
   37 

BUILDING TRUST AND REINFORCING DEMOCRACY © OECD 2022 
  

In a context of low levels of trust in government and dissociation of some 

groups of citizens from traditional democratic institutions, citizens are 

expecting public administrations to be more representative of their interests 

and needs. This chapter discusses how governments can respond through 

more inclusive public participation, including by protecting civic space, 

ensuring the integrity of the electoral process, averting undue influence in 

public-decision making, and promoting inclusive and well-governed 

stakeholder participation in rule making. It also looks at participatory policy 

making and service design and delivery, developing people’s capacities to 

participate in public decision making, and strengthening people-centred 

justice for greater participation and trust. The second section focuses on 

strengthening democratic representation, including making elected bodies 

and executives more representative of the population; fostering a diverse, 

representative, and responsive civil service; and delivering on the promise of 

representation. 

2 Upgrading participation, 

representation and openness in 

public life 



38    

BUILDING TRUST AND REINFORCING DEMOCRACY © OECD 2022 
  

2.1. Introduction 

In a context of low levels of trust in government and dissociation of some groups of citizens from traditional 

democratic institutions, citizens are expecting public administrations to be more representative of their 

interests and needs, and to actively engage with them as partners. As we look towards the looming 

environmental emergency, the effects of the pandemic, and the threats coming from recent global 

challenges, the difficult decisions to transform our societies and economies require constructive public 

debates and engagement that yield buy-in from all citizens and stakeholders on urgent and sometimes 

difficult reforms.  

As countries fought to emerge from the largest health, economic and social crisis in decades, trust levels 

decreased in 2021 but remained slightly higher than in the aftermath of the 2008 economic crisis (OECD, 

2021[1]). The inaugural OECD Survey on Drivers of Trust in Public Institutions (“OECD Trust Survey”) finds 

that public confidence is evenly split between people who say they trust their national government and 

those who do not. The Survey shows that it takes a long time to rebuild trust when it is diminished; it took 

about a decade for trust to recover from the 2008 crisis. It also finds a widespread sense of lack of 

opportunities for citizens to exercise effective political voice and to have meaningful engagement. Less 

than one-third of people (30.2%) on average across 22 OECD countries say the political system in their 

country lets them have a say. More than four in ten respondents (42.8%) say it is unlikely that the views 

shared in a public consultation would influence policy making (OECD, 2022[2]).  

These trends mark an important shift and prompt a fundamental questioning of the role citizens should 

play in public decision-making and how public institutions, parliaments, and governments can better 

represent them. The question is whether in a more representative, participatory and deliberative 

democracy, there can be evolution in the two-way relationship between everyday people and their 

governments. An increased role in policy making and in service design and delivery would involve a 

strengthened form of democracy that would not only be “of the people, by the people, for the people”1 but 

also increasingly with the people. What is called for is a historical move towards a more diffused and shared 

conception of democratic governance, which also includes a more inclusive role for public institutions and 

officials tasked with ensuring that the polices and services they design and implement are more 

representative of society, at all levels of government.  

This chapter focuses largely on the cutting-edge issues, challenges and practices that concern advanced 

democracies, and how participation and representation matter and are evolving beyond elections.2 It does 

not review the traditional pillars of representative democracy and the basic considerations underpinning 

free and fair elections, nor the role of Parliament, which is core to representative democratic systems. 

Nevertheless, separate analysis should be carried out to review the cutting-edge evolution of Parliaments 

in democracies and how they could further evolve to strengthen representation.  
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Figure 2.1. Key measures of people’s engagement and trust in government 

 

Source: OECD (2022[2]), Building Trust to Reinforce Democracy: Main Findings from the 2021 OECD Survey on Drivers of Trust in Public 

Institutions, Building Trust in Public Institutions, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/b407f99c-en. 
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2.2. Creating opportunities for inclusive public participation  

Participation allows citizens and stakeholders to influence activities and decisions of public authorities at 

different stages of the policy cycle. The OECD Recommendation on Open Government (OECD, 2017[3]) 

distinguishes among three levels of citizen and stakeholder participation, which differ according to the level 

of involvement: information; consultation; and engagement.3 

In this chapter, participation refers to the involvement of citizens within politics and public decision making. 

Participation is democratic “when every individual potentially affected by a decision has an equal 

opportunity to affect the decision” (Warren, 2002, p. 693[4]). It includes “all the ways in which stakeholders 

can be involved in the policy cycle and in service design and delivery” and refers to the efforts by public 

institutions to hear views, perspectives, and inputs from citizens and stakeholders. It includes more 

traditional forms of public engagement, such as consultation, as well as newer innovative practices. Active 

participation in democratic processes, in policy making, and in public service design and delivery is also 

essential to ensure that public decisions and services align with society’s needs, desires, and preferences. 

It is all the more important in a context where only one in three adults believe they have a say in what 

government does, and that people tend to be dissatisfied with government efforts to reduce inequalities 

(OECD, 2017[5]). 

This section begins by covering the foundations necessary for active participation and then explores key 

trends in electoral processes, participatory policy making, and service design and delivery. It includes 

protecting and promoting civic space,4 both online and offline, as well as enabling a citizenry that is 

informed, empowered, and has agency and efficacy, meaning that people feel they are empowered and 

have the opportunities to influence change. The section concludes by illustrating current innovative forms 

of public participation, including deliberative democracy, which is conceptualised as a new form of citizen 

representation rather than participation, hence bridging the two themes of this chapter. Finally, this section 

covers key issues such diversity and inclusion in stakeholder engagement, as well as the importance of 

engagement with all branches and levels of government, in line with the OECD definition of Open State 

(OECD, 2017[3]). 

2.2.1. Promoting and protecting civic space as a precondition for participation 

Ensuring a healthy civic space is a precondition for citizen participation. It is about creating the necessary 

environment within which people can exercise their democratic rights. The elements of healthy civic space 

come in many shapes and sizes in OECD countries, such as constitutions guaranteeing human rights, 

independent oversight mechanisms over government decisions, autonomous and independent news 

organisations, protection programmes for human rights defenders, portals responding to freedom of 

information requests, strategies supporting civil society organisations, and online fora to provide feedback 

on public services. Protected civic spaces are underpinned by respect for fundamental civic freedoms 

(e.g., freedoms of expression, association, and assembly), rule of law and non-discrimination; protected 

media freedoms and digital rights; an enabling environment for civil society; and opportunities to actively 

participate in decision making that affects people’s lives.  

While legal frameworks governing civic space are generally strong in OECD countries, there are 

challenges related to their implementation. More than two-thirds (72%) of OECD countries almost always 

allowed and actively protected peaceful assemblies in 2021 except in rare cases of lawful, necessary, and 

proportionate limitations, according to the Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) Institute (2021[6]) while 81% of 

OECD countries allowed civil society organisations to organise, associate, strike, express themselves, and 

criticise the government without fear of official sanction or harassment in 2021. Press freedom is largely 

protected in OECD countries compared with other countries, but it has nonetheless worsened in recent 

years both under government action and that of other members of society. The proportion of OECD 

countries where the situation is regarded as favourable for journalism has halved in the space of six years, 
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according to Reporters Without Borders, and there is a trend towards public vilification of journalists 

(OECD, forthcoming[7]).  

The onset of COVID-19 has led to increased pressures on aspects of civic space, with heightened 

concerns about racially motivated discrimination and exclusion, in addition to surveillance and privacy. The 

response to COVID-19 created additional challenges on this front with some governments resorting to 

extraordinary tools to respond to the pandemic, including invoking emergency powers that can create 

tensions with democratic governance by (temporarily) restricting civil liberties and limiting the authority of 

local governments, without the appropriate democratic safeguards and oversight.  

A complex and uneven picture appears among OECD countries. While civic space is under pressure in 

some, in many others where oversight institutions are strong and there is a long-standing commitment to 

democracy and civil liberties, it is more accurate to describe the situation as evolving with a “push and pull” 

between a backslide in certain areas and revival in others. For example, 46% of OECD countries have 

public institutions that specialise in addressing discrimination and promoting equality (OECD, 

forthcoming[7]), while 91% of OECD countries prohibit hate speech and have introduced a plethora of 

initiatives to curb the phenomenon (OECD, forthcoming[7]). Canada, Germany and the Netherlands have 

recently enhanced civic space by passing legislation that protects journalists and their sources from undue 

disclosure and surveillance measures. Nineteen OECD countries have created a specific ombudsperson 

for youth or children at the regional or national/federal level to protect civic space for these groups, promote 

their rights, and hold governments accountable. Moreover, eleven more OECD countries have created an 

office dedicated to children or youth within the national ombudsperson office, or included youth affairs as 

part of its mandate (OECD, 2018[8]). 

Many governments have actively protected and promoted civic space and provided additional support to 

the Civil Society Organisation (CSO) sector during the pandemic. Special state subsidies were introduced 

in Austria, Canada, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania and Sweden. In Austria, a 2020 law established a 

support fund, with CSOs reporting that they were engaged and consulted with throughout the process. In 

Canada, special COVID-19 calls supported the efforts of ten CSOs helping citizens to think critically about 

the health information they found online, to identify mis- and dis-information, and limit the impact of racist 

and/or misleading social media posts relating to the COVID-19 pandemic. In Germany, while there was no 

overall national pandemic-related CSO support, initiatives were undertaken in certain regions. Ireland 

launched a COVID-19 Stability Fund to assist community and voluntary organisations delivering critical 

frontline services for disadvantaged groups. In July 2021, the members of the OECD Development 

Assistance Committee (DAC) committed to take various steps to better ensure the respect, protection, and 

promotion of civic space in their work by adhering to the DAC Recommendation on Enabling Civil Society 

in Development Co-operation and Humanitarian Assistance (OECD, 2021[9]). 

Transparency is of critical value for democracy and reinforcing civic space. Wide communication and 

information together with government initiatives to raise citizens' awareness can further promote and 

protect civic space. Various crises (ranging from financial to health-related), recurring corruption scandals, 

and the rise of mis- and disinformation have increased the need and demand for more timely and accurate 

information and data from governments and more open and transparent decision-making processes(see 

Chapter 1). The responses to the COVID-19 crisis have shown, for example, that many decision makers 

have yet to fully realise that the principles of transparency and access to information are even more 

important in times of crisis. Evidence shows that they concretely contribute to the design and delivery of 

policies and services, which are better tailored to citizens’ needs and expectations, and allow the 

population to monitor the proper use of public funds. Access to information and effective public 

communication5 are also enablers of citizens’ understanding of, and compliance with, governments’ 

measures and allow all interested parties to engage in an informed dialogue with public institutions on the 

decisions that affect their lives. Going forward, governments at all levels need to ensure that access to 

public information provisions are robust, implemented, enforced, monitored and promoted. Additionally, 
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working towards more transparent, inclusive, evidence-based and responsive public communication will 

be needed to ensure citizens can engage in meaningful dialogue with their government (OECD, 2021[10]).  

Changing demographics, tensions related to immigration, polarisation, social exclusion and discrimination 

all constitute challenges to inclusive citizen participation. The OECD Civic Space Scan of Finland (2021[11]) 

revealed that even in countries such as Finland with a strong commitment to democracy, civil society, and 

civic participation as well as an impressive international standing related to press freedom, rule of law and 

respect for civic rights, a sustained effort will be essential to maintain high standards. As in many other 

countries, hate crimes and hate speech hamper open debate and freedom of expression by seeking to 

intimidate and silence people. To counter this trend, the OECD oversaw a citizens’ panel on tackling hate 

speech and harassment of public figures in Finland in February 2021, which generated a wide range of 

recommendations for the government from a representative group of society. 

2.2.2. Ensuring the integrity of the electoral process in the current context and 

countering foreign interference in elections 

With the necessary environment and the right skills to participate, citizens should be better prepared to 

participate in democracy. However, a first hurdle to positive participation can be the electoral process itself. 

A central element of representative democratic systems is effectively protecting the right of all citizens to 

vote. Elections and electoral processes must also uphold the highest levels of integrity and transparency, 

for instance through regular financial reporting by political parties. This takes place in all but one 

(Switzerland) OECD countries (OECD, 2021[12]). In addition, 92% of OECD countries also require 

candidates to report on their campaign finances to an oversight body (Figure 2.2). In 81% of OECD 

countries, political parties must report on their finances in relation to election campaigns. Yet, while 

transparency on campaign finance is greater than on lobbying, OECD countries’ experiences have 

revealed that several shortcomings still exist and are vulnerable to exploitation by powerful special 

interests. 

