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Rebecca Gebauer, Ann-Mireille Sau3er, Christoph Niessen & Min Reuchamps1 
 
In recent years, the involvement of ciAzens into the process of law-making through direct or 
parAcipatory mechanisms has increased substanAally. CiAzens’ Assemblies, oIen also referred 
to as mini-publics (Grönlund, BächAger, and Setälä 2014), have become one of the most 
prominent examples of this trend. OIen believed and presented as a soluAon to cure a 
growing distance between ciAzens’ lived experience and poliAcal decision-making due to, for 
example, the decrease in parAsan affiliaAon and trust in government (Michels and De Graaf 
2010), the deliberaAon within CiAzens’ Assemblies is thought to provide decision-makers with 
consensus-based recommendaAons and thereby ‘improve’ the legiAmacy of subsequent laws 
and policies (Geissel and Newton 2011; Geissel 2022). Within the realm of public 
administraAon, the integraAon of the public through consultaAve and deliberaAve 
mechanisms into decision-making is also argued to further solidarity, foster support and build-
up momentum for policy decisions (He and Ma, 2021; Nabatchi and Amsler, 2014). The 
underlying presupposiAon is that, due to both the random character of parAcipant selecAon 
as well as the experAse transmi3ed throughout the process, these recommendaAons reflect 
more or less shared ideas of the public (Fishkin 2018). Consequently, consensus-oriented 
recommendaAons and the lived experience they reflect would allow poliAcal decision-makers 
to integrate ciAzens’ voice more concretely into the policies and laws they decide upon and 
thereby redefine the relaAonship between the public and the state (Ansell and Gash, 2008; 
Dupuy and Defacqz, 2021) which – at least in the long run – may ease the malaise of 
democracy (Smith 2009). 
 
So much in theory. In pracAce, many of today’s CiAzens’ Assemblies are marked by li3le to no 
follow-up making it difficult to scienAfically evaluate the actual impact of CiAzens’ Assemblies 
or other innovaAve mechanisms on public decision-making and beyond (King and Wilson, 
2023). The insAtuAonalisaAon of certain mechanisms, as we can currently observe on the 
regional level in Belgium, therefore provides a first evidence to invesAgate the effecAveness 
of ciAzen parAcipaAon in poliAcs and law-making. This paper’s study case, the Permanent 
ciAzens’ dialog of the German-speaking community is the first Belgian experience to have 
been insAtuAonalised within the subnaAonal parliament (Macq and Jacquet 2023; Reuchamps 
and Sau3er 2022). Its design foresees a formalised process through which ciAzens 
communicate and follow-up on their recommendaAons at several points in Ame. Therefor, 
parliamentarians are, firstly, bound to take a posiAon on the issues and proposiAons 
addressed by the ciAzens, and, secondly, bound to provide evidence on a potenAal 
implementaAon or integraAon into policy-making (Niessen and Reuchamps 2019a). 
 
At the Ame of wriAng, three years aIer its instauraAon, the Permanent CiAzens’ Dialogue 
concluded its first two cycles of ciAzen deliberaAon in 2022. Two subjects, health care and 
inclusive educaAon, went through the four phases of the process, that is the phase in which 
ciAzens begin to deliberate, the phase of recommendaAon finding, the phase of 
recommendaAon draIing, and the phase in which the recommendaAons formally enter into 
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(F.4534.20). Throughout the wri:ng process, Ann-Mireille SauNer was funded by a doctoral Aspirant grant of 
the Fonds de la Recherche Scien:fique—FNRS, Belgium. 
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the law-making process once they are presented and jusAfied in front of the parliament. This 
arAcle takes a step back and compares the impact of these two ciAzens’ assemblies by 
exploring whether the recommendaAons have had a substanAal effect on law-making. It 
furthermore invesAgates the subsequent short-term impact of the process on parAcipaAng 
ciAzens by relying on ethnographic observaAons. Thereby, and in contrast to exisAng literature 
(van der Does and Jacquet 2023), the arAcle takes a more holisAc and nuanced view on the 
short-term effecAveness of ciAzens’ assemblies by delving into the details of the deliberaAve 
process in the Belgian German-speaking community. 
 
