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Legitimate participation? The effect of a deliberative mini-public on the 

legitimacy of public decision-making 

 

ABSTRACT 

Public participation has become an increasingly important aspect of public decision-making. A 

means for organizing such participation that has recently drawn considerable attention, is the 

deliberative mini-public; a democratic innovation that relies on sortition and deliberation to 

involve citizens more directly in the public decision-making process. While it is thought that 

deliberative mini-publics could be used to increase the legitimacy of public decision-making, there 

are few studies that put this to the test. Moreover, the few studies that do tend to define legitimacy 

exclusively in objective, normative terms. In this paper, we investigate the effect of a deliberative 

mini-public on the perceived legitimacy of public decision-making. We do so by means of a survey 

experiment. Our findings suggest that deliberative mini-publics are likely to improve the legitimacy 

of a public decision-making process – but not more so than other ways to organize public 

participation.  

 

Key Words: deliberative mini-public, legitimacy, public participation, survey experiment 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Public participation has become an increasingly important aspect of public decision-making. A 

means for organizing public participation that has recently drawn considerable attention is the 

deliberative mini-public. Although different definitions exist, the concept is generally thought to 

include consensus conferences, citizens’ juries and planning cells (Ryan and Smith 2014). As a tool 

for public participation, deliberative mini-publics stand out for the fact that they combine two 

distinct elements; the use of sortition to recruit a (quasi-) representative sample of ordinary 

citizens, and an emphasis on deliberative rather than partisan modes of decision-making (see 

Goodin and Dryzek 2006). One of the factors driving recent attention for deliberative mini-publics 

is their presumed effect on the legitimacy of public decision-making. As with public participation 

more generally, there appears to be a strong belief that including a deliberative mini-public in a 

public decision-making process can significantly increase the legitimacy of that process (c.f. Goodin 
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and Dryzek 2006, 232). For many scholars, this is an important reason to study deliberative mini-

publics. As Dryzek (2010, 21) notes: “Deliberative democracy began as a theory of democratic 

legitimacy and remains so to a considerable degree.”  

The presumed positive effect of deliberative mini-publics on the legitimacy of public 

decision-making also features prominently in the motivation for real-life experiments with such 

mini-publics.  For example, Dryzek and Tucker (2008, 868) note that the main purpose of a citizen 

panel in France was “to assure both higher economic growth and social acceptance of technological 

change”. Whereas the former of these purposes can be interpreted as a genuine attempt to increase 

the efficiency of economic governance, the latter presumes a legitimating effect. The notion that 

deliberative mini-publics have a positive effect on legitimacy is pervasive in both theory and 

practice, but there is a dearth of research that puts this reasoning to the test. Moreover, the few 

existing studies that do assess the effect of deliberative mini-publics on the legitimacy of public 

decision-making tend to assess the legitimacy of a decision-making process in terms of predefined, 

normative standards (e.g. Caluwaerts and Reuchamps 2015). Yet, by focusing on the objective 

legitimacy of a public decision-making process, existing studies fail to adequately take into account 

the subjective legitimacy of such processes. Rather than focusing on the normative qualities of a 

decision-making process, a subjective operationalization of legitimacy takes stock of the extent to 

which a process is considered to be legitimate by those whom it concerns. This subjective 

operationalization of legitimacy is particularly useful in the context of deliberative mini-publics, 

which are often framed as a means to solve the ‘legitimacy crisis’ that public decision-making is 

thought to suffer (Grönlund et al. 2014, 1).  

 We test our reasoning using a survey experiment. In this experiment, a natural collective of 

individuals with a shared history and future (undergraduate students), was randomly divided over 

three experimental groups. Subsequently, each participant was presented with a short description 

of a public decision-making process (a vignette). Depending on the experimental group, the vignette 
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described a process that provided either no opportunities for public participation, a common but 

limited way to organize such participation, or participation by means of a deliberative mini-public. 

Having read one of these vignettes, participants were asked to answer a series of questions to 

establish if and to what extent they considered each decision-making process to be legitimate. An 

analysis yields surprising results. Although we find that a decision-making process that includes a 

deliberative mini-publics is considered to be more legitimate than a process that does not, we also 

find that it is considered to be less legitimate than a decision-making process that includes a much 

more limited means to organize public participation. This has important theoretical and practical 

implications for the continued use and study of deliberative mini-publics.  