Figure 2.2. Separate reporting information on election campaigns by political parties and/or 
candidates in OECD countries 

 

Source: Adapted from IDEA (n.d.), Political Finance Database, www.idea.int/political-finance/, in OECD (2021[12]), Lobbying in the 21st 

Century: Transparency, Integrity and Access, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/c6d8eff8-en. 
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In addition to transparency, the search for the right balance and level of funding allowed from private 

stakeholders remains a significant matter in some countries. Upholding the integrity of electoral campaigns 

also requires attention to the growing, sophisticated use of data and digital platforms by political parties to 

influence voters. Whereas electoral campaigns naturally involve the collection of voters’ opinions and 

political advertising, how and the extent to which this is being done has dramatically changed, sometimes 

undermining applicable rules on electoral campaigns and privacy. The Cambridge Analytica scandal in 

2018 showed the impact of misinformation and data harvesting to target specific individuals with false 

information. The misuse of data illegitimately harvested from 50 million users of Facebook,6 cast doubt on 

the outcome of strong democratic processes such as the US 2016 elections or the UK 2016 Brexit 

referendum. As such, the European Union recognised in its Democracy Action Plan published in December 

2020 that online platforms have made it more difficult to maintain the integrity of elections and protect the 

democratic process from disinformation and other manipulations. 

For this reason, policy makers should consider establishing stronger safeguards for the ethical use of 

voters’ data, digital technologies, and digital platforms during electoral campaigns. This includes ethical 

standards7 and safeguards to limit the use of data and analytics for excessive psychological profiling and 

micro-targeting of individuals and groups, protect against the misuse and abuse of social media- and digital 

platforms, and improve overall transparency in digital campaigning. An example of a country that has 

started work in this area is the United Kingdom, where in June 2021 the central government made a 

statement that the upcoming Elections Bill will legislate to extend the existing in-print regime to digital 

campaigning material. In the development of the new provisions, the government had engaged with social 

media companies, political parties and the UK Electoral Commission. The European Commission is also 

set to introduce in 2022 a legislative proposal to enhance transparency of political advertising and 

communication, and the commercial activities surrounding it, so that the source and purpose of such paid-

for political material are more clearly identified. 

Electoral justice and effective resolution of electoral complaints are integral to the integrity and legitimacy 

of an election. Challenges posed by new technologies to the integrity of elections (e.g. misuse of data, 

disinformation, cybersecurity threats, targeting) (European Commission, 2021[13]; Garnett and James, 

2020[14]), require strengthened capacities of justice systems to respond to disputes emerging during 

electoral campaigns or elections. Providing effective remedies to these challenges and contested electoral 

results requires updating legal frameworks to ensure their legitimacy. The former are indeed foundational 

for holding governments and contestants accountable, thus improving the quality of governance and 

helping counter corruption and impunity. In addition, such legal frameworks should allow political 

competitors to access legal redress, rather than turning to extra-legal measures or unrest (Kofi Annan 

Foundation, 2016[15]). Limited access to justice systems on electoral integrity may undermine citizens’ trust 

in electoral management and outcomes and ultimately undermine democracy. At the same time, in the era 

of information technology and social media, courts are playing a crucial role elaborating standards to 

balance electoral integrity and the rights of participation and freedom of speech (Dawood, 2021[16]). 

The challenges of election integrity seem to increase when foreign political interests are involved. There 

are rising concerns over foreign state-led influence and the risks that such influence represents to liberal 

democracies (OECD, 2021[12]). Foreign political parties and governments may intentionally seek harm or 

influence elections for commercial, geopolitical, or personal gain, through a variety of means including 

technology companies, content service providers and other online intermediaries, as well as lobbying, 

communications and public relations firms, sometimes used in co-ordination with illicit cyber activities. 

Foreign interests may also use affiliations to state sponsored media services or cultural institutes as 

channels of influence. Given the significant risks involved when foreign governments influence domestic 

politics and elections, it is necessary to increase transparency concerning these activities. In addition, the 

provision of effective legal remedies and increased capacities, both in national and international courts, 

are key to protect electoral rights from foreign interference. 

https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-statements/detail/2021-06-15/hcws92
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Some countries have adopted specific frameworks covering foreign government influence, such as the 

United States Foreign Agents Registration Act or the Australian Foreign Influence Transparency Scheme 

Act (OECD, 2021[12]). Both these schemes cover political activities intended to influence government 

officials or the public. The UK Government announced in May 2021 the creation of a Foreign Influence 

Registration (FIR) Scheme to counter foreign interference and protect research in sensitive subject areas. 

The types of activities that are currently considered could include lobbying, the funding of political 

campaigning, the work of think tanks, political communications and public relations; or the acquisition of 

ideas, information or techniques produced by certain sensitive science and technology sectors. The 

European Commission also announced the development of a common framework and methodology for 

collecting evidence on foreign interference, as well as a toolbox for countering foreign interference and 

influence operations. Lastly, the French Government announced in June 2021 the creation of a national 

agency to combat the manipulation of information coming abroad aimed at “destabilising the state”. The 

objective of this new agency will be to identify and determine the origin of possible foreign digital 

interference targeting key democratic processes. 

Foreign interference requires justice systems to provide timely responses to reduce risks and maintain 

public trust. Estonia’s Supreme Court adjudication within seven days (International IDEA, 2019[17]), is an 

example of how this can be achieved. However, the foreign dimension adds complexity, with courts 

encountering obstacles in collecting evidence and the consequent delay in procedures (Dawood, 2021[16]). 

Judicial review of reinforced campaign restrictions, limitations to donations, and the constitutional 

protection of the right to vote without interference (Ringhand, 2021[18]) are key to guard against the effects 

of foreign interference, ensure compliance and increase trust in electoral management and institutions 

more broadly. Both judicial training and public awareness are important elements in a context of growing 

foreign interference and complexity of the methods used. Finally, inter-agency collaboration and co-

ordination with law enforcement are necessary to allow for early detection of disinformation and 

cybersecurity threats (International IDEA, 2019[17]). The global nature of these challenges calls for 

multilateral initiatives (Schmitt, 2021[19]), including strengthened international judicial co-operation, global 

awareness campaigns and reinforced international remedies. Many of these issues will be picked up in 

Pillar 1 of the Reinforcing Democracy Initiative (see Chapter 1). 

2.2.3. Averting undue influence in public-decision making processes: promoting 

transparency and integrity in lobbying and other policy influence processes 

Lobbying in all its forms, including advocacy and other ways of influencing governments, is a natural and 

normal part of the democratic process. It gives different companies and organisations access to the 

development of public policies and opportunities to share their expertise, legitimate needs and evidence 

about policy problems and how to address them. This information from a variety of interests helps policy 

makers understand options and trade-offs, and can ultimately lead to better policies. Yet, depending on 

how they are conducted, lobbying activities can lead to negative policy outcomes and greatly erode trust 

in government. At times, there may be monopoly of influence by those that are financially and politically 

powerful, at the expense of those with fewer resources and connections. Evidence has also shown that 

the design, implementation, execution and evaluation of public policies and regulations administered by 

public officials may be unduly influenced through the provision of biased or deceitful evidence or data, as 

well as by manipulating public opinion or by using other practices intended to manipulate the decisions of 

public officials (OECD, 2021[12]). Public policies that are misinformed and respond only to the needs of a 

special interest group result in suboptimal policies. 

Evidence regularly emerges showing that the abuse of lobbying practices can result in negative policy 

outcomes, for example inaction on climate policies. Deceitful, misleading and non-transparent lobbying, 

as well as revolving-door practices that led to deregulation of high-risk activities, were also partly at the 

origin of the 2008 financial crisis. The COVID-19 crisis, marked by the rapid adoption of stimulus packages, 

often through urgent and extraordinary procedures, has exacerbated these risks. Lessons learned from 
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previous shock events show that lobbying by powerful interests with closer connections to policy makers 

can lead to biased stimulus packages and responses, negatively affecting the resilience of societies and 

economies in the longer term. 

At the OECD level, 22 countries have now adopted a tool to provide transparency over lobbying (OECD, 

2021[12]). A majority of these countries have public online registries where lobbyists and/or public officials 

disclose information on their interactions. Eighteen countries (Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Chile, 

France, Germany, Ireland, Iceland, Israel, Italy, Lithuania, Mexico, Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia, the 

United Kingdom, and the United States) and the European Union have voluntary or mandatory public 

registries in place where lobbyists disclose information on their activities. An alternative, and sometimes 

additional approach taken, is to place the onus on the public officials who are being targeted by lobbying 

activities, by requiring them to disclose information on their meetings with lobbyists through “open 

agendas” (Lithuania, Spain, United Kingdom and the EU) and/or by requiring public officials to disclose 

their meetings with lobbyists to their superiors (Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Slovenia). Lastly, in addition to 

lobbying registers and open agendas, other countries provide transparency on lobbying by mandating 

ex post disclosures of how decisions were made (Iceland, Luxembourg, Poland and Latvia). 

Yet, even when transparency exists, information disclosed is usually not sufficient to allow for public 

scrutiny. Countries that publish information through lobbying registries and open agendas disclose some 

information identifying who is behind lobbying activities, but not as much on which decisions and public 

organisations are specifically targeted, as well as how lobbying is being conducted. To ensure greater 

transparency over which specific interests lobbied key decision-making processes, governments can 

consider several policy options. First, governments with existing lobbying registers can scale up lobbying 

disclosure requirements to include information on the objective of lobbying activities, its beneficiaries, the 

targeted decisions and the types of practices used, including the use of social media as a lobbying tool. 

Second, another approach is to require key public officials involved in decision-making processes 

(e.g., ministers and cabinet members, heads of regulatory agencies) to disclose information on their 

meetings with lobbyists through open agendas. Lastly, governments could mandate ex post disclosures of 

how legislative or regulatory decision were made. The information disclosed can be a table or a document 

listing the identity of stakeholders met, public officials involved, the object and outcome of their meetings, 

as well as an assessment of how the inputs received were factored into the final decision. 

In addition, today’s 21st century of information overload, with the rise of social media, has made the 

lobbying phenomenon more complex than ever before. The avenues by which stakeholders engage with 

governments encompass a wide range of practices and actors, including the increased use of information 

activities, grassroots mobilisation and social media to shape policy debates, inform or persuade members 

of the public to put pressure on policy makers and indirectly influence key democratic processes.  

Lastly, lobbyists (whether in-house or as part of a lobbying association) require clear standards and 

guidelines that clarify the expected rules and behaviour for engaging with public officials. Where adequate 

governance standards are lacking within companies to address lobbying-related risks, lobbying activities 

can have serious reputational repercussions and raise concerns for citizens and key stakeholders such as 

investors and shareholders. Investors increasingly see the lack of transparency over companies’ lobbying 

and political engagements, and its inconsistencies with their positioning on environmental and societal 

issues, as an investment risk (Principles for Responsible Investment, 2018[20]). In recent years, pressure 

from investors and leading asset managers to better take into account corporate lobbying and political 

financing as a risk to the environmental, social and governance (ESG) performance of companies has had 

a key influence on companies’ business strategies (OECD/PRI, 2022[21]). Countries could therefore 

consider encouraging companies and organisations to establish standards that specify how to ensure 

integrity in these methods of influence. Standards could cover issues such as ensuring accuracy and 

plurality of views, promoting transparency in the funding of research organisations and think tanks, and 

managing and preventing conflicts of interest in the research process. Also, setting clear standards for 

companies in the provision of data and evidence could help ensure integrity in decision making. These 
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standards could also specify voluntary disclosures that may involve social responsibility considerations 

regarding a company's involvement in public policy making and lobbying. 

This new context calls for a more comprehensive consideration of lobbying activities, to include the whole 

spectrum of practices, risks and options that countries can use and have used for mitigation. The Public 

Governance Committee (PGC), through the Working Party of Senior Public Integrity Officials (SPIO) is in 

the process of revising the OECD Recommendation on Principles for Transparency and Integrity in 

Lobbying (OECD, 2010[22]), to reflect the evolving lobbying and influence landscape, and to guide efforts 

by all actors, across government, business and civil society, in reinforcing the frameworks for transparency 

and integrity in policy making. 

2.2.4. Inclusive and well-governed stakeholder participation in rule making 

Stakeholder participation is one traditional way in which governments engage individual citizens, 

associations, and businesses in the policy-making process outside of the electoral cycle. It is increasingly 

perceived not only as fundamental for understanding stakeholders’ needs but also for improving trust in 

government. Analysis from the OECD Trust Survey shows that the perception of meaningful engagement 

opportunities and the ability to have a voice on political matters are strongly associated with levels of trust 

in local and national governments (OECD, 2022[2]). In addition, the Survey finds that less than a third of 

respondents are confident that the government would use inputs given in a public consultation (Figure 2.3). 

