018; Skorupinski et al., 2007; 

VicHealth, 2016).  

Post-Deliberation Outcomes and Activities 
Most of the studies (n = 17) described the activities 

that took place after the DMP was completed. 

Organizers used various means to disseminate the 

DMP’s recommendations to food policymakers 

and the public. The method most frequently cited 

was the publication of a report summarizing the 

citizens’ proposals (n = 9). In six cases, the organ-

izers communicated the proposals to government 

representatives, but it was not clear whether a 

report was written. Two DMPs went beyond 

policymakers and shared their recommendations 

with other stakeholders, including food industry 

representatives, community leaders, and scientists 

(Schol, 2021; VicHealth, 2016). In some instances 

(n = 7), organizers also held press conferences or 
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published news articles to increase public aware-

ness of the DMP and its verdict. 

 Most studies did not specify whether food 

policymakers responded to the recommendations 

or reported no response (n = 16). In this subset, a 

median of two years had transpired between the 

conclusion of the DMP and the publication of the 

study. This suggests that, in many cases, not 

enough time had elapsed for policy reforms to 

have been officially documented. Regardless of the 

reason, only eight studies reported receiving an 

official government response. Of these, five 

indicated that policymakers had committed to 

either fully or partially implementing the citizens’ 

recommendations (see Table 3).  

 However, as shown in Table 3, several studies 

described additional results. For instance, post-

surveys indicated that citizens in some DMPs 

reported a better understanding of the topic dis-

cussed or increased confidence in their ability to 

engage in food policy debates. The participants 

also mentioned that the presentations by scientists 

had made them less distrustful of experts. Likewise, 

interactions with citizens provided invited experts 

with valuable information on how to communicate 

with the public on potentially contentious food 

issues. Lastly, two DMPs conducted in the Global 

South galvanized civil society groups to collaborate 

and initiate policy dialogues aimed at reshaping 

food sovereignty and agricultural research 

priorities. 

Quality of the Proceedings 
In the following subsection, we evaluate the 

strengths and weaknesses of the DMPs as docu-

mented in the literature. We also explore the les-

sons learned from these proceedings that could 

inform the organization of future DMPs on food 

policy.  

Measures to Safeguard the Proceedings 
DMPs are meant to enable citizens to hear from 

experts with contrasting viewpoints, a practice 

observed in all case studies that described their 

expert recruitment strategy. Some organizers intro-

duced additional mechanisms to guarantee fairness 

and transparency, such as establishing planning 

committees composed of stakeholders representing 

various professional interests (Nishizawa, 2005; 

PEALS, 2003; Pimbert & Barry, 2021; VicHealth, 

2016). In two DMPs, experts were requested to 

leave the room, either by participants or organizers, 

Table 3. Documented Outcomes of the Deliberative Mini-Publics (DMPs) 

Type of  

documented outcome Description Publication 

Policy Reforms  Ban on GMOs; improved monitoring of the long-term impacts 

of GMO crops 

Nishizawa (2005) 

Pimbert and Barry (2021) 
 

Regulatory adjustments in livestock management; 

implementation of herd size caps 

Van Lieshout et al. (2017)  

 
Enactment of legislation or government action plan to curb 

greenhouse gas emissions from agriculture 

Devaney et al. (2020) 

Giraudet et al. (2022) 

Other Outcomes  Improved citizen awareness and understanding of food 

policy issues 

Timotijevic and Raats (2007) 

Barnes et al. (2009) 

Henderson et al. (2013) 

Fan (2015) 

Hanson (2018) 

Schol (2021) 
 

Greater self-confidence and ability to participate in food 

policy discussions  

Timotijevic and Raats (2007) 

Fan (2015) 

Pimbert and Barry (2021) 
 

Establishment of trust between citizens and experts Miele et al. (2011) 

Schol (2021) 
 

Enhanced collective organization Pimbert et al. (2010) 

Pimbert and Barry (2021) 
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during key moments of deliberation in order to 

create a space where citizens could express them-

selves freely (PEALS, 2003; VicHealth, 2016). 

