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Abstract

Deliberative democracy has become an increasingly important model for decision-making,
especially through the use of deliberative mini-publics, such as citizens’ assemblies, which aim
to ensure that decision-making processes are inclusive, authentic, and consequential. While
these ideals have been widely studied, one crucial yet often underexplored aspect in their
realization is the role of language. Language serves not only as the medium for deliberation,
which is fundamental to deliberative democracy, but also shapes the accessibility, quality of
participation, and perceived legitimacy of democratic processes. In today’s world,
characterized by significant linguistic diversity and a demand for context-sensitive democratic
processes, it is essential to understand how language influences deliberative practices,
especially in multilingual societies. Without a deeper integration of linguistic considerations,

the study and practice of deliberative democracy remain incomplete.

Drawing on literature beyond the field of deliberative democracy, particularly sociolinguistics,
the thesis argues that despite the clear need to account for language in deliberative processes,
it is often insufficiently addressed in existing research. Most studies on deliberative democracy
have focused on the quality of deliberation in multilingual settings, neglecting the broader
implications of multilingualism for inclusivity and consequentiality. This thesis seeks to fill
this gap by empirically examining deliberative democracy, focusing on the interaction between
multilingualism and deliberative practices in citizens’ assemblies in Luxembourg, a
multilingual society with a high proportion of non-national residents who lack electoral rights.
This unique context provides a valuable lens through which to explore how linguistic diversity

impacts the principles of deliberative democracy within the framework of citizens’ assemblies.

Using a mixed-methods comparative case study approach, this dissertation explores two
national-level citizens’ assemblies in Luxembourg, namely the Biergerkommitee L&tzebuerg
2050 and the Klima Biergerrot. By employing both quantitative and qualitative data, the study
investigates the experiences with and attitudes toward multilingual deliberative processes
among participants, facilitators, organizers, and the broader public. It aims to highlight the
significance of linguistic considerations in the study and practice of deliberative democracy.
The research examines how multilingualism in these assemblies influences the inclusivity of
participation, the authenticity of deliberation, and the consequentiality of the process. To

achieve this, it constructs an operational matrix based on the commonly used input, throughput,



and output legitimacy framework in combination with an operationalization of multilingualism

for deliberative processes.

The findings suggest that the BK and KBR closely approximate the normative ideals of
deliberative democracy. Specifically, the multilingual deliberative processes ensured
inclusivity by accommodating linguistic diversity, upheld authenticity by allowing meaningful
discussions in multiple languages, and enhanced consequentiality by enabling preference
transformation and public endorsement of multilingual processes. However, the research also
reveals that linguistic diversity affects these principles in complex and nuanced ways,
highlighting the need for further empirical studies on how language interacts with and

influences deliberative processes.

By exploring the role of language in multilingual deliberative processes, this thesis contributes
to a deeper understanding of deliberative democracy in linguistically diverse contexts. It
challenges existing scholarship by addressing the gap in research regarding how
multilingualism impacts deliberative practices. This work also offers practical insights for the
future application of deliberative democracy in multilingual societies, advancing both
academic and practical knowledge in the field. Ultimately, the thesis emphasizes the

importance of considering linguistic factors when engaging with deliberative democracy.



Résumé

La démocratie délibérative est devenue un modele de plus en plus important pour la prise de
décision, notamment grice a 1’utilisation de mini-publics délibératifs, tels que les assemblées
citoyennes, qui visent a garantir que les processus de prise de décision sont inclusifs,
authentiques et conséquents. Bien que ces idéaux aient €té largement étudi€s, un élément
crucial mais souvent sous-exploré de leur réalisation est le role de la langue. La langue n’est
pas seulement le moyen de la délibération, qui est fondamentale pour la démocratie
délibérative, mais elle faconne également I’accessibilité, la qualité et 1’égalit¢ de la
participation et la 1égitimité percue des processus démocratiques. Dans le monde d’aujourd’hui,
caractérisé par une diversité linguistique importante et une demande de processus
démocratiques sensibles au contexte, il est essentiel de comprendre comment la langue
influence les pratiques délibératives, en particulier dans les sociétés multilingues. Sans une
intégration plus approfondie des considérations linguistiques, I’étude et la pratique de la

démocratie délibérative restent incompletes.