The impact of ci1zen assemblies: Stepping out of the design box 
 
While there are many forms of ciAzen parAcipaAon in legislaAon (Hendriks and Kay 2019; 
Leston-Bandeira and Thompson 2017) that come in all shapes, sizes and constraints (Nabatchi 
and Amsler, 2014), over the last decade, ciAzens' assemblies have become one of the 
preferred tools for ciAzen parAcipaAon. These small-sized and deliberaAon-focused gatherings 
a3empt to mirror the wider public through straAfied random sampling in order to enable the 
discussion of important poliAcal and societal issues for a few days, a few weeks and someAmes 
even a few months. In the wake of the ‘deliberaAve turn in democracy’ (Blondiaux and Manin 
2021), these ciAzens' assemblies have received increasing scienAfic and pracAcal a3enAon. 
Their advocates oIen promoted the idea that involvement of ciAzens into the decision-making 
process of public authoriAes would enhance internal and external poliAcal efficacy by 
sAmulaAng values such as solidarity, trust, empathy and tolerance (Dryzek 2000; Mansbridge 
1980; Pateman 1970) and could even be able to overcome salient societal divisions or break 
poliAcal deadlock (Dryzek 2005; O'Flynn 2006; Caluwaerts and Reuchamps 2014). Their 
proposiAon comes in a context of growing poliAcal awareness and dissaAsfacAon from the 
side of ciAzens (Dalton 2004; Norris 2011) that appears to go hand in hand with a declining 
trust in the performance of and saAsfacAon with public insAtuAons (Newton 2011). Many 
scholars have thus argued that increased ciAzen parAcipaAon may augment the quality and 
legiAmacy of public decision-making by, for example, bringing in ciAzens’ experiences as both 
informaAon and reality check for poliAcal elites or by bringing poliAcs closer to ciAzens (Geissel 
and Newton 2011; Lefebvre, Talpin, and PeAt 2020; Caluwaerts and Reuchamps 2020). As a 
result, much empiric evidence results in recommendaAons on how to be3er design 
deliberaAve mechanisms (Alcaide Munoz et al., 2023; Berardo et al., 2014; Byrer, 2013; 
Gunton and Day, 2003; Ianniello et al., 2019; Junius, 2022; Smith, 2009). 
 
Yet, already before the mushrooming of ciAzens’ assemblies across the globe, Fung (2006) 
argued for a need of stepping out of a restrained opAc on deliberaAve mechanisms and 
promoted the need for a more holisAc approach to the analysis of deliberaAve mechanisms. 
He sustained that it would be necessary to reflect upon both the side of expectaAons towards 
increased ciAzen parAcipaAon – that is which objecAve is ought to be fulfilled, which larger 
issue is ought to be solved – as well as the effecAveness, how and if ciAzens are reacAng to 
these expectaAons and are genng listened to. These calls for a more holisAc perspecAve on 
ciAzens’ deliberaAon are today mirrored in systemaAc approaches within the scholarship on 
ciAzens’ assemblies (Dryzek, 2010; Jacquet and van der Does, 2020; Nabatchi and Amsler, 
2014). Why is a holisAc perspecAve indispensable? With many decision-makers having the 
objecAve of ciAzens’ reintegraAon into democraAc poliAcs in mind (Macq and Jacquet, 2022; 
Reuchamps and Sau3er, 2022), the quesAon of the impact of ciAzens’ assemblies becomes 
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not only a quesAon of causal and direct poliAcal output, but a quesAon of poliAcal 
empowerment, that is ciAzens’ factual ability to shape and contribute to the formulaAon of 
legislaAve texts and policies (March and Olsen, 1984). In fact, this is precisely where the 
potenAal transformaAve power of ciAzens’ assemblies lie: Aiming at the empowerment of 
ciAzens, the philosophical idea behind parAcipatory repertoires and mechanisms redefines 
the establish power balance between ciAzens and elected representaAves by transforming 
everyday people into holders of poliAcal influence, direct or indirect (Dahl, 1957; Fung, 2004). 
DeliberaAve variants in general, and CiAzens’ Assemblies in parAcular, may go – in many cases 
– as step further by turning ciAzens into topic-related “agenda-se3ers”, or even “co-
legislators”, through precisely formulated demands and recommendaAons (Smith, 2009). 
From this perspecAve, the case of the German-speaking community presents a crucial one.  
 
