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A citizen’s contribution to the future of our democrAcy 

INTRODUcTION

So here it iS, the report of the G1000, the independent citizenS’ proj-
ect aimed at revitalizinG our democracy. it Started aS an idea, but over 
a Short period of time haS Grown to be the biGGeSt citizenS’ initiative 
for democratic innovation in europe. euronewS called the 11 november 
2011 citizenS’ Summit a “never-witneSSed experiment, an immenSe citi-
zenS’ meetinG; the G1000 iS part of a very prominent european move-
ment: the deSire for democratic renewal.”

But this report is much more than a checklist of the Tour & Taxis citizens’ summit. 
The whole G1000 lasted for more than a year. We took our time; it was an exercise 
in slow politics. From the outset the G1000 was conceived as a three-stage plan, 
with separate phases before and after the citizens’ summit. And as such, this report 
provides an overview of the entire process, of the findings, but also of the methods 
used. 

Each stage of the G1000 confirmed our suspicion: ordinary citizens are not only 
willing to think about political issues; they are also capable of doing so. If they are 
given enough space, information and a rigorous methodology to work with, ordi-
nary citizens can come up with constructive solutions; even for complex or emo-
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For this reason we want to continue 
with our project. over the coming 
years, with the ongoing support oF the 
Foundation For Future generations, 
the g1000 wants to evolve into a per-
manent platForm For democratic inno-
vation in Belgium. the support oF more 
than 800 volunteers, 3000 sponsors 
and 12000 sympathisers is a source oF 
strength For us, as is the keen Foreign 
interest in our project. But nothing 
can trump the energy oF the g1000 
participants. the devotion oF ordinary 
citizens, chosen through random selec-
tion procedures, proves that a Better 
democracy is possiBle - and necessary 
For us to conFront the challenges oF 
this century. to all: our deepest grati-
tude.

Benoît Derenne (Director, Foundation for Future Generations)  
and David Van Reybrouck (writer),  

co-founders of the G1000

tionally charged issues. If one is taken seriously, one will respond to that seriously. 
The G1000 has thus confirmed prior findings from abroad: deliberative democracy 
works.

It is clear that our society would benefit from the use of more forms of citizens’ 
participation. A healthy democracy has to be earned anew every day; this respon-
sibility is shared between citizens and their political representatives. Both sides 
have to make an effort to create new spaces for democratic debate. This is a dual 
learning process: politicians have to listen to the citizenry, and absorb them into 
democratic (co-)creation processes; on the other hand, citizens will have to (re-)
learn to process different ideas and reach a consensus. Which is no easy task for 
either party!

The relationship between citizens and their government becomes ever more hori-
zontal. How should states come to terms with their vocal, but often suspicious, 
citizens? The answer is, strangely, by learning to let go. The critical citizen is not 
a nuisance but an opportunity. By involving them in governance, when possible 
through random selection. By asking for their opinion. By letting them think 
along. This does not only create new ideas and ways of thinking, but also greater 
trust in a renewed democratic system. On both sides.
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Douchka & Ruth, 
volunteers during the citizen panel

“As an interpreter you have to translate 
everything: content and emotions. It 
was an intense, touching and sometimes 
fierce experience. A citizen panel like that 
is actually a mini-society with everything 
that comes with it included.”

De Standaard

“A pioneering laboratory.”

Willem Schinkel, sociologist

“The project is innovative, 
based on recent experiences 
in Iceland and which has to 
be applauded even if only 
because it is an experiment 
in democracy.”

Pierre, member of the 
citizen panel

“If we were following the 
logic of Koh-Lanta or Big 
Brother, we would first of 
all eliminate the people 
who got on our nerves. 
But here, we don’t. We 
have to stick together 
and we are only expect-
ed to show our commu-
nal work, it works! That 
is the whole challenge, 
the whole richness of the 
process and it is what 
kept me motivated!”

Simon, who was interpreter last year on the 
citizens’ summit, is now a voluntary transla-
tor... from Singapore

“Having read Lijphart, I knew something about 
deliberative democracy... At least I thought 
I did. Seeing these principles in action at the 
G1000, with real people debating, disagreeing, 
finding a consensus, was enough reason for 
me to tear up in the interpreters’ cabin during 
the closing ceremony. The G1000 proved that 
“all of us, together” is not just an empty slo-
gan, and we can be part of something larger 
than ourselves if we try.”
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THE PROcESS

HISTORY

HOw IT ALL bEgAN

You probably remember that after the 2007 parliamentary elections a wobbly gov-
ernment was formed, and after the 2010 elections none whatsoever. Belgium broke 
all international records in the field of negotiations for government formation. 
And during that longest-ever formation period citizens could only watch from the 
sidelines. Some rejoiced in the snail’s pace process, others were disgusted – but 
both groups had one thing in common: they were disregarded, much like support-
ers at a football match.

Of course, some citizens voiced their opinions - the online discussion boards of 
all newspapers were filled to the brim with braying from both sides. Facebook and 
Twitter also hosted much intense discussion. There was the Shame demonstration, 
the Camping16 initiative, the chip shop revolution. Some citizens solemnly swore 
never to vote again, and others, as a sign of silent protest, refused to shave.

But we all had one thing in common: powerlessness. The citizens had cast their 
vote, and could now only watch how their political representatives tried to form a 
government.

THE INkLINg OF AN IDEA

In that context, David Van Reybrouck, author of the book Congo, was reminded 
of how the citizens of (the former) Zaire convened in Kinshasa, in the early nine-
ties, to discuss the future of their country. “Their National Sovereign Convention 
was far from perfect, but it did show how ordinary citizens were able to create 
a new public space.” This was in September 2010. In an opinion piece for the De 
Standaard and Le Soir newspapers, he wrote:

“Dream along for a bit. i see one thousanD belgians convene. (...) half 
of them men, half women, from all regions anD communities, everything 
nicely balanceD. i see people from civil society: traDe unions, youth 
groups, womens’ associations, Different religions, those who believe 
anD who emphatically Don’t, those born here anD those who came here. 
(...) we will listen to one another before DefenDing ourselves. empa-
thy preceDes any compromise. (...) there will be reports anD recommen-
Dations. (...) the citizenry, that’s us. let’s get starteD!” 
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Paul Hermant, the renowned RTBF radio opinion maker, devoted his daily chron-
icle to the idea. He was of the opinion that the proposal had “the power of a bright 
idea”:

“remarkably, gooD iDeas often seem naive at first sight. naivety results 
from clarity anD simplicity, anD i Don’t know why, but clarity anD sim-
plicity are selDom seen as political qualities. europe’s founDing fathers 
were so afraiD of their iDea’s naivety that they quickly maDe it more 
complicateD, in orDer to be taken more seriously.”

Paul also referred to previous citizen panels in Belgium. He confessed himself to be 
in favour of random selection. Participants were not allowed to register themselves, 
but had to be designated at random: “The power of citizen panels resides in the 
random selection of the participants. Drawing lots is the birth of democracy, more 
than that, its cradle.”

zomer 2011

zomer 2012

The Process



13

INcREASED mOmENTUm

Paul and David did not know one another, but met for coffee after the failure of the 
umpteenth political negotiation attempt in January 2011. They realised that this 
was no longer a crisis of Belgium, but had become a crisis of democracy. Isn’t de-
mocracy more than just the act of voting? Democracy, doesn’t that mean citizens 
debating about the future of their society? Citizens may have the right to vote, 
but do they also have the right to speak? What if we let citizens participate in the 
political debate, they tentatively proposed.

And then, all of a sudden, things went very quickly. Just a week later, they were 
conferring with five experts on citizen participation. And over just a few months, 
this small group of 7 became a group of 27 people. Scientists, journalists and intel-
lectuals, but also people from the communications and logistics industries and 
people from the cultural sector. Dutch, French and German speakers; young and 
old; new and old Belgians. People with very different political preferences, but one 
same preoccupation: the quality of our democracy.

These were long evenings – at David or Paul’s, in bars, beside the motorway, in 
free function rooms. Conversations about how television sucked civil society dry, 
the potential of social media, the culture of permanent, immediate feedback and 
the chronic election fever that derived from it... “For the first time in history, those 
new media have made the importance of the next elections greater than that of the 
previous round,” they said to each other, “Isn’t that just a recipe for paralysis?”

And along the way, a few crucial core questions took shape:

Although many sectors of society have innovation as their motto – corporations, 
science, culture, sports – innovation is seen as superfluous for one sector only: 
democracy. That can’t be correct!

The traditional meeting ground for citizens – organised civil society – is eroding. 
Trade unions and other big organisations might still connect power and people, 
but the connection seems to become ever more frail. And what’s more, many po-
litical parties are also facing decreasing membership numbers. Don’t we need new 
channels? 

How should we reformulate the clamour of the base into clear-cut recommenda-
tions for the top? How can the ideas and experiences of many fit better into the 
decision-making process? 

Through referendums and opinion polls? Maybe so, but these will still not make 
citizens debate among themselves. Citizens vote in a polling booth or have a chat 
with the opinion poller, but still won’t talk to their neighbour. Isn’t society more 
than the sum of our individual gut feelings? 

There have recently been many instances of experiments with deliberative democ-
racy. A random sample of citizens is invited to inform themselves adequately about 
a given theme, and debate among themselves. Research has shown that if a big, 

The Process
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diverse group is assembled, it will often take more acceptable decisions than those 
a small group of experts would propose. Couldn’t that be a sensible addition to our 
traditional democratic system? 

THE mANIFESTO

As our conversations unfolded, the desire to try out deliberative democracy grew. 
What if we brought a thousand citizens together? “Ah,” a new team member re-
marked, “What you want is like a G20, but fiftyfold. A G1000, as it were!” And all of 
a sudden, we had a name. “Citizens’ Forum” and other complicated designations 
were unceremoniously binned. We could then begin drawing up a Manifesto.

On 11 June 2011, after exactly one year without a government, the Manifesto of 
the G1000 was published. No fewer than five national newspapers printed it: De 
Standaard, De Morgen, De Tijd, Le Soir and La Libre Belgique. “If the politicians 
can’t provide a solution, then involve the citizenry in the debate,” it said. “What or-
dinary people lack in knowledge, they make up in freedom.”  After only a few short 
days, more than 10,000 people had signed the Manifesto, more than 800 volun-
teers registered, and thousands of donations streamed in.

The Manifesto endorsed the following keywords: independence, openness, dignity, 
optimism, complementarity, participation, transparency, diversity, opportunity 
and dynamics. It was not conceived to save Belgium but to revitalise democracy – 
that was essential. The G1000 was planned as a generous and hopeful gesture from 
the citizenry to a democratic system in crisis.

DELIbERATIvE DEmOcRAcy

Above all, the project wanted to prove the value of deliberative democracy in 
Belgium. How did it happen that in our country, where much knowhow about 
deliberative democracy was accumulated over the last decade, the federal level of 
government had never once used it, not even in times of crisis? Why did no one 
seek the advice of the King Baudouin Foundation, the Flemish Government’s In-
stitution for Society & Technology or the Foundation for Future Generations? Had 
ignorance bred contempt?

The Process
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The G1000 was fortunate to be adopted from the start by the Foundation for Fu-
ture Generations, whose director was one of the project initiators. It was equally 
fortuitous that Min Reuchamps and Didier Caluwaerts were on board from day 
one: two young scientists whose recent theses about deliberative democracy had 
been internationally noted. After all, the G1000’s method had to be rock-solid. The 
coaching of the process was entrusted to Levuur, a Leuven-based firm specialised 
in facilitation and participative dynamics.

Its outlInes soon became apparent: the G1000 would consIst of a 
three-staGe plan: an onlIne consultatIon, a one-day cItIzens’ summIt 
and a cItIzen panel of three weekends. months were spent preparInG 
thIs process – day and nIGht. cItIzens had to be selected at random, 
funds had to be found, scenarIos were needed, a communIcatIon plan had 
to be drawn up, a suffIcIently bIG venue wIth chIldcare facIlItIes had to 
be found, and so forth. 

The Process

PHASE 1

PHASE 2

PHASE 3

Online consultation

Citizen’s summit
11 November 2011

Citizen panel
14, 15 and 16 September 2012
6 and 7 October 2012
9, 10 and 11 November 2012
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AN UNFORgETTAbLE DAy IN THE AUTUmN

in numbers

356 participants to the G-Offs  
(local mini citizens’ summits at more than 50 locations across the country)

704 participants in Tour&Taxis 
(a high turnout, taking into consideration that the weather was marvellous that day  

and that there had been a railway strike)

Nearly 1,800 participants

85 professional conversation leaders  
(volunteers)

40 voluntary translators and interpreters 

9 international observers

80 national observers

200 journalists

800 volunteers

3,040 sponsors

10,000 Manifesto signatories 

7 chairpersons of the Belgian parliaments at 
the closing ceremony 

81 debating tables 
(30 Dutch, 18 French, 1 mixed German-French, 32 bilingual)

730 participants to the G-Home  
(participation online)

The Process
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The Process

They sTarTed flowing in aT daybreak on 11 november 2011, aT The 
Tour & Taxis siTe in brussels: more Than 700 parTicipanTs. The young 
moTher nexT To The reTired soldier, The farmer from The ardennes nexT 
To The unemployed childminder from osTend, The ceo alongside The 
homeless man. ciTizens of a counTry in crisis. They would debaTe To-
geTher all day, and were supporTed by almosT 200 conversaTion leaders, 
inTerpreTers, TranslaTors, assisTanTs, and recepTionisTs. as well as The 
crucial reference persons, of course. The domesTic and foreign press 
were presenT in massive numbers.
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The ciTizens´ summiT RefeRence PeRsons

 Social Security

Expert: Bea Cantillon (UA)
Expert: Philippe Van Parijs (UCL)

 Wealth in timeS of financial criSiS

Expert: Koen Schoors (UG)
Expert: Eric De Keuleneer (ULB)

 immigration

Expert: Marie-Claire Foblets (KUL)
Expert: Marco Martiniello (ULg)

The Process

The debaTes - abouT social securiTy, migraTion, wealTh and financial 
crisis - lasTed for Ten hours. The ciTizens were seaTed on Tables of Ten. 
some discussions were inTense, buT There were no real conflicTs. si-
mulTaneously, There were g-offs – mini-ciTizens’ summiTs for Those noT 
selecTed – aT more Than 50 locaTions across belgium. and ciTizens aT 
home could even join The debaTe from Their couches, Thanks To The g-
home, an online debaTing module provided, free of charge, by The bel-
gian firm synTheTron. by The end of ThaT long day, every parTicipanT 
realised: we represenT more Than jusT a sporadic gesTure in The voTing 
booTh or an angry shouT on TwiTTer. we can do more, much more.
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The Process

What was most apparent over the course of the day were the sincerity and open-
ness citizens showed when listening to one another. Gut feelings and self-interest 
were transcended, precisely through debating together. The great fear traditionally 
held against providing more space for citizens is that citizens are so focused on 
their self-interest that all debate will become one big free-for-all. Or the NIMBY 
problem (‘Not in my backyard’: agreeing to a measure, as long as it doesn’t affect 
me). The participants did change their minds during the 11 November 2011 conver-
sations. Contact is crucial to democracy.

For the third phase, the organisers were looking for 32 citizens. They silently 
hoped that maybe fifty people from the G1000 would submit their candidacy, as 
they well realised they asked for a huge commitment: after all, participants would 
have to keep three entire weekends free. To their complete bafflement, almost five 
hundred (491) participants of the citizens’ summit volunteered. The team had to 
some extent anticipated people’s willingness to discuss big political issues at big 
event, but that the commitment of many of them would go further than that was a 
big surprise.

Results and methodological innovations aside, this was an extremely important 
conclusion: even in a country that has again a functioning government for more 
than a year, more and more citizens refuse the powerlessness they previously 
faced. Undoubtedly this continuing desire for civic involvement is a strong point 
for the future of democracy in Belgium.
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DELIbERATIvE DEmOcRAcy, A wORLDwIDE TREND 

the g1000 wants to put Deliberative Democracy on the belgian agenDa. 
but the necessity of Democratic renewal is an international phenom-
enon. methoDs that let citizens participate in the Debates that will 
shape their countries’ future are being implementeD all over the worlD. 
the g1000 can be positioneD within an international network of ini-
tiatives that wish to increase the input anD participation of orDinary 
citizens in Democratic processes. 

INTERNATIONAL cONTEXT

The Web site Participedia (http://www.par-
ticipedia.net) offers a neat overview of nearly 
2,000 recent participative actions. Some 
famous examples include the British Colum-
bia Citizens’ Assembly in Canada (2004), 
the Citizens’ Parliament in Australia (2009), 
the Constitutional Council in Iceland (2011) 
and We the Citizens in Ireland (2011). A map 
on the site proves just how widespread the 
phenomenon has become: the search for new 
forms of democratic involvement is not lim-
ited to Europe, but is also taking place in Af-
rica, the Americas and Asia. This is a subject 
on policymakers’ radar – abroad as well as 
here. In October 2012, the Council of Europe 
organised the World Forum for Democracy, 
which brought a large number of civil soci-
ety organisations and policy representatives 
together to work on this same issue.

Participedia also demonstrates how diverse 
participative initiatives can be: they can be 
countrywide, regional, but also on the city or 
neighbourhood level. Organised debate has 
been proven to engender positive results at 
all levels and, while it may not be as evident 
as elections, has an unmistakeable influence 
on policy decisions.
Participative democracy is a growing, global 
movement that renews and buttresses our 
democracies. 

British Columbia Citizens’ Assembly, Canada

Citizens’ Parliament, Australia

Constitutional Council, Iceland 

We the Citizens, Ireland

The Process
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DELIbERATIvE DEmOcRAcy: THE RESULT OF yEARS OF INTERNATIONAL ScI-
ENTIFIc RESEARcH 

It is no coincidence that the desire for democratic innovation is so keenly felt all 
over the world today. Its wide support base suggests this is a new attempt to thwart 
a historically prevalent critique on representative democracy. 

But what critique? “A democracy that only organises citizen participation through 
elections,” political scientists and philosophers have been postulating for years, “is 
extremely minimalistic.” Such a system is not sufficiently supported by the popu-
lation; it demands from the citizens that they vote, but not that they think about 
what their vote means. A minimalist democracy does not call on its citizens to be 
adequately informed, and does not offer them the chance to clarify their votes. The 
freedom of interpretation government enjoys then becomes very big indeed. In a 
minimalist democracy, citizens may well give pointers, but they are not invited to 
discuss them systematically – not with their government, and not with other citi-
zens either. In short, they are allowed to vote but not to speak.

The search for a solution is as old as this critique, but in recent years we have seen 
a number of new practices. What is happening could perhaps be called a delib-
erative turn. Deliberation is increasingly used to inform citizens of the interests, 
experiences and preoccupations of others. Unlike debate among politicians, delib-
eration does not necessarily result in a resounding victory for one opinion, and not 
always in a consensus either; it results in more understanding of the competing 
opinion, and a better grasp of the policy matter at hand. Contemporary thought 
about democracy is now permeated with the conviction that the deliberation pro-
cedure itself is as least as important as the final decision.

wHy NOw?

The social developments that increase the need for deliberative democracy are 
not exclusive to Belgium. Many countries are experiencing more vocal citizens, a 
starkly different media ecology, a loss of traditional status for political parties and 
the weakening of civil society organisations’ legacy to function as a channel be-
tween the powerholders and the people.

Moreover, lessons have been learned from the democratic revolutions elsewhere 
in the world. The optimism the wave of democratisation in South America and 
Central and Eastern Europe engendered in the early nineties was soon replaced 
by insecurity. Are elections sufficient? They may well be at the heart of our demo-
cratic system, but on their own they are apparently unable to support it. Certain 
countries may well have organised, orderly elections, but they still cannot be quali-

The Process
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fied as full democracies. In many post-conflict countries, elections and violence 
go hand in hand. One could perhaps use the phrase of American sociologist Mi-
chael Mann and call this “the dark side of democracy”. Elections create majorities 
and minorities, and therefore may induce conflict. In addition, political scientists 
sometimes refer to the problem of electoral fallacy: it is a false idea to think that 
free and fair elections alone are enough to sustain a democracy.

There is a growing awareness that in the well-established democracies, too, ad-
ditional efforts are needed to deal with the tensions inherent to democracy. De-
liberative democracy may be of use. Examples abroad show that deliberation does 
not only lead to better policy recommendations but also increases social cohesion 
among all members of society. When citizens actually speak together, they will 
more smoothly align themselves to the common interest. The voices of the many 
can help to enrich the decisions of the few. 

A RIcH vARIETy OF TEcHNIqUES 

Deliberative democracy is not confined to a single form or method. Techniques 
and scale of deliberation both vary. A few internationally renowned methods are: 

The Town hall meeTing: 
500 to 5000 participants discuss in groups of 
10 to 12 people, and their opinions are collect-
ed by way of an IT system. 

The ciTizen panel: 
a group of randomly selected citizens who formu-
late a recommendation over a short time, based 
on the testimonies of experts. 

The consensus conference:
closely related to the citizen panel; a group 
of people who convene over two weekends to 
set out the agenda for a public forum of a few 
days’ duration.

The deliberaTive poll: 
a randomly selected group of 250 to 500 citizens listens to ex-
perts, then enters into debate in groups of 15 people, and recon-
venes afterwards to engage the experts in dialogue. 

The Process
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These and other international examples are based on either random selection or 
self-selection. For the latter, people voluntarily register as candidate, expert or 
stakeholder. For example, self-selection was used in the case of the Participatory 
Budgeting process in Porto Alegre, Brazil in 1989, and was subsequently often ap-
plied in other Latin American cities; but it was used also for the Chicago Alterna-
tive Policing Strategy, that was cited as a factor in the spectacular decline of crime 
levels in that city during the nineties.

The G1000 was based on various international examples and used a mixed method 
that essentially builds upon what political scientists call a “mini-public”. Instead of 
enlisting existing institutions or civil society organisations, a new group of citizens 
was convened: a sample of the entire population of the country. This group was 
small enough to make deliberation possible, but also large enough to enable a large 
variety of opinions to come to the fore.