It is recognised that making decisions without stakeholder engagement may lead to confrontation, dispute, 

disruption, boycott, distrust and public dissatisfaction (Rowe and Frewer, 2005[23]). Formal, written, public 

consultation is the most common form of consultation in the policy-making process. Consultation makes 

preliminary analysis available for parliamentary and public scrutiny and allows additional evidence to be 

sought from a range of interested parties to inform the development of the policy or its implementation. 

Stakeholder participation across different institutions in government may take different forms. For example, 

legislatures traditionally hold hearings or inquiries where they can take evidence from a range of 

stakeholders, and individual legislators engage with citizens through constituent services. New Zealand 

has been exploring how to consistently lift community engagement in recent years, particularly in the areas 

of policy development. An example of this is the introduction of an engagement framework based on the 

International Association for Public Participation (IAP2) guidance as part of the Royal Commission of 

Inquiry into the terrorist attack on Christchurch masjidain on 15 March 2019. A community of practice and 

reporting on the use of the framework has been established to capture lessons learnt and ensure 

continuous improvement. 
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Figure 2.3. Very few think that the government would adopt views expressed in a public 
consultation 

Share of respondents who indicate different levels of perceived likelihood that a government would adopt opinions 

expressed in a public consultation (on a 0-10 scale), 2021 

 

Note: Figure presents the within-country distributions of responses to the question “If you participate in a public consultation on reforming a 

major policy area (e.g. taxation, healthcare, environmental protection), how likely or unlikely do you think it is that the government would adopt 

the opinions expressed in the public consultation?” The “likely” proportion is the aggregation of responses from 6-10 on the scale; “neutral” is 

equal to a response of 5; “unlikely” is the aggregation of responses from 0-4; and “Don't know” was a separate answer choice. “OECD” presents 

the unweighted average across countries. In Mexico, the question was formulated in a slightly different way. Finland and Norway are excluded 

from the figure as the data are not available. For more detailed information please find the survey method document at http://oe.cd/trust.  

Source: OECD (2022[2]), Building Trust to Reinforce Democracy: Main Findings from the 2021 OECD Survey on Drivers of Trust in Public 

Institutions, Building Trust in Public Institutions, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/b407f99c-en.  

Effective stakeholder participation is also important in the making, implementing, and reviewing of rules 

and regulations. The central objective of regulatory policy – ensuring that regulations are designed and 

implemented in the public interest – can only be achieved with help from those subject to regulations 

(citizens, businesses, social partners, CSOs, public sector organisations, etc.). Citizens can offer valuable 

inputs on the feasibility and practical implications of regulations. Apart from potentially improving regulatory 

design, stakeholder engagement also can improve regulatory “outputs” such as improved compliance 

rates, desired behavioural changes in market participants, and improved trust in government. Moreover, 

improving regulations has the potential to strengthening economic performance by fostering a more 

competitive and inclusive society. The OECD Recommendation on Regulatory Policy and Governance 

(OECD, 2012[24]) calls on governments to follow principles of open government, including transparency 

and participation in the regulatory process to ensure that regulations serve the public interest and are 

informed by the legitimate needs of those interested in and affected by regulation. Still, examples where 

decisions are made without the involvement of those affected are still too common. The OECD Indicators 

of Regulatory Quality show that most OECD countries have systematically adopted stakeholder 

engagement practices and require that stakeholders be consulted (Figure 2.4) especially in the process of 

developing new regulations. However, OECD countries do not yet systematically allow for the participation 

of stakeholders in the development of regulations throughout the policy cycle. Most OECD countries 

consult with stakeholders on draft proposals, but only a few consult systematically at an early stage, a 

situation that has not improved in the last few years. When it comes to the decision maker’s table, centres 

of government play a critical role in determining the extent of stakeholder involvement (Box 2.1).  
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Figure 2.4. Composite indicators: Stakeholder engagement in developing primary laws, 2021 

 

Notes: Data for 2014 are based on the 34 countries that were OECD members in 2014 and the European Union. Data for 2017 and 2021 

include Colombia, Costa Rica, Latvia and Lithuania. The more regulatory practices as advocated in the 2012 Recommendation a country has 

implemented, the higher its iREG score. The indicator only covers practices in the executive. This figure therefore excludes the United States 

where all primary laws are initiated by Congress.  

1. In the majority of OECD countries, most primary laws are initiated by the executive, except for Colombia, Costa Rica, Czech Republic, 

Korea, Mexico, and Portugal, where a higher share of primary laws are initiated by the legislature.  

Due to a change in the political system during the survey period affecting the processes for developing laws, composite indicators for Türkiye 

are not available for stakeholder engagement in developing regulations and RIA for primary laws. 

Source: Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance Surveys 2014, 2017 and 2021. 

Box 2.1. Role of the centre of government 

Electoral mandates are not only about meeting campaign and coalition agreement promises – 

promissory representation – but also about making complex policy choices. Centres of government 

(CoGs) are uniquely suited to ensure that government decision-making processes are more inclusive 

and representative. This was most recently demonstrated by the increase in co-ordination instances 

(20 out of 26, 77%), and number of stakeholders participating in co-ordination meetings called by the 

CoG (19 out of 26, 73%) in several OECD countries. Among the countries that increased stakeholder 

participation mechanisms, almost all expected to keep this change during the economic recovery 

(OECD, 2021[1]). 

Centres of government often produce and disseminate guidance to policy makers concerning 

consultations and community engagement. CoGs therefore have the ability to improve the quality of 

these efforts and the overall inclusive nature of decision-making processes. For example, Canada’s 

Privy Council Office for instance offers a wide range of public engagement tools and resources which 

include: public engagement principles, guidance on how to analyse consultation data, activities to 
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design engagement experiences, case studies to learn from and a community of practice (Government 

of Canada, 2021[25]). Likewise, as part of the Policy Project’s Policy Methods Toolbox, New Zealand’s 

Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet created 6 community engagement resources for 

policy makers (New Zealand Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, 2021[26]). Furthermore, 

the UK Cabinet Office has published a revised set of government consultation principles, which give 

guidance to government departments on conducting stakeholder consultations (Government of the 

United Kingdom - Cabinet Office, 2018[27]). 

Centres of government are also responsible for ensuring items presented to cabinet are aligned with 

certain standards of quality, including on stakeholder consultation. In Ireland and Norway, the centre 

of government has issued various guidelines with standards and good practices for policy development 

and stakeholder consultations. Governments can take advantage of this review function to ensure the 

decision-making process is sufficiently inclusive: 43% of centres of government verify the item has 

been subject to an “adequate consultation process”, and 51% have the authority to return items to line 

ministries if the consultation process is inadequate (OECD, 2018[28]). 

Source: (OECD, 2021[1]), (Government of Canada, 2021[25]), (New Zealand Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, 2021[26]), 

(Government of the United Kingdom - Cabinet Office, 2018[27]), (OECD, 2018[28]). 

To avoid losses of trust and legitimacy, regulators need to be honest and transparent about the limits of 

regulation. This can be achieved through the adoption of comprehensive risk communication strategies, 

which clearly communicate to the affected subjects what the risks are, the probability of things going wrong 

and the magnitude of potential impacts (with and without government regulations). Governments also need 

to be aware of who will be affected by regulations and how. Any groups of stakeholders that might be 

disproportionately affected should be identified and consulted with. Preferably, stakeholders should be 

mapped already at the inception of the process, before the regulations are being drafted. This also might 

mean actively reaching out to those who might not have the necessary resources for getting engaged or 

might not be sufficiently informed on the opportunities to be consulted (OECD, 2017[29]).  

Box 2.2. Ensuring participation in the development of infrastructure projects 

The OECD Recommendation on the Governance of Infrastructure (OECD, 2020[30]) provides guidance 

on how governments can facilitate the participation of users and impacted communities during the 

relevant phases of the project life cycle. 

It is key to ensure that all affected stakeholders and citizens have an equal chance to shape the 

infrastructure solutions that directly affect their lives. For example, meaningful stakeholder engagement, 

is a powerful platform to articulate women’s infrastructure preferences and claims (OECD, 

forthcoming[31]). It also provides an opportunity for women to get together to discuss their interests, 

interact with actors in positions of power and act collectively to seek solutions (UN Women, 2020[32]). 

Governments can also diversify the methods for engaging women and vulnerable populations in order 

to ensure more balanced stakeholder consultation processes on infrastructure questions. Equal 

participation of women and men in on-going community-based consultation meetings or committees, 

consultations with gender equality specialists, gender focus group discussions and workshops are 

some examples of tools that can promote a more participatory stakeholder engagement in infrastructure 

planning, decision making and implementation (UN Women/UNOPS, 2019[33]; OECD, forthcoming[31]).  

Source: (OECD, 2017[29]; OECD, 2020[30]). 
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2.2.5. Taking the next step from consultation to engagement: Participatory policy making 

and service design and delivery  

Fostering more effective and inclusive citizen participation is at the heart of the global open government 

movement, which has shaped the international discourse on fostering better government-citizen relations 

for the past decade. One of its main goals is to mainstream participation in all policy areas and at all levels 

of government. In close collaboration with the Open Government Partnership (Box 2.3), the OECD has 

been at the forefront of the global open government agenda, including through its Recommendation on 

Open Government (OECD, 2017[3]), which is the first and only internationally recognised legal instrument 

in the field. Today, 78 countries in the world that are members of the Open Government Partnership 

(including 75% of OECD Members) are implementing Open Government Action Plans co-created with 

citizens and stakeholders that have resulted in numerous innovative participatory initiatives (OGP, 

2021[34]).  

Box 2.3. The Open Government Partnership (OGP) 

The Open Government Partnership (OGP) is an international alliance between governments and civil 

society to promote open government. Launched in 2011 by 8 countries, the OGP currently consists of 

more than 78 countries around the world, including a growing number of local governments, as well as 

numerous civil society organisations.  

Upon joining this partnership, governments work together with civil society organisations to develop and 

implement two-year action plans to promote open government topics (in recent years, some countries 

such as Spain have started implementing their first four-year action plans). These action plans are co-

created between public institutions and non-public stakeholders, such as civil society organisations, 

and can cover reforms (also called ‘commitments’) on any aspect of open government, including: 

access to information, open data, open innovation, and beneficial ownership, to name but a few. Each 

commitment includes concrete milestones, or intermediary outputs. In addition to a periodical self-

assessment conducted by the government, OGP’s Independent Reporting Mechanism (IRM) regularly 

assesses the implementation of commitments contained in the action plans. In the framework of the 

IRM, independent researchers review the progress undertaken and their impact for openness against 

pre-set criteria. Typically, the whole OGP process is governed by a common body, a country’s 

Multistakeholder Forum. 

In order to be eligible to join the OGP, a government must meet the following criteria: 1) ensure fiscal 

transparency through the timely publication of essential budget documents; 2) have an access-to-

information law that guarantees the public’s right to information and access to government data; 3) have 

rules that require public disclosure of income and assets for elected and senior public officials; and 4) 

ensure openness to citizen participation and engagement in policy making and governance, including 

basic protections for civil liberties. 

Source: OGP (n.d.), About Open Government Partnership, https://www.opengovpartnership.org/about/; OGP (n.d), Independent Reporting 

Mechanism, https://www.opengovpartnership.org/people/independent-reporting-mechanism-irm/ 

Proactive transparency, public consultations, increased use of referenda, as well as multiple kinds of 

participation initiatives have become common practice across OECD countries. For example, data from 

the OECD Survey on Open Government (OECD, forthcoming[35]) shows that 84% of OECD countries have 

a government-wide online portal to involve citizens and stakeholders, and good practices can be found 

across the OECD membership such as Portugal’s national participatory budget or Mexico City’s 

consultation to crowdsource its constitution. The increased uptake of these initiatives has strengthened 

democracy as they reinforce trust, build civic capacity, and bring public decisions closer in line with what 

people want. However, they often happen too late in the decision-making process, only reach a tiny 

https://www.opengovpartnership.org/about/
https://www.opengovpartnership.org/people/independent-reporting-mechanism-irm/
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proportion of the population concerned, or do not achieve the intended outcomes and impacts (OECD, 

2018[28]). Moreover, exercises like town hall meetings, petitions, and written consultations are all 

susceptible to disproportionate influence by political or special interests by their design. They also tend to 

limit inputs to public opinion rather than public judgement.  