In 2020, the German-speaking community of Belgium decided to launch the CiAzens' 
Dialogue, for a variety of reasons (Niessen and Reuchamps 2019b), among which also 
improving the relaAonship between poliAcians and the greater public. The dialogue is 
composed of a CiAzens’ Council (Bürgerrat) of 24 members drawn by lot. The Bürgerrat is 
tasked with the organisaAon of regularly occurring mini-publics (Bürgerversammlung). It is the 
council that surveys the public and poliAcal level on topic suggesAons and ulAmately phrases 
the issues to be discussed by the randomly selected members of the different 
Bürgerversammlungen. At the end of each assembly, ciAzens draI a recommendaAon 
document on the issue that is then presented to the competent parliamentary commi3ee and 
ministers. By decree, both members of parliament and ministers are bound to submit 
reasoned opinion on the further path of the recommendaAons to the Bürgerrat and the 
respecAve Bürgerversammlung. The dialogue is thus characterised by an obligatory follow-up 
where recommendaAons are expected to be realised in parliamentary or governmental 
acAon. A final report published a year aIer the submission of the recommendaAons to 
parliament precisely serves this purpose.  
 
For this given mechanism, impact may be defined as the ciAzens’ ability to alter or propose 
legislaAon that had not yet been implemented, or was not intended to be implemented. 
Without measurable impact, there may be no power. Although the Dialogue’s 
recommendaAons are not binding, one could hypothesize that the mechanism may be 
impacsul for two reasons. First, due to the publicity of the specific issue and the democraAc 
character of the task, poliAcians may feel reluctant to go against ciAzens’ recommendaAons 
even though they may go against poliAcal prioriAes. Second, due to the Follow-up process, 
ciAzens can directly control poliAcians acAons, which means that poliAcians may experience a 
more sustained pressure by parAcipaAng ciAzens to advance on the successful 
implementaAon of recommendaAons. However, this impact requires not only a factual, but a 
subjecAve side. ParAcipaAng ciAzens need to feel as if they are able to influence poliAcal 
decision-making throughout the process, otherwise the empowering and altering element of 
deliberaAon may arise. 
 
Methodology 
 
This study relies on a mulA-modal approach to assess the effecAveness and thus impacsulness 
of the Permanent CiAzens’ Dialogue in the German-speaking community of Belgium. The 
noAon of impact is defined in both factual and experienced terms. Factual is the ability of 
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parAcipaAng ciAzens to directly influence law- and policy-making with recommendaAons 
contribuAng to policies and laws in a way that provides new, unheard or altering (Dahl, 1957). 
Experienced impact, that is the feeling of empowerment and individual evaluaAons of 
parAcipants’ ability to influence poliAcal decision-making. To determine the factual legislaAve 
impact of both the BV1 and BV2 in East Belgium, a content analysis of the final reports 
published by the Parliament of the German-speaking Community in 2022 was conducted. 
These reports represent a summary of the poliAcal developments regarding each of the 
assemblies’ recommendaAons. The presented argumentaAon by the poliAcal level allows at 
least for a preliminary judgment about the impact of BV1 (14 recommendaAons) and BV2 (31 
recommendaAons), which have completed a full cycle, that is from the call for subject 
proposals to the final hearing in parliament. The final statements of the poliAcal level of East 
Belgium provide comprehensive insights into the actual evaluaAon of the feasibility of the 
recommendaAons as perceived by both the parliament and government of the German-
speaking community. In a first step, we have analysed the overall level of endorsement by the 
poliAcal authoriAes based on the report (Appendix X). In a second step, we summarised the 
reasons why the poliAcal level supports the recommendaAons or not in the first place. This 
explanatory element will allow us to analyse the contributary ability of each recommendaAon 
(e.g., is the recommendaAon new and or different to already exisAng plans in the policy area?; 
are decision-makers cherry-picking in line with already exisAng plans?). 
 