The G1000 team was inspired by many international predecessors, and will pass 
on their own experience on in turn. Experiences were shared with top foreign 
researchers, organisations and networks: We the Citizens (Ireland), Netwerk 
Democratie (the Netherlands), Mehr Demokratie (Germany), Citizens for Europe 
(trans-European), Deliberative Democracy Consortium (United States), and The 
newDemocracy Foundation (Australia).

Deliberative democracy worldwide (www.participedia.net)

The Process
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The G1000 ciTizens’ summiT was The middle parT of a hop-sTep-jump 
performance ThaT makes use of Three forms of ciTizens’ parTicipaTion – 
iT was The “sTep”. 

Phase 1, the “hop”, took place online. Citizens could bring up subjects and discus-
sion themes they deemed worth including in the agenda of a citizens’ summit. 
Each subject was then subjected to a vote. The three most popular subjects finally 
became the themes for discussion of the G1000 (Phase 2, the “step”). The findings 
were then deepened in the “jump” phase. 32 ‘delegates’ concluded the process, as-
sisted by facilitators and experts.

mETHOD

The Process

PHASE 1
AgENDA

PHASE 2
cITIZEN’S SUmmIT

PHASE 3
cITIZEN PANEL

FASE 4
cITIZEN PLATFORm

What themes for the citi-
zen’s summit?
-> citizens decide on the 
agenda
-> top 25 of the most popular 
ideas
-> vote for top 3

1. Social security
2. Immigration
3. Redistribution of wealth
-> the citizens discuss the 
subjects for one whole day 
(G1000, G-Offs, G-Home)
-> and come up with priorities 
shared by all

“How to address labour is-
sues and unemployment in 
our society?”
-> a group of citizens ad-
dresses this question during 
3 weekends, with the help of 
experts
-> on 11th November 2012, 
they handed over their re-
commendations to the political 
representatives

-> see www.g1000.org for 
more details
-> inform our political repre-
sentatives
-> convince our political repre-
sentatives
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Phase 1: Citizens set the agenda 

Essentially, the G1000’s agenda can be boiled down to one point: to enable citizens 
to speak together. But what should they talk about? Let them decide for them-
selves. Right from the start, the G1000 has been different from other deliberative 
exercises in that it enabled complete participation in setting the agenda. The citi-
zens themselves decide what would be discussed – not the organisers. 
From July 2011 onwards, everyone had the opportunity to voice their opinion about 
the subjects to be discussed at a citizens’ summit, online, on the Web site of the 
G1000. Thousands of ideas resulted from this process. Those who proposed ideas 
were equally asked to attribute scores to others people’s proposals. This vote accen-
tuated the subjects that received broad popular support. 

The Top 10 ideas of french-speaking ciTizens

• The development of language immersion education (50/50), which should per-
mit future generations to be at least bilingual, without much difficulty. 

• Transparency and accessibility of the tax returns of all persons who take up public 
office (as in Denmark). 

• We need to oblige the banks to go back to their core business – participating in 
the real economy – and stop them from speculating against it. 

• Our political system should consist of far fewer levels of power. In Luxembourg, a 
small country with three languages, there are only two levels of power: federal and 
municipal. 

• The media should mention the other communities, not to criticize but in order to 
understand them better. Why not set up a bilingual newscast? 

• Political office should be time-limited, and it should be impossible to stand for 
office two consecutive times, in order to avoid electoral pressure and collusion. 

• All administrative documents should be in the language the citizens request 
themselves, no matter what the region may be (which is what the private sector 
does). 

• I believe that one of the big problems the summit should talk about is the prole-
tarization of more and more people in this country. 

• Wouldn’t a financial transaction tax allow the government to tax smaller incomes 
less, and to avoid the heightened precarity of the already suffering average class 
people? 

• Schools where Dutch- and French-speaking students can interact should be set 
up again, even if the interaction is limited to break times.

The Process



26

The Top 10 ideas of duTch-speaking ciTizens

• Such a big government, yet such a small country. Is that correct? Not if it were up 
to me. 

• Elections should be synchronized. Now politicians are forming a government 
while they are preparing the municipal elections already, behind the scenes. 

• Do citizens have to keep paying for the banks’ malpractice? How can we ensure 
that we do not become the ultimate payer for this economic crisis? 

• Why can’t we make language education in the official national languages com-
pulsory in every school in this country? That way, the different communities could 
communicate smoothly. 

• What will we have to do to erase the prejudice between Walloons and Flemish 
forever, and become one solid community again? 

• Shouldn’t we resume working towards a shared public opinion by creating real 
bilingualism? I understand that the reluctance to introducing bi- or multilingual 
is considerable in Flanders, for historical reasons, but I still think we should dare 
to consider that option. 

• Which policy areas that have been regionalised can be repatriated to the federal 
level, in order to ensure more efficient governance? Development aid and environ-
mental norms come to mind. 

• Any “more direct democracy” should be a part of Democracy 2.0. Technologically 
speaking, it’s perfectly possible to involve the citizen directly, to a certain extent. 

• When you vote for a party, you immediately also consent to the full programme of 
that party. Wouldn’t it be better to vote for themes, rather than persons? 

• Which positive measures can be taken to integrate foreigners smoothly in our 
society, and prevent their becoming futureless in deprived neighbourhoods?

in ocTober 2011, all proposals were clusTered in order To creaTe a 
Top 25: a lisT of besT-appreciaTed Themes. This lisT was randomised, 
and broughT online again. aT This sTage, ciTizens were asked To selecT 
Three Themes in order of preference.
aT The end of The firsT phase, The ciTizens decided ThaT The g1000 
ciTizens’ summiT would discuss The following Themes: social securiTy, 
wealTh in Times of financial crisis and immigraTion. 
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PHASE 2: mORE THAN 700 cITIZENS ENTER A DIALOgUE IN bRUSSELS 

RecRuitment: who aRe the paRticipants? 

In the run-up to 11 November 2011, the 
most heated arguments were about the 
composition of the group of citizens who 
would participate in the citizens’ summit. 
The main principles of the G1000 – inclu-
sion and diversity – were broadly defend-
ed. The challenge that we were facing time 
and again was: “how can a group of around 
1,000 citizens represent the Belgian popu-
lation as closely as possible”. In order to 
guarantee the correct representation of 
the existing diversity in age, gender, reli-
gion, ethnicity, social status and so forth, 
the organization chose to recruit citizens 
at random, over the telephone. Because 
each Belgian citizen should have the same 
chance to be invited and let their voice be 
heard. We used quotas for language, gen-
der, age and province of residence. More-
over, 10% of seats were reserved for socially 
vulnerable persons and groups who are 
hard to reach over the telephone, such as 
the homeless or illiterate. A broad range of 
civic organizations assisted us in relaying 
our invitation to this audience.

The numbers speak for themselves. Notwithstanding the beautiful weather and 
the railway strike on 10 November (which had knock-on effects until the next 
morning), and the fact that G1000 participants are not offered any financial com-
pensation (excluding their travelling expenses for a round trip to Brussels), the 
number of attendees was confirmed to be 704 persons. 52% of attendees were 
female and 48% men; 61% Dutch- and 39% French-speaking. There were also 
4 German speakers in attendance. A fair number of participants have a mother 
tongue that is not an official national language. The age of the attendees spanned 
the spectrum between 19 and 85 years old.

how do conveRsations Run theiR couRse? 

The citizens enter a ten-hour dialogue. They discuss the three themes on the 
agenda around tables that seat 10 people, with one conversation leader per table. 
These people take charge of streamlining the citizens’ deliberation. All of them 
are volunteers who received intensive training the day before the citizens’ summit. 
Conversation leaders aside, reporters, interpreters and logistics assistants are ac-
tive as well. They enable the participants to process large amounts of information 
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in a short time, and to use this information in discussions and debates. There are 
32 bilingual tables, each of which can use the services of an interpreter. 30 tables 
are exclusively Dutch-speaking, 18 French-speaking and one is mixed French- and 
German-speaking.

Each subject is professionally introduced by two academic experts. They have their 
say, but not the final say, as there is a lengthy discussion around each table after-
wards. Subsequently, the findings from each table are relayed to the central desk, 
which clusters them and projects them on large displays. Each participant can 
then indicate their preferences one last time with their individual voting devices. A 
short while later, the results of each round of voting are declared.

moRe than 1,000

Two side projects take place concurrently with the citizens’ summit: the G-Home 
enables citizen discussion at home, thanks to software the Belgian firm Synthetron 
provided free of charge. The G-Offs bring citizens together of their own accord, to 
discuss the same subjects as the G1000 around local tables across the country. In 
order to ensure the simultaneous development of all debates, the Brussels summit 
is broadcast on the Net through live streaming. In the end, the group of partici-
pants who engaged in discussions through the G-Home or G-Offs is larger than 
the G1000 in Brussels.
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Phase 3: the citizen Panel exPands

During Phase 3, the ideas that have been roughly sketched during the G1000 are 
expanded into concrete policy proposals. 

The challenge is to select a diverse group of citizens to take charge of this task. 
On the day of the G1000, all participants are invited to register as candidates. Not 
fewer than 491 participants eventually register. From this group, 32 people are ran-
domly selected, but again the balance regarding gender, language, province, age 
and education level is carefully kept.

Phase 3 has expansion as its goal. In order to guarantee this over a period of 3 
weekends, one central, encompassing theme is selected. Prior to their first conven-
tion they, (each of the 32 citizen panel members) have the opportunity to voice 
and substantiate their preference. The theme distilled from these preferences is 
“How to address labour issues and unemployment in our society?”
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The discussions unfold according to the citizen panel method, also called consen-
sus conference method, which is often used in Belgium and abroad to work with a 
group of citizens towards recommendations about complex social questions. This 
method demands that participants immerse themselves in the subject by perus-
ing relevant information and learning from experts. In order to write a final report, 
they discuss together, and listen to one another after they have been informed by 
the various short presentations of the experts.

At the end of the ride, the citizen panel members enter into a dialogue with the 
governmental actors in charge, by way of their recommendations. On 11 Novem-
ber 2012 – one year after the G1000 – they submit a report, in which they offer the 
government their opinions and insights.

The citizens extend a hand to politics. On the occasion of the citizens’ summit 
closing ceremony, the participants welcome the seven Belgian parliament chair-
persons. André Flahaut, Chairperson of the Federal Parliament, praises the work 
and says: “We, politicians, do not enjoy a monopoly on ideas.” 

The Process

Pictured, from left to right: André Flahaut, Chairperson of the Chamber of Deputies, Sabine de Bethune, 
Chairperson of the Senate, Françoise Dupuis, Chairperson of the Parliament of the Brussels Capital Region, 
Jean-Charles Luperto, Chairperson of the Parliament of the French Community, Jan Peumans, Chairperson 
of the Flemish Parliament and Emily Hoyos, then-Chairperson of the Walloon Parliament. (Ferdel Schröder, 
Chairperson of the Parliament of the German Community, visited the citizens’ summit earlier that day.)
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Fundraising? Just do it!

Thanks ever so much To The Thousands of people who supporTed us! 
wheTher iT was wiTh one euro or Thousands aT a Time, wiTh sofTware, 
food, flowers, maTerial or labour supporT... The G1000 was only pos-
sible Thanks To Them.   

Amassing the necessary funding for the G1000 has been a rather atypical story. It’s 
unique to see organisers take charge of the financing of their own project. As the 
G1000 is a completely civic and independent initiative, crowdfunding seemed like 
the most natural financing method. Natural, yes, but not self-evident… 

Imagine two people who know nothing whatsoever about fundraising, an organi-
sation no one has ever heard of as it has just been set up, and a 460,000 euro bud-
get that needs to be found within six months. Then, also imagine that it normally 
takes two to three years to build up the confidence capital necessary to start gener-
ating significant donations.

Cato Léonard is an expert in stakeholder engagement and marketing, David Van 
Reybrouck is a writer. But there they are off for their own road-movie… 
You might say to yourself: “These people were totally insane!” 
Which is, in fact, exactly what Cato muttered under her breath when she joined 
the team. But as for the rest of the G1000 project, we made up for the lack of time, 
experience and means by enthusiasm, enthusiasm and more enthusiasm. 

Benoît Derenne (director of the Foundation for Future Generations, which has ad-
opted the G1000): “Normally, this couldn’t have worked out. But as neither David 
nor Cato knew the rules of the game, they charged into the fundraising business 
with the energy of the very naive! Without this extraordinary explosion of effort, 
they could never have made it. They were so convinced of their cause that people 
were quite literally shaken up. As the director of a Foundation for 15 years now, I 
can tell you that people don’t often give you 10,000 euro for just an idea!”

a communication and micro-Financing story 

Word of the G1000 had to be spread if any contributors were to be found.
“Our strategy was very simple: to generate maximum media attention and hope 
for sufficient support”, Cato explains. She and David knocked at all the doors of all 
the media outfits in the kingdom. “And surprisingly, we were often received very 
graciously! For the first time in my career, I found myself in a negotiation position 
where I had nothing to give back. The media supported us, with articles or public-
ity space, because they liked our initiative. But we also received free support from 
Marc Michils, the CEO at Saatchi & Saatchi, a publicity firm, a billboard firm, a 
film direction outfit and 8 famous Belgians who joined us for a cinema commercial 
made by an audio-visual firm… as well as so many others.”

FUNDRAISINg AND FINANcINg
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The public at large, private enterprise, organisations and other foundations soon 
followed, with no less than 3,018 gifts of 1 to 500 euro and 41 gifts of more than 500 
euro (of which a third came from citizens, a third from organisations and another 
third from private firms). They all donated on an individual and anonymous basis, 
in order to avoid the risk of the G1000 being “recuperated“ for another cause. And 
besides all that, we set up a text action with the support of 4 mobile operators and 
asked a number of cultural personalities (artists, theatres, musicians) to support 
us, which they did by donating one evening’s revenue. 

Let’s not forget the valuable gifts 
in kind we received either! From 
the confectionery and candy mak-
ers who offered us the necessary 
sweets, to the floral decoration 
club who pillaged the grounds of 
all nearby market gardeners to 
provide the flowers at the citizens’ 
summit and the supermarkets who 
donated the citizen panel’s bever-
ages, to all contractors who offered 
us reduced rates. We must have 
received more than 100,000 euro in 
kind. 

cIvIL SOcIETy: A gREAT SUPPORT bASE  

Unlike the media, who were quite curious about the results of the G1000, the ac-
tors within civil society quickly became interested in the process. Participative 
processes are not a great unknown for trade unions, health insurance companies, 
youth organisations, women‘s groups, environmental NGOs, or chambers of com-
merce, as they sometimes already use these processes. And their publications have 
hundreds of thousands of readers. So night after night, Cato and David, but also 
Benoît Derenne or Dave Sinardet (political scientist and VUB/UA professor, one 
of the founding members) organised conferences to introduce the principle of the 
G1000 to a growing audience over and over again…

“TUPPERwARE PARTy”

Cato had an idea when she told herself that many influential people might read 
the newspapers, but respond better if they are contacted directly.
Cato: “In order to win time, and also create an atmosphere of exchange, we used 
the Tupperware party principle. Did I have a CEO or a trade union leader in my 
network? Well then, I would ask them to open their Rolodexes for me, by inviting 
their friends to a private meeting in their living room. We did that to garner funds, 
of course, but equally to hear their opinions and see their reaction when they 
heard about our project. These evenings were a real learning experience!”
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The 11 November 2011 citizens’ summit was held when the budget hadn’t been 
nailed completely yet… Benoît: “Some contributors did not keep their promises, 
but we had inked up the announced amounts in our budget estimates… We were 
luckily able to integrate the G1000 into the Foundation for Future Generations’ 
programme quite quickly, so that the Foundation could play a buffer role between 
income and outlay.”
Today, the budget for Phase 3 has been fully found… but we are already launching 
the fundraising campaign for the next phase. In 2013, the G1000 aspires to become 
a permanent platform for democratic innovation and citizens’ deliberation. 
Cato: “We have been astonished by the mobilizing force of the G1000 more than 
once. And we take that as proof that our ideas are consistently supported by the 
population, who also want to reinvigorate democracy…”

And as we remain faithful to our prin-
ciple never to miss an opportunity for 
more crowdfunding, we could hardly 
wrap up this chapter without asking 
for your support… 

Support the G1000!

All donAtions Are welcome on the Account of the foundAtion for fu-
ture GenerAtions: 

523-0812345-45
iBAn Be44 5230 8123 4545    
Bic trioBeBB
(indicAte ‘donAtion G1000 - ffG’ in the structured messAGe field)
Gifts of 40 euro And up (on An AnnuAl BAsis) quAlify As fiscAl deduct-
iBles. 

AND OUR bALANcE SHEET? 
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THE bUDgET

Project coordination

Stakeholder management

Financial coStS

online ProceSS

recruiting

FacilitatorS´ execution and aSSiStance
(manual, etc.)

tranSPort, catering, hotelS

logiSticS & audio-viSual media

interPreterS

miScellaneouS

total

27 903   

61 921  

23 534  

19395

26172

69259

117428

90418

3388

9535

448953

€   

€  

€  

€

€
  

€

€
  

€
  

€

€

€
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The G1000 Team is an unorGanized orGanizaTion… no offices, no meeT-
inG rooms, orGanizaTion charTs or business cards. iT is a flaT and open 
orGanizaTion ThaT solely relies on The efforT of iTs volunTeers, wiTh 
The excepTion of a few exTern consulTanTs in charGe of process coach-
inG. These volunTeers move mounTains of work for free, wiThouT reser-
vaTions, and wiTh The besT cheer imaGinable. 

ORgANISATION

How do you apply as a volunteer for 
this team? Being a bit daft is a plus: 
kitchen sink experimentation in the 
field of democratic innovation re-
quires some willingness to deviate 
from business as usual.

A small core of motivated people, 
citizens who wanted to engage in a 
fairly mad initiative, quickly formed 
around the two citizens who had the 
initial idea to organize a citizens’ 
summit. But it quickly became ap-
parent that this core could use quite 
a bit of support. Mass support, even! 
And, moreover, free of charge if at all 
possible.

During the first phase of the G1000, start-
ing in Spring 2011, the core group (found-
ers and organizers) of the G1000 team 
looked for people who were interested in 
the G1000 and propagating the idea in 
order to find new support. Over the sum-
mer, many information meetings were held 
across the country: from Brussels to Eupen, 
Antwerp and Bruges and back, to Liege and 
Namur. These meetings, where core group 
members answered questions from the 
audience, had the goal of informing people 
and recruiting G1000 ‘ambassadors’. Con-
currently, in early Autumn 2011, help with 
concrete matters was sought. The citizens’ 
summit of 11 November 2011 did not only 
have to be held, it needed some prepara-
tion too.
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Who sets the scene up – and who 
dismantles it afterwards? Who can 
supervise the commuter service be-
tween Brussels North station and Tour 
& Taxis? Who can offer stop-over ac-
commodation (we organized Citizens’ 
Bed&Breakfasts)? Who helps with serv-
ing food, and who welcomes the par-
ticipants? Are there any parking spaces 
we can use? Who is able to interpret, 
preferably from French to Dutch and 
Dutch to French, and all day long?

The G100 team organized itself in five 
specific sections: methodology, logis-
tics, communication, fundraising and 
volunteers. And all tasks were divided 
as such. Every two or three weeks, the 
whole team would confer in Brussels for 
a general meeting, but each section’s 
key players would hold weekly cockpit 
conferences, often over Skype. In the 
week preceding the 11 November citi-
zens’ summit, every day started with a 
cockpit conference, as there was always 
so much left to be arranged.

During one of these cockpit confer-
ences, the idea was brought up – and 
swiftly approved – to put childcare 
facilities and a Muslim prayer room in 
place (11 November 2011 was after all a 
Friday). They even managed to arrange 
a ‘cabbie’ in Liege, who would pick the 
country’s eldest participant up at 7a.m. 
sharp in Burg-Reuland (in the German-
speaking part of the country) and bring 
her home at 8p.m.… (a 360 km drive).

And then we haven’t mentioned yet the 
conversation leaders – in G1000 jargon, 
the “table facilitators”. These volunteers 
professionally and excellently took 
charge of a very important task: mak-
ing the discussions at the more than 80 
tables flow efficiently. Volunteering and 
professionalism are not always contra-
dictory terms!

So many citizens registered for this 
mammoth project that, unfortunately, 
not everyone who wanted to could 
contribute… After all, no one in the 
core group had ever been in charge of 
a company that suddenly, from one 
day to the other, had more than 800 
employees. Many e-mail requests to 
volunteer were never individually an-
swered, as there was no such thing as a 
human resources department. But not 
to worry: the madness of Phase 3 was 
yet to explode!

For this phase, the G1000 team chose 
another method of participation 
search. Instead of randomly calling for 
volunteers, they explicitly summarized 
what kind of tasks needed to be ful-
filled. In the monthly newsletters and 
on Facebook, detailed calls for help 
were posted: “The G1000 is looking 
for a graphic designer”, “Wanted: data 
analyst”, and so forth. These calls were 
immediately answered. The core group 
was looking for more specific profiles: 
multilingual translators (to Dutch, 
French, German and English), method-
ology assistants who could validate the 
intermediate findings, communication 
personnel to give the G100 a voice, re-
porters for the three weekends, editors, 
Web designers, coordinators, designers 
and assistants.

So there remains but one pregnant 
question: who’s the boss of the G1000 
team? There isn’t one. The core group 
(which varies in its composition and 
kind of meetings as the phases prog-
ress) decides in an organic way. Which 
is funny, because it is comparable with 
the citizen panel’s proceedings: listen-
ing, talking, opining, sleeping on an 
idea, seeking outside advice, entering 
dialogue again and reaching a consen-
sus. And when it becomes necessary, 
time itself can be a decisive factor.
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Many hands Make light work. at this MoMent – october 2012 – More 
than 80 people are working together on an entirely voluntary basis. 
this experiMent would not have succeeded without theM. and all of 
that is thanks to the one shared preoccupation of all those volunteers 
together: the quality of our deMocracy! and exactly this eMotion will 
create deMocracy.