Guidance on when, who and how to consult is therefore critical to making sure that it happens 

systematically and throughout the policy cycle. The OECD’s Citizen Participation Guidelines (OECD, 

forthcoming[36]) provide specific indications to public authorities about engaging citizens in policy making. 

These guidelines aid policy makers in understanding the differences in engaging citizens versus other 

stakeholders, the design considerations to ensure inclusiveness, as well as guidance in defining the issue, 

the scope for influence, the point in the decision-making process, the most appropriate methodologies and 

tools, as well as how to follow-up and close the feedback loop. They also include numerous examples of 

good practices.  

Beyond these traditional consultation processes, governments and parliaments are going further to provide 

more and better opportunities for people to participate in public decision making in between elections. They 

are experimenting with new forms of open, collaborative public decision making and public service design 

and delivery. For example, public authorities are increasingly using civic lotteries, a tool used to convene 

broadly representative groups of people, based on the ancient practice of random selection (sortition), to 

tackle public policy challenges through citizens’ assemblies and juries (OECD, 2020[37]). Representative 

deliberative processes like citizens’ assemblies have numerous benefits. They broaden participation to a 

much wider, more diverse group of people. They guard against the outsize influence of organised interest 

groups and lobbies. By giving people time and resources to hear from experts and stakeholders, deliberate, 

and formulate collective recommendations, these processes create the conditions for everyday people to 

grapple with complexity and exercise public judgement. Selection by civic lottery means that the privilege 

of representation has been extended to a much larger and more diverse group of people than through 

elections alone. Members of citizens’ assemblies and juries have a mandate to act in the name of the 

public good, putting themselves in the shoes of others, rather than to merely give their personal point of 

view. These design features explain why citizens’ assemblies and other representative deliberative 

processes are considered as new forms of representation, as well as new forms of participation, by notable 

political theorists like Hélène Landemore and Mark Warren. And they have shown to be effective tools for 

solving complex policy problems and enhancing public trust. Recently, parliamentary committees are also 

increasingly involving citizens more directly in their functioning through the use of deliberative processes 

like citizens’ assemblies and citizens’ juries (OECD, 2021[38]).  

Box 2.4. Deliberative democracy 

What is deliberative democracy? 

Deliberative democracy is the wider political theory that claims that political decisions should be a result 

of fair and reasonable discussion among citizens.  

What is a representative deliberative process? 

Deliberative democracy is most often implemented by initiating representative deliberative processes. 

These are processes in which a broadly representative body of people weighs evidence, deliberates to 

find common ground, and develops detailed recommendations on policy issues for public authorities. 

Examples of such processes include citizens’ juries and citizens’ assemblies. 

Source: OECD (2020[37]), Innovative Citizen Participation and New Democratic Institutions: Catching the Deliberative Wave, OECD 

Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/339306da-en. 

https://doi.org/10.1787/339306da-en
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One notable way in which democracy has been evolving is the move towards permanent forms of 

deliberative democracy that create spaces for everyday people to exercise their civic rights and duties 

beyond voting. These permanent citizens’ councils function alongside parliament, bringing everyday 

people into the heart of public decisions in an ongoing way, as a complement to representative democratic 

institutions (OECD, 2021[38]). Rather than requiring political will to initiate an ad hoc process, these 

institutional changes have ensured that public participation and deliberation are part of the ‘normal’ public 

decision-making process. These new institutions are not a replacement, but a complement to the existing 

democratic architecture, making it richer and more inclusive. They improve decision making by bringing 

public judgement to democracy on an ongoing basis. There is not just one way to approach the question 

of institutionalisation, as the OECD policy paper Eight Ways to Institutionalise Deliberative Democracy 

(OECD, 2021[38]) highlights by explaining examples of eight different models that have been applied in 

different countries and at all levels of government. The OECD’s Evaluation Guidelines for Representative 

Deliberative Processes (OECD, 2021[39]) also have additional recommendations for how to evaluate 

institutionalised forms of deliberative democracy. 

Box 2.5. New mechanisms for public decision making 

Engaging young people 

Mechanisms and channels to engage youth in policy making include affiliating advisory youth councils 

to government or specific ministries (as happens in 53% of OECD countries) or youth councils at 

national and sub-national levels (as happens in 78% and 88% of OECD countries respectively).  

In Denmark, the Ministry of Environment and Food has established a Youth Climate Council advising 

the Ministry in the areas of climate change, environmental protection, farming and food production. 

In New Zealand, the Ministry of Education has created an advisory group composed of 12 members 

aged 14 to 18, which are expected to inform the Ministry on the impact of activities and measures 

adopted within the education field as well as share their insights about education policies.  

Since 2016, in France the Conseil d’orientation des politiques de Jeunesse (CoJ) brings together 

representatives from ministries and youth organisations to advise the Prime Minister on legislative and 

regulatory drafts on issues relating to youth. 

Spain has also recently adopted a Youth Strategy 2022-2030, and the views of children and young 

people are sought in matters which impact young people's lives through the Spanish State Council for 

the Participation of Children and Adolescents. 

Use of deliberative processes by parliamentary committees 

The Scottish Parliament has commissioned multiple Citizens’ Juries since 2019: on Land Management 

and the Natural Environment (21 randomly selected citizens) and on Primary Care (35 randomly 

selected citizens took part in three panels). Recommendations that members of these representative 

deliberative processes developed then informed land management and the natural environment inquiry 

and fed into and the primary care inquiry. 

In June 2019, six Select Committees of the UK House of Commons jointly called a Citizens’ Assembly 

on how the UK should tackle climate change (Climate Assembly UK, 2019[40]). Citizens’ Assembly took 

place from January to March 2020 and brought together 108 randomly selected citizens from all walks 

of life. The UK Government has since used the Climate Assembly’s recommendations in its report to 

inform its Net Zero Strategy. 
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In 2016-2017, the Parliament of Luxembourg initiated a deliberative poll, where 60 randomly selected 

citizens in six panels have deliberated over the proposed constitutional reforms. Their 

recommendations were presented to the Parliamentary Committee on Constitutional Review to help 

inform their decisions. 

Sources: (OECD, 2020[41]), (Université du Luxembourg, 2016[42]) (Elstub and Carrick, 2020[43]) and (Climate Assembly UK, 2019[40])  

The “deliberative wave” is gaining momentum as more and more public authorities are turning towards 

deliberative democracy as a complement that strengthens representative democracy. The OECD 

Database of Representative and Deliberative Processes and Institutions includes 577 examples of such 

processes being used across OECD Member countries at all levels of government, to address complex 

and wide-ranging policy issues regarding climate change, infrastructure decisions, strategic and public 

planning, amongst others (OECD, 2020[37]). For example, Ireland’s numerous citizens’ assemblies since 

2016 have provided concrete recommendations that have formed the basis for constitutional changes on 

same-sex marriage, abortion, divorce, and blasphemy. The assembly’s recommendations formed the basis 

for proposed legislative changes that informed the public’s vote in referendums on each of these issues. 

The Irish citizens’ assembly on climate’s recommendations were also largely adapted and referenced in 

the 2021 Climate Act.8  

The large number of deliberative democracy examples provides a solid evidence base of how they need 

to be designed to be useful for policy makers and trusted by the public. The extensive analysis of these 

examples forms the basis of the OECD’s Good Practice Principles on Deliberative Processes (OECD, 

2020[37]), which provide guidance to policy makers and practitioners for ensuring high quality, impactful, 

and trustworthy processes. The OECD’s Evaluation Guidelines for Representative Deliberative Processes 

(OECD, 2021[39]) further operationalise these principles and help ensure that high standards can be met. 

While it is a positive development that more and more governments are creating the conditions for 

everyday people to play a meaningful role in policy making, it is important that when these processes are 

designed and implemented, that they follow evidence-based principles of good practice to ensure they are 

legitimate, accountable, and trustworthy practices. 

There also needs to be further consideration for how the follow-up of the recommendations from 

deliberative processes will happen from the very outset. Expectations need to be clear for citizens as well 

as for the role that legislatures and governments will play, and who holds responsibility and accountability 

for the response. Further analysis about how these new institutions are functioning and reflection about 

other permanent forms of participatory and deliberative democracy are needed. Additional future scenarios 

should include digital or hybrid settings for these deliberative processes, as well as the inclusion of 

emerging technologies to support public deliberation. Successful institutionalisation requires appropriate 

investment of resources, especially so that it is possible to fulfil the aspirations of equality and inclusivity. 

Breaking down barriers to participation also involves paying people for their time, as well as providing travel 

and caring expenses or services. Another main challenge is that this permanent transformation and 

institution building requires an accompanying shift in the mind set of policy makers and public servants 

about their role and their relationship with citizens. This can be facilitated by the organisation of ad hoc 

capacity building activities and the inclusion of these principles and practices in the curricula of national 

schools of public administration. As is the case with representative democracy, it will also be necessary to 

ensure that deliberative democracy mechanisms meet integrity and quality requirements set for other 

democratic institutions, including lobby regulations, conflict of interest rules and possibly other standards, 

as well as has mechanisms and processes in place to ensure solid discussions that prevent excessive and 

extreme outcomes. 

The move towards new participatory mechanisms has also extended to traditional public governance tools 

such as budgeting, through participatory budgeting initiatives, and public procurement (Box 2.6). The 



54    

BUILDING TRUST AND REINFORCING DEMOCRACY © OECD 2022 
  

former tends to be mainly at the local level – where they are arguably most effective - and to be applied to 

only a very limited portion of funds. Portugal, which provides a rare example of participatory budgeting at 

the national level, has allowed citizens to decide on specific investment proposals (initially for a total of 

EUR 3 million in 2017 and then for a total of EUR 5 million out of around EUR 91 billion in 2018). Still, the 

use of these mechanisms needs to pay attention to the potential to bypass the checks and balances 

provided by parliaments and the ease with which organised groups can sometimes capture these 

processes to serve their own interests (OECD, 2019[44]). Public procurement can be also used as a 

strategic policy tool to achieve stronger and more inclusive democratic governance through citizen 

participation. The OECD Recommendation on Public Procurement (OECD, 2015[45]) calls upon countries 

to foster transparent and effective stakeholder participation through inclusive and open policy-making 

processes and participation in public procurement processes.  

Box 2.6. Citizen and stakeholder participation in the budget process and public procurement 

The budget is government's most comprehensive policy document, where policy objectives are 

reconciled and implemented in concrete terms. It should allow citizens and their representatives to 

understand government priorities and provide input on policy choices, to track implementation, and to 

hold government to account when objectives are not being met. The parliament may engage with 

citizens and civil society organisations at different stages of the budget process.  

A growing trend for parliaments in OECD countries to hold a pre-budget debate with citizens and civil 

society where they may signal budget priorities to government. Of those parliaments holding pre-budget 

debates, about half send the results of the pre-budget debate as a report to the government (OECD, 

2019[44]).  

The Canadian Parliament’s Finance Committee holds a pre-budget consultation in Ottawa as well as in 

different areas across the country. Any person or group is eligible to participate in the public consultation 

process in person or by written submission. The results of the process are published online. At the other 

end of the budget cycle parliaments can also involve citizens in their scrutiny of the annual report.  

At the other end of the budget cycle, the Dutch Parliament’s V-100 brings together 100 participants from 

civil society to ask questions on ministries’ annual reports for the previous budget year. Citizens are 

selected by the ProDemos, Centre for Democracy and the Rule of Law. The Parliament is then able to 

use the work of citizens participating in V100 during the debate on Accountability Day when the Minister 

of Finance presents the Central Government's annual financial report to the House of Representatives. 

Participation in public procurement process can take many forms. These include consultations for 

reforming the public procurement system including its legal framework, consultations on citizen’s needs 

/ procurement plans, and participation in overseeing individual procurement processes (OECD, 

2015[45]). A number of countries provide examples of this practice, for example, in Mexico social 

witnesses (testigos sociales) are required to participate in all stages of the federal public procurement 

procedures above certain thresholds as a way to promote public scrutiny and citizen participation. In 

Peru a citizen control mechanism (Monitores Ciudadanos de Control) allows citizens to visit construction 

sites at the beginning, during, and/or completion of public works to monitor the construction progress. 