For the subjecAve percepAon of impact, we rely on ethnographic observaAons collected 
during the full cycles of BV1 and BV2. The challenge of studying this new process was that it 
is quite literally “history in the making” with few indicators of what to expect in the process 
or what data may emerge. For this reason, we chose parAcipant observaAon and “systemaAc 
seeing” (Mills et al., 2010) which enabled “ground level insight” to the Bürgerdialog process 
(Bayard De Volo and Schatz, 2004). We a3ended all meeAngs of the Bürgerversammlungen 
and all follow-up meeAngs in parliament either in person or online2. AddiAonally, we a3ended 
some of the meeAngs of the Bürgerrat and kept in consistent dialogue with the permanent 
secretary. Our impressions were recorded in field notes which for the purpose of this paper 
were used to illustrate the design and delivery of the Bürgerversammlungen and scruAnised 
for evidence of “experienced impact” or lack thereof.  
 
The consideraAon of subjecAve elements also allows us to compensate for a limitaAon of the 
reports. Those remain, aIer all, poliAcal documents that may not fully reflect the experienced 
reality of poliAcians and ciAzens. Instead, they merely represent the results of the process. A 
perfectly accurate descripAon of why poliAcians have decided in a way, or another may not be 
poliAcally feasible. At the same Ame, we need to be aware that our ethnography represents a 
snap shot of the main proceedings of the process but falls short of providing a full picture. For 
example, it was not possible to closely observe all groups during breakout sessions in meeAngs 
of the Bürgerversammlungen or Bürgerrat. Further, we have only limited insight to how much 
parAcipaAng ciAzens engaged with each other outside of the formal meeAngs. Finally, we 
were restricted to handwri3en notes and did not have permission to record proceedings. 
 
Findings 

 
2 We preferred to observe in-person, however, during the Covid19 pandemic there were restric:ons on the 
number of people permiNed in the mee:ng venue. On these occasions online tools were used to con:nue the 
observa:on.  
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In 2022, the CiAzens’ Assemblies on Care and Inclusion came to an end. The final report 
provided extensive insight into the realisability and state of progress of each 
recommendaAons by the poliAcal level, comprising both statements by the government as 
well as the competent parliamentary commi3ee. As summarised in table 1, for both 
Assemblies only a minority of recommendaAons were adopted without modificaAons. While 
we do observe that, in general, the ideaAonal support towards the majority of 
recommendaAons predominates, meaning that poliAcians generally tend to endorse rather 
than oppose recommendaAons, a plurality of recommendaAons are oIen modified to such 
an extent that the underlying telos of some is altered. As we will illustrate further below, this 
means that not only can we observe a redefiniAon of the suggested policy instrument but a 
change in direcAon that contrasts the original intent. 
 

  
Bürgerversammlung 1 - 
Care 

Bürgerversammlung 2 - 
Inclusion 

Full support 2 (15,4%) 6 (19,4%) 
Par1al support 7 (53,8%) 11 (35,5%) 
… with minor modificaBon 3 4 
… with major modificaBon 4 7 
Exists already 4 (30,8%) 5 (16,1%) 
… posiBve response 4 2 
… negaBve response 0 3 
Refusal 0 (0%) 9 (29,0%) 
Total 13 31 