Additionally, 10 DMPs divided participants into 

subgroups so that marginalized or less vocal mem-

bers could engage more openly in discussions. 

Some also promoted transparency by arranging for 

media observers to be present during the proceed-

ings (Devaney et al., 2020; Pimbert & Barry, 2021) 

or by live streaming or videotaping the event 

(Devaney et al., 2020; Fan, 2015).  

Evaluation of Participants’ Experiences 
However, in other procedural aspects, the results 

were mixed. During post-surveys, which not all 

DMPs conducted, a majority of participants re-

ported that the DMP had been a positive experi-

ence (Anaf et al., 2018; Fan, 2015; Hanson, 2018; 

Henderson et al., 2013; Nishizawa, 2005; 

Timotijevic & Raats, 2007) or mentioned that inter-

actions with other participants had been construc-

tive and respectful (Chen, 2021; Timotijevic & 

Raats, 2007). On the other hand, observer testimo-

nials highlighted instances of conflict, such as inter-

ruptions or power imbalances among participating 

citizens, with certain individuals or groups, such as 

men, dominating the discussions (Fan, 2015; 

Giraudet et al., 2022; Pimbert et al., 2010; 

Timotijevic & Raats, 2007; Yamaguchi, 2010). The 

proceedings could also be affected by unequal rela-

tionships between experts and citizens or between 

organizers and citizens. For example, in some 

DMPs, participants were observed deferring to the 

invited experts, or the experts themselves displayed 

patronizing attitudes (Pimbert & Barry, 2021; 

Skorupinski et al., 2007; Yamaguchi, 2010).  

Clarity of the Information 
Post-surveys (or post-evaluations) indicate that 

many DMPs were successful in ensuring that the 

information presented by experts was clear and jar-

gon-free and that participants had ample time to 

familiarize themselves with the issues (Anaf et al., 

2018; Fan, 2015; PEALS, 2003; Pimbert & Barry, 

2021; Timotijevic & Raats, 2007; VicHealth, 2016). 

However, other studies concluded that insufficient 

time had been allocated for presentations and 

deliberations (Henderson et al., 2013; Moretto et 

al., 2014; Street et al., 2017; Timotijevic & Raats, 

2007) or that citizens should have received prior 

instruction on the difference between advocacy 

and academic viewpoints (Giraudet et al., 2022). 

Citizen Representation 
Some studies also highlighted instances of unbal-

anced representation among recruited citizens. 

Self-selection bias can manifest during DMP re-

cruitment since participation is voluntary. As a 

consequence, certain events attracted citizens who 

were already well-informed about the topic (Han-

son, 2018) or who had higher levels of educational 

attainment (Fan, 2015; Timotijevic & Raats, 2007). 

These findings suggest that, without inclusive 

outreach strategies, DMPs run the risk of recruiting 

participants who are wealthier or more politically 

engaged, potentially excluding “average” citizens or 

those of lower socioeconomic status. In some 

cases, the composition of the participants also 

suffered from a lack of ethnic diversity (Henderson 

et al., 2013; Timotijevic & Raats, 2007).  

Impartiality  
Most surveyed participants agreed that the pro-

ceedings had been fair, that the organizers were 

trustworthy, and/or that the panel of experts was 

balanced (Fan, 2015; Giraudet et al., 2022; Hen-

derson et al., 2013; Nishizawa, 2005; Skorupinski et 

al., 2007; Timotijevic & Raats, 2007). However, 

some DMPs were targeted by outside interference 

or discrediting campaigns (Hanson, 2018; Pimbert 

& Barry, 2021) or struggled to attract certain types 

of experts—scientists, food industry representa-

tives, and so forth—despite having sent out invita-

tions (Giraudet et al., 2022; Moretto et al., 2014; 

Nishizawa, 2005; PEALS, 2003; Pimbert & Barry, 

2021; Schol, 2021). In some instances, this led to 

speculation that the final verdict could have been 

different had certain stakeholders not been absent, 

either during the entire process or at critical 

moments (Anaf et al., 2018; Schol, 2021). 

