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Abstract

The article analyses the concept of deliberative democracy and its impact
on the modern political arena, in particular in terms of interaction between
government agencies and civil society. In Ukraine, where the effectiveness of
communication is becoming increasingly critical against the backdrop of global
political challenges, this issue is of particular importance. The article reveals the
possibilities of deliberative democracy, focusing on its impact on the dynamics
of relations between civil society and the state, with a special attention to
Ukraine and general global trends. It examines how this democratic process can
influence political initiatives and civic engagement, providing an overview of the
opportunities and challenges associated with the use of deliberative methods to
enhance the interaction between citizens and the state. Particular attention is
paid to the role and significance of deliberative democracy in modern democratic
processes, with an emphasis on the Ukrainian and international contexts. It is
demonstrated that deliberative democracy, based on in-depth public dialogue
and discussion between citizens and the state, can contribute to the legitimacy of
legislation and democratic institutions, both in Ukraine and internationally. The
article analyses the practical aspects of introducing the deliberative approach
and the obstacles that may arise in its implementation. Special attention
is paid to the need for dialogue between citizens and the state and its role in
strengthening democracy. It is noted that the introduction of deliberative
democracy can significantly improve the quality of interaction between the state
and civil society, encouraging more active participation of citizens in political
life. The author emphasises the importance of further research and development
of strategies for integrating deliberative methods into political systems, as well
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as the need for international cooperation to strengthen democratic processes,
both in Ukraine and internationally.

Keywords: deliberative democracy, state, civil society, participation, public
participation, human rights, public discussions.

Introduction

Intoday’s realities, an important element of any democratic process is not just
the electoral system, but a deep deliberative practice. However, it is surprising
that the scientific heritage remains far from a thorough consideration of the
historical framework and circumstances in which the concepts of “deliberation”
and “deliberative democracy” were born. There is still no consensus among
researchers on their emergence and use.

In contrast to the traditional democratic process, where voting is central
(electoral democracy), supporters of deliberative democracy argue that the
true legitimacy of legislation arises only through public discussion, openness
to other opinions, and a willingness to adjust one’s views if “better arguments”
are available. They see deliberative democracy as a public dialogue between
state institutions and citizens, civil society and the government in the process of
shaping the most important ways of society’s development.

The relevance of the article lies in the fact that Ukraine and the world
face constant challenges in the political sphere, requiring new approaches
to the interaction between civil society and the state. In the context of such
transformations, it is important to consider the role and opportunities offered
by deliberative democracy.

The purpose of the article is to define the essence and potential of deliberative
democracy in the context of its impact on the interaction between civil society
and the state, with a special focus on Ukraine and the global context. The article
aims to explore how deliberative democracy can affect political processes and
civic participation.

A wide range of scholars and researchers have studied deliberative
democracy, civil society and the state. J.-M. Bessette was one of the first
to consider the issue of civil society participation in discussions of political
processes, as well as the peculiarities of deliberative mechanisms in the life of
the state. In general, Professor J.-M. Bessette is considered the author of the
term “deliberative democracy”. In recent years, researchers K. Chwalisz and I.
Cesnulaityté have been dealing with the issue of public participation in public
discussions and regularly prepare analytical materials in accordance with the
involvement of citizens in state processes. Authors K. Ross and T. Burger are
known for their work “Face to face (book): Social media, political campaigning
and the unbearable lightness of being there”, which examines the impact of social
media on the course of political events. In particular, researchers write about
Facebook and Twitter and their impact on how politicians engage the public in
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election campaigns. E. Williamson and J. Barrat pay considerable attention to
deliberative democracy in the context of globalisation and informatisation of
society, and are among the leading authors who have studied various aspects of
deliberative democracy and its role in the life of civil society and the state.

A notable role in domestic research on this issue was played by V. Tsvyh
in the issues of civil society, its role in the life of the state and the concept of
deliberative democracy. A. Kovalev thoroughly studied deliberative democracy
in the works of J. Fishkin. V. Medvedska paid considerable attention to the
processes of deliberative democracy in the context of digitalisation, taking
into account the challenges of society, in particular the COVID-19 pandemic
and others. They have made an important contribution to the development of
an understanding of deliberative democracy in the Ukrainian context and its
potential in interaction with state structures and civil society.