Table 1. CategorisaAon of recommendaAons by level of endorsement for BV1 and BV2 
 
Furthermore, a significant change can be observed between BV1 and BV2. From a purely 
numerical perspecAve and by presupposing a definiAon of success that saAsfies itself with a 
high number of recommendaAons being ulAmately integrated into the poliAcal agenda 
without considering their content, one may argue that the recommendaAons of BV1 were 
significantly more ‘successful’ than BV2. Contrary to BV1 on care, more than a third of the 
recommendaAons on inclusion were not substanAally integrated into public decision-making 
by poliAcal authoriAes. Nonetheless, a criAcal observer will ask why recommendaAons 
elaborated by ciAzens during the course of six weeks are rejected by the poliAcal level in the 
first place and why some of these recommendaAons are judged to already exist. For some 
part, the explanaAon can be found in the fact that both BV1 and BV2 were interrupted by the 
pandemic, leading to a decrease in the number of parAcipants as well as long breaks between 
reunions. Thereby, the ability of parAcipants to assemble and criAcally scruAnize the 
necessary informaAon suffered which may have decreased the realisability and thus quality 
of some recommendaAons. However, this cannot be an exhausAve response either and the 
fundamental quesAons about the power balance within the process remains open. To provide 
a deeper insight into this challenge, we themaAcally analysed the jusAficaAons as presented 
by the poliAcal level. 
 

  
Bürgerversammlung 1 - Care Bürgerversammlung 2 - 

Inclusion 
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Table 2. Summary of JusAficaAons as presented in the final reports in parliament 
 
InteresAngly, only for the last two categories, "exists already (negaAve reponse)" and "refusal" 
the presented jusAficaAons differ fundamentally from each other. For the category "full 
endorsement", moreover, oIen no explicit jusAficaAon is explicated in the document. This, 
however, is in alignment with Art. 9 §2 of the Decree on the Establishment of a permanent 
CiAzens’ dialogue in the German-speaking Community. For this specific category, our analysis 
also highlighted the importance of contextual elements, especially when recommendaAons 
ideaAonally matched with reform iniAaAves. For example, with regard to RecommendaAon 1 
and RecommendaAon 5 of BV2 on Inclusion, representaAves stated that integraAng inclusive 
pedagogy into the obligatory curriculum of the teacher educaAonal programme as well as the 
formaAve programme for educaAonal managerial staff would align with ongoing educaAonal 
reforms. Similar is the case of iniAated reform proposals to improve the working condiAons of 
caregivers (recommendaAon 8 of BV1). Although not explicitly foreseen by the government, 
the underlying ideas of the recommendaAons to improve communicaAon with the public 
(recommendaAons 16, 28 and 29 of the BV2) have also been fully implemented and reflected 
the government's reform plans on public communicaAon. 
 
RecommendaAons were oIen modified to a minor extent when a recommendaAon went too 
far and thus limited the discreAon of stakeholders or when, according to policy makers, the 
suggested soluAon was difficult to generalize. RecommendaAon 6 of BV1 on Care, for example, 
proposed involving residents of care faciliAes in insAtuAonal decision making. Policymakers 
were convinced by the underlying philosophy but found that this involvement should only be 
systemaAcally introduced for all future projects rather than reorganizing all exisAng faciliAes. 
In contrast, recommendaAons were endorsed in a majorly modified form when they were not 
feasible in their original form. Reasons given were, first, that the recommendaAon fell out of 
the scope of possible acAons of the DG, e.g., that the desired behaviour of the intended target 
group could not be forced upon them, and second, that an implementaAon of the 
recommendaAon in its original formulaAon was objected for ethical reasons. In this case, 

Full endorsement × Context  
Par1al endorsement 
with minor modificaBons 

× Respect of insAtuAonal leeway 
× Policy not generalisable 

Par1al endorsement 
with major modificaBons 

× Outside scope of competences 
× Deontological objecAons 

Exists already 
posiBve response 

× Improve visibility, accessibility, transparency 

Exists already 
negaBve response 

/ × ExisAng policy suffices 

Refusal × Outside scope of 
competences 

× Sufficiently covered by 
other recommendaAons 

× Lack of resource 
× No task of poliAcal 

insAtuAon 
× Deontological 

objecAons 
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although the philosophy behind the recommendaAon was preserved, the recommendaAon 
remained largely non-implemented and was used instead for an enArely different approach.  
 