The G1000 was initially the private project of a few citizens, but it was co-opted 
into the Foundation for Future Generations – a Belgian civic foundation with 
more than ten years’ experience in citizen participation – as early as June 2011. This 
had the advantage of shifting the financial responsibility for the project to a solid 
foundation with years of experience. On a business level, there were nothing but 
advantages either, in working together with a competent organization which has 
considerable know-how regarding citizen participation. As such, the G1000 will be 
able to continue to operate from within this foundation for the coming years. 
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Elio Di Rupo, Prime Minister of Belgium

‘A healthy democracy does not only need a well-functioning Parlia-
ment and proportional political representation, but also instances of 
direct democracy. A rich fabric of NGOs and civil society organiza-
tions already ensures that democracy stays alive between elections, 
but I also applaud every other constructive initiative that wants to 
increase citizen participation and  bring innovation to our democracy 
from below, as long as it is conducted in a respectful way. Besides 
that, politicians also have to innovate. And we can  do this by going 
back to basics: by listening, meeting citizens face-to-face, no mat-
ter if it’s at the local market day or over one of its digital equivalents  
social media have provided us with today.’ 

Hadja Lahbib, 
journalist RTBF

“Whether you are for 
or against this initia-
tive, it remains in-
teresting to see how 
the G1000 succeeded 
in mobilizing people 
over political themes 
and the future of the 
country. To have 1000 
people reflect on it in a 
time in which so many 
seem to have lost in-
terest in politics.”

Cécile Leclercq

“It’s absolutely unique in the sense that 
these are actually citizens who have de-
cided on launching this initiative, not 
NGOs or other societies.”

Karel Van Eetvelt, chairman of the union of the 
self-employed, Unizo

“I am a player myself in civil society organizations, 
and sadly I can see commitment to these civil so-
ciety organizations cave in. Even while we play a 
role in democracy. That’s why I find it interesting 
that other ways such as the G1000 are emerging to 
channel such opinions and convey them to the gov-
ernment.”
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THE RESULTS

The value of The G1000 comprises of 3 componenTs: meThodic innova-
Tion, formulaTinG pracTical recommendaTions, and puTTinG The necessiTy 
of democraTic innovaTion on The aGenda.

THE G1000 PUTS THE NEED FOR DEMOCRATIC  
INNOVATION ON THE AGENDA

What determines Whether you 
are successful or not? the pur-
pose you aimed at. the G1000 
Wanted primarily to put the 
debate on democratic innovation 
on the public aGenda. that mis-
sion has been accomplished. 

The timing was right. The G1000 surfed 
along on the undercurrent that branches 
further off worldwide and reaches citi-
zens: they want participation in democ-
racy. The G1000 brought this undercur-
rent to the surface in Belgium and put it 
on the map. 

Because of its sudden visibility the G1000 
set off a lot of new initiatives. The young 
organization was invited all over the 
country to talk about their experiment 
on deliberative democracy: at meet-
ings of the Union of Flemish Cities and 
Municipalities, at the Union of Flemish 
Provinces, the Walloon parliament, civil 
society organizations, think tanks and 
at universities. After the citizens’ sum-
mit the number of civic participation 
initiatives rose swiftly, mainly in Flan-
ders. There was a K35 in Kortrijk, a G100 
in Kuurne, a G100 about the future of 
education, another G100 at a high school 
in Leuven and Ieders Stem Telt, a proj-
ect aimed at getting vulnerable groups 
involved in debate about the elections. 
In the Netherlands there was also a G500 
en A Day of Hundred. Indeed, citizens’ 
participation is a challenge that does 
not stop at the borders of a country. The 
G1000 exchanged ideas with several Eu-
ropean countries.
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Remarkable too is that the G1000 was praised by very heterogeneous communities: 
the initiative was nominated as Product of the Year by the Marketing Foundation, 
the weekly Knack nominated the two Flemish spokespersons - Francesca Van-
thielen and David Van Reybrouck - for Personality of the Year. Van Reybrouck also 
received the biennial Van Acker award from the foundation of the same name and 
Didier Caluwaerts, one of the methodological founders of the G1000, won a Euro-
pean prize, the Jean Blondel PhD Award from the European Consortium for Politi-
cal Research for his PhD that lies at the base of this project.

Meanwhile a number of books and articles were published on the G1000, also in 
very different contexts.

The Manifesto of the G1000 was published in various news outfits

In Dutch: De Standaard, De Tijd, De Morgen, 11 June 2011

In French: Le Soir, La Libre Belgique, 11 June 2011 

In English: www.eurozine.org

In Croatian: Up&Underground, nr. 21/22, Zagreb, p.124-129

Publications of members of the G1000 about the G1000

Caluwaerts, D. (2011), ‘Van stemmen naar praten: het ideaal van de deliberatieve democratie’, in 
Samenleving en Politiek 18 (9), pp. 79-85

Caluwaerts, D. & Reuchamps, M. (2012), ‘The G1000. Facts, figures and some lessons from an 
experience of deliberative democracy in Belgium’, in Van Parijs, P. (ed.), The G1000, the Euro-
pean Citizens’ initiative and the malaise of democracy. In search of alternatives to populism and 
technocracy. Brussels: Rethinking Belgium (Re-Bel e-book)

Caluwaerts, D. (2012), Confrontation through communication. Deliberative democracy in lin-
guistically divided Belgium. Bern: Peter Lang Publishers

Caluwaerts, D. (2012), ‘Tussen representatie en deliberatie’, in Res Publica 54 (3), pp. 372-375

Caluwaerts, D. & Reuchamps, M. (2012), Does intergroup deliberation foster intergroup appre-
ciation? Evidence from two deliberative experiments in deeply divided Belgium. Paper presen-
ted at the Annual IPSA Conference, Madrid, July 2012

De Zutter, J. (2011): ‘Het machtige YOU verandert de politieke context’. David Van Reybrouck, 
auteur en G1000-bezieler. Samenleving en Politiek 18, 9, 68- 78. 
http://www.stichtinggerritkreveld.be/ECMS_CLIENT/configuration/pages/artikel.php?aid=1267

Dodeigne, J., & Hermant, P., « Le G1000. Entre idéal démocratique et défis méthodologiques ». 
La participation en action: vers une prospective plus qualitative? Institut wallon de l’évaluation, 
de la prospective et de la statistique Belgrade. (22 Juin 2012)

Reuchamps, M. (2011): “Le G1000.” Politique: Revue des débats (72): 64-66

Van Reybrouck, D. (2011), De democratie in ademnood: de gevaren van electoraal fundamenta-
lisme. Cleveringalezing 2011, Universiteit Leiden
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Van Reybrouck, D. (2012): “Leren loslaten.” In: Een vertrouwde overheid, Ombudslezing 23 mei 
2012. De Nationale Ombudsman, Den Haag, p. 16-21

Van Reybrouck, D. (2012), Dankwoord bij het ontvangen van de Van Ackerprijs.
http://www.vanackerstichting.be/van-acker-prijs.html

Van Reybrouck, D. (2012), “The Crisis Comes in Many Guises”, In: Belgian Society and Politics 
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The G1000 
in a 

nutshell

Finally, the G1000 will always devote itselF to additional Forms oF 
democratic participation by combininG scientiFic research and care-
Fully-chosen action and projects, based on already tested methods or 
new ones (such as online actions). the First international symposium 
on participative democracy starts in leuven on the 13th oF december 
2012.

The resulTs

On the information high-
way of the Internet, citizens 
are better informed, better 
trained and more in touch 
with each other; they are look-
ing for a new kind of democ-
racy.

In the past citizens voted and 
politicians negotiated; now 
ordinary citizens are allowed to 
negotiate for the things they are 
concerned about.

Citizens have a say in 
the society of today and 
that of tomorrow 

Citizens take part in deli-
berative democracy

The quality of deliberative 
democracy depends on the 
diversity of the decision 
makers

A big, yet diverse group of 
decision makers succeeds 
more successfully in formu-
lating significant policy rec-
ommendations than a small 
group of experts

Citizens obtain time and 
space to discuss their 
opinions and interests and 
listen to each other; they 
gain better comprehension 
as a result of this

A diverse group of citizens 
raise public support for 
their policy recommenda-
tions with a wider part of 
the population because of 
their diversity

Citizens do not have to 
defend the party-line 
position; politicians do

Democracy is a  
government of the 
people by the people 
and with the people
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THE G1000 PUTS SOCIO-ECONOMIC PRIORITIES  
ON THE AGENDA

What Was the G1000 output on content? the final recommendations of 
the citizen panel are stated further on in this report, but each of the 
three phases yielded results that shaped the aGenda for the next phase.

Phase 1

During the first phase, the online consul-
tation, several thousands of ideas were 
submitted; those who visited the site 
ranked them in order to reach a top 25. 
Through the internet people could vote for 
their topics of preference from the top 25, 
of which three were selected for the citi-
zens’ summit: social security, immigration, 
and the distribution of wealth at a time of 
crises. Even in the midst of a constitutional 
and institutional crisis, citizens were main-
ly concerned about social-economic issues. 
Clearly citizens and political negotiators 
were not on the same wavelength.

PHASE 2

During the second phase, the citizens’ summit, the participants talked about the 
three selected themes. The aim of these talks was not finding consensus but get 
a better view on the most important elements of the topics at hand. The partici-
pants first explained why they had accepted the invitation to participate in the 
event, which simultaneously explained their presence, The results were: 63% of 
them wanted to show their personal civic commitment; 52% mentioned their 
worry about the crisis of democracy and representative politics; 43% argued that 
they participated in order to renew democracy; 35% participated out of curiosity 
and because they didn’t want to miss an event like this; 29% mentioned they were 
interested in the process of dialogue in diversity; and 21% wanted to contribute to 
repairing the dialogue between Belgium’s various communities. 

Although it is impossible to get to the bottom of these issues in one day, even a 
day of intense work, the G1000 still managed to capture a powerful signal given by 
the citizens: for the sake of society are willing to suggest correcting measures even 
when they do not entirely correspond with their own self-interests. The results of 
this phase can be summarized in four key terms: a sense for equality, originality, 
reasonableness, and balance.

The resulTs
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Equality? The voting results on so-
cial security show how people esteem 
equality: most valued measure con-
cerning health care is ‘guaranteeing 
equality and equality of access to the 
system’ (45%), concerning the refor-
mation of pensions is ‘harmonizing 
regulations’ (23%) and concerning 
childcare benefits is ‘same amount of 
childcare benefits for 1,2 or 3 children’ 
(45%). ‘Lower corporate taxes but 
equal for everybody’ scored highest 
concerning distribution of welfare.

Reasonableness? On a delicate 
subject like immigration a desire for 
assimilation requirements (‘integra-
tion duty’, 31%) is counterbalanced by 
a demand for ‘quicker procedures and 
objective criteria’ (26%) and an appeal 
for ‘better integration facilities’ (21%) 
and more ‘development assistance’ 
(20%). Radical ideas like ‘foreigners 
out’ or ‘all borders open’ didn’t get 
general support.

Balance can mainly be discerned in 
proposals coming out of the discus-
sions on ‘distribution of wealth in 
times of financial crisis’. The partici-
pants transcend classical left- versus 
right-wing thinking. ‘Lowering corpo-
rate taxes’, the most valued (43%) and 
so-called most neoliberal measure, 
gets counterbalanced by a radical 
measure meant to create equality: 
‘abolish all loopholes’. ‘Introducing a 
Tobin tax on financial transactions’ 
(31%), a measure that for years has 
been known as an explicit left wing 
theme, comes in second. The third 
proposition is: ‘lower costs on labour, 
especially for specific categories’ (27%) 
and ‘more green taxes’ (15%) ends on 
four. These are propositions that have 
liberal, social as well as green touches. 
Overall, all proposals show a high level 
of balance.

Originality? Here are a few ideas 
worth considering: ‘no childcare ben-
efits but children checks’ (24% of the 
votes concerning childcare benefits), 
‘guaranteed basic income for every-
body’ (15% of the votes concerning 
unemployment) and ‘smaller packages 
for drugs’ (21% of the votes concerning 
health care).

From the first intermediate results emerges a clear picture: citizens who are en-
gaged in dialogue with each other, are able to reason sensibly and discriminatively 
for the common good.

These voting results, which are not more than preliminary conclusions from a full 
day of deliberation were pooled with the ideas that came out of the G-homes and 
G-offs in order to form a solid basis for the third phase of the G1000, the citizen 
panel. All the ideas were analyzed and summarised to help the 32 citizens to select 
a topic they would further elaborate during three weekend-long deliberative meet-
ings. The G1000 has thus been a process in which each phase feeds into the next.

The resulTs
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Werkloosheid  /  Chômage 
Kies 2 maatregelen / Choisissez 2 mesures 

15%

9%

16%

38%

35%

36% 1. Werkloosheidsuitkeringen beperken in de tijd 
Limiter les allocations au chômage dans le temps 

2. Begeleiding van werkzoekenden op maat van het individu 
Offir un accompagnement sur mesure aux demandeurs d’emploi 

3. Werk aantrekkelijk maken door minimumlonen te verhogen 
Rendre le travail plus attrayant en augmentant les salaires de base 

4. Meer en betere controle op zwartwerk 
Plus et mieux de contrôle sur le travail en noir 

5. Betaalbaardere kinderopvang 
Accueil des enfants plus accessible financièrement 

6. Gegarandeerd basisinkomen voor iedereen 
Revenus de base garantis pour tout le monde 

Pensioenen  /  Pensions 
Kies 2 maatregelen / Choisissez 2 mesures 

16%

10%

23%

15%

18%

18% 1. Einde van de beroepsloopbaan versoepelen, geleidelijke uitstap 
Aménager les fins de carrière en assouplissant, fin de carrière graduelle 

2. Werken met een basispensioen en rekening houden met de individuele situatie 
Créer un socle minimal et permettre à chacun de le compléter individuellement 

3. Het systeem van brugpensioenen herzien of afschaffen 
Revoir/supprimer le système de prépension 

4. Statuten harmoniseren en het systeem transparanter en gelijker maken 
Harmoniser les et rendre le système plus transparant et plus égalitaire 

5. Systeem financieren vanuit diversere bronnen: inkomen uit kapitaal, 2e en 3e pijler 
Financer le système en diversifiant les sources: revenus du capital, 2e et 3e pilier 

6. Rekening houden met speciale situaties: zware beroepen, thuiswerkende vrouwen 
Tenir compte de situations particulières: métiers pénibles, femmes au foyer... 

Kinderbijslag  /  Allocations familiales 
Kies 2 maatregelen / Choisissez 2 mesures 

24%

45%

31% 1. Meer kindergeld voor lagere inkomens 
Allocations plus grandes pour les revenus les plus bas 

2. Zelfde bedrag aan kindergeld voor kind 1, 2, 3… 
Un même montant pour le 1r, 2e, 3e  enfant 

3. Geen kindergeld maar kinderchèques om specifieke kosten van kinderen te  
Remplacer les allocations familiales par un chèque-enfant pour couvrir des frais spécifiques 
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Welvaart verdelen /  Répartir les richesses 
Kies 2 maatregelen / Choisissez 2 mesures 

16%

19%

15%

31%

27%

43% 1. Hervorming vennootschapbelasting: verlagen maar alle achterpoortjes afschaffen 
Réforme de l’impôt des sociétés: réduire mais en fermant toutes les échapattoires 

2. De kosten op arbeid verlagen, zeker voor specifieke categorieën  
Réduire le coût du travail, certainement pour des catégories spécifiques 

3. Tobintaks: taks op financiële transacties 
Taxe Tobin: taxes sur les transactions financières 

4. Meer ‘groene’ belasting: belasting op zaken die het milieu vervuilen 
Plus de taxation ‘verte’: taxes sur les activités qui polluent l’environnement 

5. Splitsen van zakenbanken en spaarbanken 
Scinder les banques d’affaires et les baques d’épargne 

6. Europees financieel beleid als tegenwicht t.o.v. Internationale financiële groepen 
Gouvernance financière eur. (contrepouvoir aux groupes financiers internationaux) 

IMMIGRATIE /  IMMIGRATION 
Kies 3 principes/ Choisissez 3 principes 

13%
8%
25%
14%
18%
21%
20%
26%
31% 1. Plicht tot integratie / Devoir d’intégration 

2. Snelle procedures & objectieve criteria / Procédures rapides & critères objectifs 

3. Ontwikkelingssamenwerking!  / Coopération au développement! 

4. Integratiemogelijkheden verbeteren / Améliorer les possibilités 

5. Strikter beleid (beperken, sanctioneren) / Politique plus stricte (limiter, sanctionner) 

6. Bruggen tussen de culturen / Jeter des ponts entre les cultures 

7. Europees geharmoniseerd beleid /  gouvernance européenne harmonisée 

8. Rekruteren volgens noden arbeidsmarkt / Recruter selon les besoins du marché du travail 

9. Criminelen terugsturen / Renvoyer les criminels 

Gezondheidszorg  /  Soins de santé 
Kies 2 maatregelen / Choisissez 2 mesures 

14%

21%

31%

17%

27%

35% 1. Garanderen van gelijkheid en gelijkheid van toegang tot het systeem. 
Garantir l’égalité et l’égalité de l’accès au système. 

2. Hogere belastingen voor de farmaceutische sector. 
Taxes plus hautes sur les industries pharmaceutiques 

3. Afschaffen van de verloning per prestatie. 
Abolition du système de rémunération par prestations 

4. Overconsumptie tegengaan door de huisarts centraal te plaatsen. 
Réduire l’excès de consommation en remettant le généraliste au centre.  

5. Kleinere geneesmiddelenverpakkingen en bewustmakingscampagne tegen overconsumptie 
Conditionnements plus petits, campagne de sensibilisation pour réduire la consommation. 

6. Vereenvoudiging, voorbereid door een raad van burgers, naar participatief model 
Simplification préparée par un conseil de citoyens selon un processus participatif 
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FOREWORD

During the third phase, which ends the pilot experience of the G1000, the findings 
from the citizens’ summit of 11 November 2011 served as the basis for the delibera-
tions of the citizen panel that has enhanced the reflection.

But, who are these citizens? The 32 participants were randomly selected from a list 
of more than 491 applicants from all over the country and who had attended the 
citizens’ summit, G-Offs or G-Home.

Why 32? Because 32 is a number large enough to ensure both maximal diversity 
and optimal group dynamics, which is necessary to explore a complex issue. Above 
all, the composition of such citizen panels is usually based on a multiple of 8 in 
order to reach these two variables.

What did they talk about? The main topic comes from the citizens’ summit. In 
fact, the 32 participants chose the topic among the various topics discussed during 
the summit. “How to address labour issues and unemployment in our society?” has 
become their starting question. This question also relates to the other topics of the 
G1000 such as the distribution of welfare in times of economic crisis and immigra-
tion.

How did the deliberations take place? To participate in the discussion, no prior 
knowledge was required. Of course, the participants could look for information, 
but it was not at all compulsory. What was important was, on the one hand, their 
will to contribute to the discussion with the background of their personal expe-
riences and, on the other hand, our commitment to provide a methodological 
framework able to help them in their reflections. Our help was also intended to 
guide them towards experts in order to enable them collectively to reach common 
knowledge base, necessary for the drafting of their recommendations.

The three weekends were 14-15-16 September (in the Flemish Parliament, Brus-
sels), on 6-7 October (in the Walloon Parliament, Namur) and 9-10-11 November 
2012 (in the House of the Parliamentarians, Brussels). Two participants had to 
leave the citizen panel before the end due to personal reasons.

We leave the citizen panel the opportunity to present you with its reflections and 
recommendations. 

THE CITIZEN PANEL FINAL REPORT

HOW TO ADRESS LABOUR ISSUES AND UNEMPLOYMENT IN OUR SOCIETY?

This English chapter is for 
informational purposes only; 
the original texts produced, 
agreed upon and signed by the 
citizen panel are the French 
and Dutch versions.
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INTRODUcTION

About a year ago, we were randomly selected to participate in the citizens’ sum-
mit of the G1000, the largest citizen deliberation ever in Belgium. The topics of the 
discussion were still to be determined by the votes from the public, but we already 
felt it was going to be a full learning experience.

So it was. On 11 November 2011, we discovered another way to engage in social life. 
We discovered that we, too, could have our say even as “ordinary citizens”. Need-
less to say, we were candidates for the next phase, the citizen panel.

During the first two weekends, we learned about the topic that we had chosen and 
that we were to explore, that is “How to address labour issues and unemployment 
in our society?”. We first gathered information about this vast and complex topic 
and on this basis we defined six main dimensions which we wanted to work on. 
There are:

• Acting for A fAirer remunerAtion of work
• How to use tHe cost of lAbour to creAte employment
• Assisting lAbour mArket Access (in tHe frAmework of A sociAl europe)
• work And our future generAtions
• work of quAlity for quAlity of life
• workplAce discriminAtion

Then, we made a list of all the questions we wanted to ask the experts during the 
third weekend. We were not afraid to abandon frequently mooted ideas in order to 
propose our own reflections.

The following pages are the report of our work. They present the recommenda-
tions that we want to submit to our political representatives.

The topics and the first ideas are the results of the first weekend, the opinions and 
questions for the experts of the second weekend, the recommendations of the 
third. Each weekend, there were experts, but especially during the final weekend. 
Their input was important, but we are the authors of the final recommendations.

We would like to send a hopeful message to our political representatives: we be-
lieve that citizens can bring added value to our democracy. This report is an illus-
tration of our will to commit and our ability to do so.

We are grateful to all the people who contributed to make our citizen endeavor 
possible.
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Description of the theme: what woulD we like to aDress?

We perceive too big of a gap between low and high income. Furthermore, we sus-
pect this gap will continue to widen. We think that this will be a problem for our 
society and could increase the social tension.

In this chapter, we explore the truth of this starting point and if so, how can we 
narrow down this income gap.

our first thoughts, opinions anD iDeas on this topic

We assume that the income gap is related to the welfare of any society. In countries 
where this gap is narrow (eg. Scandinavia), it seems that the average level of wel-
fare is higher.

In our opinion, the income gap in Belgium should be narrowed down. This would 
mitigate tensions and increase general welfare. The number of people in situations 
of insecurity or poverty would decrease. The wealth created in our country would 
be better distributed between everyone and would be less monopolized by the 
richest.