This paper will continue as follows. First, we will explore existing knowledge about the 

effect of public participation and deliberative mini-publics on the perceived legitimacy of public 

decision-making. Next, we construct a theoretical framework and formulate our main hypothesis. 

Following a description of the experimental design and proceedings, we report the main results. We 

conclude with a summary of our main findings, a discussion of their implications and an outline of 

opportunities for future research.  

 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION, DELIBERATIVE MINI-PUBLICS AND LEGITIMACY 

Most studies assume that public participation can significantly increase the legitimacy of a 

public decision-making process. Specifically, increasing the quality of decision-making (Beierle 

1999), aligning policies more closely with public preferences (Stivers 1990), or allowing citizens to 

experience public decision-making first-hand (Sabatier 1988; Fishkin 1995), is thought to improve 

perceptions of procedural fairness (Thomas 1998) and the willingness to accept unfavorable 

decisions (Ruscio 1996). Empirical studies have provided some support for this belief (c.f. Wang 

and Wan Wart 2007; Besley 2010). However, most authors note that not all attempts at public 
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participation are equally successful (cf. Edelenbos and Klijn 2006; Herian et al. 2012). For example, 

if public participation is overly dominated by organized interests (Carman 2010) or provides 

participating citizens with few opportunities to actually influence policy decisions (Irvin and 

Stansbury 2004), it is unlikely to realize its full potential. In some cases, it may even cause apathy 

and cynicism instead (c.f. Mansbridge 1983).  

The literature on deliberative mini-publics strikes a similar tone. In a nutshell, it is thought 

that deliberative mini-publics can significantly increase the legitimacy of a public decision-making 

process (c.f. Goodin and Dryzek 2006; Burgess 2014)1 because they 1) allow a (quasi-) 

representative sample of citizens to participate (Caluwaerts and Reuchamps 2016), and 2) facilitate 

deliberation on public policy issues (Caluwaerts and Reuchamps 2015). By contrast - as with public 

participation in general - many studies are quick to point out that not all mini-publics will live up to 

their potential (c.f. Dryzek and Tucker 2008). If the influence of a deliberative mini-public on the 

wider decision-making process is unclear (Grönlund et al. 2014), or if participating citizens feel like 

they were not sufficiently able to express their ideas and opinions (Felicetti et al. 2016), 

deliberative mini-publics will most likely fail to have a positive effect. Under these conditions, mini-

publics may even fuel existing feelings of distrust and ‘poison the well’ for other attempts at 

involving citizens (Goodin and Dryzek 2006, 233). 

Unfortunately, there have as yet been few studies that put these ideas to the test. In spite of 

some notable exceptions (c.f. Dryzek and Tucker 2008; Olsen and Trenz 2014), the literature on 

deliberative mini-publics is decidedly theoretical in nature (c.f. Setälä 2011; Curato and Böker 

                                                           
1 An important exception is Lafont (2015). In her much-cited article, she argues convincingly that the use of 

deliberative mini-publics for public decision-making is both unfeasible and undesirable. Yet, her remarks 

have done little as yet to temper existing expectations regarding the effect of deliberative mini-public on the 

legitimacy of public decision-making. 
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2016). Moreover, the few studies that do investigate the effect of deliberative mini-publics on the 

legitimacy of public decision-making tend to operationalize legitimacy almost exclusively in 

legalistic, objective terms2. In their study of a mini-public in Belgium, for example, Caluwaerts and 

Reuchamps (2015, 152) assess the legitimacy of deliberative mini-publics by looking at how well 

they “reflect the principles of legitimacy in their own functioning”. In this particular study, the 

characteristics of this particular mini-public are compared to a series of criteria that include the 

quality of representation, the openness of its agenda and the quality of participation. The authors 

then use this comparison to draw conclusions about the mini-public’s overall legitimacy 

(Caluwaerts and Reuchamps 2015, 167). 

 By operationalizing legitimacy in this way, the literature has largely failed to consider how 

deliberative mini-publics could impact the subjective legitimacy of public decision-making. While 

relatively common in studies that focus on the effect of public participation (c.f. Esaiasson et al. 