S’appuyant sur des travaux de recherche au-dela du domaine de la démocratie délibérative,
notamment sociolinguistique, la these soutient que malgré la nécessité évidente de tenir compte
de la langue dans les processus délibératifs, elle reste insuffisamment abordée dans les études
existantes. La plupart des études sur la démocratie délibérative se sont concentrées sur la qualité
de la délibération dans des contextes multilingues, négligeant les implications plus larges du
multilinguisme pour I’inclusivité et la conséquentialité. Cette these vise a combler cette lacune
en examinant empiriquement la démocratie délibérative en se concentrant sur 1’interaction
entre le multilinguisme et les pratiques délibératives dans les assemblées citoyennes au
Luxembourg, une société multilingue avec une forte proportion de résidents non nationaux qui
n’ont pas de droits électoraux. Ce contexte unique offre une perspective convaincante pour
explorer comment la diversité linguistique influence les principes de la démocratie délibérative

dans le cadre des assemblées citoyennes.

En utilisant une approche d’étude de cas comparative a méthodes mixtes, cette thése explore
deux assemblées citoyennes de niveau national au Luxembourg, a savoir le Biergerkommitee
Létzebuerg 2050 et le Klima Biergerrot. En employant des données quantitatives et
qualitatives, 1’étude explore les expériences et les attitudes envers les processus délibératifs
multilingues parmi les participants, les facilitateurs, les organisateurs et le grand public. Elle

vise a souligner I’'importance des considérations linguistiques dans 1’étude et la pratique de la



démocratie délibérative. La recherche examine comment le multilinguisme dans ces
assemblées influence I'inclusivité de la participation, 1’authenticité de la délibération et la
conséquence du processus. Pour y parvenir, elle construit une matrice opérationnelle basée sur
le cadre de ‘input, throughput, output legitimacy’ en combinaison avec une opérationnalisation

du multilinguisme pour les processus délibératifs.

Les résultats suggerent que le BK et le KBR se rapprochent étroitement des idéaux normatifs
de la démocratie délibérative. Plus précisément, les processus délibératifs multilingues ont
assuré l’inclusion en s’adaptant a la diversité linguistique, ont maintenu 1’authenticité en
permettant des discussions significatives dans plusieurs langues et ont amélioré la conséquence
en permettant la transformation des préférences et 1’approbation publique des processus
multilingues. Cependant, la recherche révele également que la diversité linguistique affecte ces
principes de maniere complexe et nuancée, soulignant la nécessité de réaliser d’autres études
empiriques sur la maniere dont la langue interagit avec les processus délibératifs et les

influence.

En explorant le r6le de la langue dans les processus délibératifs multilingues, cette these
contribue a une compréhension plus approfondie de la démocratie délibérative dans des
contextes linguistiquement divers. Elle remet en question les études existantes en comblant le
manque de recherche sur I’impact du multilinguisme sur les pratiques délibératives. Ce travail
offre également des perspectives pratiques pour 1’application future de la démocratie
délibérative dans les sociétés multilingues, faisant progresser a la fois les connaissances
académiques et pratiques dans le domaine. En fin de compte, la thése souligne I’importance de
prendre en compte les facteurs linguistiques lors de 1’engagement dans la démocratie

délibérative.
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Now the whole world had one language and a common speech. As
people moved eastward, they found a plain in Shinar and settled there.
They said to each other, ... ‘Come, let us build ourselves a city, with a
tower that reaches to the heavens, so that we may make a name for
ourselves; otherwise we will be scattered over the face of the whole
earth.” But the LORD came down to see the city and the tower the
people were building. The LORD said, ‘If as one people speaking the
same language they have begun to do this, then nothing they plan to do
will be impossible for them. Come, let us go down and confuse their
language so they will not understand each other.” So the LORD
scattered them from there over all the earth, and they stopped building
the city. That is why it was called Babel —because there the LORD
confused the language of the whole world. From there the LORD

scattered them over the face of the whole earth.!