We observe that some mechanisms have the effect of widening instead of narrow-
ing the gap between the lowest incomes and the highest incomes:

• The income gap, in absolute terms, widens because of the indexation mecha-
nism, which has a limited impact on the increase of the lowest wages. 

• The income gap widens because the managers reduce the lowest wages and are 
rewarded by higher wages.
 
• The imbalance between labour costs here and in foreign countries has a nega-
tive impact on the basic income. Even in Europe the free circulation of goods & 
services challenges competition, since the levels of social security are not the same 
everywhere. However, consumer pressure (faire trade) may lead companies not to 
outsource their production (e.g. provider of IKEA mattresses).

In order to narrow the income gap, we need first to raise the lowest wages. It was 
also said that high wages are less problematic as long as lowest wages provide suf-
ficient incomes (but this is contradictory with the idea that the income gap – and 
not absolute income – is related to welfare).

• Low wages must be raised in order to ensure that working is more attractive than 
staying unemployed. 

• In order to raise the basic wages, labour costs should be dealt with. Labour costs 

1. AcTINg FOR A FAIRER REmUNERATION OF 
wORk
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are too high.

Meanwhile, we need to think of how to limit excessively high incomes.
 
• One possible way is the participation of workers in the decision making, espe-
cially on wages.

wHAT qUESTIONS DO wE HAvE FOR THE REFERENcE PERSONS wHO HELP US 
FORm OUR OPINION?

• To what extent is the income gap related to welfare?
 − How do we measure welfare and the income gap?
 − Are there any comparative studies between Belgium and other countries?
 − How has Belgium evolved in the last 10 years in terms of incomes, income 
gap, buying power, welfare? 

• How does the index work? What is its effect on the income gap? What is its effect 
on wage scales?
 
• What is the power of an agreement on wages in a Collective Labour Agreement? 
Why not set one up in sectors where there are no Collective Labour Agreements? 
Do the existing channels of “concertation” have a real impact on wages?

• What are the options for limiting high wages? What are the pros & cons? What is 
the unforeseen collateral damage (e.g. the recent increase of the tax on high in-
comes in France)? 

• What are the impediments to a change of taxation in order to diminish the tax on 
work but increase the tax on pollution?
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wHAT ARE OUR FINDINgS AND REcOmmANDATIONS?

In order to ensure social stability, we must have a large middle class and we need to 
limit the income gap. If welfare and social peace increase, there will be a large soci-
etal basis to develop solidarity, one element that we wish to anchor in our society.

The income gap in Belgium is relatively low in comparison with other countries, 
thanks to the redistributing effect of personal income tax. However, we observe 
that many incomes – some in the middle class – have gone down or reached the 
poverty threshold.

Advice 1

Therefore, the objective of all public policies should be aimed at reducing the in-
come gap. This is our starting point for the following propositions.

To ensure this, a system of transparent and accessible monitoring is necessary. 
This will enable the society (citizens, companies, public authorities, unions, etc.) 
to follow the evolution of the income gap in relation to the measures that have 
been implemented or are to be implemented, and also to assume their responsi-
bilities.

Advice 2

Taxation is a tool for the state. The state can take action against the gap between 
high and low incomes in order to foster welfare in society.

To bring this about, the following things need to be done:

• Raise the net income of the lowest wages via the reduction of their fiscal burden. 
This should not lead to a transfer of fiscal pressure to middle-range wages.

We also suggest taxing high wages in another way:

• By a redefinition of the tax base because the individual incomes are not limited 
to the pay slip. Other incomes have to be taken into account such as extra-legal 
advantages (travel, business car, stock options, etc.);

• By a distinction between two dimensions: one is the proportion of the productivi-
ty of the worker and the other is the “value on the market”, i.e. the extra-money the 
employer has to give in order to attract the candidate. In fiscal terms, this surplus 
should be more highly taxed than the income related to the work.

Advice 3

The aim of the index is to maintain the level of buying power.
In the future, in order to avoid the widening of the income gap, the index system 
should become efficient for people with low and middle-level wages. In this direc-
tion, we do not wish for an index jump.
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Indeed, an index jump would hit people with low incomes more severely than 
more privileged people. Moreover, the effect of an index jump is not limited in 
time but has consequences in the long run for low and middle-level wages.
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Description of the theme: what woulD we like to aDress?

In this chapter we will be examining the correlation between the cost of labour and 
the creation of new employment, stemming from the hypothesis that there is in 
fact a link between both. Specifically we want to examine the following:

• On the one hand, the relationship between the total cost of an employee to the 
employer and the hiring/human resourcing-strategy of the employer. Will the em-
ployer hire more people when the per capita labour cost goes down, and if so, what 
possibilities are there to bring down this cost.

• On the other hand, there is the impact that higher net wages can have: does a 
higher net salary translate itself into higher comsumption, and if so does this con-
sequentially have an impact on national employment.

our first thoughts, opinions anD iDeas on this topic

When first touching upon the subject, several questions arose.

We wondered if the various elements that constitute the collective labour cost 
(net salary, payroll tax, social security-contributions of employer and employee, 
benefits of all kinds and several other minor costs) may unnecessarily complicate 
the system. Could it perhaps be more efficient to have only one segment deducted 
from the gross salary, that gets divided later on (from a central dispensory fund) 
among the various needs and systems.

We believe that the social security system is a very good and important system 
that must be maintained, but we wonder whether or not we could, throught the 
systems of collecting and redistribution (recurring to the people), achieve savings 
that would make it possible to reduce labour costs. Are there perhaps too many 
parties (administrations, mutual funds, unions, etc.) involved in the system of 
redistribution? Could it be profitable to streamline the system and make it more 
efficient? Are there possibilities to create more direct links between someone’s 
personal responsibility and the contributions/benefits that this person pays/re-
ceives from the social security system. We think of a bonus/malus system. We real-
ize, off course, that this raises questions and dilemmas on personal responsibility 
and protection of the weaker members of society.

Spontaneously the thought occurs that reducing the labour costs will create jobs 
(lower the price and the demand goes up). We don’t have, however,  a proper in-
sight on that specific correlation, so we have to gain that insight to be able to make 
recommendations.

Off course we realize that reducing these charges will have to be off-set in whole or 
partly by raising other charges. What are the options with the VAT-system? Raising 
or lowering the VAT will most likely have an effect on employment also. (what can 

2. HOw TO USE THE cOST OF LAbOUR  
TO cREATE EmPLOymENT
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we learn from the VAT-decreases in the Horeca-sector, over here and in France?) 
Can we make VAT applicable on all products and services, and thus liberate means 
to reduce labour costs?

Finally we wonder: does this reduction of the labour costs have to be conditional or 
not. In other words: should the principle be to realize a uniform and all-inclusive 
reduction, or should it be used instrumentally and goal-oriented for certain specif-
ic categories of jobs, sectors, corporations… And then there’s the question whether 
job creation is an effect or a (sine qua non) condition for reducing the costs of 
labour: do you have to impose conditions of job creation on a lowering of labour 
costs, yes or no?

wHAT qUESTIONS DO wE HAvE FOR THE REFERENcE PERSONS wHO HELP US 
FORm OUR OPINION?

• Where does employment lie at this moment (sectors, small businesses, big enter-
prises, regions…), where does job creation occur nowadays and how do we see this 
evolving through time? What are the forecasts?

• What are the key elements that constitute labour cost? And which of these, if 
there are any, could be actively exploited to reduce labour costs? What about the 
relation between civilian contributions (in pay) and the benefits that civilians get 
from the social security system?

• Is there a correlation between the reduction of labour cost and job creation? If so, 
what is the nature of this correlation. Is there a direct or indirect link? How quickly 
would such a reduction impact job creation? Does such a reduction also contain 
risks as regards employment?

• What is the impact of social and labour costs on small businesses and business 
owners in comparison to big corporations?

• Do corporations have to be taxed less or more in function of job creation? If so, 
what instruments could be used for this?

• What is the impact of the evolution from direct to indirect taxation on job cre-
ation? And how to best use the instrument of indirect taxation in favour of job 
creation?
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wHAT ARE OUR FINDINgS AND REcOmmANDATIONS?

Argument 1

This could have as a consequence (i) that a solution can be found for the ongoing 
reduction of the number of people who contribute to the social security, largely 
due to the ageing population.

Advice 1

We wish to reduce labour costs. To achieve this, we advise a reduction in the costs 
that put pressure on labour and to enhance the possibilities of financing social 
security with incomes, not stemming from social contributions on labour. (e.g. an 
increase in the taxes on certain incomes with the exception of small savers or by 
raising a tax on the added value of financial transactions – the Tobintax)

Argument 2

Idem advice 1

Advice 2

We want to stress the importance of upholding a decent minimum wage and to 
ensure that everyone has access to the same basic standard of living. To accomplish 
this, we believe it is necessary to:

• Impose a European standard regarding the regulation of labour costs, starting 
with syncronising policy with neighbouring countries.

• Exercise control on the application of the meassures regarding work permits for 
foreign workers. 

• Set up a ban on hiring independant subcontracters at very low prices.

• Tax based upon the country where one works.

Argument 3

The reduction of the cost of labour will improve the competitiveness of companies. 
We ask permission to adapt labour cost on a sectorial level; that way we can engage 
in labour-intensive sectors, especially industries.

Raising net wages will have a positive effect on the economy.

Advice 3

he economic models have established a correlation (from 0% to 100%) between re-
ducing labour costs and job creation. There, we believe it to be necessary to reduce 
the labour cost for employers and employees, on condition that jobs are created 
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and the lowest salaries get a net raise.

On the other side, the European Union has to grant us permission to execute re-
forms on sectorial level in regards to these labour costs.

One panel member expresses regret that these recommendations are too vague.
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Description of the theme: what woulD we like to aDress?

In this chapter, we aim at finding possibilities as regards the facilitation of labour 
market access in the framework of a social European Union. Within this frame-
work, we mainly focus on the issue of bottleneck occupations, or in other words: 
how to facilitate potential employees’ entry into bottleneck occupations? 

Our hypothesis is as follows: if people are to be able to develop themselves and 
plan their lives on a long-term basis, it is of essential importance that everyone 
can develop their personal skills, so that they can contribute to society. In order to 
reach this goal, we want equal opportunity in labour market access and freedom of 
movement, so that each individual can offer their services anywhere across Eu-
rope.

In order to facilitate job entry, it is necessary to consider evolutions on the three 
following axes:

• Ensuring that labour supply and demand interact within a simplified, under-
standable administration system. Therefore, we should consider methods to facili-
tate matching between employers and potential employees. What are the specific 
problems the various actors (administrations, officials, immigrants, employers and 
employees) are facing? How do we connect individuals to job opportunities? How 
do we train them for employment? The latter two questions are important when 
considering bottleneck occupations, as there are not enough ‘suitable’ and ‘compe-
tent’ people for them on the labour market at present. 

• The portrayal of diversity as a basic model or mainstream. Diversity is a reality 
and enriches us. How can we give everyone their place? How do we bring equal op-
portunities to all? 

• Reframing or reconsidering the system of subsidies that support employment 
creation (so as to prevent distortion of competition).

We, citizens, are able to deliver an important contribution in the framework of this 
theme. Thanks to our different origins, experiences and perspectives, as well as our 
constructive approach, we are able to propose creative solutions that enrich and 
direct the debate. 

Given that each and all of us will encounter this issue sooner or later, it is impor-
tant that we consistently use a bottom-up approach.

3. ASSISTINg LAbOUR mARkET AccESS
(IN THE FRAmEwORk OF A SOcIAL EUROPE)
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OUR FIRST THOUgHTS, OPINIONS AND IDEAS ON THIS TOPIc

The various preoccupations and opinions that result from the initial exploration of 
this issue by the citizen panel are found below:

• The administrative steps to be taken in order to get access to work should be sim-
plified for all kinds of jobs, not only for bottleneck occupations (which is the case 
now). 

• Education and training should be catering to the needs and demands of the 
labour market, including bottleneck occupations, as far as possible. It seems es-
sential to us to consider the following, three interrelated elements to this end: in 
one sense, this is about connecting education and the labour market. On the other 
hand, education should have a broad enough scope. And finally, the aspirations 
and talents of individuals have to be considered as well. This means that, to us, it is 
unacceptable that individuals should be forced to learn or practice a trade “against 
their will”. 

• We wish for a more transparent approach in presenting job offers: we note that at 
present, job offers are presented in different ways, and not everyone has access to 
them. Furthermore, we note that matching job supply and demand is not assisted 
(sufficiently).  Two questions come to the fore: who should publish which job 
offers, and how should this take place? What is the role of temp agencies in this 
context? 

• We consider the role and function of “employment schemes”. Do these schemes 
facilitate or prevent equal opportunity in labour market access? How are employ-
ment schemes evaluated? We also ask ourselves some critical questions: isn’t the 
combination of different employment schemes an approach that disregards the 
goal of job creation? Don’t employment schemes become a (cheap) instrument for 
employers to practice a fast cycle of ‘job rotation’ (i.e., firing the employee once the 
requirements of the employment scheme have been met, only to hire a new, ‘ad-
vantageous’ employee immediately afterwards)? Don’t employment schemes have 
the side effect that the real skills of employees are no longer taken into account, 
and that employees are thus not able to build up a career?

• The recognition of degrees and skills, obtained both within and without the 
European Union: what do we know exactly about the recognition of European 
(Bologna) and other foreign degrees? We opine that the current system of recogni-
tion does not function optimally: on the one hand it reduces immigrants’ chances 
of labour market participation, and on the other there is a risk that this system 
distorts our labour market. Finally, what can be done to verify and assess an indi-
vidual’s skills if they are unqualified?

• We take note of the following paradox: at present, one needs papers to get work, 
and work to get papers (a true chicken-and-egg-issue). Therefore, we ask our-
selves: why is it necessary to have the necessary identity papers in order to get 
access to work?

• Finally, we are of the opinion that what  has to be discouraged is to NOT work, 
instead of it being discouraged to work.
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wHAT qUESTIONS DO wE HAvE FOR THE REFERENcE PERSONS wHO HELP US 
FORm OUR OPINION?

• When is an occupation defined as a bottleneck occupation? If there are multiple 
explanations or causes for this, do we have to consider multiple (or various) solu-
tions for this issue? 

• What are the possibilities to ensure that training becomes more attuned to the 
needs and demands of the labour market, and that labour market access is fast and 
easy? How can economic sectors, and the firms within them, contribute to these 
possibilities? And vice versa, how can we ensure that young people have a clearer 
idea of the world of work (e.g. through internships)?

• Do employers have the possibility to let experienced employees coach and train 
newcomers by way of a ‘coaching’ or ‘sponsor’ system? 

• What do we know about the efficiency and disadvantages of employment 
schemes (their positive and negative aspects)? Do you think an approach focused 
on specific target groups is more efficient than a generalised approach, or the other 
way around?

• What steps does a Belgian employer have to take in order to hire a person? Are 
these steps the same for target groups, such as young people, migrants, ex-convicts 
or people with an irregular residency status? What are the possibilities to simplify 
these steps? 

• How can we find, or create, a transparent “matching” system, wherein labour sup-
ply and demand converge (data base)?

• How does the current system of European (Bologna) and foreign degrees work? 
How do we identify and evaluate the competencies of EU and non-EU nationals? 
Is there a way to additionally take peoples’ real skills into account? 

• How can we set up a system of “whereabouts” (which would indicate who is em-
ployed where) for part-time workers, so that this labour method can be supported 
and assisted more optimally (Dimona, Smart...)?
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wHAT ARE OUR FINDINgS AND REcOmmANDATIONS?

Our recommendations are aimed at better convergence of labour supply and avail-
able employment opportunities. 

Argument 1

Too many young people leave school without qualifications or perspectives on the 
labour market. At present, the adult education system has to recuperate and reori-
ent far too many young people. This wastes the time of both these young people, 
and society at large. If they had a better idea of what their future might shape up 
to, and they were able to prepare for this during their schooling, they would most 
likely be more motivated to learn and study. 

Advice 1

Firstly, we attach great importance to young people being better-prepared for life 
at work. Multiple actors and organisations share responsibility for this.

A. The Centre for Student Assistance should help all students discover their talents 
and qualities, and certainly not disregard disadvantaged groups in doing so. More-
over, it should correctly inform students about the present state of the labour mar-
ket and its condition within 10 years, both in the student’s own region and across 
the language border. This should happen at an early age (15 to 16 years). 

B. The Government should frequently refresh its framework of curricula to be 
instituted, in step with the evolving labour market. Schools should then get in-
volved, and institute new curricula that effectively prepare for labour market entry. 
We especially think of the application of new technologies in this regard. As an 
aside, technical occupations obviously need to be raised in stature.

C. Firms and organisations should invite schools, and sensitise them to the chang-
ing need for personnel across different sectors. They should be obliged to create 
meaningful internships or part-time job opportunities for students, preferably at 
an early stage of the curriculum (starting from ages 14 or 15). 

D. Schools themselves should also establish links with firms and organisations, by 
inviting them over and thus sensitising students about the labour market. Sepa-
rately, (technical and vocational) teachers and training personnel should stay in 
touch with the labour market, possibly by doing internships in firms and organisa-
tions themselves. The Government should team up with schools and professional 
federations to systematically evaluate the ease of access that students experience in 
various sectors.

Argument 2

At present, employment assistance (by VDAB, Actiris, FOREM and their subcon-
tractors) is not meeting expectations. The target for the numbers of ‘unemployed 
to be put to work – within a certain duration’ is high, but the quality of assistance 
much less so.
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Advice 2

If we aim for a better match between labour supply and available job opportuni-
ties, it is equally essential that jobseekers can smoothly find work that meet their 
talents and skills. The guidance of unemployed people in their search for a posi-
tion should happen in a much more personal manner. Time should be invested 
in exploring their talents and qualifications in a dialogue with them. Separately, 
opportunities in bottleneck occupations should be targeted, as the chance for a 
successful application for those is far greater.
Consequently, more funding and manpower should be devoted to this guidance 
process. This necessitates a regular analysis of the future shape of the labour mar-
kets and future profile of skills in demand on the part of the Government.

Advice 3

A number of unemployed have both the qualities and the motivation to start their 
own business. There are excellent guidance programs for these “starting entre-
preneurs”. These should certainly be expanded. Still, simultaneously, far too few 
coaches and jobseekers are aware of them. There is a real and urgent need for a 
better flow of information about this subject.

Argument 4

We believe cutting red tape can have a reinforcing effect: it could induce the hiring 
of new employees and the creation of new firms. 

Advice 4

We opine that it is essential to increase labour market flexibility, so that employ-
ees can move between different firms and organisations more smoothly. We point 
towards decreasing administrative hassle (cutting red tape) and more intra-firm 
cooperation. We believe that such a simplification should happen across all differ-
ent government services at once. 

Advice 5

In their present form, employment schemes have too many negative side effects, 
and do not lead to a decrease in the number of labour market mismatches. It fol-
lows that an evaluation of employment scheme efficiency is necessary: inefficient 
schemes (e.g. youth employment schemes) should be terminated. 

Advice 6

The Government is currently showing a great ambivalence about raising the retire-
ment age. If this is a serious goal, stricter legislation and execution should impede 
the easy dismissal of employees over 50. In the event that (older) employees are 
dismissed, employers should bear responsibility for their guidance into new em-
ployment. There should probably be different rules for large firms and organisa-
tions and SME’s in this regard.

Two citizens do not underwrite this theme’s advices, as they believe not enough at-
tention is paid to young people’s free will. 
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Description of the theme: what woulD we like to aDress?

The labour market is in a state of flux; so is the way young (and less young) people 
approach work. In their search for a different work-life balance, they oscillate be-
tween the desire for meaningful employment, and a view of work as simply making 
a living. 

Many people are questioning themselves about the sectors of the future, and the 
best way to develop their skill set and career. Many people also question them-
selves about their contribution to society: what is meaningful work in a changing 
world, that faces great transformations (in the field of energy, ecology, globalisa-
tion...)? In such a context, traditional assumptions about work no longer offer the 
right development opportunities. We want to investigate this tension and discover 
if we can make meaningful recommendations about it.

our first thoughts, opinions anD iDeas on this topic

• We are evolving in the direction of a more flexible labour market; young people 
should learn to handle this, and develop resilience towards the changing context.

• Both education and professional circles should attempt to better gauge the fu-
ture. What sectors will become more important? 

• What does work mean for young people? There is a tension between “meaning-
ful” work and “making a living”.

On the one hand many young people today are strongly focused on material items 
and consumption. Some see work as a necessary evil and rather focus on their life 
and activities outside of work.
But on the other, many young people find the lack of meaning and perspective in 
their work quite problematic. 

• Many young people feel as if they have no impact on society. They disengage be-
cause they feel like they are being railroaded, have to comply. 

• There is too little connection between (core) skills of young people, their inter-
ests and the societal labour market needs. 

• Another way of labour organisation (integration of tasks, teaming up, etc.) could 
make young people feel that their work is meaningful. 

• Young people should also be able to deploy their talents outside the context of 
employment. 

4. wORk AND OUR FUTURE gENERATIONS 
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• Young people are not necessarily sufficiently mature to make choices that will 
determine the rest of their lives at 18. The labour market should leave space for a 
sort of reflection, or exploration, period. 

• Young people have a right to work. Different forms of “community services” could 
form an alternative to the conventional labour market. 

• Existing socio-cultural organisations (youth groups, etc.) should be able to play a 
role in the reinforcement of young people’s position on the labour market.  

• The current generations’ impact has a decisive influence on the perspectives of 
future generations. 

wHAT qUESTIONS DO wE HAvE FOR THE REFERENcE PERSONS wHO HELP US 
FORm OUR OPINION?

• How will our labour market look in 20 years? What sectors and occupations will 
take prominence? What are the new forms of labour organisation we will face? 

• A number of questions regarding the relationship of young people vis-a-vis work: 
 - What are young people’s expectations about work? What renders work 
“meaningful” for them? 
 - Why do young people feel as if they make no mark in society? How can 
work help resolve this? 
 - Why do some young people see work as a “necessary evil”? 