2012), there have as yet been very few studies that consider how a deliberative mini-public could 

affect the extent to which a decision-making process is considered to be legitimate by its most 

important stakeholders. Since their inception, deliberative mini-publics have frequently been 

presented as a potential means to repair the loss of legitimacy that many democratic institutions 

are thought to suffer (see Grönlund et al. 2014; Caluwaerts and Reuchamps 2015). Although there 

has been considerable debate on the exact scope and nature of this ‘legitimacy crisis’, it is almost 

universally taken to mean a loss of perceived legitimacy (c.f. Dalton 2006, Norris 2011). As such, 

studying the effect of deliberative mini-publics on the objective legitimacy of public decision-

                                                           
2 The study by Dryzek and Tucker (2008) is one of the few that both tests the effect of deliberative mini-

publics on the legitimacy and does not focus (exclusively) on their objective legitimacy. Contrary to this study 

however, they measure perceived legitimacy by looking at the way a deliberative mini-public is received by 

local and national media.   
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making is not particularly insightful. Rather, if mini-publics are to solve the aforementioned 

legitimacy crisis, whether a decision-making process conforms to normative legitimacy standards is 

only relevant insofar as it affects its perceived legitimacy. 

 

DELIBERATIVE MINI-PUBLICS AND PERCEIVED LEGITIMACY  

Many different definitions of legitimacy have been proposed and rejected over the years 

(see Dogan 2002). Traditionally, legitimacy has been defined as an attribute of organizations, 

individuals, or procedures. Although such definitions are still in use, legitimacy is now more 

commonly considered to be a belief or opinion (Schaar 1981). In fact, most contemporary 

definitions are variations on a common theme. According to Lipset (1959, 77) for example, 

legitimacy is “the capacity of [a] system to engender and maintain the belief that that the existing 

political institutions are the most appropriate ones”. Similarly, Linz (1988, 65) defines legitimacy as 

“the belief that in spite of shortcomings and failures, the political institutions are better than any 

other that might be established”. What these and other definitions have in common, is the idea that 

legitimacy involves a belief that certain political institutions are more or less appropriate than 

others. In particular, it is thought that legitimacy manifests itself in a range of distinct but related 

attitudes, such as the perceived fairness of a particular procedure or the willingness to accept 

unfavorable decisions (see Grimes 2006).  

 The literature suggests two separate mechanisms concerning the effect of a deliberative 

mini-public on perceived legitimacy. The first mechanism centers on the deliberative qualities of 

mini-publics. As a deliberative innovation, deliberative mini-publics are defined by the fact that 

they facilitate deliberation. This means that mini-public are committed to fostering open and 

informed discussion, and aim to prevent the heated and interest-driven debate that is endemic in 

partisan politics (Ryan and Smith 2014, 21). By allowing citizens to discuss public matters openly, it 
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is thought that a deliberative process stimulates citizens to consider every possible aspect of the 

situation at hand. Moreover, being able to freely discuss potential solutions would allow them to 

weigh each solution according to its merits. As such, the main advantage of this approach is thought 

to lie in its capacity to improve the quality of public decisions. Its capacity to inspect a public issue 

in much more detail and consider a much wider set of potential solutions would lead to decisions 

that are qualitatively better. As long as the ‘informed’ opinion of deliberating citizens is taken 

seriously, it is believed that deliberation could significantly improve the outcome of a decision-

making process (Niemeyer 2011). 

 The second mechanism centers instead on the participatory qualities of deliberative mini-

publics. As a participatory innovation, deliberative mini-publics are defined by the fact that they use 

sortition to select a (quasi-) representative sample of ordinary citizens (see Goodin and Dryzek 

2006). Although the representative nature of this sample is generally taken to be statistical rather 

than electoral (Dryzek and Tucker 2008, 864), it is argued that this form of representativeness 

makes deliberative mini-publics considerably more legitimate than other ways to organize public 

decision-making. The foremost reason why this is the case, is that these are usually found to attract 

the ‘usual suspects’; citizens with a specific demographic background who regularly participate in 

public decision-making (Brown 2006). While such participation is in and of itself commendable, it is 

generally considered to be undesirable from a democratic point of view. This is why their use of 

sortition is considered to be an important advantage of deliberative mini-publics. If selecting 

citizens by chance results in samples that are statistically more representative, it is thought that 

deliberative mini-publics could improve the extent to which a decision-making process is 

considered democratic (see Setälä 2011). 