A review of existing research shows a continuing interest in the impact of
deliberative democracy on the interaction between civil society and the state,
both in the context of Ukraine and in general. Some publications have already
emphasised the benefits of the deliberative process in solving social problems
and strengthening the legitimacy of decisions, but many works leave open the
question of the practical aspects of implementing this approach in the context of
specific political conditions.

Research methods

The scientific research was carried out using the following methods:
systemic, comparative, structural and functional, historical, hermeneutical.
The systematic method was used to analyse civil society as a complex and
multifaceted phenomenon and to make a theoretical generalisation of its
functional dimensions as types of political and non-political interactions, as
well as to analyse the methodological foundations of the study of deliberative
democracy. The comparative method was used in the comparative political
science analysis of the main models of civil society with their inherent power
potential and mechanisms of deliberative democracy. The structural-functional
method was used to identify the key organisational and structural elements
of civil society and deliberative democracy. The historical method was used to
analyse the power potential of civil society in the context of the evolution of views
on the concept of civil society. The hermeneutic method was used to analyse and
specify the key aspects of the deliberative model of democracy.

Results of the research

The concept of “deliberative democracy” was introduced by political
scientist J.-M. Bessette in his 1980 work, “Deliberative Democracy: The Majority
Principle in Republican Government”. This democratic approach is a synthesis
of representative and participatory democracy, characterized by structured
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dialogue between the government and its citizens, fostering rational discussion,
persuasion, and bipartisan compromise [1].

At its core, deliberative democracy rests on the idea that every individual has
the potential to be an engaged citizen, capable of making concessions and setting
aside personal preferences for collective agreement. It underscores democracy as
a critical pillar for peace in Europe, contributing to stability alongside the rule of
law and human rights. Within democratic frameworks, deliberative democracy
enriches the shared heritage, offering a robust platform for citizen involvement
in governance at various administrative levels.

Deliberation, as a participatory method, is one of several tools available
to politicians and legislators to engage with citizen perspectives. It amplifies
voices that might otherwise go unheard, enabling citizens to formulate specific
policy recommendations for governmental action at all tiers. To be effective,
deliberative democracy must be well-integrated into the political cycle, requiring
genuine adaptation by public authorities. While not a replacement for established
democratic processes, when applied effectively, deliberative methods can
enhance and deepen existing democratic practices [2, p. 36].

Advocates of deliberative democracy highlight its potential to enhance
citizen participation in democratic processes, potentially leading to more
effective policy-making and bolstering trust in democratic systems. To achieve
these advantages, adherence to key principles and standards is essential.

Whiledeliberative approachesarenot flawless, theyrequire guiding principles
for policymakers, decision-makers, and practitioners to effectively implement
these new practices. For participants, these initiatives serve as educational
experiences, necessitating well-structured introduction, ample learning time,
and high-quality civic education. It’s crucial to ensure the inclusion and respect
of minority voices in these processes [3, p. 50].

Effective implementation of deliberative methods demands adequate
resources and planning. Transparency, oversight, and accountability are
necessary to ensure fair participant selection, unbiased evidence, and non-
predetermined outcomes. Providing feedback on actions taken following
recommendations is also vital.

When executed proficiently, deliberative democracy can align with
sound democratic governance, making policy more attuned to individual and
community needs and fostering trust in governmental actions. This field’s
growth and evolution require clear guidelines and standards.

The European Committee on Democracy and Governance has proposed
recommendations to maximize the benefits of deliberative democracy
globally. Clarifying the role and functionality of deliberative democracy within
representative systems is crucial. The Council of Europe and its member states
can play a pivotal role in this area. Standard-setting is imperative to aid those
employing deliberative democracy. To be credible and avoid negative impacts
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on democracy, deliberative initiatives must adhere to essential attributes.
Continuous development of best practices is important, acknowledging the
diversityin democratic cultures and processes among member states. Recognizing
that deliberative democracy is not a one-size-fits-all solution, it’s important to
foster innovation and learning opportunities to strengthen democratic practices

[4].

The concept of deliberative democracy, while not a modern invention,
traces its roots back to ancient Greece, evolving alongside the broader idea
of democracy itself. In the 20th century, instances of deliberative democracy
are evident, such as the United States and Germany’s “Citizens’ Juries” in the
1970s, and Denmark’s “consensus talks” in the 1980s. The early 2000s saw the
advent of citizen assemblies in Canada, based on the “mini-publics” model. In
recent years, deliberative democracy has gained traction, with various countries
experimenting with its methods [5, p. 90].