• What methods exist to ensure that everyone – young people, students,  
grown-ups – can engage with society in another way than through wage labour, 
that is nonetheless well-structured (i.e., not by piecemeal, patchy volunteering)? 
Our point of departure is a broader, re-imagined form of “community service”, 
which would allow people to decide to take a distance at any moment from their 
career, albeit within a structured framework. 

• How should we handle the future’s challenges, and educate and prepare people 
for these changes? In this context, two additional questions arise: 
 - What are the challenges to a context of transition (diminishing oil sup-
plies, changing demographics, and so on)? 
 - How can firms adjust to this context?



67

wHAT ARE OUR FINDINgS AND REcOmmANDATIONS?

Advice 1

Since it is difficult to assess the impact of future changes (population ageing, 
population growth, oil depletion, climate change and others), we believe labour 
market resilience (i.e., its capacity to absorb shocks) should increase.

• Compliance with the Constitutional Court’s 7 July 2011 decision regarding the 
equalisation of manual and clerical staff statutes could be ensured by scrapping 
the different redundancy regulations these statutes contain. This could be done by 
channelling and partitioning the redundancy pay for clerical staff, and putting it to 
active use (retraining, outplacement...), and also adopting the same arrangement 
for manual workers.

As a result, the temporary worker statute can return to its roots: a reservoir to 
be used in case of labour market shortages. Human resources management will 
largely return to the firm itself, which increases reciprocal commitment. 

Wages should be linked more to knowledge and competencies, rather than set on 
the basis of seniority alone, in order to give older employees more opportunities to 
switch jobs. 

In order to avoid that the generation about to enter the labour market should bear 
the brunt of an ageing population alone, the labour market should be opened up 
to retirees. This will also decrease the risk of knowledge loss in the years, and de-
cades, to come. 

Our labour laws, which date a century back, should be revised according to the 
flexibility so earnestly  needed by the labour market.

• A second way to increase labour market resilience is to invest in local, compara-
tively small-scale economies.

Argument 2

We want to support social innovation. This will benefit both employers and em-
ployees, and will have a positive socio-economic impact, as it increases mutual 
trust. 
Encouraging enriching employment opportunities is, in part, an answer to the 
problem of an ageing population.

Advice 2

For future generations, more attention should be given to “enriching jobs” that 
motivate people to stay at work until later in life. This especially in a context of an 
ageing population, and with the aim of maintaining our current wealth level. 

This does not concern pension fund reform, but can offer a partial answer to the 
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non-rejuvenation of the population.

Below, we list some ways to enrich jobs: 

• A “mentor role” for older employees (vis-à-vis younger employees, interns, stu-
dents or newcomers), which could be an intermediary stage between work and 
retirement. 

• The development of a “society cheque”, which stipulates an amount of time the 
employee can spend on work of common purpose. 

• The stimulation of job rotation within the firm to make employees develop differ-
ent skills. Moreover, varied work is more interesting.

• The setting up of a social innovation platform to unite all actors (employers, em-
ployees, researchers, schools – a corporate G1000?). 

• Encouraging local firms to take secondary schools under their wing. 

Argument 3

In the present situation, participation is too often limited to an institutionalised 
form of participation, which does not necessarily reflect all human components of 
an enterprise.

We have to break this mould. A more versatile participation, involving more and 
different people, is a necessity. 

We need to change our culture and mentality, in order to attain real participa-
tion within firms, organisations, politics and public finance, in short, everywhere 
where people work together towards a common goal. We believe participation is 
an enrichment for firms.  

A few examples of this enrichment:

• Development of a sense of involvement and responsibility; 

• Taking one’s life in one’s own hands; 

• More attentiveness towards the common purpose instead of profit maximisation; 

• Stimulation of social and economic cohesion;

• Motivation of employees.
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Advice 3

In order to ensure that organisations (schools, civil society, public services, etc.) 
adopt broader participation methods, we propose two complementary recommen-
dations: 

1. Supporting firms to promote and bring about participative measures within 
their specific context. E.g. transfer of consultants or knowledge to firms. 

2. The introduction of instruments to measure, valorise, recognise and follow up 
on the progress firms make in the field of participation. Examples include: 

• A tender to define firms’ engagement; 

• A social balance sheet that includes participation in addition to the rate of em-
ployment (which will allow the valorisation of employing young people), the 
degree of diversity, professional training policy, etc.;

• Labels to acknowledge participation (parallel to the existing norms about corpo-
rate well-being); 

• And – why not? – the institution of fiscal advantages to participation?
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Description of the theme: what woulD we like to aDress?

In this section, we want to discuss the relation between quality of life and work of 
quality. We consider the role (remunerated) work should have in the attainment of 
a good quality of life. 

our first thoughts, opinions anD iDeas on this topic

In our opinion, a good quality of life means that:

• Everyone should have the prospect of meeting their primary needs (food, lodg-
ing, health...); 

• Everyone can engage themselves in their work. We define this as everyone having 
a job that expands upon their talents and passions, and everyone having access to 
the necessary training and education to attain enriching work (in all senses of the 
word);  

• Everyone can also engage themselves outside of work. We believe that people 
should be free in their choice for (or against) remunerated work, and that we live 
in a society where work does not define one’s entire life, and work is not the only 
source of recognition (leisure activities, volunteer work, home-keeping... should 
be as well); 

• Pressure and stress on the job should be non-existent or at least much less prom-
inent (no matter if one is employee or employer);

• Everyone can forge and maintain the social relations of their choosing, both at 
work and in their private life; 

• We live in a society where we have less of a need for money to be happy, a society 
which does not exclude anyone for financial reasons, a less consumer-oriented 
society. 

In order to realise this, we believe it must be possible to evolve flexibly between 
different situations as we negotiate different periods, or phases, of life: a time for 
work, for family life, for volunteering, for leisure... We must ensure that (all) exist-
ing talent in our society does not go to waste.  

We also have to develop another attitude towards unemployment. Unemployment 
must not be a situation that leads to others’ disdain. Concurrently, the idea that 
only sufficiently ‘productive’ persons can gain a foothold on the labour market 
must be banished. If we want to use all talent within our society, everyone must 
have a place on the labour market, irrespective of their productivity level. Coopera-
tion should become our guiding principle, not competition. Then, fear will not be 
a decisive force when we make choices for ourselves. 

5. wORk OF qUALITy FOR qUALITy OF LIFE
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And maybe such a society also presupposes that we should make a difference be-
tween wages/ salaries and incomes. 

Which is how we reach a core theme in our conversations about the subject. Some 
panel members wonder whether an unconditional basic income could not be a 
good way to accomplish the ideal society we have described above. The pros and 
cons that already bubble to the surface in our own discussions are: 

• Cons: this would decrease the motivation to work; it would discriminate against 
some occupations.

• Pros: this would be less costly across the board; it would enable everyone to plan 
their lives more freely and creatively. One is no longer obliged to participate in our 
consumer society (the “right to sloth”). Some administrative formalities can be 
abolished, which frees up energy for other activities. We would no longer have to 
accept bottom-barrel wages or other indignities for survival’s sake.

wHAT qUESTIONS DO wE HAvE FOR THE REFERENcE PERSONS wHO HELP US 
FORm OUR OPINION?

• To what extent is an unconditional basic income a means to realise the society of 
quality we have described above? 
 − Is it feasible? An utopian vision? Possible to realise in our country? 
 − What stipend? Which income level? In which relation to other sources of 
income?
 − Is there any Belgian data on the subject?
 − Should this also be introduced abroad – is something like this only suc-
cessful if it can be executed at the international level?
 − What risks are associated with an unconditional basic income?

• How can we recognise and valorise different forms of contribution to society? 
(House-keeping, volunteering, helping pensioners...) 
 − What initiatives already exist in Belgium? What would be feasible? 
 − How can we valorise volunteer work? 

• What measures already exist, and what could be introduced in Belgium to realise 
the quality of life we envision? 

• In what direction is the world of work developing regarding quality of life? What 
ways exist to look at work? And to plan it (in time and space)? What forms of orga-
nization? 
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wHAT ARE OUR FINDINgS AND REcOmmANDATIONS?

As citizens, we are under the impression that the usual rhetoric of our government 
is usually geared towards numbers and job creation. It appears of the essence to us, 
though, to think collectively about other ways to consider the values that steer and 
shape our society.  
Considering the issue of quality of life, both at and outside work, we find it essen-
tial to encourage a context wherein:

• Everyone receives recognition and is able to fulfil a role in the development of 
social cohesion; 

• Everyone can devote the necessary time to what is essential to them (family, 
friends, civil society); 

• Solidarity, loyalty, generosity and cooperation are stimulated;

• The chance to engage life as free and autonomous actors is guaranteed; 

• The idea of “growing beyond” and the reduction of our ecological footprint are 
seen as genuine opportunities; 

• The premise is a mindset of worldwide fraternity.

In this context, we could transcend the limited vision of our social model, that is 
still too heavily geared towards individualism and materialism, and wherein pur-
chasing power and rampant consumption are the proof of achievement. 

In short, we want a society where it is possible to dream and where people are not 
only motivated by mistrust or fear of the future, but by hope for a better quality of 
life.

Argument 1

In our opinion, the unconditional basic income would supersede the various ex-
tant forms of redistribution (such as unemployment and child subsidies, welfare, 
pensions and other replacement incomes). 
This stipend will be less costly across the board than all extant subsidies com-
bined, because the system will be based on a different form of wealth redistribu-
tion; it will stimulate a better quality of life, more freedom and creativity in the 
way we engage our lives and activities, without having the obligation to follow the 
consumer society; it will also allow us to abolish certain administrative formalities, 
and therefore free up energy for other activities, such as innovation.

Advice 1

We think the unconditional basic income would be a good means to realise this 
society. 

A minority of panel members does not wish to support the proposition, as they 
think it is unworkable and possibly dangerous. 
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Advice 2

We believe a better quality of life at work is essential for general well-being. Con-
sidering this, our recommendations are as follows: 

• Employees should be (more) involved in decision-making within their company 
(more interaction between management and workers in a less hierarchic structure: 
cooperation/creativity). 

• The criteria for (mentally and physically) taxing work should be revised, analysed 
and measured (by way of evaluation certificates issued by external organisations), 
and compensated by the organisation of work and labour market flexibility.

• The objectives behind employment should be redefined by giving employees 
more responsibility, as well as more autonomy in their working arrangements 
(schedules, trainings, ways of working...).
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Description of the theme: what woulD we like to aDress?

Workplace discrimination concerns expectations of equal treatment. Discrimi-
nation is a problem impeding access to education and the labour market (entry, 
progression and exit), and manifests itself in many different stages, some of them 
subtle and indirect. 

If we are to tackle the issue of workplace discrimination, we should not ignore its 
social dimension. Which means we should diminish the fear of the “other”, and 
emphasize our commonalities instead of our differences. Moreover, a clear dis-
tinction between the term discrimination and the terms immigration and racism, 
which we can situate within discrimination, should be made.

our first thoughts, opinions anD iDeas on this topic

Workplace discrimination is punishable by law; nonetheless, positive solutions 
that do not only concern the punishment of improper behaviour, but rather in-
crease contact between people, should be sought. Possible solutions are the inten-
sification of business contact with the countries of origin, strengthening dialogue, 
stimulating civil society and adopting a more balanced spatial distribution to 
avoid the formation of ghettoes (cf. the Netherlands). 

Our Belgian society is diverse, and the media should be a good reflection of this 
diversity. Hereby, we can stimulate an attitude of respect and openness towards 
the other, without however blindly accepting everything (no cultural relativism), 
and based on the Rights of Man. It is however necessary for people to know their 
rights before they can demand them, or take their own responsibility in the matter. 
Therefore, it is important that the integration of civics and anthropology classes in 
school curricula would be considered. It is important to emphasize mutual respect 
in these classes: when people are received openly, they are more likely to integrate. 
Stigmatisation has the opposite effect. 

The steps that have been taken in the fight against gender discrimination can also 
provide inspiration for tackling other forms of discrimination.

We can also learn from foreign examples, for instance where recruitment is con-
cerned (e.g. anonymous CV and job applications: not mentioning name, age or 
ethnic origin, and insisting on the publication of all job opportunities).

In the short term, positive discrimination (quota and target rates) could be consid-
ered, but a change in mentality (education) will be necessary to ensure a transition 
in the longer term.

6. wORkPLAcE DIScRImINATION 
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wHAT qUESTIONS DO wE HAvE FOR THE REFERENcE PERSONS wHO HELP US 
FORm OUR OPINION?

• What is the future proportional breakdown of the Belgian working age popula-
tion (old and new Belgian), and what will this mean for workplace discrimination?

• How was gender discrimination in the workplace eradicated? What worked and 
what didn’t? And, maybe, from a wider perspective: is there a history of workplace 
discrimination? How does it look? What can we learn from it? 

• Are there any inspiring foreign examples that counter workplace discrimination? 
In how far could these apply in, or to, Belgium? 

• What are examples of measures (legal, as well as voluntarily borne by employers 
and employees) that try to counter workplace discrimination, how are they evalu-
ated and what can we learn from this evaluation? Please specifically elaborate on 
anonymous sollicitations, quota’s and target rates. 

• What is the importance of specific measures against workplace discrimination? 
Is it throwing good effort after bad, as long as intolerance and discrimination still 
exist in society at large, or could a more diverse workplace help to create a more 
diverse society?    

wELkE ZIjN ONZE cONcLUSIES EN AANbEvELINgEN?

Discrimination is a serious matter. We deem it important to consider all differ-
ences and diversity (ethnic, religious, age-wise, political, economic, regarding (dis)
abilities...) in our society as enrichments. It is important for our economic devel-
opment to give all talents a chance to flourish. As a society, we want to transcend 
discrimination and put diversity to good use: we can thus create more social cohe-
sion and gross national happiness.

Argument 1

• Of course quantitative analysis is essential groundwork, but we believe that quali-
tative analysis is an equally important tool to understand the motives and dynam-
ics of discrimination. This concerns labour market entry (hiring decisions a.o.), 
as well as workplace activity and leaving an organisation (entry, transfer or exit). 
Qualitative analysis is necessary to give the numbers a useful meaning, in order to 
fashion them into tools to tackle the issue.

• We find it important not to simply make observations, but to also undertake ac-
tion.
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Advice 1

We want to make existing research materials about discrimination more usable in 
the field. It is thus important for the results of both quantitative and qualitative 
analysis to be disseminated more widely. Furthermore, these insights should be 
“translated” into concrete measures that will give firms and organisations levers in 
their fight against discrimination.

Argument 2

• It is inadmissible that so many talents and skills remain unutilised. 

• A more positive view of discriminated groups and persons can have a viral effect 
on best practice. 

• Research has shown that both employers and employees hold an unjustified, very 
negative perception of people of different ethnic origins. We believe this percep-
tion should urgently be corrected, as it is one of the prime causes of discrimina-
tion.

• A more positive appreciation of discriminated groups and persons will engender 
a more positive self-image for these groups and persons, and catalyse better inte-
gration.

Advice 2

A more positive image must be created for all discriminated groups and persons: 
“Putting faces to the numbers”. 

• The negative image of discriminated groups and persons should be rectified 
through the media (newscasters, soap operas), tour operators, police, schools, and 
others. This way, we want to disseminate positive information about discriminated 
groups laterally, in all echelons of society (including firms). Such actions should 
always be targeted towards specific target groups and issues.  

• We propose the following ways to sensitize people and generate more empathy: 
“storytelling” (telling life stories, witness accounts...) and “roadshows” (itinerant 
theatre plays) in schools, cultural centres, firms and other places.

Argument 3

• This measure will engender more solidarity on the labour market, in the work-
place and in society as a whole. 

• If no stricter measures are adopted, we will need to wait another 400 years before 
everyone enjoys equal opportunities. 
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Advice 3

We want to impose the following measure on firms, in order to provide them with 
an incentive to discriminate less. We want to make non-discrimination a prerequi-
site for obtaining subsidies and winning public tenders. The Government should 
not only encourage, but also oblige firms to draw up a diversity plan. Such a plan 
should contain a vision, indicators and ways to attain the proposed targets, in both 
the short and long term.
This plan has to be developed in dialogue with all concerned parties (employers, 
employees, social actors in the region...) and be adapted to the specific context of 
the concerned region.
The larger the tender or subsidy (in absolute terms), the stricter the conditions re-
garding diversity should become. This way, this will still be manageable for smaller 
organisations.
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wEEkEND 1

Bea Cantillon is director of the Centre for Social Policy Herman Deleeck at the 
University of Antwerp, where she teaches social policy in Belgium and Europe. She 
has published about the consequences of socio-demographic change for social se-
curity, social indicators, social federalism and social policy in Europe, among other 
subjects.

wEEkEND 2

Bernard Conter is a political scientist and works with the Walloon Institute for 
Evaluation, Research and Statistics (IWEPS). His themes are labour market policy 
and occupation training. 
 
Marc De Vos is professor in labour law at the University of Ghent and the Free 
University of Brussels. He is also general manager of the Itinera Institute in Brus-
sels, an independent thinktank focused on policy reform.   
 

wEEkEND 3

theme wage gap
 
Sandra Rosveldts is head of the “Research and Development” section of the 
ACW, the umbrella organisation of the Christian employees’ associations. The re-
search section focuses on social research about both today’s issues and long-term 
problems.   
 
Christian Valenduc is professor at the Universitary Faculties of Namur and, since 
1998, advisor-general Finance at the Federal Public Service Finance. He is respon-
sible for the economic research associated with taxation policy, the management 
of micro-simulation models, and taxation statistics. 

theme labour cost

Paul Verschueren is a commercial engineer, and has been working with Feder-
gon, the Federation of HR Service Providers, since 2000. He was at first the head of 
its economic research section, but has been director for the Flemish region since 
this year. 

Stéphane Verstraete is the director of the Belgian firm SolAZ, active in civil engi-
neering and (soil) remediation. 

Jan Vanthuyne is director-general of the Directorate of Employment and Labour 
Market. The Directorate is responsible for the preparation, support and imple-
mentation of all policy regarding employment, labour market regulation and 
unemployment insurance.

LIST OF REFERENcE PERSONS 



79

theme labour market entry

Bernard Maingain is a solicitor at Xirius. He is specialised in legal strategies for 
firms, human resources and labour law. His career has in part been inspired by the 
concern for making people the focus of all enterprise. 

Michèle Claus is labour market specialist at the FEB (Federation of Enterprises in 
Belgium), the employers’ association. 

Ludo Struyven has been research leader at the HIVA – KU Leuven since 1994. He 
is active in the themes of labour market policy, activation of unemployed, regional 
and city-level policy, labour market mediation and market processes. 

theme quality of life

Yannick Vanderborght is professor at the Universitary Faculty Saint Louis in 
Brussels, and guest lector at the KU Leuven. He holds a PhD in political science, 
and is mainly interested in unemployment and poverty, social policy and the prin-
ciple of a basic income.

Caroline Gijselinckx is doctor in social sciences at the KU Leuven. In the past, 
she carried out considerable research about “critical realism”. At the moment, she 
is mainly studying the actors and structures of the social economy and civil society 
in Belgium.

Mieke Van Gramberen is general manager of the non-profit association Flanders 
Synergy. FS promotes innovation in the field of labour organisation in firms, social 
profit organisations and government bodies, with the goal of creating more resil-
ient organisations and better labour quality. 

theme future generations

Abraham Franssen is professor in social science at the Universitary Faculty Saint 
Louis in Brussels, and has been guest lector at the KU Leuven since 2003. His main 
research fields are the analysis of public action, deviation fields, justice and re-
search methodology. 

Mark Trullemans is coordinator of diversity policy at Actiris, the Brussels region-
al service for labour mediation, responsible for the implementation of Brussels 
employment policy.

Xavier Roberti works at Terre, a social economy firm watchful for its social im-
pact, mainly active in the recycling business. 

theme Discrimination

Albert Martens is a social scientist and emeritus professor at the KU Leuven. He 
was, and still is, active within the themes of immigration policy and workplace 
discrimination. 
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Jozef De Witte is director at the Belgian Centre for Equal Opportunities and the 
Fight against Racism. He was previously active in adult education, and with 11.11.11.

Dirk Jacobs is professor in social science at the Université libre de Bruxelles. He 
wrote a dissertation about migrants’ voting rights, and is conducting research 
about the political participation of ethnic minorities and education sociology. 
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Elif Alduman - 1978 - Strombeek-Bever
Ik ben getrouwd en mama van een kindje van 4. Ik studeerde af aan de EHSAL 
(International MBA). Ik werk bij Fedactio (Federatie van Actieve Verenigingen van 
Belgie). 

Patrick Avonds - 1955 - Zedelgem
Ik ben gehuwd en ben een trotse vader en grootvader. 
Na 38 jaar nachtarbeid en ploegarbeid bij CNH ben ik bruggepensioneerd. Mijn 
grootste hobby is toeren met de motor en ik heb een passie voor wijnen.

Sam Bastiaens - 1992 -  Zomergem
Als 20-jarige student rechten ben ik de jongste deelnemer van het Burgerpanel.
Ik ben al jaren actief in verscheidene verenigingen, vooral al 15 jaar scouting, waar-
van nu 4 jaar als leider. Ik ben gedreven, sociaal, enthousiast en een babbelaar.

Aicha Bouharras - 1981 - Genk
Ik ben opgegroeid en woon in Genk; de sluiting van de Ford fabriek raakt me diep. 
Ik werk als educatieve medewerker bij het Internationaal Comité, studeer mo-
menteel af als sociaal-cultureel werker (Sociale Hogeschool Heverlee). Ik verdiep 
me graag in de islam, en ben bibliothecaris van de Moskee van Winterslag. Ik ben 
trots op mijn Marokkaanse roots, maar ben even zot van alle verschillende cul-
turen die ik dankzij mijn werk leer kennen! 

Pierre Darchambeau - 1972 -  Ans
Je vis à Liège, en couple, sans enfant. Je suis  informaticien de formation, et gérant 
de sociétés. Je suis laïque. J’ai été Conseiller communal durant 12 ans. En partici-
pant au G1000 et au Panel citoyen, je cherche une autre forme de démocratie, non 
soumise aux partis politiques traditionnels.