 Although the deliberative and participatory qualities of deliberative mini-publics could each 

have an independent effect on the perceived legitimacy of a public decision-making process, there is 

also reason to assume that most citizens will not be able to distinguish between them. This is in the 
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first place because deliberative mini-publics are defined by the fact that they combine both 

deliberation and sortition. Consequently, there will be little variation in the deliberative and 

participatory qualities of different mini-publics. Moreover, these qualities are also likely to interact. 

By making sure that a more representative sample of ordinary citizens participates in a deliberative 

decision-making process for example, a deliberative mini-public could be argued to increase the 

range of policy options that the deliberative process might consider. This, in turn, could increase 

the perceived legitimacy of a public decision-making process. As such, and considering that the 

effect of either quality on the perceived legitimacy of public decision-making is thought to be 

positive, we formulate the following hypothesis: 

   

H1: a public decision-making process that includes a deliberative mini-public, is perceived to 

be more legitimate by the citizens it affects than a public decision-making process that does 

not include a deliberative mini-public. 

 

METHOD AND DATA 

To test our hypothesis, we conducted a survey experiment at a research university in the 

Netherlands. In the experiment, a natural collective of individuals with a shared history and future 

(undergraduate students) was randomly divided over three experimental groups. Following their 

allocation to one of these groups, participants were asked to read a short description of a public 

decision-making process (a vignette). In each vignette, participants were told that the city of Tilburg 

received news that its stock of student housing would not be sufficient to cope with a predicted 

increase of student numbers. To deal with this impending crisis, the city government was pictured 

to have drafted a proposal that would see it build exactly half the amount of student housing 

required. This proposal was subsequently reported to have been adopted by the municipal council. 
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Having read this description of a public decision-making process, participants were asked to 

answer a series of questions that measured to what extent they considered it to be legitimate.  

  Our manipulation focused on opportunities for public participation. In the control group, 

the vignette featured a decision-making process that did not provide any opportunities for public 

participation. Instead, the city government was described to have instructed civil servants to draft a 

proposal. To ensure that participants would notice this fact, the phrase “citizens were not able to 

participate” was added. In the main experimental group, the vignette described a decision-making 

process that featured a deliberative mini-public. According to the vignette, the city government 

“instructed civil servants to create a panel of 100 citizens”. The members of this panel were 

reported to have been selected and random, and the panel itself an accurate reflection of local 

society. Following their selection, the members of the panel were pictured to have discussed a wide 

range of potential solutions openly and extensively before they agreed on best possible solution. To 

maximize any experimental effect, the vignette also provided participants with a common argument 

to use deliberative mini-publics; “To make sure that each citizen had an equal chance to participate 

in the decision-making process”.   

 In addition to these two groups, the experiment also featured a third experimental group. In 

this group, the vignette featured a decision-making process that provided citizens with a means for 

public participation that is decidedly more limited, but commonly used in the Netherlands. To this 

end, the vignette described how the city government “instructed civil servants to organize a series 

of public meetings” that would allow interested citizens the opportunity to voice their opinion 

about a range of different proposals. Like the vignette that featured a deliberative mini-public, it 

also provided participants with an argument that is often used to motivate the use of such 

participation. Contrary to the main experimental group however, this third group serves a dual 

purpose. On the one hand, it is a second experimental group in which the strength of the 

manipulation holds middle ground between a complete lack of public participation and 
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participation by means of a deliberative mini-public. On the other hand, it is a secondary control 

group that can be used to assess how the effect of a deliberative mini-public compares not only to a 

decision-making process that features no public participation whatsoever, but also to a decision-

making process as it is likely to occur in practice.  

 To measure perceived legitimacy, we use an indicator that is often used in legitimacy 

research (c.f. Schminke et al. 1997; Bøggild 2016). In the questionnaire following the vignettes, 

participants were asked to rate the extent to which they agreed with the following statement: “The 

decision-making process was fair”. Their answers were measured using a five-point Likert-type 

scale that ranged from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree”. Our choice for this particular 

measure was motivated by the fact that it does not rely on the experiences of participants who have 

themselves participated in a particular way to organize public participation (see Esaiasson et al. 