This democratic approach, a subset of participatory democracy, places direct
civic engagement at its core. It aims to complement and reinforce traditional
democratic norms, offering a means to enhance representative democracy and
policy-making [6, p. 219].

Deliberative methods represent a proactive spectrum of civic involvement,
where citizen input is central and directly influences political processes. Choosing
between participatory and deliberative methods isn’t a binary decision; these
approaches can be synergistic, applied in sequence — like a petition initiating a
citizens’ assembly — or concurrently.

According to the study “Mapping Deliberative Democracy in the Council
of Europe Member States”, public bodies aiming to deepen citizen engagement
through deliberative initiatives should:

1. Evaluate where deliberative initiatives could be most effective.

2. Explore which deliberative approach best informs political processes.

3. Acknowledge that valuable contributions can emerge from government,
non-governmental organizations, and citizen groups, ensuring mechanisms are
in place for these diverse voices to be acknowledged [4].

Advocates of deliberative democracy suggest it can enhance policy
effectiveness and foster greater public confidence in democratic procedures.
While gauging trust growth is challenging, assessing the influence of participatory
and deliberative democracy on policy is more feasible. The 2008 Hansard
Society/MoJ Digital Dialogues initiative in the UK highlighted the mutual
benefits of public participation and underscored the necessity for ongoing
public-government dialogue. The success of participatory and deliberative
efforts often hinges on their timing within the political cycle, integration with
political processes, employed methodologies, and the mindset of the overseeing
authorities [7].
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Both government and public face significant obstacles in achieving “effective
engagement”. Governmental challenges include limited commitment to genuine
engagement and a tendency towards risk aversion, often viewing public
involvement as high-risk. For the public, issues revolve around accessibility,
awareness, and trust. Successful deliberative projects often see government
entities at various levels supporting citizen groups in formulating policy
proposals, with these contributions factored into policy development.

Four key motivations underpin the engagement of deliberative entities:

1. Ad hoc initiatives outside the formal political framework aiming to enrich
and inform decision-making by incorporating citizen perspectives.

2. Formalizing processes to solidify participatory and deliberative
approaches within the existing democratic system, enhancing policy outcomes
and broadening engagement.

3. Embedding deliberative methods within a re-envisioned democratic
structure, possibly involving constitutional mandates for citizens’ assemblies in
legislative reviews or as supplements to parliamentary inquiries.

4. The potential for third-party orchestrated deliberative efforts, disguised
as genuine, to sway public opinion or policy decisions. While currently, there’s
no evidence of such manipulation due to the limited impact of these processes,
the risk of corruption or manipulation may rise as they become more integral
and influential in political proceedings [4].

Selecting deliberative methods is advantageous because they allow for
comprehensive insights from a diverse, well-informed representative group,
which can significantly enhance policy formulation. Nonetheless, these methods
integrate more seamlessly into democratic systems where citizen participation
and civil society’s role are well-established. In environments with weaker or less
developed democratic and participatory cultures, additional support, resources,
and oversight are necessary for the effective execution of deliberative initiatives.
As deliberative processes become more prevalent and influential in shaping
policy, maintaining transparency and accountability is crucial to prevent
manipulation or corruption of these processes [6, p. 220].

Deliberative democracy demands unique skills, such as participatory
engagement and facilitation, which are not typically found in the public sector.
It also requires a cultural shift to appreciate the process and its outcomes.
According to the OECD, when these elements are in place, deliberative initiatives
can be routinely incorporated into democratic governance due to their ability to:

1. Aid decision-makers in addressing complex, long-term issues.

2. Boost public trust through regular and meaningful public debate.

3. Offer cost-effective solutions and streamlined processes.

4. Enhance the overall democratic health of society.

While these objectives are commendable, more empirical evidence is needed
to fully substantiate them. The growing popularity and number of deliberative
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initiatives are promising, but their effectiveness hinges on direct links to policy
or legislative processes. Greater focus on integrating deliberative methods
with policymaking is crucial. Without clear mechanisms for follow-up, these
initiatives risk disengaging citizens and could potentially erode already delicate
trust in democratic systems [8].