Bart De Rijcke - 1962 - Oosterzele
Ik ben een zoeker en wrik graag aan vaste zekerheden. Ik woon in een klein 
Vlaams gehucht, maar hou ook van de stad. Bij gebrek aan diploma werk ik me-
estal als arbeider. Ik denk graag na over de dingen, hou van initiatief en verant-
woordelijkheid nemen en wil graag bijdragen aan een leefbare, warme samenlev-
ing. 

Cécile Delval - 1965 - Antoing
Je suis enseignante dans le secondaire, dans la région de Tournai. J’adore mon 
métier (heureusement, car il n’est pas toujours facile). Je suis à l’écoute des autres, 
j’ai beaucoup de patience et un caractère assez Zen. Les seules choses qui me font 
perdre mon calme sont le manque de respect et l’injustice. 

Linda Errens - 1969 - Lontzen
Ich bin Kassiererin in einem Supermarkt im deutschsprachigen Gebiet Belgiens. 
Ich bin verheiratet und Mutter von zwei Kindern, die stolz darauf sind, dass ihre 
Mutter am G1000 teilnimmt. Auch wenn ich nicht oft öffentlich das Wort ergreife, 
bin ich froh, dass ich am Bürgerpanel beteiligt bin.  
 

cOmPOSITION OF THE cITIZEN PANEL 
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Francine Féret - 1947 - Waterloo
Licenciée en traduction/interprétation, sociologie, et études ISCO – mouvement 
ouvrier chrétien. Engagée dans le domaine syndical et politique (hors partis). J’ai 
créé une coopérative pour pouvoir faire de l’économie qui soit au service du social. 
J’ai adopté un enfant couleur café il y a 21 ans. Et je reste rebelle malgré mon grand 
âge! 

Veronique Hennissen - 1977 - Lint
Ik ben 35 jaar en mama van 3 kinderen. Ik werk fulltime als magazijnmedewerker 
en wil me inzetten voor ons landje België.

Michel Janssen - 1945 - De Panne
Retraité, père et grand père. Je suis licencié en sciences économiques et finan-
cières. J’ai quitté la Belgique en 1974 pour travailler pour une multinationale 
américaine. Ceci m’a permis de travailler et de vivre dans et avec des cultures dif-
férentes, et de connaître les différents systèmes de sécurité sociale. Depuis cette 
année je suis à nouveau résident en Belgique. Mes intérêts sont lire (économie et 
politique), travailler comme consultant pour des jeunes entreprises, le golf et le 
bricolage (quand je ne fais pas du babysitting).

Hermann Lennartz - 1965 - Hombourg
Ich bin Vater von 5 Kindern, meine Frau ist depressiv (das wurde ihr als ein-
schränkende Krankheit, als Handikap, anerkannt). Während 15 Jahren habe ich 
in einem Unternehmen gearbeitet, das seine Aktivitäten nach Polen verlegt und 
anschließend geschlossen hat unter dem Vorwand der Wirtschaftskrise. Seitdem 
habe ich keine feste Arbeit mehr gefunden, ich bin mal arbeitslos und mal als In-
terim beschäftigt. Meine Hobbys sind Modelleisenbahn und Musik.

Monshemvula Benjamin Mabusa - 1952 - Dour
Je suis un citoyen du monde. Né en Afrique, et ayant atterri à Dour, par l’unique 
volonté de Dieu.

Zoubairi Majiev - 1950 - Malle
Ik ben van Tsjetsjeense afkomst, heb het diploma van econoomboekhouder (be-
haald in de Sovjet-Unie in 1972, erkend in Vlaanderen op het niveau van licentiaat 
in 2005) en  behaalde een Master in de sociologie aan de Universiteit van Antwer-
pen in 2011. Als 60-plusser ben ik nog steeds op zoek naar een job. 

Luc Mathieu - 1960 - Dilbeek
Gelukkig getrouwd en vader van 2 kinderen. Sinds 2011 ben ik zelfstandig onderne-
mer geworden en momenteel ben ik verantwoordelijk voor een KMO van 10-tal 
medewerkers. Voordien heb ik verschillende internationale managementposities 
bekleed in multinationals. Ik hou van innovatieve ideeën zoals de G1000. 

Danielle Mathy - 1949 - Charleroi
Je suis l’aînée d’une famille de 9 enfants et mère de 3 garçons et 1 fille. J’aime ré-
fléchir, comparer les religions, la culture des pays et voir leur évolution dans le 
temps. J’essaie de comprendre les coutumes et les lois des différents pays.



83

Louise Michaux - 1989 - Havelange
Institutrice primaire de formation, je me suis spécialisée dans le domaine de 
l’éducation à l’environnement. Actuellement, je travaille en tant que tuteur énergie 
dans un Centre Public d’Action Sociale, mais j’aimerais par la suite créer un centre 
pédagogique relatif au domaine de la nature, de l’environnement. Le G1000 m’a 
donné envie d’explorer le monde politique, je me suis donc récemment engagée 
dans la politique locale de ma région.

Anna Missinne - 1950 - Kessel-Lo
Ik ben vrouw, moeder en oma. Ik leef ontzettend mee met de ROMA zigeuners, 
ik deel hun angst én hun levensvreugde. Ik wil me inzetten opdat ze werk kunnen 
vinden, en zelf hun leven kunnen bepalen. Tijdens de week-ends van het Burg-
erpanel draag ik hun handgemaakte kleding, om de aandacht te vestigen op hun 
problemen. 

Bruno Monfort - 1952 - Fernelmont
Divorcé, 2 grandes filles. Ingénieur agronome, chercheur à l’unif de Gembloux 
dans le domaine des grandes cultures (céréales, orges de brasserie). Plutôt “ni dieu 
ni maître”. Souvent impliqué dans des associations (patro, cercle, parents, fêtes ...) 
J’aime les voyages, les rencontres. Et la cueillette des champignons.

Lieve Proost - 1950 - Hasselt
Ik ben alleenstaande. Ik was  actief in onderwijs, architectuur, opbouwwerk en 
verenigingen, en vanaf 2006 consulent in een werkwinkel. Ik geniet van lezen en 
cultuur, van werken in de tuin, maar vooral van mijn kleinzoon.

Michaël Pruys - 1979 - Ath
Je suis marié et père de 2 enfants. Et aussi cycliste, photographe, marcheur et 
assembleur de mots fortement amateur, animateur de chantier jeunes, accompa-
gnant de personnes handicapées, bénévole - aide soignant, secouriste, et proprié-
taire momentané d’un certain nombre de briques moyennement bien empilées...

Mieke Schevelenbos - 1965 - Everberg
Ik studeerde Germaanse en communicatiewetenschappen, ben moeder van 2 
dochters. Gedurende 15 jaar leidde ik de afdeling Communicatie van het Belgisch 
Instituut voor de Verkeersveiligheid (BIVV), bekend van o.a. de Bob-campagnes. 
Mijn passie voor sociale marketing bleef m’n drijfveer bij WWF en BrandNew-
Day en zeker nu, als directeur marketing en communicatie van de Gezinsbond. Ik 
geloof in de G1000 als katalysator.

Rushabh Shah - 1988 - Wilrijk
Ik ben een informaticus met een passie voor muziek, films en boeken. Binnen de 
informatica houd ik mij vooral bezig met netwerken en systemen. Ik ben geboren 
en getogen in Antwerpen met een Indische achtergrond. Mijn studies heb ik vol-
tooid aan de OLVC en de KdG-Hogeschool in Antwerpen.

Marijke Smeets - 1980 - Berchem
Ik heb mijn wortels in Limburg, ben meter van Teun (1 jaar), woon samen in 
Antwerpen, werk in Nederland (bedrijfsvoering) en ik studeer aan de KU Leuven 
(deeltijdse Master na Master). 
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Ingrid Thys - 1965 - Lendelede
Ik ben afgestudeerd aan de RUG (1987) en kies al een hele tijd voor een deeltijdse 
job - ik werk vooral als boekhouder - om daarnaast onbetaalde jobs te kunnen 
doen voor verenigingen die ik nuttig vind. Ik ben gehuwd en heb twee studerende 
kinderen. 

Sven Van den Eynde - 1980 - Antwerpen
Ik ben informaticus en gehuwd. Mensen beschrijven me als warm, behulpzaam 
en betrouwbaar. Maar daarnaast sta ik ook bekend als de verstrooide professor. 
Ik geniet van leuke dingen doen met familie en vrienden, muziek, lekker eten, en 
mijn job.

Franco Vitiello - 1960 - Bruxelles
“J’ai quitté l’île aux esclaves, la chaloupe a vogué vers l’ile des libertés où je devrai 
rendre ma liberté”...

Pierre Wuidart - 1981 - Tournai
Je travaille comme journaliste dans une télé régionale. J’aime jouer, voyager, dis-
cuter avec des amis, relever des défis et rencontrer des gens. Je suis célibataire, 
chrétien et gay. 

Naima Yaakoubi - 1970 - Bruxelles
Diplômée des études supérieures approfondies en Terminologie au Maroc et 
formatrice bénévole en auto-développement personnel. J’habite à Bruxelles, où je 
travaille comme aide ménagère. Mon but principal est de préserver la liberté de 
pensée et d’expression ; vivre le maximum possible d’échanges humains... 

Özkan Yilmaz - 1978 - Heusden-Zolder
Ik ben de zoon van een ex-mijnwerker en studeerde Informatica (Universiteit Has-
selt). Tijdens mijn studies was ik actief in verschillende sociaal-culturele verenig-
ingen. Ik werkte voor de Lucernacolleges, BETIAD (Federatie van actieve onderne-
mers) en nu als regiodirecteur voor Fedactio in Limburg.
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Gender

Female: 16
Male: 16

Education

Secondary: 12 
College: 8
University: 12

By province

Antwerp: 5
Limburg: 3
East Flanders: 3
West Flanders: 3
Flemish Brabant: 5
Walloon Brabant: 1
Namur: 2
Liege: 3
Hainaut: 4
Luxembourg: 1 
Brussels Capital Region: 2 

By age

Less than 30: 7 
30 – 45: 9 
45 – 60: 9 
60 and over: 7 
Youngest participant: 19
Oldest participant: 66

Language

Dutch: 18
French: 12
German: 2 
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THE G1000 RECOMMENDATIONS

The G1000 does not have a monopoly on truth, but our search for democratic in-
novation nevertheless provided us with several suggestions that we would like to 
share with society.

... to the parliamentary commissions authorized on work and unemployment

Take the suggestions in content from the citizen panel seriously: they are the 
results of a slow and thoughtful process with an adequate reflection of the popula-
tion of this country.

Analyze and continue to explore the line of thinking of the citizen panel: the fact 
that a consensus was reached says something about the public support of certain 
policies.

Communicate what you found valuable and less valuable about the citizens’ work.

Do not hesitate to organize yourself moments of citizens’ participation on legisla-
tive matters.

... to local and provincial governments

Enable citizens’ participation on several levels. Take note of existing participative 
initiatives nationally and internationally and improve capacity-building within 
your administration.

Involve citizens assigned by lot in diverse decisional processes (town and coun-
try planning, municipal budget). Have the courage to include citizens at an early 
stage, attempt to approach citizens with a blank page. The ones who only consult 
them by the end of a decision making process, risk evoking irritation and rejec-
tion.

Be clear in your aim over citizens’ participation and honour the deal. Take note of 
the Participatiewijzer for local governments drawn up by the National Ombuds-
man in the Netherlands. Use the Participatiewiki from Socium/Lodewijk Deraet 
Foundation/De Wakkere Burger and the seven-step-plan for citizens’ participation 
from Kenniscentrum Vlaamse Steden. The King Baudouin Foundation has ac-
quired lots of experience on governance and participation.

The resulTs
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… to regional and federal parliaments and governments

Support deliberative democracy as a valuable supplement to representative democ-
racy. Keep the citizens’ perspective into account during policy research through 
participative and deliberative processes.

Develop departments that make citizens’ participation possible when demanded 
by parliament or government. Such departments (have) exist(ed) throughout 
Europe (and even in Belgium) in which they were used for mainly TA’s (technology 
assessments). Their functioning as a para-parliamentary instrument is inspiring.

Reinforce confidence between citizen and government by making room for regu-
larly recurring structural consultation with random tests and citizens assigned by 
lot.

Ratify the huge expertise concerning governance built up by the King Baudouin 
Foundation and the Foundation for Future Generations. Use the broad interna-
tional experience as collected at Participedia.net.

… to political parties

Promote reflection about the future of our democratic model within your party. 
Have research facilities ponder about the question: how do we see the functioning 
of democracy in 2030?

Support numerous participative initiatives from your local divisions.

Appeal to citizen panels to learn what the population is concerned with, to test 
new ideas or to attain or co-create new ones.

… to social partners

Invest in innovative ways of socio-economic consultation by giving stakeholders’ 
management with all involved parties a chance as a valuable addition for classical 
consultation between the top of the trade unions and employers’ associations.

Develop new forms of dialogue between your members and civil society. Run the 
risk of appealing to citizen panels assigned by lot to explore or defuse delicate 
subjects.

The resulTs
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... to citizens

Do not wait until the government organizes deliberative processes for you, rather 
design your own participative process and establish its instructiveness, in which 
degree it increases social learning, engagement and involvement. Make use of 
expertise accumulated in organizations like Network Participation in Flanders and 
the Foundation for Future Generations.

Learn that society is not a total of individuals which all look at the government but 
an interaction of citizens, institutions and governments. Learn that it is not ap-
plicable to hold only politicians accountable: in a democracy citizens also have an 
important mutual responsibility.

Discover how much deliberation is a learning school for democracy. Get involved, 
take responsibility. The G1000 showed that collective thinking about problems can 
not only provide original solutions, but also enhance a sense of public responsibil-
ity. 

… to the European Union

Study the Belgian crisis not solely as a conflict of government inside one of the 
member states but as a crisis of democracy, also arising elsewhere in Europe.

Spend space, time and means in the year 2013, Year of the Citizen, to look for new 
forms of citizens’ participation and democratic innovation.

… to the Council of  Europe

Promote a real democratic culture by informing the member states about the value 
of participative and deliberative democracy, for example within the scope of a new 
Forum mondial de la démocratie.

Broaden the scope of action not only by involving national governments, but also 
civil society actors in the search for democratic innovation and improvement.

Enhance the visibility of your role as a guardian, promoter and protagonist of 
democratic values in Europe.

The resulTs
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REACTIONS OF THE CHAIRPERSONS AFTER RECEI-
vING THE FINAL REPORT OF THE CITIZEN PANEL

Today I am able to say that my skepticism and my fears have abated. That was 
already the case on 11 November last year though, when we were able to study the 
conclusion of the works, and noticed the even-handed nature of the decisions that 
were made (...) I have heard a lot of advice today – we should not start the discus-
sion now, but identify suitable places for that – which is also balanced and sensi-
ble. In any case, I will bring the report to the national budget negotiations tonight, 
so that these meaningful discussions can help us. (...) You have worked very hard, 
and I think we should continue this in a flexible and suitable way.

André Flahaut – Chairperson of the Chamber of Deputies 

In my opinion, the most important aspect is the processes that you created. It 
shows that this way of thinking about politics works, that it bears fruit. And that 
we can expand on this and find a way to modernise democracy. It has been called 
deliberative democracy. We will have to look for ways to structure this, and to take 
recourse to it for specific issues. And maybe, in due course, it should get a legal 
and regulatory framework. (...) It proves that the gap between politics and the citi-
zenry is not that wide. Well, at least that there are ways to bridge it. Let that too, 
be one of today’s conclusions.

Sabine de Bethune – Chairperson of the Senate 

It is a resounding invitation to us, politicians, to participate in the reinvention of 
democracy and the creation of new links with the citizens, both in and outside 
Parliament. This is an enormous challenge, especially in this period where many 
rifts have appeared. It demands time, a good methodology, respect and endurance, 
but they are in evidence and I want to engage myself to this, at least where the 
Walloon Parliament is concerned.

Patrick Dupriez – Chairperson of the Walloon Parliament 

The resulTs
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Democracy is not a static fact; rather an evolutionary idea. Today, we are evolving 
in the direction of democracy as an interaction between members of Parliament, 
political parties, Ministers, cabinet staff, legal institutions like the Council of State 
or the Constitutional Court, all kinds of experts, the media, pressure groups... 
Here, today, citizens’ initiative added itself to that list. (...)
Whatever the case, the politician might still occupy a central place in our democ-
racy, but has not been the only actor in the field for a long time now. As politicians, 
we can mourn this evolution, but we may as well see it as an enrichment. Because 
the absolute primacy of politics does not exist anymore, and we can therefore 
safely say that things are more democratic now than they used to be.

Jan Peumans – Chairperson of the Flemish Parliament

I think back to the G1000’s Citizen’s Summit, which took place a year ago in Tour 
and Taxis, with pleasure. Then I was already very impressed by your initiative to 
bring politics closer to the people. Yes, impressed to such an extent that I even 
begged Ms Fatma Girretz and Mr Min Reuchamps, two of the co-organisers, to 
explain this concept in the Parliament of the German-speaking Community in the 
greatest detail. And due to this, ladies and gentlemen, we have decided that we will 
involve the population of the German-speaking Community in the execution of 
the sixth state reform in a similar manner.

Ferdel Schröder – Chairperson of the Parliament of the German-speaking Commu-
nity 

A real democratic society is more than an article from the Constitution. (...) Today, 
the world is in flux, and is looking for new equilibriums and forms of expression. 
I am glad that initiatives like the G1000, which meant an enormous amount of 
reflection and relational work for many people, has enabled them to express their 
wish: to become actors for our future.

Françoise Dupuis – Chairperson of the Brussels Parliament 

In an era where it is necessary to redefine the public sphere, I think that initiatives 
like this are a substantial enrichment. Not as a replacement for the system, but 
rather to enhance it with the power of the proposal and that of representativeness. 
The participative democracy of the G1000 gives the population their voice back – 
a voice that perhaps was not heard in the past. For us, politicians, there will be a 
divide between pre- and post-G1000: participative democracy will from now on be 
considered indispensable to our profession.

Jean-Charles Luperto – Chairperson of the Parliament of the Wallonia-Brussels 
Federation 

The resulTs



92

Guy Verhofstadt, party chairperson of 
the European liberal democrats ALDE

“I believe that this exercise is socially 
relevant, especially in times in which 
ideological differences between parties 
are fading. On the other hand there is 
the danger of populism. A project like the 
G1000 should not tempt politicians into 
not taking their responsibility anymore en 
simply echoing what people want to hear. 
On the contrary, the G1000 has to result 
in stimulating politicians to develop new 
visions for tomorrow’s society.”

Thomas d’Ansembourg, author of ‘Cessez d’être gentil, soyez vrai!’

“This initiative brings people together again, surpassing political colours and 
identities. I value that very much in these times. That people are aware again 
of what they can achieve by cooperating. That they can see again what unites 
them instead of emphasizing over and over again what makes them different - 
as political parties do.”

Fatma, of the volunteer unit

“In my opinion, the most extraordinary thing is the 
power of mobilization of the G1000. To our first appeal 
800 volunteers reacted. At that point we didn’t succeed 
in putting everybody to work... Since then we have 
organized ourselves into units (logistics, communica-
tion...). And new volunteers continue pouring in with 
incredibly positive energy. It is really an example!”

Le Soir

“The citizens’ gathering G1000 is a premiere in Belgium 
with the exception of the common consultations in the 
French educational system. Other examples of partici-
pative or deliberative democracy in other countries has 
inspired them.”
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THE FUTURE

‘The G1000 was only the beginning’

It’s Belgian weather at its best in Namur at the time when the second 
session of the G32 in the beginning of October kicks off. Drizzling 
wet, all too familiar. But the Walloon parliament offers shelter for the 
32 Belgians who retreat here to debate the importance of work and 
unemployment in our society - a theme they chose a couple of weeks 
before as being the most important in a contemporary social debate. 
In one of the many auditoriums a varied group of Flemish, Walloon, 
German-speaking, highly-skilled and unskilled people and a few with 
foreign background listen to one of the statements by a person of 
reference. It is one of the experts who should help prepare the listen-
ers sufficiently so they can come up with well thought-out proposals 
for a labour market policy during the next conference. This should 
complete the G1000 - concrete policy choices about which citizens 
are truly concerned.
But suppose these propositions are of bad quality, or very extreme, or 
identical to the ones the government has already put into practice (as 
a reader of this final report you already know they are not)? Would 
the G1000 have been a failure then? If so, is that the end of this 
citizens’ initiative for a better democracy? “On the contrary”, David 
Van Reybrouck reacts at once. “A scientist does not stop his research 
when the findings are disappointing, does he? He will then study the 
various parameters of his research more intensely. This is also how we 
approach it. The G1000 is an experiment that will not end with just 
that. I would even dare to say that if the findings are disappointing, it 
will be even more important to continue. Because this means there is 
still a lot of work to do.”

the last question on the final report on the g1000 can 
only be a winDow on the future. was the g1000 a one-
off experiment on citizens’ participation or Does its ambi-
tion reach further than Democratic innovation? DaviD van 
reybrouck anD benoît Derenne are looking aheaD. anD far 
aheaD. “why shoulD the senate not become a permanent 
citizens’ platform?”
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What is the purpose then? Organise 
an even better citizens’ summit?

 Benoît Derenne: “Not only 
that. We wanted to create a shock effect 
with the citizens’ summit, direct the 
attention to the necessity of a better 
democracy. But such an innovative, 
inclusive democracy does not necessar-
ily have to be organized only through 
citizens’ summits.”
 DVR: “Our aim is a broader 
participation of citizens in decision-
making processes and this can be done 
in various ways. With the G1000 we 
wanted to broadcast that our democ-
racy is in crisis. It is not enough to only 
have citizens vote every couple of years. 
Today we have come to a point that 
for example an American president 
who wins the elections has at most 18 
months time to set up a policy. After 
that the campaign starts again. This has 
to change.”
 BD: “There is no real confron-
tation in our democracy anymore. It 
is like chatting on the Internet, where 
people, feeling safe behind their com-
puter screen, show their irritation 
shamelessly. In our democracy the citi-
zen is also on his or her own and there-
fore casts his or her often disgruntled 
vote every 4 years. We have to organize 
this confrontation between citizens 
again and permanently implement it 
in policy processes. This is the only way 
to allow them to transcend their con-
flicts.”