- Genesis 11:1-9.

%29

' (The Bible, 2011)



Chapter 1: Introduction

From Tower of Babel to Deliberative Democracy: Acknowledging Linguistic

Diversity
733. That is the number of deliberative processes the Organization for Economic Cooperation
and Development (hereafter OECD) has registered worldwide, which continues to grow
significantly (OECD, 2023). This remarkable expansion has promoted researchers to refer to a
‘deliberative wave’, thereby highlighting the increasing use and visibility of deliberative
processes (Paulis et al., 2021; OECD, 2020; Escobar & Elstub, 2019; Courant & Sintomer,
2019). These processes are grounded in the broader concept of deliberative democracy, which
emphasizes a talk-centric rather than a vote-centric approach to democracy (Chambers, 2003).
More precisely, the deliberative model of democracy prioritizes dialogue as the foundation for
collective decision-making, moving beyond the mere aggregation of individual preferences. In
these discussions, participants are encouraged to consider and respect diverse perspectives,
even when such perspectives challenge widely accepted beliefs and values. In essence,
deliberative democracy is more than an abstract ideal; it is also a tangible practice as evident
in deliberative mini-publics (hereafter DMPs).2 These practices are intended to put deliberative
democracy into action. Put differently, DMPs bring the principles of deliberative democracy
to life, showing how deliberation, based on the ideal that all voices in society should be
considered and valued (Dryzek, 2009), can be a key mechanism for decision-making

(Béchtiger et al., 2018).

The appeal of DMPs arises from the need to address the limitations of traditional representative
democracy (Geissel & Newton, 2012; Dryzek et al., 2019; Escobar & Elstub, 2019). Hence,
the growing reliance on such practices reflects broader concerns about the legitimacy of
existing democratic structures, often described as a ‘democratic deficit’ (Chomsky, 2006;
Moravcsik, 2004). This so-called democratic deficit has fueled increased interest in democratic
innovations that engage citizens in decision-making to counter declining public trust in

traditional political institutions. In this context, deliberative processes serve as a remedy for

2 This thesis explores the concept of deliberative democracy and its practices as complementary to
representative democracy. In theoretical discussions, the so-called ‘problem-based’ or ‘toolbox’
perspective has attracted significant attention in democratic theory (Saward, 2021; Warren, 2017). It
argues for moving beyond the mere competition between different models of democracy (Held, 2006),
using representative democracy as a foundation while incorporating additional democratic mechanisms
and practices. These enhancements aim to strengthen citizen participation in political decision-making,
including the use of DMPs (Felicetti, 2021; Saward, 2021; Warren, 2017; Fung, 2012).



the diminishing trust among citizens, which has led to the decline of political engagement
(Geissel & Newton, 2012) and the rise of populist movements (Doyle & Walsh, 2020). DMPs
present an opportunity to bridge the gap between citizens and policymakers by creating spaces
where diverse perspectives can inform policy through informed recommendations (Paulis et
al., 2021; OECD, 2020; Dryzek et al., 2019). Advocates then argue that such processes foster
greater citizen engagement and enhance the quality of decision-making by cultivating
representation, informed decisions, legitimacy, and accountability (Lacelle-Webster & Warren,
2021; Elstub & Escobar, 2019; Curato & Boker, 2016; Bachtiger et al., 2014; Niemeyer, 2014;
MacKenzie & Warren, 2012; Dryzek, 2010a; Smith, 2009; Fung, 2007b, 2006; Goodin &
Dryzek, 2006; Saward, 2000).