Since the onset of the large-scale military invasion, Ukraine has faced
existential challenges. The ongoing territorial recovery by Ukrainian forces has
not only improved security but also spurred interest in addressing a broader
spectrum of social issues, particularly relevant in conflict-affected nations.
There’s a pressing need for constitutional review and potential amendments
post-conflict. Public and expert discussions on these matters have already
commenced. Additionally, amid the conflict, the development of a post-
war reconstruction strategy for Ukraine, in collaboration with international
organizations, has become a significant focus.

To effectively tackle this issue, it’s crucial that deliberative and participatory
methods are systematically integrated into political frameworks. This integration
ensures that their outcomes meaningfully impact policymaking and guarantees a
commitment to implementing their recommendations. Additionally, there needs
to be vigilant oversight and follow-up once deliberative process participants
have submitted their proposals, to track how governments and relevant bodies
respond. Policy proposals must be level-appropriate, considering the scale of
intervention required. This is particularly challenging for deliberative initiatives
that tackle broad societal concerns like climate change, where both macro-level
systemic changes and finer micro-political nuances must be addressed [9, p. 22].

Successful navigation through the obstacles to deliberation can be achieved
with meticulous planning, precise design, and a consensus on foundational
principles. While these principles might vary based on cultural and situational
contexts, researchindicatesthatcertainfundamental design elementsareessential
for a well-conceived deliberative initiative. These elements include defining
the mandate, outlining procedures and governance, recruiting participants,
ensuring effective facilitation and deliberation, fostering communication and
engagement, and prioritizing accountability and continuous improvement [10].

Conclusions

Deliberative democracy, a crucial aspect of contemporary democratic
practices, responds dynamically to evolving political landscapes, fostering
productive engagement between civil society and government. This approach
emphasizes reasoned debates and consensus-building, deepening citizen
participation in policy-making. It fosters a culture of open discussion, embracing
diverse viewpoints and the art of compromise, thereby enhancing the credibility
of enacted policies. This democratic framework bolsters the interaction between
society and the state, enriching the democratic experience through profound
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dialogues. Involving detailed recommendations for all governance levels, it
necessitates distinct protocols, seamless incorporation into political processes,
and a respect for minority perspectives. However, the expansion and practical
application of deliberative democracy are essential, particularly in varied
democratic contexts. This encompasses innovation, educational initiatives, and
establishing norms for efficacious civic involvement in democratic proceedings.

In Ukraine’s scenario, amidst war and socio-political challenges, this
approach is particularly pertinent. Globally, deliberative democracy is perceived
as a method for engaging citizens in governance and fostering confidence
in democratic structures, significant in an era of globalization and digital
technology’s impact on politics. European nations are trialing deliberative
techniques, focusing on creating norms and principles for better integrating
civil society into politics. Additionally, emphasizing skill enhancement for both
citizens and professionals in this sector is vital. For Ukraine, this may involve
forming new public discourse platforms and refining existing citizen participation
methods. On a global scale, such deliberative practices can promote inclusivity
and democratization in international affairs, notably through international
collaboration and knowledge sharing.

Overall, in Ukraine and worldwide, deliberative democracy holds promise
as an influential tool in strengthening democratic governance, enhancing
transparency, and elevating the caliber of political discourse. Achieving this,
however, demands concerted efforts from governments, civil societies, and
international entities to seamlessly integrate these practices into diverse political
systems and cultures.
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B3AEMOJAISA TPOMAJAHCHKOTO CYCIIIJIBCTBA
I JEP2KABHU B YMOBAX JIEJIBEPATUBHOI
JEMOKPATII: YKPATHA TA CBITOBI TEHJEHIIII