2012, 804). Moreover, it has been established as a reliable proxy to measure the perceived 

legitimacy of a public decision-making process (Grimes 2006). In addition to this measure, the 

questionnaire also included attention and manipulation checks to help assess whether participants 

read all information carefully and whether the manipulation was successful (see Appendix 2).  

 The experiment was conducted as part of two research methods courses for undergraduate 

students in either law or public administration. The experiment itself was conducted digitally in the 

classroom with the aid of the well-known survey software Qualtrics. Participating students were 

given a unique access code with which they could log in. Upon doing so, they were automatically 

randomly assigned to one of the three experimental groups. In total, we collected 115 valid 

responses. Descriptive statistics show these to belong to a diverse group of undergraduate students 

with a wide range of different cultural backgrounds. Preliminary analyses show no significant 

differences in all relevant variables (p > 0.05), which suggests that the responses from both waves 

can be safely pooled.  
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Moreover, an analysis of variance indicates that randomization was successful. On relevant 

demographic variables like ‘gender’, ‘age’ and ‘political views’, the analysis reports no significant 

differences between the three experimental groups. An analysis of the attention check suggests 

furthermore that a large majority of all participants paid sufficient attention to the experiment. Of 

all participants, over 75% passed the check. An analysis of the manipulation check yields similar 

results. When asked to indicate how citizens were involved in the decision-making process they 

were presented with, nearly 87% of all participants chose a way of involvement that corresponds 

with the treatment they were given. This suggests that the manipulation was largely successful.  

 

RESULTS 

To determine the effect of a deliberative mini-public on the perceived legitimacy of public 

decision-making, it is useful to first examine the average legitimacy scores for each of the three 

experimental groups. As Figure 1 shows, these differ markedly. Participants in the control group, 

who were presented with a decision-making process that featured no opportunities for public 

participation whatsoever, award that process an average score of 2.54 (SD = 0.96). The average 

legitimacy score for the main control group, in which the process included a deliberative mini-

public, is considerably higher. Its participants awarded this particular process with an average 

score of 3.18 (SD = 1.07). However, this score is still lower than the average legitimacy score for the 

third experimental group. With an average score of 3.79 (SD = 0.92), the participants in this group 

award the process an even higher score than both the control and main experimental groups. In 

absolute terms, and given that the dependent variable ranges from 1 to 5, this corresponds to a 

maximum effect size of 25%.  
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Figure 1. Average legitimacy scores for different types of public participation 

 

  

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) confirms that the differences between groups are 

statistically significant (F(2)= 15.31, p < 0.001). Although the effect size is small (η² = 0,21), this 

suggests that at least two of the experimental groups have legitimacy scores that differ sufficiently 

to warrant closer study. To determine the relevant differences between these groups, we executed 

a series of planned comparisons. According to the relevant literature, this is the preferred 

procedure if there are strong theoretical reasons to expect a difference and if the number of 

comparisons does not exceed the available degree of freedom (see Keppel and Wickens 2004)3. The 

first comparison centers on the difference between the control group, whose decision-making 

process featured no public participation at all, and the main experimental group, whose decision-

making process featured a deliberative mini-public. The comparison is statistically significant (t = 

2.82, p < 0.01), which confirms our main hypothesis that a decision-making process that includes a 

deliberative mini-public is considered to be more legitimate than a process that does not. The effect 

size is medium (𝑑𝐶𝑜ℎ𝑒𝑛 = 0.53). 

                                                           
3 As a robustness check, Tukey and Bonferroni post-hoc tests were also executed. Their results were only 

marginally different from those of the planned comparisons.  
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 The second comparison, which centers on the difference between the main experimental 

group and the group whose decision-making process featured a much more limited but common 

means to organize public participation, yields a surprising result. As the preliminary analysis 

already suggested, it confirms that the average legitimacy score of the second group is significantly 

higher than the average legitimacy score of the main experimental group (t = -2.75, p < 0.01). The 

effect size is similarly medium (𝑑𝐶𝑜ℎ𝑒𝑛 = 0.61). Depending on how these results are interpreted, this 

can mean two things. If the group whose vignette featured a limited means of public participation is 

considered to be a secondary control group, it suggests that the effect of deliberative mini-publics 

on the legitimacy of public decision-making may not always be positive. If that same group is 

considered to represent a different, less intensive way to organize public participation, the results 

may well be interpreted as evidence that deliberative mini-publics are simply less effective as a 

means to increase the legitimacy of public decision-making. In either case, they warrant caution 

regarding the presumed effect of deliberative mini-publics.   