A parAcularly relevant example is their RecommendaAon 1 of BV1. The recommendaAon 
a3empts to tackle a decline in interest in the professional educaAon for nurses and other 
caregivers. CiAzens held that the educaAonal programme of the German-speaking community 
was not sufficiently compeAAve compared to neighbouring Germany. Thus, they suggested to 
organise mulAple educaAonal formats between which students could easily transfer, which 
would thus also allow for increased flexibility for students. Both the government and the 
parliament, however, insisted that the German-speaking community could not act without 
concerAng with the Dutch-speaking and French-speaking community. Furthermore, while 
generally agreeing with the need to solve the issue, they feared that the suggested policy 
would lead to a decrease in quality of the educaAonal programme. Instead, they suggested to 
generally decrease the access barriers for those students that had already completed lower 
professional educaAon in the care sector in order to generally enhance the professional 
through-flow. The complicaAons related to Belgian federalism and the complexity of 
a3ributed competences to lower levels of government also played a role in the refusal of some 
recommendaAons. RecommendaAon 11 of BV1, which asked for increasing the accessibility 
of paAent files, fell outside of the German-speaking community’s scope of competences. For 
BV2, however, the difference in argumentaAon also highlights the problemaAc caused by the 
pandemic on the declining number of parAcipants. Most of the rejected recommendaAons 
were esteemed to have been sufficiently covered by broader recommendaAons or simply to 
be purely symbolic in character and thus not within the scope of acAon of the poliAcal 
authority. Some of the recommendaAons refused for these reasons where proposing themaAc 
days (RecommendaAon 21, 27) or spaces of exchange (RecommendaAon 18, 31) on the 
subject of inclusion within the German-speaking community.  
 
InteresAng is especially the difference in reacAon of recommendaAons that are understood to 
“exist already”. While for some, the reacAon was posiAve and the German-speaking 
community admi3ed to shortcomings in terms of communicaAon, that is visibility, 
transparency and accountability, a number of recommendaAons from BV2 were judged to 
exists already without requiring any further reacAon of the German-speaking community. The 
poliAcal level thus noted for example that self-help groups (RecommendaAon 17) or inclusion 
throughout early-life educaAon (RecommendaAon 22) was already sufficiently developed in 
the community. These misunderstanding in what offers already exist is likely also a 
consequence of the pandemic, but if reoccurring at later Bürgerversammlungen may require 
a reflecAon on the design and the integraAon of experts in the process. 
 
Assessing our ethnographic account of the Bürgerdialog helps to idenAfy possible short 
comings in the design and delivery of the Bürgerversammlungen. Further, it shows that the 
relaAve success of BV1 based on the absence of rejected recommendaAons could be seen 
more criAcal when taking into account the ciAzen reacAons that were not recorded in any 
formal protocols.  
 
In both assemblies, we observed dynamics of heavy reliance on the moderator and 
permanent secretary. For example, in the first meeAngs aIer the interrupAons of BV1 and 
BV2, the moderator offered his summary progress made so far and set the agenda for the 
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work going forward accordingly. He focussed on points made by experts who spoke to the 
assemblies and generally disregarded points that emerged from the ciAzens themselves. For 
the hearing of experts, both BVs relied on the suggesAons made by the permanent secretary 
who in turn relied on the availability of these experts she had shortlisted (which was oIen 
limited due to the pandemic context). These shortlists were almost exclusively focussed on 
experts based in East Belgium. There was no demand for other experAse from the 
parAcipaAng ciAzens and only very few parAcipants brought in their own knowledge or 
research. There was also no consultaAon of other possible resources (e.g. videos or reports), 
the main mode of learning about the set topic was listening to presentaAons by the experts 
followed by Q&A primarily driven by the moderator. Further, we observed that very li3le Ame 
was spent during the Bürgerversammlungen on enabling parAcipaAng ciAzens to understand 
the Bürgerdialog process overall and their role in it. The focus was set on listening to select 
experts from day one. A briefing on the competencies of the German Speaking community 
within the topic area or on exisAng policies and projects relevant to the topic did not take 
place. This may explain why the theme of recommendaAons already exisAng or being 
primarily symbolic emerged strongly in our content analysis.  
 