Pesrome

IIpoBeneHO aHATI3 KOHIIEMIII AeTibepaTHBHOI JeMOKpAaTii Ta il BIUIMBY HA
CyJacHy IOJIITUYHY apeHy, 30KpeMa B acCIeKTi B3aEMOJIii MixK Jiep?KaBHUMH OP-
raHaM# Ta TPOMA/ITHCBKUM CyCIIUTLCTBOM. B YKpaiHi, e e eKTUBHICTH KOMY-
HiKaIrii crae Bce OLIBIT KPUTUYIHOIO HA TJIi TJIO0AJIbHUX MOJIITUIHUX BUKJIUKIB,
Ile MUTaHHs HaOyBae 0cOOIMBOI BaXXJIMBOCTI. PO3KPUTO MOKIMBOCTI Zestibepa-
TUBHOI JIEMOKpaTIii, 30cepe/KyI0UnCh Ha 11 BIUIUBI Ha IMHAMIKY Bi[THOCUH MiX
TPOMAJITHCHKUM CYCITJIBCTBOM Ta JEPIKABOIO, MPHUJIUIAIOYN OCOOJIUBY yBary
YkpaiHi Ta 3araJIbHUM CBITOBUM TEHEHITiAM. PO3TJIsIHYTO, IKUM YUHOM IIeH JTe-
MOKPATHYHHUH IIPOIeC MOKe BITUBATH Ha MOJIITHYHI IHIIIIaTUBU Ta TPOMAJICHKY
aKTUBHICTh, HAJ[AI0UM OTJISA]] MOKJIMBOCTEN 1 BUKJIMKIB, ITOB>s3aHUX i3 3aCTOCY-
BaAHHSAM JIeJTiOepaTUBHUX METO/IiB B IIOCUJIEHHI B3aEMO/Iii Mi>K TPOMAaJIsSTHAMH Ta
nep:kaBor0. OcobIMBY yBary NpuzijieHO PoJii Ta 3HaUYEeHHIO Jie1ibepaTUBHOI Je-
MOKPpATii y Cy4acHHUX IEMOKPATUYHUX MIPOIECaX, 3 AaKIEHTOM Ha YKPAIHChbKOMY
Ta Mi>KHapOJAHOMY KOHTeKcTax. [IposieMOHCTpOBaHO, 110 /ieTibepaTUBHA 1EMO-
Kparisi, 3aCHOBaHa Ha rJIHO0KOMY ITyOJIiuHOMY /1ias1031 Ta 00rOBOPEHHI MiXK Irpo-
Ma/ITHAMU Ta JePKaBOI0, MOKEe CIIPUATH MiBUINEHHIO JIETITUMHOCTI 3aKOHO-
JTaBCTBA Ta JIEMOKPATUYHUX IHCTUTYTIB, SIK B YKpaiHi, Tak 1 HA MDKHAPOJHOMY
piBHi. [IpoaHasi30BaHO MPaKTUYHI acleKTH BIIPOBAKEHHs J1eJ1i0€paTHBHOTO
ITIZIXO/Ty Ta MePelIKo/IH, AKi MOXKyTh BUHUKHYTHU IIPH Horo peasiszanii. Okpema
yBara npuuIsA€ThCsl HEOOXiTHOCTI /IiaIoTy MiXK TPOMaiTHAMU Ta JIep>KaBoro Ta
Horo poJsti y 3MillHEHHI JieMOKpaTii. 3a3HaueHo, 1110 BIPOBA/IKEHHSA Jestibepa-
TUBHOI JIEMOKPaTii MOKe 3HAYHO IiJIBUIIUTHU SIKICTh B3aEMO/IIl MIXK JIEPKABOIO
Ta TPOMAJTHCHKUM CyCITITBCTBOM, 3a0XOUYIOUH OiJIbIII aKTUBHY Y4acTh I'poMa-
JISTH Y TIOJIITHIHOMY KUTTI. [TiIKpecsieHo BayKJIUBICTh MOIAIBIINX TIOCTI?KEHD
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Ta po3po0OKU cTpaTeriil [y iHTerparil feai6epaTHBHUX METOZIB yV HMOJIITHYHI
CUCTEMH, & TAKOK HEOOXITHOCTI Mi3KHAPO/THOTO CITiIBPOOITHUIITBA /IS TOCUJIEH-
Hf JIEMOKPAaTUYHUX IIPOIIECIB, K B YKpaiHi, TaK i HA Mi?)KHaAPOTHOMY DiBHI.

KirrouoBi cjioBa: fiesibepaTuBHA JIEMOKPATisi, /iep:KaBa, TPOMA/ISTHChKE
CYCIILIBCTBO, MMAPTHUCHUIIAINA, TPOMA/IChKA YJaCTh, IIPaBa JIIOJMHU, TPOMAICHKI
00rOBOpEHHH.
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