Colombia’s anti-corruption mobile application “Elefantes Blancos” promotes citizen control of white 

elephant projects (neglected, abandoned or overbilled public works projects) allowing them to report 

projects and follow up on case investigations. These participation mechanisms contribute not only to 

ensuring the transparency and credibility of the public procurement system but also reinforcing 

democratic governance (OECD, 2015[45]). 
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Future scenarios of participatory democracy should include resilient physical and digital public spaces as 

core features. Many cities have built community centres that cater to youth needs, from mental health to 

employment counselling and advice, and provide a physical place outside home and school to congregate, 

for instance the Maison de la jeunesse in Paris. Similarly in Athens, the city transformed schools after 

hours into community spaces at the height of their refugee crisis to help connect newcomers to the city's 

civic and social fabric. On the digital front, beyond the numerous digital tools available to consult and 

engage citizens or the use of interactive technologies and digital channels such as social media, future 

scenarios should prioritise the development of adapted and accessible digital infrastructures that reinforce 

democracy. This means that as governments transform how they deliver to their citizens (e.g. increased 

use of data and algorithms), how they enable citizens to elect and interact with their representatives 

(e.g. electronic voting, virtual meetings), as well as how citizens participate in the public debate and 

decision making (e.g. social media, hybrid citizens’ assemblies) ensuring equal accessibility needs to 

remain a priority. Technological choices need to be compatible with democratic values such as 

inclusiveness and equality, and data and technology used in ways that are transparent, ethical and 

accountable. These considerations will be essential to build trust in the technology, and in the outcomes 

of all digital democratic processes (see Chapter 5). 

Local participatory practices led by local or regional governments can effectively shape, strengthen and 

deepen inclusive public participation. At the local level, there is a unique opportunity to link and involve 

citizens, business, CSOs, and community representatives in the policy-making process in a more tangible 

way. This is why local governments around the world are often the leaders in innovations that aim to ensure 

government works better, costs less and is more responsive and accountable to local residents (OECD, 

2019[46]). The UK innovation foundation, NESTA, for example, is one of the most prominent pioneers of 

public and social labs as a means of addressing societal challenges through evidence-based local 

experiments. Similarly, the Argentinean Province of Santa Fe established an innovation lab to increase 

citizen participation through policy co-creation. The local level is also prone to implement more innovative 

approaches, such as Besaya’s Citizens’ Jury on Fair and Inclusive Ecological Transition in Cantabria 

(Spain), or Bogota’s (Colombia) permanent Citizen Assembly for urban policies. Recognising the 

prominent role that local governments play in promoting participatory practices, citizen engagement and 

innovative and experimental not only helps better responding to citizen’s needs, but also enables building 

people’s trust in local government while improving integrity, efficiency and equity of local government 

operations (OECD, 2019[46]). Many participatory efforts have a regional dimension but the degree of 

citizens’ engagement and civic participation varies greatly across regions within countries. The OECD 

Regional Well-being indicators compare the degree of civic engagement across regions, and highlight the 

significant divides that exist within certain countries. While there is certainly a continuity among the 

principles, practices and lessons learned between all levels of governments, finding the right level of 

government for participation and representation to ensure that citizens are not excluded from the political 

process is essential. 

The dynamics of citizen participation at the local level has consequences in terms of actors, processes 

and impacts that are worth investigating and promoting in their own right. The subnational level is closer 

to people, both in terms of decision making and in the provision of basic services. Hence, interactions 

between government and citizens are usually more direct at this level and the potential for citizens to 

influence and participate in public decisions is higher at the local level, with real consequences both for 

citizens and public authorities. Countries are integrating this reality into their open government agendas, 

and slowly moving towards an effective integration of other levels of government and branches of the State. 

For example, more than 50 local governments have joined the OGP to develop their own action plan and 

OECD countries like Mexico have established a co-ordination mechanism and guidelines for subnational 

entities to develop transparency and participatory initiatives. Colombia has been the first OECD country to 

develop an Open State policy that is exploiting vertical collaborations among administrations to maximise 

the opportunities citizens have to engage with relevant public offices seamlessly, regardless of their 

territorial jurisdiction. The OECD Open State framework was developed, among other things, to support 

https://www.oecd.org/gov/Santa-Fe-Scan-Spanish-preliminary-version.pdf
https://medium.com/participo/citizens-at-the-heart-of-investment-decisions-9284997db7cd
https://medium.com/participo/citizens-at-the-heart-of-investment-decisions-9284997db7cd
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/governance/eight-ways-to-institutionalise-deliberative-democracy_4fcf1da5-en


56    

BUILDING TRUST AND REINFORCING DEMOCRACY © OECD 2022 
  

members’ efforts to better integrate the promotion of participatory practices across all levels of 

governments (OECD, 2019[47]). The framework recognises that the local level has to be a key player in the 

effective construction of an Open State and proposes a specific approach to openness, designed for the 

subnational level.  

Participatory models can also be used to empower indigenous groups and communities in 

decision making. In New Zealand, iwi (Māori tribes) hold certain rights and responsibilities alongside the 

Crown which are recognised in the Treaty of Waitangi. In recent years, New Zealand has been exploring 

governance models which give effect to these rights and responsibilities and distribute decision making 

between iwi (or other Māori groups) and the Crown. Some of these are local models, which enable a 

particular iwi to make decisions about land or assets that it holds customary responsibilities towards. 

Others are national. For example, Te Mātāwai is an independent statutory entity, made up of 

representatives of iwi, Māori organisations and the Crown, which leads work to protect, promote and 

revitalise the Māori language. The use of these models can strengthen the recognition of indigenous 

groups’ rights and interests and enable indigenous values and approaches to be reflected in 

decision making. In turn, this can enable the exploration of innovative practices, which are more tailored 

to communities’ needs and can achieve better outcomes. 

Beyond promoting participation channels and mechanisms, actively seeking citizen’s feedback on their 

experience with public services can help improve service performance and delivery enhancing trust in 

public institutions. Citizens’ satisfaction with public services can affect not only the quality of the services, 

but the overall stance of citizens on the impact and quality of public institutions more broadly. For instance, 

the US Transportation Security Administration (TSA) put in place a programme to explore employee and 

customer experience relying on employee surveys and complaint data to analyse how communication from 

transportation security officials could help improve costumer experience. Similarly, countries such as 

Australia, France and Norway have set up regular surveys to gauge citizens’ satisfaction with public 

services (Baredes, 2022[48]). 

Overall, these innovative forms of participation, from consultation to engagement and deliberation, are 

promising to renew governance mechanisms in established democracies by mobilising everyday people 

in addition to traditional stakeholders. A new balance is now to be found with traditional stakeholders that 

are more experienced with public decision-making processes but increasingly less representative of all 

segments the population, and with representative institutions, which need to upgrade and modernise to 

keep pace with this evolution. At the same time, new participatory mechanisms need to embed the full 

institutional requirements to protect integrity of decision making and allow the search for consensus 

through solid processes for solid outcomes. Rather than competing, as it has sometimes happened, these 

two parallel trends should build on each other’s strengths with the common goal of increasing the 

robustness of traditional and new democratic institutions.  

2.2.6. Strengthening democratic fitness: Developing people’s capacities to participate in 

public decision making 

Beyond healthy institutions and processes, democracy requires people to have the right capacity and 

capability to actively participate in the democratic system. Research based on an analysis of 30 European 

countries highlights that an individuals’ self-perception of their ability to understand political processes 

(internal efficacy) has a positive effect on any form of participation (Prats and Meunier, 2021[49]). The OECD 

Trust Survey finds that peoples’ confidence in their own ability to participate in politics matters for whether 

they feel that they can voice views on local and national governments’ decisions (Figure 2.5). 
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Figure 2.5. Confidence in own ability to participate in politics matters for whether people feel like 
they can voice views on local government decisions 

Share of people who feel they would be able to voice their views about a local government decision by level of 

confidence in own ability to participate in politics 

 

Note: Figure presents the average share of respondents who are confident to have the opportunity to voice their views on local governance 

issues, sorted by respondents’ level of confidence in their own ability to participate in politics. The share of respondents who are confident to 

have the opportunity to voice their views is the aggregation of responses from 6-10 to the question “If a decision affecting your community is to 

be made by the local government, how likely or unlikely do you think it is that you would have an opportunity to voice your v iews?”; The group 

of people with high confidence in their ability to participate in politics consists of responses from 6-10 to the question “On a scale of 0 to 10, 

where 0 is not at all confident and 10 is completely confident, how confident are you in your own ability to participate in politics?”; the group with 

low confidence consists of responses from 0-4. In Finland and Norway the question was phrased slightly differently. Mexico is excluded from 

this figure as data on confidence in own ability to participate in politics are not available. New Zealand is excluded from this figure as the question 

was phrased substantially differently. For more detailed information please find the survey method document at (http://oe.cd/trust).  

Source: OECD (2022[2]), Building Trust to Reinforce Democracy: Main Findings from the 2021 OECD Survey on Drivers of Trust in Public 

Institutions, Building Trust in Public Institutions, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/b407f99c-en. 

Formal and non-formal civic and citizenship education in schools and through extra-curricular activities can 

be instrumental in this regard. A well-functioning democracy relies not only on the good institutional design, 

but also the knowledge, skills and engagement of its citizens. Empowering citizens to understand their 

rights and fully participate in their societies is an important element of the mission of schools in all OECD 

countries (OECD, 2017[50]). In 2016, the International Civic and Citizenship Education Study (ICCS) 

(Wolfram Schulz, 2016[51]) found that greater civic knowledge is related to pupils expected electoral 

participation as well as a number of other outcomes, such as students giving greater value to behaviours 

like obedience to the law and respect for other people’s opinions, and greater endorsement of gender 

equality and equal rights for ethnic and racial minorities. In addition, the study found that students’ 

perception of a classroom climate that is open for discussions of political and social issues and students’ 

experiences with engagement at school are also linked to higher civic knowledge and with students’ 

intention to engage in civic life in the future. These findings support the idea that school education can 

deliver civic outcomes by offering students the possibility of experiencing a democratic climate in a broad 

sense, rather than simply providing instruction on civic matters more narrowly (OECD, 2017[50]). 

Social economy organisations are also key actors for strengthening society’s democratic fitness. The social 

economy refers to the set of associations, c-operatives, mutual organisations, foundations and social 

enterprises whose activity is driven by values of solidarity, the primacy of people over capital, and 

democratic and participative governance (OECD, 2017[50]). A range of social economy actors specifically 
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work to increase the capabilities of vulnerable groups and disadvantaged people to participate in public 

life. Social enterprises, youth associations or co-operatives that enable informal workers to transition to 

formal labour are examples of social economy organisations that pay a specific attention to empower their 

members and make sure they get themselves heard in the public debate. Social economy organisations 

put democracy at the heart of their organisational model, most of them applying the principle “one member, 

one vote” in their decision-making processes. They also encourage participatory management and 

inclusive governance to offer a space for discussion to a wide range of stakeholders. Because of the nature 

of their activities and the way they operate, social economy actors are considered as “vehicles” for active 

citizenship and participatory democracy (Noya and Clarence, 2007[52]). They offer spaces for citizens to 

engage in societal projects and possibly influence the public debate, e.g. through membership or 

volunteering. These characteristics (internal and external democracy) make them “labs for democracy” 

where citizens can develop their capacities to participate in the democratic system.  

Many services that people were used to requesting, accessing, or buying in the physical world and through 

analogue channels have been affected by the transformation brought about by the digital age. In terms of 

democratic participation, the exercise of political rights has benefited from tools such as digital voting, 

online consultation or participation platforms, and, increasingly, digital identity tools. The Korean 

government, for example, launched an interactive platform, Gwanghwamoon 1st Street, where citizens 

can suggest policy and service ideas, generate social discussions and monitor how their suggestions have 

shaped public policies. In considering the opportunities and risks of digital tools on democratic participation, 

it is important to think about how they can support governments to be more responsive, protective and 

trustworthy in the way they transform the civic experience of citizens with the State (Welby, 2019[53]) and 

secure equal access to all. For people to truly benefit from these changing practices, they need to be 

equipped with the skills and tools to thrive in the digital age (OECD, 2021[54]). As more and more 

governments increase the use of digital technologies for democratic participation, digital skills can to some 

extent be considered as democratic skills, and it is important for governments and public institutions more 

broadly to be proactive to avoid exacerbating digital divides.  

Finally, outside of institutionally established dialogue on public policies, the role of social media is now 

crucial for the public debate and has had wide consequences for citizens’ participation with both positive 

outcomes and major risks of polarisation. Platforms channel user content via algorithms designed to 

promote engagement and share similar content, which can reinforce users’ existing perceptions rather 

than challenge them (Smith, 2019[55]). The resulting creation and proliferation of echo chambers and 

confirmation bias mechanisms segregate the news and information people see and interact with online, 

and is a negative corollary to ease and rapid engagement that these platforms enable. Social media may 

therefore reinforce polarisation caused by other factors, including political disaffection and the impact of 

media fragmentation (Van Aelst et al., 2017[56]; DellaVigna and Kaplan, 2007[57]). Conversely, there is also 

evidence of the potential for depolarising effects of social media, due to potential exposure to diverse 

information (Beam, Hutchens and Hmielowski, 2018[58]; Yarchi, Baden and Kligler-Vilenchik, 2020[59]) and 

of the role that social media platforms may play in effectively sharing a wide range of information and 

potentially building resilience of online civic space (Kubin and von Sikorski, 2021[60]).  