 

CONCLUSION 

In this paper, we explored how a deliberative mini-public may affect the legitimacy of public 

decision-making. Whereas existing studies tend to operationalize legitimacy almost exclusively in 

objective terms, we argued that it is necessary to study the subjective legitimacy of public decision-

making as well. Using insights from the legitimacy literature, we hypothesized that the use of mini-

publics positively affects the perceived legitimacy of a decision-making process and tested this 

hypothesis using a survey experiment. We found that a decision-making process that includes a 

deliberative mini-public is considered to be more legitimate than a decision-making process that 

does not, which is in line with existing research. However, we also found that a decision-making 

process that provides citizens with a more limited means to participate is perceived to be even 
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more legitimate. This suggests that deliberative mini-publics are likely to have a positive effect on 

the legitimacy of public decision-making, but also that such an effect is unlikely to be greater to that 

of other ways to organize public participation.  

 Evidently, this study also has a number of limitations, to which we turn next. The 

deliberative mini-public as it was presented in the vignette was by and large an idealized version; in 

practice, it is likely that a deliberative mini-public has considerably less influence on the decision-

making process in which it is included (see Grönlund et al. 2014). Moreover, the fact that the 

experiment was conducted using undergraduate students may have affected the results. If it were 

to be repeated with a representative sample of a relevant population, chances are that it would 

yield slightly different results. The same applies to the fact that the experiment was conducted in 

the Netherlands and featured a decision-making process as it is usually organized there. Although 

the sample includes a fair number of international students from different cultural backgrounds, it 

is possible that the experimental results do not hold (completely) in a different political system (see 

Dryzek and Tucker 2008). A final limitation of this study is the fact that its manipulation puts 

predominant focus on the participatory qualities of deliberative mini-publics. By providing 

participants with arguments relating to the participatory benefits of including citizens, it may well 

underestimate the effect of their deliberative qualities (see Niemeyer 2011). 

 In spite of these limitations, this study also has a number of important implications. In the 

first place, it could be argued that our findings underline existing calls for a ‘reality check’ regarding 

the effect of deliberative mini-publics on the legitimacy of public decision-making (see Goodin and 

Dryzek 2006; Smith 2009). The contribution of this study consists of the fact that it extends this 

discussion beyond concerns about their often less than successful implementation. Whereas most 

studies argue that the most salient threat to any positive effects of deliberative mini-publics lies in 

their execution, this study shows that even a perfectly executed mini-public may not be able to 

deliver on all of its presumed legitimating potential. From a methodological perspective, it could 
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furthermore help to show the value of experimental research in studying the effect of deliberative 

mini-publics. Although such research is becoming more and more common in public administration 

research (Setälä and Herne 2014), the literature on deliberative mini-publics has been slow to 

follow this trend. However, the more important implication of this study concerns its call for a focus 

on subjective rather than objective legitimacy. As we argued, understanding how deliberative mini-

publics affect the perceived legitimacy of public decision-making is vital in light of the problems 

they are thought to solve. 

 The current study also offers various opportunities for future research. Given its limitations, 

it would be beneficial to the literature if this experiment was replicated. Ideally, such replication 

would use a sample that is more representative of a relevant population. Among other things, this 

would help to ensure that our findings are not tainted by the fact that we used a sample of 

undergraduate students. Similarly, it would be useful to replicate this experiment in a different 

political or cultural context. Although some exploratory work on the mediating effect of cultural 

and political factors has been done (see Dryzek and Tucker 2008), it is as yet unclear how this 

might affect the perceived legitimacy of a deliberative mini-public. In general however, it is clear 

that the literature would benefit mostly from additional research into the effect of deliberative 

mini-publics on the perceived legitimacy of public decision-making. While experimental research is 

particularly well-suited for this purpose, the literature would also benefit from research that is 

more comparative or theoretical in nature.  
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Appendix 1 – Vignettes 

Vignette 1, no participation 

Earlier this year, the Dutch Ministry for the Interior and Kingdom Relations published a report that 

predicts a sharp increase in the number of students that attend Tilburg University. In order to cope 

with the influx of students, the report suggests, it is necessary to build additional student housing. 