 DVR: “The mistrust in our de-
mocracy comes from both sides. Politi-
cians have become afraid of the (ac-
cording to them) thoughtless choices 
of their voters. And these voters are 
screaming even louder again and again, 
fuelled by powerless rage. We have to 
convert the screaming into conversa-
tion again.”

That comes down to a full-blown 
conversion of our democracy. Isn’t 
that a bit overzealous?

 DVR: “No, we have reduced 
democracy to voting and this change is 
recent. In almost 3,000 years of history 
we have only organised elections in the 
last 200 years. We want to find accep-
tance again for assignment by lot- you 
are picked randomly for a certain task. 
As happened with the participants 
of the G1000. Assignment by lot has 
always existed. The philosopher Jean-
Jacques Rousseau drew a distinction 
between 2 forms of representation: 
election or assignment by lot. But we 
have completely forgotten about that. 
Only when picking a jury for an assizes 
trial do we still use that system.”
 BD: “Besides, there is nothing 
wrong with change. A company that 
does not innovate, will go broke, even 
if it was ever so successful before. We 
should not be afraid to invest in re-
search and development in the field of 
democracy either; that’s even vital if we 
don’t want our system to whither!”
 DVR: “Isn’t it remarkable that 
innovation is the motto of our time, 
but that we don’t apply it to our way of 
governing? OK, our aim is indeed am-
bitious. You could compare this fight 
for inclusive democracy to the fight for 
universal suffrage. At that time it didn’t 
seem possible that a woman or a farmer 
could vote wisely. Today is the same: 
voters are treated like cattle, like help-
less children of a country. We believe 
they should have a say, on top of vot-
ing rights. And this will benefit policy 
making and society.”

‘There is no real  
confrontation in our 

democracy anymore. It 
is like chatting on the 

Internet, where people, 
feeling safe behind their 
computer screen, show 

their irritation  
shamelessly.’

The FuTure
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But I suppose you won’t be organis-
ing a revolution tomorrow?

 DVR: “We prefer the slow ap-
proach indeed. We want to continue 
as a permanent platform that seeks for 
methods to improve democracy. With 
3 points of attention: research, creation 
and outreach. The first one is clear, we 
want to gather international research 
and distribute it. With creation I not 
only mean our actions like the G1000 
and subsequent initiatives, but also our 
role as consultant for civil society or-
ganizations or governments who want 
to set up some form of participation 
for their members or citizens. We want 
to make our knowhow and methods 
available for concrete projects. With 
outreach, we mean working toward 
implementing these insights in govern-
ment and advocate more and better 
democracy in the different levels of 
government.”
 BD: “This is crucial: we have to 
plug in our ideas to government prac-
tice. So far we have mainly worked on 
politics. The recommendations of the 
G1000 have no force of constraint. If 
politicians want to ignore them, they 
can legitimately do so. That’s why we 
want to continue and set up things 
together.”

How are you going to tempt them?

 BD: “Nobody can avoid this 
trend for more citizen participation. 
In Germany there are Länder, bigger 
than Belgium, where certain decisions 
are invariably taken with the help of a 
citizen panel. In Brazil a fixed amount 
of some local authorities’ budgets is al-
located in consultation with a citizens’ 
council. And in my other native coun-
try, Switzerland (Benoît Derenne has 
dual nationality, note from the editors), 
you can sometimes vote every 2 weeks 
over some local project or general is-
sue.” 

‘Voters are  
treated like cattle. 
We believe they 
should have a 
say, on top of   
voting rights.  
And this will  
benefit policy 
making and  

society.’

DVR: “Moreover, our country isn’t do-
ing that badly on matters of participa-
tion. The King Baudouin Foundation, 
the Instituut van Samenleving en Tech-
nologie and our own Foundation for 
Future Generations have all built up a 
lot of expertise. Especially local govern-
ments have expressed their interest in 
organizing participation. The fact that 
local interest is witnessed everywhere 
internationally is due to town and 
country planning. They want to change 
or implant something and ask for the 
opinion of the citizens.”

That’s it, participation, like on de 
Lange Wapper in Antwerp. The gov-
ernment is doing it already.

 DVR: “Yes, but it is often too 
informal. Look at the referendums of 
the last couple of years: on the Euro-
pean constitution or the reconstruction 
of the Havenlaan in Brussels. These 
are proposals that the government 
had fully prepared and in the end you 
can say ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to it. This is not 
how it works. The government has 
to have the guts to approach citizens 
with a blank page. They have to learn 
to let go of control. We too, during 
the G1000. When suddenly migration 
popped up as one of the crucial themes 
we were afraid that radical solutions 
would emerge. But the experts in the 

The FuTure
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organization said: “Trust the process.” 
You see, the discussion brought very 
though-out, usable solutions. Give citi-
zens the chance to think along and they 
will seize it.”
 BD: “The citizens have so far not 
let me down. Not for the time being, 
not in the projects before this one. But 
it is crucial that your methodology is 
suitable. Participation can only work if 
you start with a diverse mix of people 
who have not explicitly chosen for it. 
This is what doesn’t happen enough, 
nor for referendums. It is always the 
motivated, the highly-skilled, the 
politically engaged that will be drawn 
to it more than others. And then your 
findings will not be correct. But getting 
the method right is very difficult and 
also depends on the concrete project. 
This is why we, as a platform, could 
remain playing an important advisory 
role. And this is also why the G1000 was 
so important, as an experiment to see 
whether the method worked.”

Will this platform stay afloat on 
volunteers? 

 DVR: “Volunteers will always 
be welcome. But we have to evolve to 
a stable organization and in that case 
you need paid positions. We expect to 
receive these funds as one of the players 
in democratic innovation. Just as a po-
litical party gets funding for that same 
reason.”
 BD: “But for the tasks that we 
have so far explained, we are financially 
prepared.”

Take a look at 10 years in the future. 
Where does democracy stand then?

 BD: “I am afraid that 10 years is 
somewhat short. We have been busy 
for 10 years already and progress is slow. 
Let us ask politicians in the next couple 
of years how they see citizens’ partici-
pation in their system. Let them par-
ticipate in this decision making. They 
are in fact citizens too.”

 DVR: “Let’s have a look at 30 
years from now and I see 2 processes. 
On the one hand you will have citi-
zens who among each other will shape 
democracy more and more horizontally 
through forms of participation and 
on the other hand you will have the 
government which associates citizens 
more and more in decision making. 
In the beginning it will be occasion-
ally, for example for files like pension 
reform and asylum policy, later it will 
be structurally. Why would our Senate 
- which is already a reflection chamber 
- not be able to evolve into a permanent 
citizens’ platform? A place in which 
citizens are assigned randomly and in 
which for the duration of for example 3 
months, draw up policies. As a kind of 
paid citizens’ service or a jury - not on 
crime, but on our future. If representa-
tion of the people can adopt various 
shapes, why would Parliament not be 
able to consist of a chamber of elected 
citizens and of a Senate of allotted citi-
zens? This is what the far future could 
look like.”

The FuTure
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10 MISUNDERSTANDING ABOUT THE G1000

1     ”THE g1000 IS AgAINST PARLIAmENTARy DEmOcRAcy...”

Wrong. The G1000 advocates parliamentary democracy and tries to 
strengthen the system with new forms of citizen participation. A parlia-
mentary democracy which does not innovate itself, that is what we find 
dangerous!

2     ”...OR AT LEAST AgAINST ELEcTIONS.”

Wrong again. We consider elections as an important instrument in 
democracy but not the only one. The G1000 is seeking new instru-
ments for citizen participation. Because voting once in so many years 
is not sufficient in times of the Internet.

3     ”THE g1000 IS A POLITIcAL PARTy.”

No. The G1000 is a citizen’s initiative that aims at 
better democracy through more citizen participa-
tion. We have nothing against political parties. We 
recognize their role and believe that they can be 
helped in their search for honourable compromises 
through constructive participation from allotted 
citizens.

4     ”THE g1000 IS  
 SOmETHINg FLEmISH.”

Wrong, but understandable. When the 
G1000 started in 2011 there were more 
prominent people involved on the Flem-
ish side (Francesca Vanthielen, Dave Si-
nardet, David Van Reybrouck) than on the 
Walloon side. Because of that the G1000 
received more media attention from Flan-
ders than from the French-speaking media. 
Nevertheless, the project worked from the 
start with people from the three language 
communities of our country. Nowadays ev-
erything is done consistently in 3 or even 4 
languages.

5     ”THE g1000 IS AbOUT SAvINg bELgIUm.”

Wrong, but also understandable. Because the G1000 
started during the seemingly endless government crisis, 
a lot of people thought that the purpose of the G1000 
was saving Belgium. We said it then and we say it again: 
the G1000 does not want to save Belgium, but breathe 
new life into democracy, regardless of which level. We 
believe that citizens who deliberate can add significance 
to the society in which they live, locally, provincially, re-
gionally, nationally or internationally.
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6     ”THE g1000 IS NAIvE.”

No. What we do is based on solid expe-
riences abroad and international sci-
entific research. All our activities have 
a carefully prepared methodological 
dimension. This does not mean that ev-
erything will automatically be success-
ful, but it does mean that considering 
how democracy can be improved is not 
a matter of chasing ghosts. The inter-
national observers at the G1000, by the 
way, were full of praise about the quality 
of the process.

7     ”THE g1000 IS EXPENSIvE.”

Ja en nee. Met een totaal budget van 
450.000 euro was de G1000 niet goedk-
oop. Maar verkiezingen kosten de staat 
al snel 10 miljoen euro. Laat ons niet ver-
geten: geen democratie is veel duurder 
dan wel een democratie. Bovendien zat 
de G1000 in een proces van innovatie. 
Prototypes zijn altijd duur. Het valt te 
verwachten dat de prijs van burgerber-
aadslagingen zal dalen, zoals dat bij au-
to’s en compu-ters ook het geval was.

8     ”THE THINgS cITIZENS cOmE UP wITH THEm-
SELvES DOES NOT ADD ANyTHINg TO wHAT

PARTIES HAvE bEEN SAyINg FOR yEARS ALREADy.”

Foreign experiments prove the following: citizens can 
sometimes come up with very innovative ideas, but 
sometimes they just repeat what politicians have claimed 
for years already. The latter is still valuable: this way you 
learn what the public support is for certain measures. It 
is refreshing to know the opinion of the citizen, apart 
from political party interests.

9     “cITIZENS cANNOT DO POLITIcS.”

Incorrect. If you offer sufficient time, space and information, they are 
perfectly capable of coming up with meaningful solutions themselves. 
Maybe they do not have the knowledge and the experience of profes-
sional politicians, but they hold a very important trump: freedom. 
They do not have to worry about getting elected or re-elected so they 
are less restricted in their search.

10     “by SOcIAbLy SITTINg AROUND A TAbLE yOU AvOID cONFLIcT.”

This danger is real. Citizen participation can sometimes arouse the impression that a ratio-
nal consensus is always real and available. Of course this is not the case. Consensus is not 
the key point of democracy, conflict is. Communality sometimes means making difficult 
decisions. The G1000 does not want to sweep conflict under the table, but nor does it want 
to blow it out of proportion. Nowadays the latter occurs too frequently. Democracy does 
not mean solving conflict, but learning to deal with it: this consideration determines our 
work.
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Peter Verhelst, author
“Every politician who does not relate to the G1000 (and 
further on to what 32 people will continue to develop 
based on the results) is not worthy of his profession nor 
our vote.”

Geert Noels, head econo-
mist, Econopolis

‘I have lots of sympathy 
for projects that start off 
as grassroots initiatives, 
such as the G1000. But I 
am quite critical as to the 
organization’s later evolu-
tion into the current G32. 
The lack of transparency in 
this evolution is more than 
a simple point of concern. 
Perhaps it would have 
been better to quit after 
the G1000?’ Alain Deneef

“A formidable initiative.”
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Gerdi Verbeet, chairperson 
of the Second Chamber in the 
Netherlands

Ms Gerdi Verbeet was full 
of praise for the G1000 as 
became apparent from her 
recent book “Vertrouwen is 
goed maar begrijpen is beter: 
over de vitaliteit van de parle-
mentaire democratie”: “I am 
impressed by the attempt of 
the organizers of the G1000 
to provide a new stimulus for 
the democratic process. The 
G1000 therefore is consistent 
with a method developed in 
the US and Scandinavia and 
which is meanwhile being im-
plemented in many countries. 
After an intense exchange 
of ideas with experts it turns 
out that citizens are very well 
able to pass practical judg-
ment on complicated ques-
tions which then can benefit 
parliament. I would give such 
an idea a chance. (...) The 
Chamber should adopt a pro-
active disposition. Society has 
to be engaged in placing is-
sues on the agenda.”

Yvonne Zonderop, author and jour-
nalist

Yvonne Zonderop dedicated the final 
chapter of her recently published book 
“Polderen 3.0: Nederland en het alge-
meen belang” (2012) on the G1000. 
She found it to be “a classic example” 
of the modern way to stimulate public 
interest.

Ronny, organizer G-Off in Bruges and volunteer logistics 
unit

“I can’t stand intolerance, this is why I am supporting 
the G1000. First as the organizer of the G-Off in Bru-
ges (a group that participated not on site in the citizens’ 
summit - and of which the members still get together to 
talk about the future of democracy), later as the person 
in charge of the logistics unit. I strongly believe in this 
initiative for and by people.”

De Morgen

“As simple as it is ambitious.”’
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THE G1000 REPORT  
BY THE INTERNATIONAL OBSERvERS

“As EuropEAn dEmocrAciEs ArE in crisis thE G1000 shows A wAy  
forwArd.”

To monitor the G1000 citizens’ summit a team of 9 international monitors was 
invited. The group consisted of academics as well as experienced practitioners 
from the field, all critical thinkers and widely acclaimed experts on issues of politi-
cal participation. They were present during the entire day of the citizens’ summit, 
during which they received access to all relevant sources and documents. They 
were given permission to interview participants and talk to the facilitators, ex-
perts, volunteers and members of the organizing team. Translation to English was 
provided to them. They each communicated their impressions to the organisers of 
the G1000. The following report is a summary of their comments and observations.

IntroductIon and acknowledgement

As international observers at the G1000 citizens’ summit we are thankful for hav-
ing had the opportunity to follow closely the audacious democratic and delibera-
tive experiment of bringing together several hundreds of people in a deliberative 
initiative aimed at discussing social and economic issues of great relevance and 
deciding upon them. It was a unique experience. It was heart-warming and inspir-
ing to see and feel the enthusiasm and true engagement of the participants, volun-
teers and organisers, and we believe that the initiative has provided nothing less 
than the ‘raw material’ for the further development of democracy. We especially 
thank the initiators of G1000 for having invited us to evaluate this experiment. 
Throughout our stay we were warmly hosted and smoothly introduced to the 
G1000 process. Although not all of us had the language skills to follow the de-
bates at the tables directly, we could rely on translation facilities to get acquainted 
with these debates and, in general, enjoyed the open and transparent spirit of the 
G1000. This enabled us to draw up the following report. Summarizing our findings, 
we can state from the outset that our overall impressions are very positive. We have 
especially appreciated the fact that the G1000 is an independent, non-partisan, in-
clusive and volunteer project, truly developed from the bottom up by citizens who 
have a sincere concern about their society, who possess a clear will and a strong 
vision.

about the partIcIpants

One of the most impressive features of the G1000 was the diversity of participants 
in terms of gender, age, political preferences as well as social, professional and cul-
tural background. We were also impressed by the inclusion of diverse faith com-
munities and the fair representation of Belgium’s different language communities. 
All the participants whom we interviewed stated that they were honoured to be 
able to be part of this democratic intervention; many even felt that it was high 
time for a new type of democracy in Belgium. We experienced an overwhelming 
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positive atmosphere among the participants who also expressed a strong believe 
in their ability to come up with workable policy recommendations. Participants 
found that the topics, proposals and decisions reached at their table were well 
clustered by the central desk and that the summary in the plenary clearly reflected 
their debates. It will be interesting to see whether the table facilitators can validate 
these impressions. Due to the very tight time schedule, some participants felt that 
they needed more time for reflection - discussions at the tables sometimes had to 
be conducted in a hasty manner. The work of the table facilitators was evaluated 
very positively, especially their ability to ensure respectful and focussed discus-
sions and a fair participation of everyone at the table. The input by the experts was 
mostly judged as objective, although some participants expressed concern that the 
views may have been slightly biased. We believe that everybody who was able to 
speak either French or Dutch had a chance to follow all stages of the G1000 with-
out any problem and to get engaged either as participant or volunteer. Thanks to 
the G-Homes, the online discussion tool, the G-Offs, the deliberative process was 
not limited to the selected participants who were physically present in Brussels.  
For us, and probably also for the participants, the translation of the presentations 
by the experts was sometimes hard to follow, mostly due to interferences from the 
busy room. However, thanks to the mix of French slides and Dutch speech, and 
vice versa, the linguistic complexity throughout the day was managed successfully. 
Registration and arrival of the participants was well organised and all other aspects 
of the process went smoothly. Considering the number of participants and the size 
of the hall, the noise level was much lower than expected. However, we noticed 
some interference between the tables and some participants expressed their dif-
ficulties in hearing others across their table. This affected especially elderly partici-
pants who had more difficulties to follow the debates.

All in all, we can state that the G1000 has been a great success in the view of par-
ticipants, although some minor problems and challenges occurred.

AbOUT THE EXPERTS

Thanks to the simultaneous translation of the keynote speeches into English we 
were able to gain a good understanding of the thematic context of the debates. 
From what we have understood we find that the keynotes were slightly biased; the 
experts who introduced the three themes approached the matter from a somewhat 
‘left-wing’ oriented perspective. Therefore their input did not necessarily repre-
sent the full diversity of the viewpoints on these themes. Since a plurality of expert 
views is a crucial element for the establishment of a legitimate and reliable deliber-
ative process, we find that the somewhat one-sided input by the experts represent-
ed a weakness. Full access to the biographies of the speakers could have helped to 
put their keynote addresses into a context. However, we have to point out that the 
impact of the keynote speeches on the final voting results seemed to be small; the 
results are to be located in the middle of the political spectrum, or at least they do 
not show a clear correlation with the ones proposed by the experts. It thus seems 
that the danger was avoided: the experts did not have too much influence on the 
way proposals were framed and participants did not only respond to the proposals 
presented to them. Still, the keynote presentations could have been more diver-
gent in order to enlarge the scope of discussions following at the tables. We believe 
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a more divergent input, especially on the topic of the distribution of wealth, would 
have been beneficial and would have allowed for more non-conventional and new 
proposals.

AbOUT THE g1000 AS A FORm OF POLITIcS

From what we understood the G1000 has always meant to be a complementary tool 
to the parliamentary or representative democracy and was aimed at providing new 
stimuli to the discussion about politics in Belgium. Listening to the final remarks 
of the presidents of the various parliaments in Belgium, we do see that G1000 has 
earned the respect of these politicians. This respect is summed up in what one of 
them stated: “we do not have the monopoly on ideas and solutions”. However, the 
G1000 has also triggered somewhat of an uneasy feeling among politicians with 
regard to the legitimacy of their own position and decisions. It will remain a chal-
lenge to persuade political representatives of the benefits of deliberative co-gover-
nance with citizens.

AbOUT THE PROcESS

We were impressed by the fact the G1000 organisers had been able to mobilise so 
many volunteers, participants and media representatives. The energetic response 
to the public invitation that the organisers had issued is certainly to be credited to 
the organisers’ efforts in the field of communication, dissemination of informa-
tion and advocacy. At the same time, this public success was also evidence of the 
fact that the ideas behind the G1000 are right on the nail. Its success reflects the 
citizens’ eagerness to be involved in new forms of political engagement that allow 
their voices to be heard. Impressive was also the smooth and to-the-minute flow 
of the entire G1000 process. With military-like precision notes were passed from 
the tables to the central desk enabling the aggregation of themes, the preparation 
of powerpoint slides, and the preparation of ballots. It was proof of the fact that 
many skilful people with different resources and capacities had been involved in 
the planning and implementation of this event and that reliable technology was 
in place, e.g. voting machines and visual presentation techniques. The downside 
of this tight schedule was the necessity to set up a strict system of top-down man-
agement, both at the tables and at the central desk. This might have influenced or 
at least limited the outcomes. As the central desk had the power to predetermine 
the policy options for a later vote by clustering the many different proposals from 
every table, its potential influence should not be underestimated. To our view, 
this process should have been made more explicit and transparent, especially for 
the participants. For them it was not always clear how the proposals were ranked 
and prepared at the end for voting. Additionally, the classification of the informa-
tion coming from each table along a pre-set number of proposals stemming from 
the experts’ keynote speeches somewhat reduced the amount of creativity pres-
ent in the deliberations. However, we believe that the central desk’s application of 
a “grounded theory” approach and a successful round of reliability tests gave the 
process a high level of validity and led to a reliable clustering. As stated earlier, 
the participants shared our appreciation of the validity of the process of cluster-
ing. Concerning the amount of themes, we believe that the decision to discuss four 
distinct themes in the course of one day limited the participants’ capacity to fully 
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assimilate the complexity of each of these themes. In addition there was no the-
matic material or information made available to the participants prior to the event. 
A smaller number of topics would have allowed for better and more fine-tuned 
proposals. An additional plenary session in which participants could reflect and 
compare their discussions with those of other tables could have helped as well. 
We have to stress however that we did not find evidence of too much influence by 
the central desk or the organisers on the clustering of proposals. The bottom-up 
procedure to identify three distinct themes for the G1000, starting with several 
thousands of issues and including the vote of several thousands of citizens, was 
a great success. However, the process of framing, summarising and clustering 
the thousands of ideas to a list of 25 needs to be made more transparent and the 
methodology should be explained. Such an explanation could also include more 
information about the team in charge of the clustering and framing as their socio-
economic and demographic background might have impacted the process. The 
very user friendly website, however, has already offered lots of information on the 
manifesto, principles, funding mechanisms, the work plan and other elements, 
and has thus ensured a high degree of transparency.