The complexity of the findings, and the power that online information spaces have to affect the public’s 

willingness and capacity (or lack thereof) to participate in democratic life more broadly, suggest that 

governments should think both about measures to reduce harms caused by platforms, while at the same 

time identify ways to strengthen the broader media and information ecosystem.9 Indeed, focusing on 

ensuring the mechanisms by which people obtain, use and share information – including social media 

platforms, traditional and local news providers, public communication, etc. – contribute positively to an 

informed public is a prerequisite for effective and informed participation.  

As such, governments must consider a wide range of efforts to reduce polarisation and strengthen people’s 

ability to participate in democratic life, focused on all relevant actors. Governments are well positioned to 

develop multi-stakeholder efforts to strengthen the information environment and facilitate the diffusion of 
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reliable news and information. Such initiatives can include, among others, supporting an effective, inclusive 

and responsive public communication function; building transparent and constructive relationships with 

platforms and fact-checkers; expanding media and information literacy efforts; supporting fact-based 

journalism and a diverse and accessible media landscape; and furthering research and knowledge of the 

challenges and solutions to sustain a healthy information ecosystem. These and other issues are further 

explored in Chapter 1 and Chapter 5. 

2.2.7. Strengthening people-centred justice for greater participation and trust 

The responsiveness of justice systems towards people’s legal needs is a keystone of trust in institutions 

(Lelièvre, 2017[61]). The OECD Trust Survey finds that the judiciary and legal systems are among the most 

trusted public institutions, with 57% of respondents across 22 OECD countries trusting them. Trust in the 

judiciary is positively correlated cross-nationally with the perceived independence of the courts; only about 

four in ten (42.1%) respondents, on average, believe that a court in their country would make a decision 

free from political influence that could negatively influence the government’s image (Figure 2.6).  

Conversely, low trust in justice institutions can be particularly damaging as it undermines people’s 

confidence in the ability to find recourse, including to their claims against contested participation and 

representation (e.g., due to discrimination) and thus protect their rights. Recent waves of social movements 

across the globe revealed growing concerns over justice systems’ responsiveness and accessibility. If 

justice systems are not (seen as) working for the people, the exercise of rights, including civil and political, 

may be undermined, which could in turn affect people’s confidence in fair outcomes. 

Figure 2.6. Only four out of ten respondents believe judiciaries make decisions free of political 
influence 

Share of respondents who indicate different levels of perceived likelihood that a court would make a decision that 

could negatively affect the government’s image (on a 0-10 scale), 2021 

 

Note: Figure presents the within-country distributions of responses to the question “If a court is about to make a decision that could negatively 

impact on the government’s image, how likely or unlikely do you think it is that the court would make the decision free from political influence?” 

The “likely” proportion is the aggregation of responses from 6-10 on the scale; “neutral” is equal to a response of 5; “unlikely” is the aggregation 

of responses from 0-4; and “Don't know” was a separate answer choice. “OECD” presents the unweighted average across countries. Finland, 

Mexico, and Norway are excluded from the figure as the data were not available. For more detailed information please find the survey method 

document at http://oe.cd/trust. 

Source: OECD (2022[2]), Building Trust to Reinforce Democracy: Main Findings from the 2021 OECD Survey on Drivers of Trust in Public 

Institutions, Building Trust in Public Institutions, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/b407f99c-en. 
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In this context, policy responses aiming at increasing the effectiveness of access to justice and eliminate 

any bias or discrimination from justice processes and procedures are necessary to bring justice closer to 

people. Given the key importance of trust for democracy, justice systems can help pave the way for greater 

participation of the people, by identifying justice bottlenecks and providing solutions for more accessible 

justice. This calls for placing people’s needs at the centre of justice systems, building on empirical data on 

individual and structural injustices and people’s experiences with justice systems (OECD, 2021[62]). Special 

attention should be given to vulnerable groups (e.g. women victims of violence in politics or social media 

and indigenous peoples), which encounter increased barriers in accessing justice and thus, their legal 

needs regarding participation and representation in public life are often left unmet. A whole-of-government 

approach, including prevention mechanisms and safeguards is required. For instance, the Swedish 

Parliament has adopted gender-related provisions governing cyber-bullying and use of social media. Both 

the Swedish and Luxembourgish parliaments have established sexual harassment provisions and 

grievance procedures for redress, as well as policy provisions to protect the rights of members of the LGBTI 

community (OECD, 2019[63]). Canada has put in place a “Gender-based analysis plus” to ensure that all 

genders are considered when policies, programmes and legislation are developed. This initiative also looks 

at other factors such as race, ethnicity, religion, age, and mental or physical disability to help guide future 

policy decisions, including in the justice sector. This process includes an increased focus on youth with a 

dedicated funding on a wide range of issues including indigenous youth reconciliation initiatives (OECD, 

2020[41]).  

Governments need to foster the legal capacity of people to manage their own matters and have a voice in 

the design and delivery of services. Legal and civil literacy, resilience mechanisms in post-resolution 

contexts (i.e. enforce that decision and deliver the outcome for the person) and access to legal information 

can contribute to further empowering people to participate in and engage with justice systems (OHCHR, 

2021[64]; OECD, 2021[65]). Furthermore, data ecosystems enabling policy decisions based on people’s legal 

needs, the empowerment of people to seek legal protection and accountability, and participation of people 

in legal reform processes in the justice arena are crucial to enable a participatory atmosphere within the 

justice system (Box 2.7). People’s engagement with justice systems is therefore a form of participation in 

democracy more broadly, as it provides opportunities for participation through law enforcement, rights 

claiming, and expanded protection (Cichowski, 2006[66]). For example, the European Commission will 

establish a contact point on electoral rights to further assist citizens in the registration procedures and 

resolve inquiries in a timely manner (European Commission, 2021[13]).  
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Box 2.7. Greater people-government dialogue: Increasing participation in justice systems 

People-centred justice data, legal empowerment and legal reform are three key areas fostering 

people’s participation in justice systems and thus, boosting people-government dialogue. 

Data: People-centred justice data is designed around three priorities: a) Understand the scope, nature, 

and impact of justice problems; b) Design and deliver people-centred justice strategies; and c) Measure 

what works, then learn and adapt (Pathfinders/World Justice Project/OECD, 2021[67]). The Law and 

Justice Foundation (Australia) has developed a data ecosystem model to support people-centred justice 

at jurisdictional and national level, by operationalising data for planning justice services. It does so by 

a) asking a number of key questions that ideally would be answered by governments and justice 

organisations seeking to move towards people-centeredness, and then b) identifying possible data 

sources to be utilised to answer them, including Legal Needs Survey (LNS) and service delivery data 

(OECD, 2021[65]). Furthermore, data disaggregation within groups (e.g. age, gender, race, indigeneity 

and migrant status) is key when collecting the legal and justice needs of people. Such data can help 

reveal disproportionate experiences and forge strategies to address disparate impacts within particular 

groups (Chapman, 2021[68]). 

Legal empowerment: The OECD Framework and Good Practice Principles for People-Centred Justice 

underlines the importance of analysing how to empower people through co-designing and contributing 

to legal and justice needs identification and solutions, and through increasing capacity, legal literacy 

and awareness. It proposes a three-way approach: empowerment and participation of (potential) users; 

justice system employee engagement and empowerment; enhancing legal literacy and awareness 

(OECD, 2021[65]). Providing targeting legal information and education is foundational to increase 

accessibility and boost participation. For example, In the United States, the Elderly Legal Assistance 

Programme (ELAP) enables Americans 60 years of age and older to receive access to lawyers and 

paralegals who provide representation in non-criminal legal cases, information on many issues of 

interest to seniors, and community education to prevent harm that may be caused by not having access 

to legal assistance. Moreover, a comprehensive legal aid system is core to support the engagement of 

specific groups of societies with the justice systems and services. Australia, Canada, New Zealand and 

the United States all have specialised justice services such as legal assistance and aid dedicated to 

meeting the needs of indigenous persons. Luxembourg is putting forward a reform to its legal aid 

scheme by introducing a partial legal aid model in which people who do not meet the income criteria for 

free legal aid, have the possibility of partial coverage. This initiative is aimed at preventing that people 

with slightly higher income (than the set threshold) do not give up on their right to sue for the costs they 

have to bear (Luxemburger Wort, 2022[69]). 

Legal reform: In Australia the Law and Justice Foundation’s Access to Justice and Legal and justice 

needs (A2JLN) programme includes “participation in law reform processes” as an indicator of effective 

access to justice within the programme. The research found that participation in law reform is 

challenging, complex and time- and resource intensive, scenario that is aggravated for disadvantaged 

people. It identified three capability areas to be strengthened: functional literacy skills, a basic 

understanding of the law and law reform system, knowledge of the political process and how it affects 

law reform. Moreover, it underlined the key role of Civil Society Organisations (CSO) in boosting 

people´s participation (Nheu and McDonald, 2010[70]). 

Source: OECD (2021[65]), OECD Framework and Good Practice Principles for People-Centred Justice, OECD Publishing, Paris, 

https://doi.org/10.1787/cdc3bde7-en. 

https://doi.org/10.1787/cdc3bde7-en
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2.3. Strengthening democratic representation 

This section introduces key challenges regarding representation, notes some of the good practices taking 

place in OECD countries, and highlights further areas for transformation. For the purposes of this chapter, 

representation includes making elected bodies and executives more representative of the population; 

fostering a diverse, representative, and responsive civil service; strengthening the capacity of decision 

makers to address representation challenges across government; and addressing other forms of influence 

on public policy. In this chapter, representation refers to an individual ‘standing in’ for a group in order to 

perform a public function, in a process “that is open to all on an egalitarian and inclusive basis”. It looks at 

the issue of representation beyond the traditional electoral context, whereby a democratic representative 

can be defined as someone who has accessed their position through a selection process defined by 

equality and inclusiveness (thus not necessarily by election). It has also been taken to mean the way in 

which governments interpret and implement the will of the people, and in particular, the needs of 

underrepresented groups. 

2.3.1. Making elected bodies and executives more representative of the population 

In representative democracies, the primary form of representation in public decision making is derived from 

elections and political nominations. Diversity in elected bodies and executives is one of the critical factors 

to ensure that public decisions take into account different perspectives, that policies are informed by a 

range of experiences and skills, and that policy outcomes are sustainable and responsive to the entire 

population’s needs (OECD, 2020[41]). One of the main challenges to credible and effective representation 

in many countries is that certain demographics and groups of society remain significantly underrepresented 

in elected bodies. This includes young people, women, minorities, people without higher education, and 

people on lower incomes.  

The 2021 OECD Trust Survey finds that on average 36.9% of people aged 18 to 29 tend to trust their 

government, while the rate is 45.9% for those aged 50 and over. There is also a gender gap in trust, with 

women trusting the government 2.7 percentage points less than men, on average, across countries. 

Perceptions are important, too – trust is considerably lower among people worried about their personal 

financial circumstances: only 34.6% of the financially precarious group trust the government, compared to 

51.2% among people with fewer financial worries (Figure 2.7). Generational, educational, income, gender 

and regional gaps in trust illustrate that progress can be made in enhancing participation and 

representation for all. 
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Figure 2.7. Trust in government across demographics and groups of society 

 

Source: OECD (2022[2]), Building Trust to Reinforce Democracy: Main Findings from the 2021 OECD Survey on Drivers of Trust in Public 

Institutions, Building Trust in Public Institutions, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/b407f99c-en. 
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Young people, for example, demonstrate strong motivation for addressing challenges such as climate 

change, rising inequality, and threats to democratic institutions. However, they tend to join political parties 

and participate in elections less than their older peers and remain underrepresented in public institutions 

(OECD, 2020[41]). In 2020, while 20-39 year-olds represented 34% of the voting age population in OECD 

countries, only 22% of members of parliament (MPs) were under 40 years of age (Figure 2.8).  

Figure 2.8. Share of members of parliament aged 40 and under and people aged 20-39 as a share of 
voting-age population, 2020 

 

Source: OECD (2021[1]), Government at a Glance 2021, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/1c258f55-en. 