Among the various formats of DMPs, one stands out for its growing prominence: citizens’
assemblies (hereafter CAs) (Smith, 2009).3 Per Fournier et al. (2011, p. 10), CAs represent “the
most extensive modern form of collective decision-making by common folk.” Since their first
appearance, they have been established to address various policy challenges across all political
levels, from local communities to global arenas. Notable examples include the Belgian G1000,
the French Convention Citoyenne pour le Climat, the Global Assembly, the Irish Constitutional
Convention, the UK Climate Assembly, and the first permanent assembly in the German-
speaking region in Belgium. These examples underscore that CAs exhibit considerable
diversity in both composition and function. While many involve a small number of participants
(Gronlund et al., 2014), some designs can accommodate significantly larger groups
(Caluwaerts & Reuchamps, 2015). Their roles in the broader policy process also vary widely,
functioning anywhere from consultative bodies to decision-making entities with substantial

authority (Smith, 2009).

Despite their differences in specifics, CAs are usually composed of randomly selected
individuals who broadly represent the wider population. More specifically, these practices are
based on the idea that everyone, regardless of their socio-demographic background, should
have an equal opportunity to participate in the process (Steel et al., 2020; Wojciechowska,
2019; Pedrini et al., 2013; Wee, 2010; Smith, 2009a; Young, 2000). During these processes,

participants receive expert information and engage in equal and respectful discussions within

* Also more broadly referred to as deliberative mini-publics in the literature. Furthermore, DMPs was
the term employed in the KBR surveys, rather than ‘citizens’ assemblies’. Accordingly, in this thesis,
the terms ‘citizens’ assemblies’ and ‘deliberative mini-publics’ are used interchangeably. The thesis
also uses the broader term ‘deliberative processes’.



facilitated working groups (Béchtiger & Parkinson, 2019; Owen & Smith, 2015; Goold et al.,
2012; Bichtiger et al., 2010; Mansbridge et al., 2010; Dryzek, 2002). Ultimately, they develop
judgments or recommendations on complex societal issues to inform decision-making
processes and ideally play a critical role in shaping policy (Curato et al., 2021; Elstub, 2014;
Gronlund et al., 2014; Ryan & Smith, 2014; Smith, 2012; Steiner, 2012; Dryzek, 2009; Fishkin,
2009). In this context, the effectiveness and legitimacy of CAs rest on three foundational
principles: inclusivity, authenticity, and consequentiality. Inclusivity emphasizes that the
assembly should represent those affected by the decisions, allowing diverse perspectives to be
heard (Curato et al., 2019; Dryzek, 2010a, 2002; Dryzek & Niemeyer, 2008). Authenticity
underscores the need for equal, respectful, and high-quality deliberation among participants
(Béchtiger et al., 2018; Mansbridge, 2015). Consequentiality highlights the necessity for the
process to have tangible impacts on participants and the broader public (Pilet et al., 2023;
Curato et al., 2017). These principles make CAs a powerful tool for addressing complex

societal challenges.

To uphold these principles, CAs are structured around a fundamental element: representation
(Castiglione & Warren, 2019; O’Doherty & Burgess, 2013; Caluwaerts & Ugarriza, 2012;
Smith, 2012; Brown, 2006; Goodin & Dryzek, 2006; Rowe & Frewer, 2000; Gastil, 2000).
Following Goodin and Dryzek (2006, p. 220), CAs must be “small enough to be genuinely
deliberative, and representative enough to be genuinely democratic.” Representation within
CAs, however, extends far beyond simply mirroring majority opinions. As O’Flynn (2007, p.

733) explains:

Deliberative democracy requires us to shift away from an elite-driven
process towards a process in which the decisions that result can, in a
meaningful sense, be understood as expressions of the will of the people
where ‘the people’ is construed [...] in terms of the full diversity of views
and positions in society.

This perspective underscores the importance of demographic and political diversity as crucial
components for effective representation, as emphasized by Gastil (2000). It also stresses the
need to move beyond the “usual suspects” of political participation (Smith, 2012, p. 94).
Recognizing the crucial importance of representation in deliberative processes, scholars have
proposed various approaches to achieve it. For example, Dryzek and Niemeyer (2008) suggest
identifying all key perspectives on an issue and selecting individuals to represent these

viewpoints. However, Khoban (2021) raises concerns about the limitations of this approach.