A major factor contributing to the success of the G1000 was the presence of the 
several hundreds of volunteers who took care of catering, refreshments, breaks or 
the kids’ corner. Not only their commitment during the G1000 day was crucial, also 
their engagement throughout the recruiting process. The management of the vol-
unteers was equally successful. The name G1000 presented a risk. As G-summits 
usually end in failure and are often accompanied by big and sometimes violent 
mass protests, the name could have triggered some unfortunate connotations. But 
these connotations turned out to be irrelevant. The G1000 team also secured its 
independence of financial supporters by ceiling the financial support of an indi-
vidual actor to 7% of the total project budget.

In summary, the G1000 has lived up to the internationally accepted standards of 
mass deliberative processes, with regard to the selection of participants as well as 
the clustering of the topics and proposals.

AbOUT THE FAcILITATORS

From what we have seen, the facilitators did a terrific job in extremely difficult 
circumstances: very long hours; different skill sets and abilities of the participants; 
noisy, crowded surroundings; linguistic differences; a tightly-packed agenda. We 
were impressed to see them in action, and they were a clear asset to the organisa-
tion, even more so given the fact that they were doing this work voluntarily. They 
applied participatory methods that allowed for active participation and ownership 
of the tables and the aggregated results. Moreover, they alternated between differ-
ent formats and techniques, which made the whole process lively and easy to fol-
low even for those who are not used to speak in public. The facilitators presented 
and clearly explained the process for the table discussions and guided the partici-
pants through the process.  Stationery and related materials at all tables, including 
mobile flip charts, were well planned, appropriate and widely used. It was clear 
from the hearty and prolonged applause that the facilitators received at the end of 
the day that their work had been strongly appreciated. We recommend to collect 
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the facilitators’ experiences. Their perceptions on group dynamics and contents 
of the debate are extremely valuable for both the evaluation process of the G1000 
and the G32. Although the preparation and briefing of the facilitators did hap-
pen only a day prior to the event, they mostly felt well prepared and secure, surely 
also thanks to their own professional background and experience. Along with the 
graphic facilitation, they were the key to success.

AbOUT THE g32

We find it very important that the G32 will be given adequate space and time to 
truly get to grips with the complexities of the themes and that every effort is made 
to ensure that it is they who are in control of the agenda of the final discussions, 
not the G1000 organising team. We also suggest to brief key political leaders about 
the G32 in order to achieve sufficient political buy-in and ensure that the results of 
the G32 are transposed to decision-making debates. We believe it is very important 
that all the input submitted to the central desk during the G1000 is passed on to 
the G32 and taken into account. In this way it will be possible to assess the quality 
of the clustering process and to see how much the clustering process covered all 
the policy options identified during the G1000. We recommend to maintain a high 
level of transparency for the G32 process and to allow those who are not participat-
ing in this process a way to be kept informed of the process and its results. It was 
a wise decision to include participants of the G-homes and the G-offs in the G32; 
this will give the project additional strength.

Having received a great deal of attention from the national and international me-
dia, the organisers of the G1000 should now make an effort to invite politicians to 
formulate responses to this process. It will be important to see how they act upon 
the proposals, especially the ones the G32 will produce. Perhaps an additional 
media event should be organised at which political representatives discuss the 
final outcome. In this way the G1000 could push elected representatives towards 
explaining their policy choices and making them accountable for taking them into 
account. In this way the expectations of the participants of the G1000 could be 
satisfied and frustration might be avoided. We recommend using the experiences 
and insights of the G1000 to draw more general lessons on participatory processes, 
their output and impact. Given the heavy costs and logistics associated with par-
ticipatory methodologies, how can a strong link with the political level be estab-
lished in order to ensure that the results will be duly considered?

Concerning the content of the discussions, one could investigate which topics 
are the most suitable for mass deliberation and identify the added value of such 
processes especially regarding controversial issues. In addition, it would be good to 
learn lessons from the participants. What were their feelings, what has motivated 
them to take part, and how did they experience the G1000? It would be worthwhile 
to survey participants on such issues. Talking to participants, we noticed that there 
was a diffused understanding of why the G1000 actually was happening and we 
heard that people participated for a variety of reasons. A strong recurring theme in 
our conversations, however, was that there is a general dissatisfaction with the way 
democracy in Belgium is organised. The G1000 could help to define what kind of 
democracy would be better suited to meet the needs of today’s citizens.



107

Rapporteur for the international observer team
Martin Wilhelm (Citizens for Europe, Germany)

Other members of the team
Ida Andersen (Danish Board of Technology, Denmark)
Prof. dr. David Farrell (University College Dublin, Ireland)
Dr. Clodagh Harris (University College Cork, Ireland)
Prof. dr. Richard Stilmann II (University of Colorado Denver, USA)
Dr. Julien Talpin (Ceraps/University of Lille 2, France)
Prof. Dr. Jean Tillie (Universiteit van Amsterdam, Netherlands)
Cécile Le Clercq (European Commission delegate)
Joana Vieira da Silva (European Commission delegate)
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Sigrid Bousset
(Brussel, 1969) Playwright and literary organiser. 
Recently published Meer dan ik mij herinner, a 
compilation of conversations with Ivo Michiels. 
Mother tongue: Dutch.

Didier Caluwaerts
(Leuven, 1983) PhD candidate, VUB. Researches 
democracy in deeply divided societies. 
Mother tongue: Dutch.

Louis De Visscher
(Brussels, 1980) Graphic designer, MA in Informa-
tion and Communication Sciences. 
Mother tongue: French.

Martin De Wulf
(Brussels, 1978) PhD, Information Science and web 
developer. Interested in the socially innovative uses 
of technology. / webontwikkelaar. 
Mother tongue: French.

Benoît Derenne
(Lobbes, 1962) Founder and director of the Foun-
dation for Future Generations, which has been 
supporting sustainable initiatives in Belgium and 
Europe since 1998. Mother tongue: French.

Christophe Gérard
(Brussels, 1980) Web designer. 
Mother tongue: French.

On 11 June 2011, the Manifesto of the G1000 appeared in 
five national newspapers. The initial 27 signatories were 
the initiative’s founders. In the weeks that followed, they 
were joined by 10,000 other signatories.
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Maud Hagelstein
(Waremme, 1980) Research fellow, FRS-FNRS. 
Researches Philosophy of Art and Culture at the 
University of Liege. 
Mother tongue: French.

Paul Hermant
(Charleroi, 1957) Co-founder of Opération Villages 
Roumains and Causes Communes ; radio editorial-
ist. 
Mother tongue: French.

Dries Heyman
(Poperinge, 1977) Managing director, Wow Com-
munication. 
Mother tongue: Dutch.

Dirk Jacobs
(Bruges, 1971) Full Professor Sociology, Université 
Libre de Bruxelles. 
Mother tongue: Dutch.

Meryem Kanmaz
(Beringen, 1971) Political scientist. 
Mother tongue: Dutch and Turkish.

Cato Léonard
(Antwerpen, 1967) Managing partner, Glassroots, 
firm specialised in stakeholder engagement. 
Mother tongue: Dutch.

Fatma Girretz
(Luxembourg, 1968) MA, Germanic Languages. 
Playwright, active in the cultural sector. 
Mother tongue: German.
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Min Reuchamps
(Seoul, 1982) Foundation for Scientific Research 
researcher at the Department of Political Science, 
University of Liege. 
Mother tongue: French.

Jim Seynaeve
(Moeskroen, 1966) Artistic manager and creative 
entrepreneur. 
Mother tongue: Dutch.

Dave Sinardet
(Antwerp, 1975) Political scientist, active at the 
VUB and the University of Antwerp. Also writer of 
op-eds for De Standaard and Le Soir. 
Mother tongue: Dutch.

Adinda Van Geystelen
Art director in the cultural sector. 
Mother tongue: Dutch.

Gautier Platteau
(Kortrijk, 1980) Publisher, organiser of exhibitions, 
among others ‘Portret 1989-2009’ by Stephan 
Vanfleteren. 
Mother tongue: Dutch.

Patrick N’siala Kiese
(Kinshasa, 1980) Activist, Congolese diaspora 
member. 
Mother tongue: Lingala.

Vincent Engel
(Uccle, 1963) Writer, author of 20 novels, professor 
in Literature and History (UCL, Ihecs). Also, play-
wright and op-ed writer. 
Mother tongue: French.
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Lieselot Vandamme
(Brasschaat, 1979) Television executive, collaborat-
ed on such programmes as Vispa, Bouwmeesters, 
Panorama and De Grootste Belg.
Mother tongue: Dutch.

Francesca Vanthielen
(Eeklo, 1972) Actress and VTM anchorhead. 
Mother tongue: Dutch.

Fatima Zibouh
(Sint-Agatha Berchem, 1981) PhD candidate, Politi-
cal and Social Sciences, University of Liege. 
Mother tongue: French. 

David Van Reybrouck
(Brugge, 1971) Novelist; works include “Missie” 
and “Congo. Een geschiedenis.” Also, chairman of 
the PEN Flanders chapter. 
Mother tongue: Dutch.

Jonathan Van Parys
(Louvain-la-Neuve, 1982) Coordinator of HackDe-
mocracy.Org in Brussels; co-initiator of PublishThe-
Note.Be. 
Mother tongue: French.

Sébastien Van Drooghenbroeck
(Charleroi, 1973) Professor, Law, Facultés Univer-
sitaires Saint-Louis, teaches constitutional and hu-
man rights law. 
Mother tongue: French.

Myriam Stoffen
Director of the Zinneke Parade. 
Mother tongue: Dutch.
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THE G1000 CO-WORKERS

OvERALL cOORDINATION
Benoît Derenne
Cato Léonard
Min Reuchamps
David Van Reybrouck

cAmPAIgN LEADER
Cato Léonard

SPOkESPERSONS
Benoît Derenne
David Van Reybrouck
Francesca Van Thielen

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
David Van Reybrouck
Peter Vermeersch

UNIT mETHODOLOgy
cooRdination
Min Reuchamps
ReseaRch
Didier Caluwaerts
Jérémy Dodeigne
Dirk Jacobs
Dave Sinardet
Sébastien Van Drooghenbroeck
Peter Vermeersch
RappoRteuRs
Christophe Bell
Vincent Jacquet
François Xavier Lefebvre
Margot Van de Put
point of contact foR paRticipants
Nathalie Goethals
data analysis
Didier Caluwaerts
Sarah Carpentier
François Ghesquière
François Xavier Lefebvre
Jan Keustermans
Vincent Vandermeeren
Peter Van Praet
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suppoRt facilitatoRs
Didier Caluwaerts
Aurélie Leflere
exteRnal consultants foR pRocess suppoRt
Stéphane Delberghe
Mark Hongenaert
Stef Steyaert

UNIT FUNDRAISINg
Benoît Derenne
Cato Léonard
David Van Reybrouck

UNIT INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL cOmmUNIcATION
cooRdination & content
Miriana Frattarola
Geertrui Heyvaert
Lieve Van den Broeck
website
Paul Barbieux
Lieve Van den Broeck
David Van Reybrouck
newsletteR
Geertrui Heyvaert
video
Atelier en Tik
Gérard Lambot
Jean-Luc Tillière
advice
Marc Michils
cooRdinatoR tRanslatoRs
Bart Defrancq
Geertrui Heyvaert
Véronique Philips
final RepoRt (content & design)
Christophe Bell
Charlotte Bonduel
Martine Deré
Benoît Derenne
Miriana Frattarola
Aline Goethals
Fatma Girretz
Inge Henneman
Jelle Henneman
Ken Lambeets
Jelle Meys
Min Reuchamps
Emilie Roell
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Jean-Luc Tillière
Iyallola Tillieu
Lieve Van den Broeck
David Van Reybrouck

special assignments
Charlotte Bonduel
Emmy Deschuttere
Jonathan Van Parys

UNIT LOgISTIcS
cateRing, accommodation, tRanspoRt & cooRdination
Ronny David
Aline Goethals
Raf Knops
Alice Naveau
Vincent Vandermeeren
oRganisation final ceRemony
Aline Goethals
Raf Knops
Alice Naveau
Vincent Vandermeeren
unit volunteeRs 
Fatma Girretz
Benjamin Rieder
Pierre-Yves Ryckaert
Fatima Zibouh
unit tRanslatoRs & inteRpReteRs
Astrid Baeten
Philippe Beck
Joris Beckers
Evelyne Bellemans
Bart Defrancq
Mark De Geest
Douchka De Groote
Yves Dejaeghere
Ellen Devlaeminck
Céline Dubois
Fatma Girretz
Aline Goethals
Petra Heylen
Thierry Jiménez-Scholberg
Vincent Larondelle
Pauline Lemaire
Stefaan Maes
Karel Platteau
Véronique Philips
Reinhilde Pulinx
Christoph Raudonat
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Patrick Rondou
Gerda Schaut
Rudi Thomassen
Heleen Touquet
Brunhilde Vandenbulcke
Annelies Van Hauwermeiren
Simon Van de Sande
Didier Vandevoorde
Peter Van Praet
Ruth Van Wassenhove
Peter Vermeersch
Dirk Verbeeck
Georg Weinand

... en al diegenen die vrijwillig de handen uit de mouwen hebben gestoken en hier 
per abuis niet zijn opgelijst!

mEmbERS OF THE gENERAL ASSEmbLy AT THE g1000
Vincent Alsteen, Charlotte Bonduel, Sigrid Bousset, Didier Caluwaerts, Ben 
Caudron, Ronny David, Bart Defrancq, Benoît Derenne, Emmy Deschuttere, Ber-
nadette De Bouvere, Louis De Visscher, Martin De Wulf, Jérémy Dodeigne, Vin-
cent Engel, Miriana Frattarola, Christophe Gérard, Fatma Girretz, Aline  
Goethals, Nathalie Goethals, Maud Hagelstein, Inge Henneman, Paul Hermant, 
Dries Heyman, Geertrui Heyvaert, Anne-Sophie Igot, Dirk Jacobs, Vincent Jac-
quet, Raf Knops, Hubert Laterre, Jean-Michel Lebrun, François Xavier Lefebvre, 
Aurélie Leflere, Cato Léonard, Ewoud Monballiu, Alice Naveau, Patrick Nsiala 
Kiese, Bart Pennewaert, Véronique Philips, Gautier Platteau, Reinhilde Pulinx, 
Min Reuchamps, Benjamin Rieder, Philip Savelkoul, Dave Sinardet, Myriam Stof-
fen, Lieselot Vandamme, Lieve Van den Broeck, Stéphane Vanden Eede, Margot 
Van de Put, Vincent Vandermeeren, Sébastien Van Drooghenbroeck, Adinda Van 
Geystelen, Jonathan Van Parys, David Van Reybrouck, Francesca Vanthielen, Peter 
Vermeersch, Fatima Zibouh.

FAcILITATORS
Luc Auweraert, An Baert, Jim Baeten, Hade Bamps, Philippe Belien, Alice Berger, 
Caroline Beyne, Lieve Biesemans, Jan Blondeel, Jean Bofane, Hannah Bohez, Bart 
Cambré, Olivier Chaput, Philippe Charlier, Frédéric Claisse, Thibault Coeckel-
berghs, Vicky Daniels, Raphaël Darquenne, Geertrui De Cock, Hannes Couvreur, 
Luc-André Defrenne, Christof Delatter, Geneviève Delefortrie, Stef De Paepe, Jac-
queline De Picker, Barbara de Radiguès, Annick De Rop, Sonia De Vos, Ann Dob-
beni, Catherine Dupont, Jean-Jacques Félix, Benoît Flévez, Corinne Gobin, Danni 
Godart, Pierre Guilbert, Anne Guillaume, François Jeanjean, Elodie Jiminez, Rabah 
Kaddouri, Eléonore Kennis, Ludo Keunen, Veerle Koks, Yves Larock, Jo Lefevere, 
Aurélie Leflere, Marcel Linsmeau, Hervé Lisoir, Jean Maertens, Lieve Maes, Chloe 
Marthe, Katrien Massa, Nathalie Matthijs, Marc Michiels, Jean-Paul Minet, Ab-
dullah Mohammed, Ewoud Monballiu, Gina Moors, Pierre Motyl, Michiel Nuyte-
mans, Carine Petit, Anouk Reygel, Annemie Rossenbacker, Marianne Schapmans, 
Luk Schoukens, Peter Sleeckx, Bert Smits, Jos Speetjens, Anton Stellamans, Stef 
Steyaert, Mat Steyvers, Adinda Taelman, Frans Teuchis, Carlos Theus, Olivier 
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Treinen, Annemie T’Seyen, Nele Verbruggen, Axel Verstrael, Tinne Vandesande, 
Mieke Vangramberen, Janusz Vanhellemont, Mia Vanlaeken, Catherine Van Eeck-
haute, Wim vander Elst, Thomas Van Reybrouck, Bart Van Langendonck, Michael 
van Lieshout, Pascal Van Loo, Inge Vermeersch, Philip Verwimp, Griet Vielfont, 
Koen Willems, Ingrid Wolfs, Koen Wynants, Kenza Yckoubi, Heidi Zwaenepoel.

TRANSLATORS AND INTERPRETERS AT THE cITIZENS’ SUmmIT
An Baeyens, Doris Beckmann, Evelyne Bellemans, Amelia Bonte, Magali De-
cannière, Bart Defrancq, Margot Dekeyser, Elke Delaere, Lise Destombes, Ellen 
Devlaeminck, Liesbeth De Bleeker, Luc De Smet, Etienne Gothier, Stef Grosjean, 
Astrid Herkenhoff Konersmann, Annelies Huylebroeck, Sander Kashiva, Dunja 
Matkovic, Adriaan Mosselmans, Silvia Payan, Ludovic Pierard, Joris Reynaert, 
Marloes Rooyackers, Colette Storms, Nele Tinck, Jeff Vanderelst, Didier Vande-
voorde, Annelies Van Hauwermeiren, Yaele Vanhuyse, Levi Van Lierde, Bart Van 
Loo, Liesbeth Van Vynckt, Ruth Van Wassenhove, Dirk Verbeeck.

AND THANkS TO cOmPANIES AND PEOPLE wHO SUPPORTED THE g1000 IN 
kIND OR AT A HIgHLy REDUcED RATE
3M
AFOSOC-VESOFO
Art2Work
Atanor
Atelier en Tik
AuviPartners
Belgacom, Mobistar, Base, Telenet (0900 nummer)
Belgian Poster
Brightfish
Café de Fiennes
CDS
Colruyt
Delhaize
Geert Groffen
GFK Significant
Gum Studio
Het digitaal Geweld
Hogeschool Gent
Hotel Bloom
Hyundai
Inbev
Ivox
Kadenza
KPMG
Levuur
Lotus Bakeries
Momentum-pco
Negotrade
Paratel
Passaporta



117

Projuice
Rode Kruis
Saatchi & Saatchi
Sherpa
Streamdis
Studio Dann
Synthetron
T&T
Tolkenscholen Antwerpen, Brussel en Bergen
Video in motion
Visualharvesting
WDM
Wouter Deprez en NTGent
WWCC

STARRINg IN THE cINEmA AD
Colette Braeckman, Fatma Girretz, Pierre Kroll, Dirk Tieleman, Sam Touzani, Pie 
Tshibanda, Bruno Vanden Broecke, Frieda Van Wijck, Francesca Vanthielen, Tom 
Waes, Manuel Zimmermann

Gerrit Rauws, director of the King Baudouin Founda-
tion

“If democracy is just a method to make elections 
possible, then it turns out to be a meagre one. Public 
deliberation can be a way to reinforce representative 
democracy. Especially for social problems of which the 
choices to be made by the government are not obvi-
ous.”

Maxime Prévot, 
mayor of Namur

“I believe in a beautiful complemen-
tarity between the legitimacy of our 
elected representatives and that of the 
expertise of citizens’ life experience. 
Governance of today is not the same 
as 15 or 30 years ago. Governance 
of the future calls for new methods of 
engagement and participation as much 
as taking part now rather than watch-
ing it happen from a distance.”
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Jörgen Oosterwaal, chief editor Knack

“Of course there is a certain naivety behind 
this project and it sounds rather pompous, but 
I find it hard when people treat it like a laugh-
ing matter. Our democracy is tired and is even 
showing signs of weariness. That a group of 
people is trying to take matters into their own 
hands and through study and dialogue is trying 
to reinvent the democratic process is admira-
ble and shows a sense of civic pride.”

Nathalie & Jean-Luc, volunteers

Nathalie is the contact person for participants 
of the citizen panel: “It is my opinion that it is 
a gift to be allowed to participate. A privilege 
to witness such a fascinating process from 
close by.” Jean-Luc was one of the attendees 
last year at one of the tables of the citizens’ 
summit and registered himself as a volunteer 
this time. He is now the resident photogra-
pher.Miriana, 

of the communication unit 

“Can somebody explain to me why 
politicians are so afraid of citizens? We 
only have the best intentions for (rep-
resentative) democracy and we want 
to give it a new breath of life. OK, 
maybe the present party political body 
could receive a few scratches...but 
isn’t it in dire need of innovation?!”





On 11 June 2011, after exactly one year without a government, the Manifesto of the 
G1000 was published. No less than five national newspapers printed it: De Standaard, 
De Morgen, De Tijd, Le Soir and La Libre Belgique. “If the politicians can’t provide a so-
lution, then involve the citizenry in the debate,” it said. “What ordinary people lack in 
knowledge, they make up in freedom.”  After only a few days, more than 10,000 people 
had signed the Manifesto, more than 800 volunteers registered, and thousands of do-
nations streamed in.

What did this citizen initiative become one and a half year later, after a citizen summit 
and a citizen panel? What are the findings, the lessons learned and the perspectives for 
the future?
Can the G1000 experiment of deliberative democracy by sortition inspire the necessary 
renewal of our democracy?
One thing is for sure, the G1000 has put the need for revitalization of democracy on the 
agenda.

www.g1000.org
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As European democracies are in crisis  
the G1000 shows a way forward.

- Report of the international observers to the G1000