Documented Lessons 
The evidence suggests that, for citizens to provide 

informed and meaningful verdicts, the food policy 

theme or question presented should be clearly 

defined, using neutral terms and plain language 



Journal of Agriculture, Food Systems, and Community Development 

ISSN: 2152-0801 online 

https://foodsystemsjournal.org 

Volume 13, Issue 2 / Winter 2023–2024 221 

(Moretto et al., 2014; VicHealth, 2016). Some stud-

ies also stressed the importance of allowing citizens 

to explore more than one policy question rather 

than limiting deliberations to a single question (Joly 

et al., 2003; PEALS, 2003). Ultimately, the number 

of questions presented will depend on the duration 

of the DMP and the nature and complexity of the 

topic. Organizers should also understand that the 

choice to use single or multiple questions, by shap-

ing the discussions, is likely to influence the overall 

verdict and the number of recommendations made 

(Moretto et al., 2014). Similarly, the nature of the 

recommendations will depend on whether the food 

policy topic was framed as a problem or whether 

organizers used unbiased terms (Timotijevic & 

Raats, 2007; Van Lieshout et al., 2017).  

 When recruiting citizens, it is important to 

include underrepresented groups, such as youth 

and seniors (Devaney et al., 2020; Henderson et al., 

2013). However, the use of stratified random sam-

pling may not be enough to achieve inclusivity, 

especially if certain groups, even after being identi-

fied and selected, are more likely to withdraw 

(Timotijevic & Raats, 2007). Organizers should 

also consider gender when recruiting experts, as 

the delivery of, and response to, presentations can 

vary depending on the presenter’s gender. Equita-

ble gender representation in this regard could help 

reduce irrelevant differences between presentations 

that could unduly influence the verdict, allowing 

participants to focus on the arguments made 

(Henderson et al., 2013). 

 According to Moretto et al. (2014), DMP 

organizers should also ensure that enough time is 

available for experts to make their presentations 

and for citizens to ask follow-up questions and 

engage in discussions. When DMPs take place over 

multiple days, citizens have reported gathering their 

own evidence between meetings from friends or 

newspapers, for example, and these “private” 

deliberations enhance the quality of subsequent 

sessions (PEALS, 2003; Schol, 2021). On the other 

hand, Henderson et al. (2013) argue that DMPs 

should not continue for longer than is necessary 

for citizens to reach an informed verdict. 

 A consistent theme across many of the studies 

was the need to establish safeguards to protect the 

integrity of the DMP. Indeed, organizers should 

never perceive themselves as so independent that 

they can forgo the creation of an arms-length, mul-

tistakeholder oversight panel (PEALS, 2003; 

Pimbert & Wakeford, 2002). Ultimately, for food-

related DMPs to gain acceptance, the proceedings 

must be viewed as credible, fair, representative, and 

not influenced by interest groups (Giraudet et al., 

2022; Pimbert et al., 2010). The organizers should 

also engage with representatives from the food 

industry, civil society groups, and the media to 

communicate the purpose of the DMP in advance 

and address any negative perceptions. This is 

important since a DMP can be derailed if potential 

detractors view the event as ideologically driven or 

doubt the ability of citizens to understand complex 

food policy issues. Through outreach, organizers 

can increase the likelihood that hesitant groups or 

institutions will agree to participate as experts, thus 

ensuring a balanced panel of presenters. For 

Pimbert et al. (2010), inviting skeptical groups to 

participate as observers can also be an effective 

way to address concerns. 

 Other findings suggest ways in which future 

DMPs could have a greater impact on food policy. 

For instance, Devaney et al. (2020) highlight the 

importance of securing a clear, agreed-upon com-

mitment from the government to follow up on the 

proposals made. In the absence of such guarantees, 

the implementation of citizens’ recommendations 

can become marred by uncertainty and confusion 

(Giraudet et al., 2022). Concrete outreach strategies 

are needed to prevent this from happening and to 

generate trust and buy-in among policymakers and 

the general public (Devaney et al., 2020). Organiz-

ers should also consider keeping participants 

engaged once the DMP has concluded, for 

instance, by communicating the results of their 

work (Devaney et al., 2020; Giraudet et al., 2022). 