Supported by previous research (Smith, 2009; Brown, 2006), they argue that representation
based on predefined discourses may hinder participants’ ability to genuinely engage with
others’ perspectives and limit opinion change. Instead of freely engaging in open dialogue,
learning, and mutual reasoning with others, these participants may feel pressured to conform
to the expectations of those who identify with the viewpoints they represent. This dynamic can
stifle opportunities for meaningful opinion change and collaborative problem-solving,
undermining the transformative potential of deliberative processes — a fundamental element of

consequentiality.

Alternatively, other scholars advocate for — statistical — descriptive representation, which seeks
to construct a mini-public that mirrors the broader population. This representation format aims
to ensure that selected participants reflect the intrinsic traits and experiences of the population
at large. Underlying this approach is the assumption that if the entire population engaged in
deliberation, the resulting public opinion resembles the perspectives represented in such a
diverse process. By incorporating a wide array of social perspectives, descriptive representation
enhances the inclusivity and legitimacy of deliberative processes (Lemi, 2022; Smith, 2009;
Young, 2000; Mansbridge, 1999b; Phillips, 1995; Pitkin, 1967). In addition to bolstering
legitimacy, descriptive representation is critical in fostering intersubjective knowledge
construction, as highlighted by Khoban (2021). By incorporating a variety of social and
demographic perspectives, individuals engage in vital and collaborative ways, enhancing
deliberative processes through deeper understanding, challenged assumptions, and more
thoughtful dialogue. In this sense, descriptive representation transcends the goal of merely
mirroring the population; it creates the conditions necessary for meaningful knowledge-
building and elevates the deliberative quality of decision-making processes. These advantages

underscore its frequent use in deliberative practices.

The foundation for descriptive representation, however, predates its application in such
practices, tracing back to the seminal works of Pitkin (1967) and Phillips (1995), where it is
identified as a critical tool for addressing systemic inequalities in diverse political settings.
Phillips (1995), in particular, highlights the relationship between political exclusion and
political presence. Political exclusion refers to the systematic underrepresentation or
marginalization of certain groups in political institutions, whereas political presence ensures
that these groups are meaningfully included and represented. They identify factors such as

gender, race, ethnicity, and language as essential to understanding the dynamics of political



exclusion and the pursuit of equitable representation. While gender, race, and ethnicity often
dominate the discourse, Phillips is not alone in highlighting the pivotal role of language in
representation, emphasizing its significance in fostering a more inclusive and consequential

form of political engagement.

For instance, Funk and Hinojosa (2023) critique the traditional emphasis within descriptive
representation on easily measurable traits, such as the proportion of women or racial minorities
in political institutions. They contend that this narrow focus fails to account for intersectional
identities and risks ‘essentialism’, the assumption that all members of a group share a singular
identity (Mansbridge, 1999b). Shifting the perspective, they underscore the critical role of
language, noting that representatives use it to express identity and establish connections with
specific groups. Similarly, Gerring et al. (2024) and Trechsel (2007) highlight the significance
of language in descriptive representation, alongside traits such as gender, religion, and
ethnicity. While Trechsel (2007) stresses that language is a critical factor in ensuring fair and
inclusive representation, Gerring et al. (2024) consider language as a main descriptive trait.
Research further illustrates the impact of language in shaping attitudes toward representation.
Schildkraut (2013a; 2013b) finds that individuals prioritize shared language and background
over other traits such as race or national origin when evaluating their representatives. More
broadly, Fowler et al. (2014) emphasize the role of language in shaping identity and its
consequential influence on perceptions of political representation. Collectively, these studies
underline the importance of language in representation, highlighting the necessity of
incorporating linguistic considerations into larger discussions about being representative and

perceived as representative.

Given this foundation, it seems evident that any democratic model prioritizing representation
must treat language as a fundamental element, not as an afterthought. However, despite
Phillips’ groundbreaking work three decades ago and subsequent scholarly contributions
underscoring language as a medium of inclusivity and consequentiality, its significance
remains underexplored within the realm of deliberative democracy. This oversight is

particularly notable given the central role of language in the deliberative democratic model.*

4 This thesis acknowledges that communication cannot solely be reduced to oral language, with body
language also playing a significant role. It is, nevertheless, important to highlight that oral language
cannot be entirely replaced by body language, certainly not in deliberative processes. While written
language predominates in online deliberative processes, especially in asynchronous formats, this
dissertation places the focus on spoken language.



