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Abbreviation Definition

GA Grant Agreement

DoA Description of Action

EC European Commission

H2020 Horizon 2020
Disclaimer

This deliverable may be subject to final acceptance by the European Commission. The results of these deliverables
reflect only the author's view and the Commission is not responsible for any use that may be made of the information
it contains.

Statement for open documents & Copyrights

This document is property of the EuComMeet Consortium. The content of all or parts of these documents can be used
and distributed provided that the EuComMeet project and the document are properly referenced.

The University of Stuttgart and the EuComMeet consortium are keen on ensuring that all information in this document
is correct and fairly stated but does not accept liability for any errors or omissions.

At the best of our knowledge, all third-party literary (articles/studies/reports/etc. or excerpts thereof) or artistic
(photos/graphs/drawings/etc.) used to support this document are correctly cited and acknowledged. If the reader
should find something not compliant, an additional courtesy acknowledgement or correction can be made to this
version thereof.
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Executive summary

The executive summary should include publishable information on the content of the deliverable, most important
findings and results, also when the level of dissemination is confidential or restricted.

Based on the reflection of the EuroPolis project, two major deficiencies evolved: lack of political consequentiality and
the open question how non-participating citizens judge the legitimacy of minipublics. Regarding impact, a new dataset
on deliberative minipublics was created, consisting — after an update - around 150 minipublic cases conducted at the
national and regional level in Great Britain, Germany, France, Ireland, Italy, Denmark and Finland as well as the
European level in the period from 2000-2021. The new deliberative dataset was combined with an observer survey,
helping to find more reliable information on policy uptake of minipublic recommendations. We find that that the
chances of minipublic uptake are higher when a minipublic has support from political actors and is initiated top down.
Regarding citizens” legitimacy evaluations of different governance modes in five European countries, we find that
German and Italian citizens have fairly “sophisticated” preferences and opt for a combination of representative
institutions with direct-democratic instruments. French citizens, in turn, are much more radical and opt for minipublics
as main institutions in combination with direct democracy, whereas Irish and Polish citizens are somewhat in-between.
When combining these results with the findings from the Deliberative Dataset on policy impact, it is fair to say that
there is both some citizen demand for minipublic input as well as some supply in terms of recommendations put into
political practice.
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1. Introduction

In a first step of the EUCOMMEET project, we reflected on the EuroPolis project, a pan-European deliberative poll
which took place in Brussels in May 2009 and gathered a random sample of 348 people from all 27 member states to
discuss the topics of immigration and climate change in the context of the upcoming election to the European
parliament (Isernia and Fishkin 2014). One of the important insights was that while EuroPolis had only some smaller
deficiencies regarding participation and inclusion, it largely failed to have an impact on non-participating European
citizens and policymakers. At the same time, recent experiences show that minipublics can affect discussions in the
public sphere (examples are the French Climate Assembly or the Irish Citizen Assemblies). Moreover, this was the
springboard for three types of analyses: a new data set on minipublic events in Europe ("D1.2 Aggregated Deliberative
Dataset"), an observer survey (D1.3) and conjoint experiments in six EU countries exploring under which conditions
European citizens — especially in the role of “onlookers” — would see deliberative minipublics as legitimate (and their
recommendations worthwhile). In this regard, we wrote: “Regarding legitimacy and decision acceptance, we also need
to investigate how democratic innovations fare in comparison with legacy institutions (e.g. European parliament,
Council of Ministers or EU Commission). A crucial issue is how much legitimacy and decision acceptance is generated
by technocratic and representative channels in comparison with mechanisms of citizen involvement.”
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2. New Deliberative Dataset

The new dataset on deliberative minipublics "D1.2 Aggregated Deliberative Dataset" comprises — after an update -
around 150 minipublic cases conducted at the national and regional level in Great Britain, Germany, France, Ireland,
Italy, Denmark and Finland as well as the European level in the period from 2000-2021. It is based on the Participedia
platform and enhanced by an “observer survey” (see below) updating missing information on difficult variables (such
as policy uptake and support from key political actors) and completing other missing data. By focusing on a wide-range
of potential antecedents of minipublic uptake, ranging from process design (e.g., initiative, size, composition), issue
type (complexity and salience) and political support (especially alignment of recommendations with preferences of
political elites), the dataset provides a new springboard for analysing minipublic uptake in a much more
comprehensive way than existing datasets. Notice that we have now updated the Deliberative Dataset with further
variables (especially regarding policy uptake and political support; see below) and we will put this updated Deliberative
Dataset on the Participedia platform for further usage. We also believe that our new dataset provides a template for
future research on minipublic consequentiality (and visibility). To get a hold of these crucial questions, it is imperative
that organizers and observers give information on the various variables proposed by our Deliberative Dataset.

3.0Observer Survey

When compiling our dataset on deliberative minipublics, it became clear that the Participedia platform indeed
provides reliable on many variables, such as "Scope of influence", "Organization", "Size", "Format" or "Coupling (with
the representative or administrative system)”. However, information on variables such as political impact, political
support or visibility are more difficult to obtain. Thus, we decided to set up the observer survey (“D1.3 Observer Survey
Data”) in a way to obtain missing information on critical variables in a targeted manner via an online survey. Observers
only code cases they know “well” or at least “a bit” and could specify the certainty with which they rated the respective
cases. To further reduce selection bias, the experts were asked to name cases missing in our dataset for their region
of expertise. In the following, we decided to use the data of the most critical observer for the analysis. The observer
survey enabled us to update full information for 62 cases, especially with regard to policy uptake and political support.
On this basis, we were able to identify correlates of policy uptake (see below). Notice, however, that for some variables
-especially visibility -observers struggled to give reliable codes.

