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Introduction

Search for best and 
new emerging 
practices for involving 
young leaders and 
enabling ownership in 
bioeconomy and health
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• to complete a search for best and new emerging practices for enabling ownership and involving young people in 
bioeconomy and health

Aims of the task
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Main challenges

• existing lack of specific research data in the field of bioeconomy, health and involvement of youth in environmental 
health risk communication and risk governance

• few published descriptions of practices and studies are difficult to compare due to methodological differences as well as 
geographical spread



• Policy makers are continually faced with the challenge of making high quality decisions while remaining responsive to 
the young people those decisions affect

• Overarching objective should be about youth-initiated, directed and controlled practice 

• Young people can engage in research without any prior research skills training 

Theoretical background
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Forms of participation for each aspired level of participation 
on the participation ladder/1
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Aspired level of 
participation

Direction of 
comm.

Forms of participation Advantages Disadvantages/pitfalls

N
o
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Listen PM <- SH

• Set up feedback channels
• Keep an eye on the media
• Receive complaints, protest 
and criticism

• PM gets answers to questions it 
did not ask:
prevents tunnel vision
• PM is able to draw attention to 
problems at
an early stage

• Difficult to draw a line 
between where listening brings 
benefits and where it does not
• Can be very time-consuming

Study PM <- SH
• Surveys
• Interviews
• Focus groups

• Large numbers of stakeholders 
can be reached with relatively little 
effort
• Information can be collected in a 
very targeted way

• A strong framing effect may 
occur: other factors which 
were not asked about may be 
relevant

Inform PM-> SH • Presentations
• Takes relatively little time and 
effort

• Can cause dissatisfaction 
among stakeholders
• No opportunity to make a 
contribution, no ‘real’ 
participation

No participation PM     SH None
• Project receives little attention. 
Under certain circumstances, this 
may be desirable

• No feedback
• No utilisation of external 
sources of information
• No legitimisation



Forms of participation for each aspired level of participation 
on the participation ladder/2
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Aspired level of 
participation

Direction of 
com.

Forms of participation Advantages Disadvantages/pitfalls

In
te
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iv
e

Co-decide PM* <-> SH**

• Not very common in practice
• Examples: joint management of nature
databases and participation in
working groups
• The main target group is fellow 
scientists

• Optimal use of participants’ 
resources
• Fulfils democratic motives

• In extreme cases the stakeholders 
determine the content of PM reports
• PM risks losing control

Co-
produce

PM <-> SH

• Interactive scenario-development
• Alternation of research and 
participation;
research-led participation process
• Use of participatory methods

• Increases commitment of participants
• Reflective approach to co-production 
can make a major contribution to the 
production of knowledge
• Ideally, generates support and 
produces knowledge

• Demands open-mindedness from the 
PM
• PM has to commit to results to some
extent, which is only possible if 
everyone is open to this
• Intensive process
• Participants’ choice and quality of 
the facilitator
are key factors for success

Take 
advice
Consult

PM <- SH

• Interactive workshops for:
- defining the problem
- research design
- conclusions
• Bilateral sessions
• Review of project design and 
conclusions
- written reports
- workshops
• Themed workshops for knowledge 
production

• Can result in new perspectives
• Highly goal-oriented approach. Can 
be put into action at key moments in a 
project

• Less easy for the PM to steer the 
process; process can produce 
unintended results
• Stakeholders may disagree with the 
framing; can lead to unrest
• Difficult to guarantee transparency



Youth in a policy 
decision making

Retrospective point of view
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Active and meaningful youth participation in the policy decision making 

strikes again!

Young people from Croatia, Georgia, Lithuania, Malta, Moldova, the 

Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Russian Federation, Serbia, the United 

Kingdom, and Ukraine took and sent photos for the youth photo 

competition “Ready. Set. Wow!”. 

The competitioned aimed to draw the attention of the public, 

policymakers, and relevant stakeholders to the views of young people on 

issues related to environment, health and sustainability in Europe.

Result – adoption of the Ostrava Youth Declaration which represents a 

direct input of more than 70 international youth delegates from across the 

European Region. 

Type of participation: 

• competition: take advice/consult

• Declaration – co-production



Enabling youth
ownership

Green Innovation Park
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• A first look at the Green Innovation Park (with inspiration from 
Sotenäs) 

• A space for innovation where entrepreneurs, scientists and students 
can meet and share ideas. 

• Very few students and young people in general 
• Attending the business breakfast

- the only student there
- the youngest one there
- What I got: linkedIn contacts, invititation to other science parks,

acceptance and encouragement. 

• Why was I the only one there?

• Keypoints: 
- provide mentors
- reach out in person 
- create more student-based projects with meaningful purposes 



Bringing student
feedback into action

Bioeconomy Campus
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• Starting point was an ordinary lesson on business, for agrology students

• The lecturer asked the students, what to do with our students’ 
cooperative. There are not enough members, even if it would be a 
brilliant place to train entrepreneurship

• The students started to give feedback about the lack of sense of 
community, too much independent work in studies and not getting to 
know the other students

• The institute’s manager came to listen to the feedback

• As a result, the manager arranged a half-day workshop on how to 
increase the sense of community in the campus. Also other managers of 
the school, neighboring school, some companies and the mayor
participated, among all students who were interested.

• Now there is a plan for growing up the volume of collaboration and 
students’ partnership in the institute’s actions

• Key points:
• Openness for students spontaneous feedback
• Listening to them genuinely
• Taking real action



• Young people design their own experiments, to analyze data, and to reflect 
on results by applying their scientific and political knowledge that is 
meaningful in their own societal context

• They behave as autonomous learners and to think critically about their 
actions and decisions regarding scientific practice and policy

• There is a great opportunity to facilitate youth ownership through
empowerment

• It has to be a meaningful ”why” and a sense of true impact to enable youth
involvement and ownership

• When a young person wants to take part in developing something, by for 
example criticizing or questioning, it is important to genuinely listen to 
her/him and include them in the development. These are small steps 
towards ownership

What we found out
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• Share your experiences with each other (project groups) 

- How have you as a young (or when you were young) person experienced ownership?

- How have you enabled youth ownership? 

What are you experiences concerning ownership? 
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• Partnership approach and mutual mentoring

• Personal invitations

• Project-based learning (learning by doing and space for trial and error) and an environment for trials

• Civic action in local communitites

• Taking personal responsibility in sharing responsibilities and involving youth

Suggestions for future
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