We also observed that ciAzens who did do their own research into the topic became very 
much invested into it and made them a driving force in the development of recommendaAons.  
This kind of personal investment also prompted the parAcipants to conAnue their engagement 
in the Bürgerrat aIer the BV finished. Our observaAon of the Bürgerrat pointed towards mulA-
layered challenges. There is a clear prescripAon of the formal follow up of recommendaAons 
in parliament, however, the decree does not define how follow-up should be conducted 
between the sessions in parliament. This meant that the members of the Bürgerrat had to 
develop strategies for the follow-up and were unsure of expectaAons set on them or what 
they could expect from the poliAcal side. Again, a strong reliance on the permanent secretary, 
who suggested tools (such as keeping a tracker for the recommendaAons) and gave insight to 
the parliamentary process, became apparent. EssenAally, during the period under 
examinaAon, the Bürgerrat was learning how to structure their work efficiently while also 
keeping up with the task of follow-up of two BVs simultaneously (as the pandemic had delayed 
the follow-up of BV1 to a point where it overlapped strongly with the follow-up of BV2). This 
led to a feeling of being overwhelmed and a decision to limit the number of 
Bürgerversammlungen to one per year and thus limit the workload of following up to one 
topic at a Ame. From our observaAons it is unclear to what extent Bürgerrat members felt they 
were exercising influence or if they felt they were struggling for it.  
 
Another noteworthy incident in the context of “experienced influence” occurred during the 
follow-up of BV1, where ciAzens met with an elected official on the issue of dual-educaAon 
and subsequently resigned from the Bürgerrat as they found the official “ill-prepared and 
unwilling to openly engage” and thus wasAng their Ame. In the parliamentary meeAng on the 
final report, these ciAzens were openly accused of “having thrown the towel” while the ciAzen 
advocaAng dual-educaAon blamed the poliAcal side for “sheer unwillingness” to introduce 
something that was perfectly possible in other European contexts. This incident led to a 
change of strategy from the poliAcal side who started to invite the Bürgerrat to a3end 
commi3ee meeAngs more frequently and iniAated a closer dialogue more generally. Bürgerrat 
members involved in this process expressed feelings of being valued and listened to. 
Subsequently, there were no incidents of major discontent in the follow-up of BV2 despite the 
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negaAve rejecAon of a third of recommendaAon. Thus, from a posiAon of “experienced 
influence” ciAzens in the follow-up of BV2 appear to have felt more influenAal or at least more 
content than in the follow-up of BV1. 
 
Discussion 

- ModificaAons result from the late inclusion of the poliAcal level into the process, that 
is at the stage of the hearings in parliament. These hearings serve precisely the 
purpose of a feasibility check and thus also provide a senng in which the intenAons 
from both the side of ciAzens and representaAves are to be illuminated 

- The underlying tendency in modificaAons should be criAcally examined on whether 
the Bürgerdialog fulfils the expectaAons of the consAtuAve poliAcal level (Gherghina 
and Jacquet, 2022).  

- It should, however, be noted that the meeAngs of BV2 were interrupted by the 
pandemic at several points in Ame, which lead to a decrease in parAcipants. As a result, 
the ability of criAcal scruAny by parAcipants was limited. Furthermore, the ciAzens' 
assembly did not want to eliminate the preliminary contribuAons made by absent 
colleagues.  

- Ethnographic account shows  
o that the Bürgerdialog is an evolving process 

§ that there is a lack of introducing the structure and purpose of the 
Bürgerdialog which leads tociAzens simply following the set structure 
and heavily rely on staff 

§ expecAng ciAzens to exercise influence without clear awareness of their 
posiAon – utopian?  

o Unclear expectaAons can lead to tensions and breakdown (but these then also 
led to improvements) 

o ModificaAons/rejecAons more willingly accepted if outcome of a dialogue?  
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