Among the barriers faced by young people to becoming elected officials, a lack of time and funding to run 

a campaign is the issue most frequently raised by 71% of the 65 youth organisations in OECD countries 

surveyed in the OECD Youth Governance Survey. Limited opportunities in political parties (51%), 

traditional stereotypes portraying them as inexperienced (47%) and minimum age requirements (22%) are 

also perceived as barriers (OECD, 2020[41]). Youth representation in public institutions is especially 

important as the costs of climate change, population ageing, and COVID-19 debts will fall to a large part 

on their shoulders. A number of countries have lowered the age requirement for citizens to run for office in 

order to promote youth representation in public institutions. Some OECD countries, such as Lithuania, 

Mexico and Sweden, have also adopted regulatory measures or voluntary youth quotas in party lists for 

national parliaments. Similarly, through its 2020 Youth Policy, the Canadian government has committed to 

having 75% of Crown corporations include a young person on their board (OECD, 2020[41]). 

At its 2021 meeting at Ministerial level, the OECD Council welcomed the updated OECD Youth Action Plan 

and the proposal to develop an OECD Recommendation to promote government-wide strategies to support 

young people. The OECD Recommendation on Creating Better Opportunities for Young People (OECD, 

2022[71]) includes policy options to remove barriers to and promote the participation of young people in 

democratic processes and political life, and their representation in public institutions at all levels, including 

in legislative and executive bodies. 
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Similarly, women remain underrepresented in political decision making on average. Women’s average 

representation in the lower or unicameral parliamentary houses among OECD countries is 31.6%, while 

that in ministerial positions is 34% (OECD, 2019[72]) (Figure 2.9 and Figure 2.10). Some estimates show 

that women make up only 5% of mayors (National Democratic Institute, 2022[73]). As emphasised in the 

OECD Recommendation on Gender Equality in Public Life (OECD, 2015[74]), it is important to foster gender 

equality in public decision making to achieve inclusive growth at all levels of government. However, 

women, like young people and other underrepresented groups, continue to face significant barriers in 

accessing public decision-making positions, especially elected office. These often include gender 

stereotypes and roles relegating women to the ‘private’ sphere of the home and family, limited access to 

funding and political networking, lack of political party support, and lack of self-confidence (OECD, 2019[75]; 

International IDEA, 2005[76]). Furthermore, with the increasing use of digital fora and social media 

platforms, women and other groups in politics often face new threats, as they are more likely to receive 

harmful abusive content, experience online harassment and be targets of hate speech (Institute for 

Strategic Dialogue, 2020[77]). While cyber violence undoubtedly has profound effects on victims, causing 

severe psychological harm (Amnesty International, 2018[78]) and undermining their freedom of expression, 

it also poses an obstacle to diverse and inclusive democracy. Cyber violence can deter women and other 

underrepresented groups from running for public office, prevent them from achieving leadership positions 

and even push them to withdraw from public life. 
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Figure 2.9. Gender equality in parliament, 2012, 2017 and 2021 (lower or single house of the 
legislature) 

 

Source: OECD (2021[1]), Government at a Glance 2021, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/1c258f55-en. 

Figure 2.10. Gender equality in ministerial positions, 2012, 2017 and 2021 

 

Source: OECD (2021[1]), Government at a Glance 2021, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/1c258f55-en.  

Forthcoming OECD analysis suggests that women’s representation in political decision making can 

increase public trust in governments and satisfaction with democracy. Women’s representation can affect 

four of the five drivers of public trust as identified by the OECD Trust Framework, namely, responsiveness, 

integrity, openness and fairness, to in turn boost public trust. With higher representation of women in 

decision making, evidence also points to greater attention given to issues such as gender-based violence 

and greater public satisfaction with key government services such as public health (OECD, forthcoming[79]; 

Delaporte and Pino, 2021[80]). 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

2021 2012 2017

% of women

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

2021 2012 2017

% of women

https://doi.org/10.1787/1c258f55-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/1c258f55-en


   67 

BUILDING TRUST AND REINFORCING DEMOCRACY © OECD 2022 
  

The OECD Policy Framework on Gender-sensitive Public Governance emphasises that facilitating 

representation and participation requires efforts towards a cultural change, including by removing deep-

rooted norms, tackling harassment and improving the gender-balance in distribution of care work. Yet, the 

use of overarching gender equality strategies and policies in parliaments remains limited across the OECD 

(OECD, 2019[75]). In addition to strategic planning to facilitate overarching cultural change, countries can 

consider a combination of measures including, for example, setting targets or introducing quotas for gender 

balance, improving pay equity and use of work-life balance measures across all levels, and providing 

opportunities for coaching, networking, mentoring, and sponsorship to promote women’s leadership 

(OECD, 2019[75]). There is scope to deepen the understanding of what works to close gender gaps in public 

leadership by improving data collection on the measures hitherto undertaken by countries. Furthermore, 

countries could consider drawing upon the COVID-19 experience to develop mechanisms ensuring 

women’s participation in decision making during crises and emergencies. New Zealand’s Public Service 

Pay Gaps Action Plan is a collaborative initiative between various Ministries including, among others, the 

Ministry of Women, the Ministry for Pacific Peoples, and the Ministry for Ethnic Communities. It aims to 

remove barriers that drive the pay gap for women including Māori, Pacific, and ethnic women. The Public 

Service Commission reported that as a result, the public service gender pay gap fell from 12.2% in 2018 

to 8.6% in 2021, reaching its lowest level ever, although further efforts are needed to close the gap (New 

Zealand Public Service Commission, 2021[81]).  

However, the challenge of ensuring diversity of electoral representatives goes beyond young people and 

women. It is key to ensure that governing leaders remain connected with the needs and concerns of broad 

groups of the population and govern for “all”. For example, the socio-economic class of elected officials is 

one aspect of representation that can significantly impinge on an individual’s trust in government. More 

data and analysis is needed about the descriptive representation of various minorities in national 

legislatures and executive bodies, and the impact of strengthening their presence in these bodies. For 

instance, research suggests that the presence of even a small number of legislators from an openly LGBTI 

community is associated with a significant increase in the passage of laws for enhanced rights (Reynolds, 

2013[82]). Research also backs the finding that racial and ethnic minority legislators tend to improve policy 

outcomes for these minority groups, including through the adoption of policies favoured and backed by 

minority groups (Griffin, 2014[83]). There is a clear need for further analysis and research in this area. 

Participatory processes, such as those discussed in the previous section of this chapter, can increase 

inclusion and diversity in public decision making by setting up dedicated mechanisms to address the needs 

of “the silent majority” and traditionally excluded groups such as informal workers, migrants, indigenous 

populations, LGBTI and others. For example, Canada has put in place mandatory public consultations with 

indigenous communities, and Brazil has set permanent roundtables for informal workers and LGBTI 

persons. More advanced forms of participation, such as deliberative assemblies, allow for diversity in 

participants by convening a representative sample of the entire community or population, including all 

usually underrepresented groups. 

2.3.2. Fostering a diverse, representative and responsive civil service 

Strong democracies have public services that are responsive to the will and interests of all citizens. A fit-

for-purpose public service workforce should thus reflect the diversity of the population that it serves.  

A diverse public service workforce helps with understanding the origin and depth of issues, formulating 

effective policy responses, implementing innovative solutions, improving agility and responsiveness in 

times of crisis, and communicating with citizens. At the highest levels, senior public servants advise on, 

and make important decisions that impact society, and the diversity of this group can help to ensure better, 

more inclusive decision making. Furthermore, front-line, citizen-facing public servants are often the visible 

face of government, and their diversity may have an impact on public trust (Gay, 2002[84]; Ulbig, 2007[85]). 

https://www.oecd.org/mcm/Policy-Framework-for-Gender-Sensitive-Public-Governance.pdf
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Figure 2.11 provides insight into how well OECD countries are doing in representing several 

underrepresented groups.  

Representation therefore is a central component of the OECD Recommendation on Public Service 

Leadership and Capability (OECD, 2019[86]). Representation in this sense means that the people and 

subgroups across the government workforce should approximately mirror those of the country they work 

in while ensuring competence and merit. This may include demographic indicators such as gender, ethnic 

background, age, sexual orientation, ability and socio-economic status, as well as geographical 

representation. For example, New Zealand’s Public Service Act (2020), requires Chief Executives to be 

guided by the principle that public service employees should reflect the makeup of society and have a clear 

responsibility for diversity and inclusion in their agencies. In addition, good employer provisions cover equal 

employment opportunities for underrepresented groups (Government of New Zealand, 2020[87]). 

Figure 2.11. Pilot index: Development of a diverse central government workforce, 2020 

 

Note: The pilot composite index captures three dimensions: the diversity of the workforce, the availability of data for measuring and tracking 

diversity in public sector workforces, and the use of tools to attract and recruit diverse employees at all levels. Each dimension is built from 

answers to several related questions in the OECD Survey on Public Service Leadership and Capability (2020) and the Composition of the 

workforce in central/federal administration Survey (2020). The index ranges from 0 (low level of effort to develop a diverse central government 

workforce) to 1 (high level of effort). Data for Chile and Iceland are not available. Gender data for senior level public servants used in the indicator 

only refer to D1 senior managers for Austria and Hungary, and D2 senior managers for Australia. 

Source: OECD (2021[1]), Government at a Glance 2021, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/1c258f55-en 

A mature and transformed civil service puts in place human resources practices to attract, recruit, manage, 

develop and retain talents and skills from a wide range of disciplines, backgrounds, personalities and 

profiles (i.e. age, socio-economic, ethnicity, gender/sexuality). Some of these practices include recruiting 

from a diverse pool of candidates, offering job mobility to diversify experiences and understanding, and 

conducting regular analyses on human resource data (OECD, 2021[54]). The desire and commitment to 

ensure true inclusion in opportunity across a diverse workforce matters as much as the diversity itself. 

Nonetheless, data show that governments face a number of challenges in ensuring a representative civil 

service. For example, data from the OECD 2020 Survey on the Composition of the Workforce in 

Central/Federal Governments shows that younger workers (18-34 year-olds) represent 19% of the central 

government workforce. While some countries have established structured programmes for graduates to 

join the public sector, only 42% of entities in charge of youth affairs have such programmes in place 

(OECD, 2020[41]). Still, from a gender perspective, data on gender-disaggregated composition of public 
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employment across the OECD demonstrates that, on average, the public sector fares better in terms of 

overall gender balance than the private sector, with 58% share of women. This is, however, in many cases 

due to the inclusion of positions such as teachers and nurses in public sector workforce data. The problem 

of the leaky pipeline to more senior roles persists, with women composing only 37% of senior management 

positions in the public sector (OECD, 2019[72]). Latvia, Sweden, and Greece have the largest share of 

women in senior positions (53-56%) while Japan (4%) and Korea (9%) have the smallest. Only in Sweden 

do women make up a larger share of middle and senior management positions than for other central 

government positions. 

The challenge of recruiting a representative public sector workforce starts even before the application 

process begins. If candidates see no examples of people like them in government, they may choose not 

to apply in the first place and opt for other career paths that seem more attainable or inviting. This 

phenomenon creates a vicious cycle, wherein potential candidates are themselves not diverse, making 

hiring a diverse workforce more difficult. To build better public sector representation, social complexities 

that can lead to disadvantage, such as socioeconomic status (SES), geographic disparity, or societal 

discrimination or oppression, need to be taken into account when searching for the best people, especially 

in recruitment. This can mean, for instance, recruiting from a wider group of universities, if the graduates 

from the “top tier” usually focused on are largely from upper SES backgrounds, a small number of regions, 

a majority ethnicity, or had access to private schooling or tutoring in earlier years. Broadening the scope 

of post-secondary institutions for early-career hiring opens the door for applications from ambitious and 

intelligent candidates from more diverse backgrounds; often, these candidates bring a wider breadth of 

understanding of policy issues along with fresh ideas to tackle them. Reducing the level of post-secondary 

education required for public service jobs can also increase diversity. For instance, by accepting 

experience in place of a master’s degree, governments can receive applications from more people with 

broad skillsets developed in other sectors. As another example, France implemented a programme that 

helps prepare candidates from lower socioeconomic brackets for rigorous public service examinations, 

through training and a scholarship (Ministère de la transformation et de la fonction publiques, 2022[88]). 