 A final point to consider is that food-related 

DMPs are embedded within broader political, cul-

tural, and social contexts. In other words, the envi-

ronment in which a DMP takes place can signifi-

cantly influence the types of proposals put forward, 

as well as the response of policymakers (Nishizawa, 

2005). For example, the DMPs conducted in East 

Asia issued recommendations that did not overtly 

challenge the government’s position on GMOs and 

nanofoods. This outcome was attributed to cultural 
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taboos around publicly expressing strong opinions 

and a technocratic decision-making style that leaves 

little room for bottom-up policy initiatives (Fan, 

2015; Nishizawa, 2005; Yamaguchi, 2010). Conse-

quently, as a tool for bringing about reforms in 

food policy, DMPs may be more successful in 

certain cultural settings than in others. 

Conclusion 
DMPs have received increasing attention as a way 

to involve citizens in food policymaking. Our 

review found that such forums cover a wide range 

of topics, from agricultural biotechnology to 

healthy eating and land use planning. From a gov-

ernance perspective, most of the DMPs addressed 

national policy issues, with only a few focusing on 

local or regional food concerns. Most of the DMPs 

were publicly funded, although in most cases it is 

unclear whether the impetus to organize the DMP 

originated from the authors of the study or the 

funding agency. Organizing stakeholders included 

academics, nonprofits, government officials, and, 

to a lesser extent, representatives of the food 

industry. 

 Our findings highlight the importance of equi-

table citizen and expert recruitment methods in 

upholding the legitimacy of DMPs. Many organiz-

ers used stratified sampling techniques to include 

citizens with diverse life experiences, profiles, and 

values. Some DMPs also incorporated preparatory 

sessions, workshops, and public consultations, 

allowing citizens to prepare questions for the 

experts or determine the framing of issues. We 

argue that such measures help generate buy-in 

from participants and prevent DMPs from becom-

ing venues in which citizens are simply passive 

recipients of information. The DMP organizers 

also made concerted efforts to ensure that the 

invited experts reflected different perspectives on 

the topic in question. At the same time, there was 

limited discussion of the content of the presenta-

tions. Consequently, we cannot determine the 

extent to which these contrasting viewpoints were 

evidence-based. 

 The DMPs enhanced the awareness and capac-

ity of citizens to participate in food policy debates. 

However, only 20% of the studies indicated that 

policymakers followed up with the recommenda-

tions. Various factors might explain this. Firstly, as 

previously mentioned, some studies might have 

been published before any policy changes occur-

red. Secondly, there is the difficulty of establishing 

whether reforms can be attributed to a DMP or 

larger societal or stakeholder dialogues. Thirdly, 

many of the DMPs were organized early in the pol-

icymaking cycle and primarily aimed at exploring 

whether a particular topic should be put on the 

political agenda. In other words, none of the 

DMPs asked participants to provide input on 

upcoming legislation, such as proposals for new 

taxes, certification standards, or regulations. Lastly, 

it appears that some DMPs were conducted as aca-

demic exercises to understand citizens’ preferences 

rather than to engage in post-deliberation dialogues 

with public authorities about the findings.  

 Whatever the underlying reasons, the general 

lack of results raises questions about the ability of 

DMPs to democratize food systems through policy 

reforms that reflect citizens’ values and priorities. It 

also echoes larger criticisms about the divide be-

tween deliberative civic engagement and the world 

of policymaking (Collingwood & Reedy, 2012). 

Based on the limited number of case studies that 

reported policy changes, we argue that in the 

future, DMP organizers should proactively develop 

a well-structured plan to communicate the recom-

mendations made to relevant stakeholders. Equally 

important is the need for policymakers to publicly 

commit to reviewing the recommendations before 

deliberations even begin. 