 

In response, the Mayor and Executive Board of Tilburg decided to draft a proposal that would 

address this problem. To find the best possible solution, they instructed civil servants to carefully 

consider a range of potential solutions. Citizens were not given the opportunity to participate. 

The result was a proposal that would see the city build 1640 additional housing units. This would 

be sufficient to realize half the amount of required additional housing. The other half was expected 

to be built by private investors. This proposal was adopted by the Mayor and Executive Board and 

sent to the Municipal Council.  

Following a plenary debate in the Municipal Council, the proposal was put to the vote. It passed 

unanimously.  

Vignette 2, limited participation 

Earlier this year, the Dutch Ministry for the Interior and Kingdom Relations published a report that 

predicts a sharp increase in the number of students that attend Tilburg University. In order to cope 

with the influx of students, the report suggests, it is necessary to build additional student housing. 

 

In response, the Mayor and Executive Board of Tilburg decided to draft a proposal that would 

address this problem. In order to give interested citizens the opportunity to participate in the 

decision-making process, they instructed civil servants to organize a series of public meetings. 

During these meetings, interested citizens were given the opportunity to voice their opinion about a 

range of potential solutions. Civil servants used the input rom from the meetings to find the best 

possible solution.  

The result was a proposal that would see the city build 1640 additional housing units. This would 

be sufficient to realize half the amount of required additional housing. The other half was expected 

to be built by  private investors. This proposal was adopted by the Mayor and Executive Board 

and sent to the Municipal Council.  

Following a plenary debate in the Municipal Council, the proposal was put to the vote. It passed 

unanimously.  
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Vignette 3, deliberative mini-public 

Earlier this year, the Dutch Ministry for the Interior and Kingdom Relations published a report that 

predicts a sharp increase in the number of students that attend Tilburg University. In order to cope 

with the influx of students, the report suggests, it is necessary to build additional student housing. 

In response, the Mayor and Executive Board of Tilburg decided to draft a proposal that would 

address this problem. To make sure that each citizen had an equal chance to participate in the 

decision-making process, they instructed civil servants to create a panel of 100 citizens. The 

members of this panel were selected at random, and accurately reflected the diversity of 

inhabitants in Tilburg. By openly and extensively discussing a wide range of potential solutions, the 

panel ultimately reached an agreement regarding the best possible solution. 

The result was a proposal that would see the city build 1640 housing units. This would be sufficient 

to realize half the amount of required additional student housing. The other half was expected to be 

built by private investors. This proposal was adopted by the Mayor and Executive Board and sent to 

the Municipal Council.  

Following a plenary debate in the Municipal Council, the proposal was put to the vote. It passed 

unanimously. 
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Appendix 2 – Questionnaire (selection) 

Legitimacy measure 

The decision-making process is fair 

a. Strongly disagree 

b. Somewhat disagree 

c. Neither agree nor disagree 

d. Somewhat agree 

e. Strongly agree 

Manipulation check 

In what way were citizens involved in this decision-making process? 

a. Citizens were not involved 

b. Citizens were given the opportunity to attend a series of public meetings, during which they 

could voice their opinion 

c. Citizens were randomly selected to participate in a panel that discussed potential solutions 

Attention check 

Organizational culture is a fuzzy concept that is hard to define. To help us understand how people 

interact in organizations we are interested in how people react to culture. Specifically, we are 

interested in how much you read instructions; if not, your answers may not tell us much about 

people in real organizations. To show that you have read these instructions please ignore the 

question below about organizational culture and check only "None of the above" as your answer. 

 

Please select all that describe the organizational culture that fits your personality best:  

a. Fun 

b. Exciting 

c. Dreadful 

d. Innovative 

e. Collaborative 

f. Open 

g. Free 

h. Tolerant 

i. Obedient 

j. Oppressive 

k. None of the above 

 