At its heart, deliberative democracy envisions the public sphere as a space for discussion, a
process primarily mediated through language. As Susen (2018) notes, Habermas, whose work
is foundational to deliberative democracy, argues that the core of a democratic society is not
only its legal structures but also the active participation of citizens through collective
discussions. Since such discourse is inherently dependent on language, it becomes clear that
language is indispensable to the very functioning of deliberative democracy. It serves as the
medium through which ideas, values, and perspectives are expressed, negotiated, and
understood. Language, therefore, is far more than a tool for communication; it is the essential
vehicle that enables democratic engagement and collective decision-making. Casullo (2020,
pp. 27-28) reinforces this point, asserting that “deliberative democratic theory is inseparable
from language” because “deliberation [...] is primarily linguistic because only in and through

language can reasoning take place.”

Building on this, the field of sociolinguistics emphasizes how language reflects and perpetuates
power imbalances, influencing access to resources and opportunities. More specifically,
linguistic disparities directly affect individuals’ ability to participate in society and,
consequently, in democratic processes. In this context, language is pivotal in determining who
is included or excluded from political discourse (Phillipson, 2012, 1992, 1988; Schieffelin &
Doucet, 1998; Skutnabb-Kangas & Cummins, 1988). These dynamics are particularly
significant for deliberative democracy, where it is widely asserted from a normative perspective
that inclusivity means “all persons should have the right and opportunity to participate in the
deliberation and decision making of the institutions to which their actions contribute or which
directly affect their actions” (Young, 2011, p. 91). As Piller (2016) emphasizes, language is
integral to ensuring such access since it can either facilitate or obstruct participation,

functioning as both a bridge and a barrier.

Additionally, power dynamics within discourse are both a reflection and a result of disparities
in access to participation. Indeed, Van Dijk (1993) argues that power disparities among
individuals and groups significantly influence both access to and participation in discourse,
with language serving as a key factor in shaping these dynamics. This is particularly critical,
as the authenticity of deliberative processes hinges on a genuine exchange of ideas, where all
participants can engage on equal terms, speak freely, and be heard without prejudice (Steel et
al., 2020; Gardner, 2013; O’Doherty & Burgess, 2013; Caluwaerts & Ugarriza, 2012;
Karpowitz et al., 2009; Brown, 2006; Rowe & Frewer, 2000). However, this ideal of equal



engagement is influenced by social and cultural factors, including linguistic dynamics (Peled
& Bonotti, 2019; Gumperz, 1982). In line with this, Lupia and Norton (2017) contend that
language can act as a powerful ‘weapon’ in deliberative processes, shaping the discourse and
profoundly impacting its outcomes. Ultimately, language is a determining factor in who can

participate, how effectively their voices are heard, and how their contributions are valued.

Drawing on these insights, language transcends being a mere component of the deliberative
process; it forms its very foundation. It determines who can participate, sets the conditions for
deliberation, and serves as the medium through which ideas are articulated, evaluated, and
negotiated. Moreover, language, as a critical element of descriptive representation, plays a
pivotal role in shaping representation and public attitudes. In this context, language emerges as
closely intertwined with the core principles of deliberative democracy: inclusivity, authenticity,
and consequentiality. This fundamental connection highlights the need to prioritize language
in discussions of deliberative democracy, which seeks to strengthen democratic decision-
making by expanding opportunities for participation, ensuring more inclusive access, and
enhancing the overall legitimacy of the democratic system. However, despite its acknowledged
significance in shaping access, participation, and perceived legitimacy, the role of language in
deliberative democracy continues to be largely overlooked. Research on deliberative
democracy often fails to treat language as a distinct issue, instead addressing deliberation in
broader, generalized terms, underestimating how it can actively shape deliberative processes.
This oversight risks neglecting a critical element essential to the effective functioning of

deliberative democracy.