 The results of our study have certain limita-

tions that should be noted. Firstly, the scoping 

review was restricted to case studies of DMPs pub-

lished in English or French. As a result, we may 

have missed findings from food-related DMPs 

published in other languages. Future research could 

potentially expand our sample size by including 

additional languages. Also, there may be DMPs 

that we did not account for because the proceed-

ings were not published in the scientific or gray lit-

erature. Finally, the studies found were mainly 

intended for researchers rather than practitioners, 

which means that they often do not offer specific 

guidelines on how to organize DMPs. However, 

practitioners interested in launching future food-

related DMPs should consult two studies, 
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VicHealth (2016) and Pimbert and Barry (2021), as 

both provided a highly detailed explanation of their 

methodology. 

 Ultimately, given the limited policy impact 

observed, future research should focus on strate-

gies to bridge the gap between DMPs and food 

policymaking. Consideration should also be given 

to organizing DMPs later in the policymaking cycle 

when different solutions are being debated rather 

than convening citizens to discuss whether an issue 

should be put on the agenda. Finally, since most of 

the DMPs were held in industrialized countries, 

researchers should examine the barriers that pre-

vent the more widespread use of such forums in 

developing countries and propose solutions. 
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conférence citoyenne sur les OGM en France [In search of “technological democracy”. Lessons from the consensus 

conference on GMO’s in France]. Nature Sciences Sociétés, 11(1), 3–15.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1240-1307(03)00003-7 

Lefebvre, C., Glanville, J., Briscoe, S., Featherstone, R., Littlewood, A., Marshall, C., Metzendorf, M.-I., Noel-Storr, A., 

Rader, T., Shokraneh, F., Thomas, J., & Wieland, L. S. (2022). Searching for and selecting studies. In J. P. T. 

Higgins, J. Thomas, J. Chandler, M. Cumpston, T. Li, M. J. Page, & V. A. Welch (Eds.), Cochrane Handbook for 

Systematic Reviews of Interventions version 6.3. Cochrane. https://www.training.cochrane.org/handbook 

Miele, M., Veissier, I., Evans, A., & Botreau, R. (2011). Animal welfare: Establishing a dialogue between science and 

society. Animal Welfare, 20(1), 103–117. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0962728600002475 

Moretto, N., Kendall, E., Whitty, J., Byrnes, J., Hills, A. P., Gordon, L., Turkstra, E., Scuffham, P., & Comans, T. (2014). 

Yes, the government should tax soft drinks: Findings from a Citizens’ Jury in Australia. International Journal of 

Environmental Research and Public Health, 11(3), 2456–2471. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph110302456 

Mundler, P. (2022). The role of proximity in food systems. In A. Torre & D. Gallaud (Eds.), Handbook of Proximity 

Relations (pp. 368–383). Edward Elgar Publishing. https://doi.org/10.4337/9781786434784.00027 

Munn, Z., Peters, M. D. J., Stern, C., Tufanaru, C., McArthur, A., & Aromataris, E. (2018). Systematic review or scoping 

review? Guidance for authors when choosing between a systematic or scoping review approach. BMC Medical 

Research Methodology, 18(1), 143. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12874-018-0611-x 

Nishizawa, M. (2005). Citizen deliberations on science and technology and their social environments: case study on the 

Japanese consensus conference on GM crops. Science and Public Policy, 32(6), 479–489. 

https://doi.org/10.3152/147154305781779236 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD]. (2020). Innovative citizen participation and new 

democratic institutions: Catching the deliberative wave. https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/content/publication/339306da-en 

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1240-1307(03)00003-7
https://www.training.cochrane.org/handbook
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


Journal of Agriculture, Food Systems, and Community Development 

ISSN: 2152-0801 online 

https://foodsystemsjournal.org 

Volume 13, Issue 2 / Winter 2023–2024 225 

OECD. (2022). A wave of deliberative politics: Number of representative deliberative processes over time, OECD 

countries, 1979–2021 [Graph]. In Trends Shaping Education 2022. https://doi.org/10.1787/57250268-en 