Nonetheless, governments also face a number of challenges with the hiring process itself. Research over 

the past decades provides ample evidence that biased or unfair hiring practices have not only existed, but 

have been common. Understanding of the issue has grown and great efforts have been made to tackle 

this problem in recent years. Educating and retraining hiring managers and personnel is an important step, 

along with data and indicators to measure progress and improvement. Quotas also offer an example of 

measures to support fair hiring, especially when it comes to ensuring balance among subgroups, such as 

women and visible minorities. Blind hiring systems can be very useful in eliminating biases in the early 

stages of the selection process, giving only information relevant to the role and hiding information such as 

the candidate’s name, gender, appearance and race. No system is perfect, but substantial improvements 

can be made through implementing thoughtful and purposeful processes. 

It is also important to remember that when seeking to recruit a more representative workforce, merit-based 

recruitment is only reliable to the extent that each candidate has had equal opportunity to accomplish and 

achieve the same things. Unfortunately, this is often not the case, which is important to keep in mind in the 

hiring and promotion process. In entry-level recruitment, this issue can be particularly pronounced. Without 

substantial work experience in the field, public sector recruiters may rely on evaluating the candidate by 

other measures not available to all potential candidates, such as whether they attended a top-tier – yet 

expensive – university, whether they excelled in extra-curricular activities or sport, or other experience 

such as unpaid internships. More mid-career employees, if equality of opportunity has not been ensured, 

then hiring or promoting will in turn amplify these effects throughout the career lifecycle. OECD countries 

have begun work to combat problems in evaluation and hiring that arise for unequal opportunity or bias. 

Many countries, including New Zealand and Australia, also mandate mixed-gender interview panels as a 

means to increase representation and balance evaluation of men and women equally (Government of New 

Zealand, 2019[89]).  
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Countries aiming to have a representative public sector workforce therefore need to make a concerted 

effort and take a critical look at their practices and culture. Countries that perform well focus on 

competencies and competency building rather than only on selection criteria, which may not always reflect 

true performance on the job. They seek to remove barriers for potentially qualified applicants rather than 

overly burden them. They further ensure diversity is embedded in the selection process itself, such as in 

the composition of interview panels, to avoid group-think in the decision-making process. Indeed, 

increasing diversity requires dismantling and redesigning systems and thinking that had previously led to 

inequality or a lack of inclusion. Succeeding in this takes time, effort and a will to improve. Through the 

OECD, governments can share best practices and lessons learned in this regard. 

Finally, countries serious about improving the diversity of their public workforces need to collect and use 

data and evidence to set concrete targets and monitor progress. A lack of available data is also restrictive 

in identifying barriers to inclusion and understanding the complexities of diversity challenges (Nolan-

Flecha, 2019[90]). Data collection can be challenging given data protection limitations and cultural norms in 

many OECD countries, but Australia, Austria and Colombia score highly for collecting and centralising 

standardised records of disaggregated workforce data by age, gender, disabilities or educational level. In 

New Zealand, agencies are required to report on and monitor measures taken to improve the 

representation of women in the workforce. Data collection can be incorporated into human resource 

management strategies, and various datasets can be combined in order to use microdata to understand 

the details below the aggregate. Without proper analysis, it becomes difficult, if not impossible, to know for 

sure where the issues stem from and how to solve them. Work on this topic depends on data-tracking, 

making it an essential immediate next step for governments to focus on. 

2.3.3. Delivering on the promise of representation: A step forward in inclusive policies 

Ensuring that policies are inclusive goes much beyond the identity and background of those in charge, 

whether they are elected or part of the public service. It is also about the way in which their roles are carried 

out and the culture within which they operate.  

Policy makers have the possibility of proactively mainstreaming the needs of underrepresented groups into 

policy making. Public management tools can be leveraged by policy makers to mainstream such 

considerations across core functions of government such as rule making, public budgeting, public 

procurement, and infrastructure decision making and delivery. Country examples already provide a few 

avenues to advance on this:  

 Mainstreaming the needs of future generations: For policy makers to be able to propose 

policies that anticipate future needs, they need to be aware of what alternative futures might look 

like. However, most of these new alternatives will not come from within their organisation. They 

need to engage with a suitably diverse range of citizens to help imagine what these alternatives 

might be. Gaining these different perspectives can help counterbalance the biases, interests and 

power dynamics usually present within an organisation to ensure that the future is not being 

informed by present biases. Austria, France, Germany and New Zealand apply ex ante “youth 

checks” to examine the impact of draft regulations and policies on young people before they are 

approved to incorporate the considerations of young people more systematically in policy making 

and legislation (OECD, 2020[41]). The Netherlands has developed a Generation Check to examine 

the impacts of draft policies on different age groups. Strategic foresight and anticipatory 

governance can also provide useful tools to mainstream the needs of future generations into policy 

making. For instance, with the support of the OECD Observatory of Public Sector Innovation, 

strategic foresight was applied in the Finnish cities of Oulu and Vantaa to help identify, prevent and 

mitigate actual and potential adverse impacts of events on vulnerable youth groups (OECD, 

2020[41]). To overcome the inherent challenge that current decision-making systems tend to be 

inclined towards the preferences of present generations, Yahaba Town municipality in Japan 
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included imaginary “future generation” groups as stakeholders to negotiate with present-generation 

groups in a series of workshops about the municipality’s vision for 2060.  

 Mainstreaming the needs of young people: The integration of an intergenerational justice lens 

into the budget cycle can also help mainstream the needs of young people and future generations 

into policy making. For instance, the “well-being budget” of New Zealand sheds light on the 

distributional effects of budget allocations across different age cohorts and actual trade-offs faced 

by policy makers. The Slovak Council for Budget Responsibility considers intergenerational 

fairness in connection with the long-term sustainability of public finances and it quantifies the net 

contribution to and receipt from public finances of individual age cohorts. In Australia, the 

intergenerational budgetary forecast is undertaken in the context of publishing fiscal projections of 

spending and costs. 

 Taking an intersectional approach: Gender-based Analysis Plus (GBA Plus) is an analytical tool 

used by the Government of Canada to support the development of responsive and inclusive 

policies, programmes, and other initiatives, taking into account impacts across intersecting factors 

such as gender, age, race, and ethnicity. In Finland, the Action Plan for Gender Equality 2020–

2023 recognises intersectionality as a means for examining overlapping and crosscutting 

mechanisms of discrimination in society at large. In particular, it calls for an intersectional lens 

(including age, socioeconomic status, ethnic background and minority group membership) to be 

adopted in the prescribed broad-based study on the gender-specific impacts of the COVID-19 

pandemic in the short- and long-term. It also calls for reinforcing the intersectional lens in gender 

equality efforts in the context of Finland’s development policy. 

However, the uptake of mainstreaming practices remains uneven across OECD countries. Notably, while 

the use of gender mainstreaming practices has progressively increased in the OECD area, it continues to 

be marred by barriers such as insufficient leadership and commitment, inadequacy of institutional and co-

ordination mechanisms, weak accountability and oversight mechanisms, and lack of quality gender-

disaggregated data. In order to strengthen the integration of a gender lens in policy making, OECD 

countries can consider conducting assessments to map gaps in capacities and skills of public officials and 

undertake efforts improve these, as well as ensure clear roles and responsibilities of various actors to 

conduct effective gender impact assessments. Furthermore, improving the collection and use of gender-

disaggregated data to feed into evidence base for policy making, as well as documenting the policy impacts 

of and lessons learned from gender mainstreaming, can go a long way in supporting countries in their 

gender mainstreaming efforts. 

Parliaments and parliamentary committees can support the advancement of the gender equality agenda 

by reviewing legislation and policies and providing oversight of government actions. For example, in 

Mexico, the Gender Equality Commission of the Chamber of Deputies played a key role in driving reforms 

related to combating gender-based violence and women’s access to health, education and political 

participation (OECD, 2019[75]). Data collected by the OECD further suggests that parliaments and 

parliamentary committees constitute one of the key national oversight institutions for gender equality 

across OECD countries (OECD, 2017[91]). OECD analysis also suggests that, in addition to a dedicated 

parliamentary committee on gender equality, it is also necessary for all parliamentary committees to 

provide oversight on gender equality in their respective portfolios.  

Additionally, Supreme Audit Institutions (SAIs) across the OECD have progressively played a role in the 

gender equality agenda. In Sweden in 2014-15, an audit by the Swedish National Audit Office provided a 

boost to the gender equality agenda by calling for, inter alia, more robust structure for good gender 

governance and strengthened gender mainstreaming in the administration. However, there is significant 

scope to strengthen the role of SAIs in providing oversight for the gender equality agenda (OECD, 2019[75]).  

More broadly, parliaments may also oversee gender mainstreaming in the budgetary process, helping to 

promote gender responsive policies and address gender inequalities. Around half of OECD countries have 
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either introduced gender budgeting, or are working towards it. Gender budgeting systems include gender 

informed resource allocation, gender assessed budgets and needs-based gender budgeting. In more 

recent years, these practices have extended to including gender equality in capital budgeting allocations 

and applying a gender perspective in spending review processes. Countries have also been increasingly 

using public procurement, a procedure of budget execution, in order to address gender inequalities. In 

2020, 59% of OECD countries had a certain mechanism to promote gender equality through public 

procurement (OECD, 2021[1]). For example, the Gender Equality Bureau of the Cabinet Office of Japan 

introduced the mechanism to give additional evaluation points to bidders that promote measures such as 

work-life balance to encourage the advancement of women.  

2.4. Conclusions 

The trends discussed in this chapter mark an important shift. They prompt a rethinking of the role of public 

participation and of the meaning of representation in a healthy and vibrant advanced democratic setting. 

As briefly described, a new democratic wave is emerging in OECD countries; one that encompasses 

strengthening existing and establishing new participatory and representative democratic institutions, 

further empowering people and accelerating wider civic momentum for more open, equitable, and inclusive 

societies. This new wave calls for democracies that that are capable of effectively representing their 

diversity and deepening citizens’ engagement. Building on existing good practices, an OECD Action Plan 

has been developed, outlining concrete actions countries can take to address the issues mentioned in this 

chapter with reforms that are ambitious and impactful: www.oecd.org/governance/reinforcing-democracy/. 

  

https://www.oecd.org/governance/reinforcing-democracy/
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Notes

1 President Abraham Lincoln, The Gettysburg Address, 19 November 1863. 

2 Related work, on the need to strengthen parliaments, while fundamental to our democracies, is outside 

of its scope. Nevertheless, we recognise that parliaments, as representative bodies and forums for 

deliberation and dialogue, have a particular role to play in strengthening democratic participation and 

representation. Moreover, they can support democratic fitness and protect the democratic system, 

including civic space. 

3 The OECD Recommendation defines the terms as follows: Information: an initial level of participation 

characterised by a one-way relationship in which the government produces and delivers information to 

citizens and stakeholders. It covers both on-demand provision of information and “proactive” measures by 

the government to disseminate information. Consultation: a more advanced level of participation that 

entails a two-way relationship in which citizens and stakeholders provide feedback to the government and 

vice-versa. It is based on the prior definition of the issue for which views are being sought and requires the 

provision of relevant information, in addition to feedback on the outcomes of the process. Engagement: 

when citizens and stakeholders are given the opportunity and the necessary resources (e.g. information, 

data and digital tools) to collaborate during all phases of the policy-cycle and in the service design and 

delivery. It acknowledges equal standing for citizens in setting the agenda, proposing project or policy 

options and shaping the dialogue – although the responsibility for the final decision or policy formulation in 

many case rests with the investor or other authorities. 

4 The OECD defines civic space as the set of legal, policy, institutional, and practical conditions necessary 

for non-governmental actors to access information, speak, associate, organise and participate in public life. 

5 Understood as the government function to deliver information, listen and respond to citizens in the service 

of the common good.  

6 https://www.theguardian.com/news/2018/mar/17/cambridge-analytica-facebook-influence-us-election  

7 As noted in the introduction to the OECD Good Practice Principles for Data Ethics in the Public Sector, 

ethical standards for the use of data during electoral campaigns would benefit from being further explored 

by the OECD, notably through the Working Party of Senior Digital Government Officials.  

8 For further examples, consult the OECD Database of Representative Deliberative Processes and 

Institutions (2021): 

https://airtable.com/shrHEM12ogzPs0nQG/tbl1eKbt37N7hVFHF/viwxQgJNyONVHkmS6?blocks=hide  

9 This is understood as the combination of communication and media governance frameworks as well as 

principal actors (i.e. governments, traditional and social media companies and citizen journalists). 

 

https://www.theguardian.com/news/2018/mar/17/cambridge-analytica-facebook-influence-us-election
https://www.oecd.org/gov/digital-government/good-practice-principles-for-data-ethics-in-the-public-sector.htm
https://airtable.com/shrHEM12ogzPs0nQG/tbl1eKbt37N7hVFHF/viwxQgJNyONVHkmS6?blocks=hide
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