Notably, close to two decades ago, Addis (2007, p. 119) emphasized the urgent need to

integrate language into the discourse on deliberative democracy:

How would a theory of deliberative democracy resolve a contest when that
contest is over the very means of deliberation? Astonishingly, this issue,
despite being so central to the deliberative process, is often bracketed or
simply ignored by scholars, even distinguished ones. On the rare occasion
when the issue is raised, it is done in a cursory way.

In addition to highlighting the importance of language, Addis encourages us to recognize
language as inherently plural. The “contests over the very means of deliberation” point to the
existence of linguistic diversity, revealing the complexities embedded within the framework of

democratic deliberation, where language shapes not only the discourse but also the process.



Yet, Peled and Bonotti (2019) argue that theoretical discussions of language often rely on
idealized assumptions that do not address the complex realities of communication. For too
long, these realities have been overlooked or dismissed, partly driven by the misguided belief
that “one who accepts deliberative democracy must reject multilingualism” (Addis, 2007, p.
129). This oversight presents a substantial challenge to the core of deliberative democracy,
which is inherently tied to language and, therefore, linguistic diversity. Ultimately,
acknowledging the significance of language requires moving beyond simplistic notions of
linguistic uniformity and recognizing the practical realities of linguistic pluralism. Linguistic
considerations within deliberative democracy must acknowledge diversity and complexity, just

as language itself is not singular.

7,164. That is the astounding number of languages actively spoken across the globe today
(Eberhard et al., 2024), highlighting the remarkable linguistic diversity that defines our world.
While the exact count of languages remains a matter of debate, one thing is clear:
Multilingualism is far more common than we might assume. Given that the number of
recognized countries ranges from 193 to 237, depending on the source, it is possible to state
that the majority of nations are home to a mosaic of languages (Saunders, 2024). This
observation aligns with Schmidt’s (2014, p. 396) concept of “ontological multilingualism”,
which underscores “the fundamental reality that virtually all contemporary nation-states have

2

multiple language groups among their citizens.” Hence, far from being an anomaly,
multilingualism®, referring to the coexistence of multiple languages within societies,
institutions, or individuals (European Commission, 2007), is a widespread and increasing
social and global phenomenon (De Zarobe & De Zarobe, 2015). More precisely, multilingual
practices are increasingly prevalent worldwide, extending even to regions historically
considered monolingual. This shift is fueled by factors such as migration, globalization, and
heightened mobility. As a result, multilingualism has become deeply embedded in
contemporary communication and societal structures, including political structures. At the

same time, the complexities of today’s linguistic globalized landscape challenge and expand

the traditional concept of the national public sphere (Volkmer, 2014).

Accordingly, the management of linguistic pluralism has, unsurprisingly, become a significant
focus in scholarly inquiry and political discourse. In the context of representative democracy,

much has been written about the connection between multilingualism and social exclusion,

> In this thesis, multilingualism is also referred to as ‘linguistic diversity’ and ‘linguistic pluralism’.



with a particular focus on the inclusive potential of multilingualism (Piller, 2016). More
precisely, addressing linguistic considerations is essential to ensuring that individuals can fully
participate in political and social debates. In this reading, the language question is inherently
tied to the broader question of linguistic justice, which centers on the fair management of
linguistic diversity within political frameworks (De Schutter & Song, 2023). Nevertheless,
whereas linguistic pluralism has been thoroughly explored within the framework of liberal
representative democracy (De Schutter & Robichaud, 2016; Patten, 2014, 2009; Van Parijs,
2011a; Kymlicka & Patten, 2003), the deliberative model democracy has received
comparatively little attention (with notable exceptions such as Bonotti & Stojanovi¢, 2022;
Caluwaerts & Reuchamps, 2018; Schmidt, 2014; Caluwaerts, 2012). Deliberative democracy
has not yet fully examined how linguistic diversity intersects with deliberative processes. This
is a significant shortcoming, not only due to its potential impact on core principles but also

because of the focus on designing contextually relevant processes.