Offe, C. (2014). The Europolis experiment and its lessons for deliberation on Europe. European Union Politics, 15(3), 

430–441. https://doi.org/10.1177/1465116514532557 

Policy, Ethics and Life Sciences Research Centre [PEALS]. (2003). The people’s report on GM. 

https://www.ncl.ac.uk/media/wwwnclacuk/policyethicsandlifesciences/files/peoples-report-on-gm.pdf 

Peters, M. D. J., Godfrey, C. M., Khalil, H., McInerney, P., Parker, D., & Soares, C. B. (2015). Guidance for conducting 

systematic scoping reviews. JBI Evidence Implementation, 13(3), 141–146. 

https://doi.org/10.1097/xeb.0000000000000050 

Pimbert, M., Barry, B., Berson, A., & Tran-Thanh, K. (2010). Democratising agricultural research for food sovereignty in West 

Africa. International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED). https://www.iied.org/14603iied  

Pimbert, M. P., & Barry, B. (2021). Let the people decide: Citizen deliberation on the role of GMOs in Mali’s agriculture. 

Agriculture and Human Values, 38(4), 1097–1122. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-021-10221-1 

Pimbert, M. P., & Wakeford, T. (2002). “Prajateerpu”: Food and farming futures for Andhra Pradesh. A citizens’ 

jury/scenario workshop. Economic and Political Weekly, 37(27), 2778–2787. https://www.jstor.org/stable/4412333 

Ramos-Gerena, C. E. (2023). Critical food policy literacy: Conceptualizing community municipal food policy 

engagement. Journal of Agriculture, Food Systems, and Community Development, 12(2), 321–337. 

https://doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2023.122.008 

Ross, M. (2022). Interrogating the normative power of OECD guidelines in resisting colonisation, avoiding tropicalisation: Deliberative 

wave in the Global South. Deliberative Democracy Digest.  

https://www.publicdeliberation.net/welcome-to-the-deliberative-democracy-digest/ 

Safaei, J. (2015). Deliberative democracy in health care: Current challenges and future prospects. Journal of Healthcare 

Leadership, 7(2015), 123–136. https://doi.org/10.2147/jhl.s70021 

Schol, G. (2021). Consumer conference on the perception of nanotechnology in the areas of food, cosmetics, and 

textiles, Germany. In P. Strandbakken, G. Scholl, & E. Stø (Eds.), Consumers and nanotechnology (pp. 57–70). Jenny 

Stanford Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003159858 

Skorupinski, B., Baranzke, H., Ingensiep, H. W., & Meinhardt, M. (2007). Consensus Conferences – A Case Study: 

Publiforum in Switzerland with special respect to the role of lay persons and ethics. Journal of Agricultural and 

Environmental Ethics, 20, 37–52. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10806-006-9016-7 

Street, J., Duszynski, K., Krawczyk, S., & Braunack-Mayer, A. (2014). The use of citizens’ juries in health policy decision-

making: A systematic review. Social Science & Medicine, 109, 1–9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.03.005 

Street, J. M., Sisnowski, J., Tooher, R., Farrell, L. C., & Braunack-Mayer, A. J. (2017). Community perspectives on the 

use of regulation and law for obesity prevention in children: A citizens’ jury. Health Policy, 121(5), 566–573. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2017.03.001 

Terstappen, V., Hanson, L., & McLaughlin, D. (2013). Gender, health, labor, and inequities: A review of the fair and 

alternative trade literature. Agriculture and Human Values, 30(1), 21–39. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-012-9377-7 

Thompson, M. S., Cochrane, A., & Hopma, J. (2020). Democratising food: The case for a deliberative approach. Review 

of International Studies, 46(4), 435–455. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0260210520000017 

Timotijevic, L., & Raats, M. M. (2007). Evaluation of two methods of deliberative participation of older people in food-

policy development. Health Policy, 82(3), 302–319. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2006.09.010 

Tricco, A. C., Lillie, E., Zarin, W., O’Brien, K. K., Colquhoun, H., Levac, D., Moher, D., Peters, M. D. J., Horsley, T., 