4. Consequentiality of deliberative minipublics

Combining the dataset on deliberative minipublics with the observer survey put us in the position to take an in-depth
look at minipublic consequentiality, defined as policy uptake understood broadly, where be distinguished between
full, partial or no implementation of minipublic recommendations (see Arnold/Bachtiger/Warren 2024; under review).
Minipublic consequentiality was also the focus of the prominent OECD report, finding a successful implementation of
a majority of the minipublics’ recommendations in most of the cases (OECD 2021). Using the new Databank, we
“zoomed in” on a wide-range of potential antecedents of minipublic uptake, ranging from process design (e.g.,
organization, “authorization” (informed opinion only or concrete recommendations), size, coupling (with the
representative and administrative system)), issue type (complexity and salience), political support (especially
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alignment of recommendations with preferences of political elites). We employed a multilevel logistic regression
analysis to explore whether there is a “top-down” or “bottom-up” road to minipublic uptake.

A first finding is that the uptake rate reported by the OECD report might be slightly exaggerated: uptake — defined as
full or at least partial implementation of minipublic recommendations —occurs only in 41 percent of the analysed cases.
This is still a considerable number, which has to do, on the one hand, with the fact that alignment with politics is a
critical factor for uptake (see below); on the other hand, it has also to with the fact that many recommendations entail
fairly consensual dimensions of policy issues (such as more transparency or more action in climate change policies).
Second, our statistical analysis (see below) unravels that the chances of minipublic uptake are higher when a minipublic
has support from political actors and is initiated top down. There are, however, two important deviations from an
extreme top-down process: implementation is not dependent on whether a minipublic is limited to policy appraisal
nor does it matter whether political authorities are involved in the political process. Third, more “authorization”, i.e.,
whether a minipublic produces informed opinion only or whether it makes concrete recommendations, has a clear
and positive effect on the implementation of minipublic recommendations as well. These analyses also shed light on
why the Europolis event did not produce policy impact: while it had basic political support, it was only about making
recommendation and was organized rather bottom-up. Moreover, we find that issue type does not affect policy
uptake; nor do we find that formal design components — such as format or size — matter for consequentiality. This
latter finding carries an important less for minipublic organizers who frequently put a strong emphasis on such design
components: while minipublic design might indeed play an important role for the internal process (such as inclusion
and reflexivity among participants) see Reflection report on Europolis), they do not seem to affect the consequentiality
dimension. Finally, we find that national and the European-wide cases produce slightly less implementation of
minipublic recommendations compared to regional cases, however, the effect is not statistically significant.
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We summarize the findings of our analysis as follows (Arnold/B&chtiger/Warren 2024; under review): “minipublic
success is largely a product of political engineering and political support. There is no political magic that overrides
‘politics’, even in the context of an institutional innovation that many deem a democratic crown.”

5. Perceived legitimacy of deliberative minipublics

The democratic legitimacy of deliberative minipublics has been questioned from a normative point of view. The
philosopher Lafont (2019) argues that mini-publics reach conclusions for reasons that most ordinary voters are not
likely to fully appreciate: “many [non-deliberating citizens] will find out that the majority of the sample is not like them,
since they actually oppose their view, values and policy objectives on the issue in question.” Consequently, vesting
minipublics with strong authority would imply “blind deference” on the part of non-participating citizens (Lafont 2019).
According to Lafont, “blind deference” violates principles of democratic self-government and would hardly lead to the
acceptance of decisions made by minipublics. The problem of previous research was that it primarily focused on the
effects on the participants of minipublics rather than on the effects on the broader public. It may be well true that
participants in minipublics like the experience, gain higher acceptance for difficult decisions, moderate their (extreme)
opinions. But what about those who have not participated in the event? Indeed, the “lottocratic” component of
minipublics (random selection) by definition excludes the very large majority of citizens from participating in these
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events (and becoming direct “authors” of policymaking). Hence, extrapolating from the experiences of minipublic
participants and claim that minipublics generate desired democratic goods for societies is misplaced.

To shed light on these crucial questions, we conducted conjoint experiments in Germany, France, Italy, and Poland
(“D1.4 What citizens in five European countries want from democratic governance in the 21st century”). We
juxtaposed a randomly selected citizen forum with a parliament as main decision-making institutions to test for
Lafont’s conjecture. We combined these two main institutions with additional institutional options and qualifications,
such as input by a citizen forum, special consideration of experts or public opinion, narrow or clear majorities for final
decisions, and final decision made by the main institution on its own or in conjunction with a direct-democratic
referendum. Our findings — documented in Report “D.1 5 What citizens in five European countries want from
democratic governance in the 21st century”), display a fairly mixed picture: while German and lItalian citizens have
“sophisticated” preferences and opt for a legacy model with “blendings”, French citizens are much more radical and
opt for lottocratic institutions in combination with direct democracy; Irish and Polish citizens are somewhat in-
between. Overall, the conjoint experiments clearly document a citizen desire for democratic innovations in the form
of citizen forums and direct-democratic instruments. When combining these results with our findings from the
Deliberative Dataset on policy impact, it is fair to say that there is both some citizen demand for minipublic input as
well as some supply in terms of recommendations put into political practice.
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