Weeks, L., Hempel, S., Akl, E. A., Chang, C., McGowan, J., Stewart, L., Hartling, L., Aldcraft., A., Wilson, M. G., 

Garritty, C., Lewin, S., Godfrey, C. M., Macdonald, M. T., Langlois, E. V. . . . & Straus, S. E. (2018). PRISMA 

extension for scoping reviews (PRISMA-ScR): Checklist and explanation. Annals of Internal Medicine, 169(7), 467–473. 

https://doi.org/10.7326/m18-0850 

Van Lieshout, M., Dewulf, A., Aarts, N., & Termeer, C. (2017). The power to frame the scale? Analysing scalar politics 

over, in and of a deliberative governance process. Journal of Environmental Policy & Planning, 19(5), 550–573. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1523908x.2014.936581 

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
https://www.publicdeliberation.net/welcome-to-the-deliberative-democracy-digest/
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


Journal of Agriculture, Food Systems, and Community Development 

ISSN: 2152-0801 online 

https://foodsystemsjournal.org 

226 Volume 13, Issue 2 / Winter 2023–2024 

VicHealth. (2016). Victoria Citizens’ Jury on obesity insights report. https://newdemocracy.com.au/wp-

content/uploads/2015/09/docs_activeprojects_vichealth_Victorias-Citizens-Jury-on-Obesity-Insights-Report-

2016.compressed.1-15.pdf 

Withall, E., Wilson, A. M., Henderson, J., Tonkin, E., Coveney, J., Meyer, S. B., Clark, J., McCullum, D., Ankeny, R., & 

Ward, P. R. (2016). Obtaining consumer perspectives using a citizens’ jury: Does the current country of origin 

labelling in Australia allow for informed food choices? BMC Public Health, 16, Article 1241. 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-016-3900-5 

Yamaguchi, T. (2010). Discussing nascent technologies: Citizens confront nanotechnology in food. East Asian Science 

Technology and Society-an International Journal, 4(4), 483–501. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12280-010-9153-y 

 

  

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


Journal of Agriculture, Food Systems, and Community Development 

ISSN: 2152-0801 online 

https://foodsystemsjournal.org 

Volume 13, Issue 2 / Winter 2023–2024 227 

Appendix A.  

 

Table A1. Factors Considered for Analyzing Deliberative Mini-Publics (DMPs) 

1. Context 

 

• Publication year 

• Year the DMP took place 

• DMP location 

 

2. Composition and Theme of the DMP 

 

• Organizational format 

• Policy theme addressed 

• Administrative level concerned (municipal, 

regional, national, supranational, etc.) 

• Commissioning (funding) authority 

• Stakeholder(s) involved in organizing the DMP 

• Recruitment and profile of expert witnesses 

• Recruitment and profile of citizens 

• Total number of participating citizens 

• Duration of the proceedings 

• Parallel public consultation(s) 

• Citizen involvement in organizing the DMP 

• Decision-making protocol(s) 

• Recommendations or decisions reached 

3. Post-Deliberation Outcomes and Activities 

 

• Dissemination of recommendations to 

policymakers and the public 

• Public authorities’ response to 

recommendations 

• Additional reported outcomes (impacts other 

than policy reforms) 

 

4. Quality of the Proceedings 

 

• Documented strengths of the DMP 

• Reported challenges or weaknesses of the DMP 

• Documented lessons learned 
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Appendix B.  
 

Table B1. Deliberative Mini-Publics (DMPs) Categorized by Number of Participants, Format, Policy Theme, Country, and Administrative Level 

Publication 

Number of  

Citizen 

Participants 

Deliberative  

Model Policy Theme Country Policy Level 

Pimbert and 

Wakeford 

(2002) 

19 Citizens’ Jury Eliciting citizens’ preferences for different food system 

scenarios; small-scale agriculture; use of GMO crops and 

pesticides 

India Regional 

PEALS (2003) N/A Citizens’ Jury Evaluating the merits of GMO crops and research; regulatory 

oversight 

United Kingdom National 

Joly et al. 

(2003) 

14 Citizens’ 

Assembly 

Regulating sales of GMO foods; GMO labeling; institutional 

oversight and responsibility 

France National 

Nishizawa 

(2005) 

18 Consensus 

Conference 

Government oversight of biotechnology; identification of 

future GMO research priorities 

Japan National 

Timotijevic and 

Raats (2007) 

10 Citizens’ Jury Modifying food retail practices to support seniors; improving 

food access; nutrition  

United Kingdom National 

Skorupinski et 

al. (2007) 

28 Consensus 

Conference 

Assessing the production and marketing of GMO foods; 

deciding the future of biotechnology research 

Switzerland National 

Barnes et al. 

(2009) 

12 Citizens’ Jury Evaluating preferences for organic vs. conventional 

agriculture; regulating organic farming 

United Kingdom National 

Yamaguchi 

(2010) 

10 Consensus 

Conference 

Nanofood applications and risks; labeling standards; worker 

safety; fostering openness and transparency in nanofood 

development  

Japan National 

Pimbert et al. 

(2010) 

42 Citizens’ Jury Identifying agricultural research priorities; democratizing the 

governance of food and agricultural research 

Mali Supranational 

Miele et al. 

(2011) 

11 Citizens’ Jury Exploring citizens’ views on farm animal welfare; organic and 

conventional livestock farming; designing animal welfare 

assessment protocols 

Italy; United 

Kingdom; 

Norway 

Supranational 

Henderson et al. 

(2013) 

17 Citizens’ Jury Regulating food and drink advertising aimed at children; 

combating childhood obesity  

Australia National 
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2
2
9

 

Moretto et al. 

(2014) 

13 Citizens’ Jury Assessing the merits of taxation on obesogenic foods and 

drinks; creating a health rating system for food packaging; 

improving nutritional information 

Australia National 

Fan (2015) 20 Consensus 

Conference 

Evaluating GMO practices; protecting consumer interests; 

labeling policies 

Taiwan National 

VicHealth 

(2016) 

78 Citizens’ Jury Prioritizing government, industry, and community responses 

to obesity; financial incentives; taxation on obesogenic foods; 

health rating system for food packages 

Australia Regional 

Withall et al. 

(2016) 

14 Citizens’ Jury Country-of-origin labeling; informed consumer choice; 

promoting local food 

Australia National 

Van Lieshout et 

al. (2017) 

7 Citizens’ Jury Evaluating the future of intensive agriculture; livestock 

production; animal welfare; landscape and environmental 

conservation 

The Netherlands National 

Street et al. 

(2017) 

20 Citizens’ Jury Fighting childhood obesity; taxation of unhealthy foods; 

health labeling; nutrition education; advertising bans; farm 

subsidies; zoning laws for fast food outlets 

Australia National 

Hanson (2018) 58 Citizens’ Jury Developing urban food production; land use planning Canada Municipal 

Anaf et al. 

(2018) 

15 Citizens’ Jury Government regulation of the fast-food industry; taxation of 

obesogenic foods and drinks; consumer information 

standards; fast-food advertising 

Australia National 

Devaney et al. 

(2020) 

99 Citizens’ 

Assembly 

Combating climate change; taxing agricultural greenhouse 

gas emissions; land use diversification; organic agriculture 

Ireland National 

Schol (2021) 16 Consensus 

Conference 

Nanofood applications; risk appraisals; adoption of nanofood 

labels and standards 

Germany National 

Pimbert and 

Barry (2021) 

45 Citizens’ Jury Evaluating the risks and merits of GMO foods; identifying 

agricultural research priorities; use of local seed varieties 

Mali National 

Chen (2021) 208 Deliberative Poll Improving food security for marginalized populations; 

livelihood strategies; environmentally friendly agriculture 

Ghana Municipal 

Giraudet et al. 

(2022) 

159 Citizens’ 

Assembly 

Reducing greenhouse gas emissions; shortening supply food 

chains; reducing food waste; promoting agroecological 

practices 

France National 
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