Over two decades ago, Wheatley (2002, 2003) called for a pluralistic approach to deliberation
that acknowledges the inherent diversity of modern societies. Since then, several scholars have
expanded on this idea. O’Flynn (2007) argues that political systems can only thrive if they
reflect and align with the societies they represent. Similarly, Boker (2017) contends that
deliberative events are inseparable from the broader socio-political contexts in which they
occur. These perspectives converge on a crucial point: Democratic processes must engage with
and adapt to the complexities of the societies they seek to serve. Rubin (2014) makes the
connection with language as one such complexity and emphasizes that linguistic considerations
are vital to deliberative processes, particularly in linguistically diverse societies. Drawing on
the literature discussed above, it becomes evident that neglecting these considerations risks not
only detaching deliberative democracy from the lived experiences of its participants but also
potentially reinforces exclusionary practices, as well as impacting the public’s perceptions,
thereby challenging the core principles of deliberative democracy. As such, the time has come
for deliberative democracy to recognize the linguistic diversity that characterizes the

multilingual reality of contemporary societies (Pym, 2013; Doerr, 2012; Trudgill, 2000)

This multilingual reality is particularly pronounced in international and transnational contexts,
where multilingual deliberative processes are essential for navigating the linguistic and
geographical boundaries that naturally exist. In these settings, linguistic diversity is not an

optional consideration but an inherent feature, making multilingual approaches vital. Similarly,



in officially multilingual nations, the case for multilingual CAs is especially compelling, as
they reflect society’s linguistic and cultural composition. In such contexts, multilingual
deliberative processes are not just beneficial but a democratic imperative. However, the
importance of linguistic considerations extends beyond these scenarios. In non-officially
multilingual societies — or multilingual contexts with minority, Indigenous, and/or migrant
languages — language remains a significant barrier, particularly for linguistic minorities,
Indigenous peoples, and migrants. These groups often face challenges that impede their full
participation in democratic life (Bonotti & Willoughby, 2022; Piller, 2016; McNamara &
Shohamy, 2008; Shohamy, 1997). As Gardner (2013, p. 468) highlights, “deliberative
democracy’s goals and methods [...] stress at every turn the inclusion of many voices,
especially those of minorities and of the socially and politically excluded.” More broadly,
failing to consider linguistic diversity risks silencing certain voices, not due to a lack of
valuable contributions, but because participants may lack the linguistic resources to engage

equally.

Essentially, there are numerous theoretical reasons to expect that deliberative practices should
take linguistic considerations into account, especially given the importance of language for
inclusivity, authenticity, and consequentiality. Furthermore, linguistic considerations are
central to ensuring the practical application of deliberative processes in — officially —
linguistically diverse settings. In this way, linguistic considerations are not just a theoretical or
academic concern but a practical necessity for the functioning of democratic processes in
certain instances. Put differently, these considerations strengthen deliberative democracy’s
democratic foundations and make its practices more realistic and applicable to real-world
scenarios (Goodin, 2018). However, as noted in this introduction, research on the relationship
between deliberative democracy and language is relatively limited, as also Kjer and Adamo

(2016, p. 1) note:

Theorists of political science and sociology do not often ask themselves
how deliberative democracy should function in polities that are made up
of many linguistic groups and seem to forget the impact that linguistic
diversity may have on political communication and mutual understanding
across languages.

Notwithstanding the limited attention devoted to multilingual deliberative democracy and its
practices, three areas of empirical research offer valuable insights into how linguistic diversity

intersects with democratic deliberation. These studies examine the effects of multilingualism
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in distinct contexts: (i) ‘elite’ deliberation, which involves dialogue among individuals in
positions of power or influence, such as political leaders, experts, or institutional
representatives, rather than lay citizens® (Pedrini, 2015; Doerr, 2012, 2009, 2008), (ii)
transnational deliberation, which explores deliberative processes at the supranational and
international levels (Curato et al., 2023; Fiket et al., 2014, 2011; Fishkin, 2011), and (iii)
national-level deliberation, which focuses on deliberation within the confines of a single nation
(Caluwaerts, 2012; Caluwaerts & Reuchamps, 2018). Collectively, these studies, further
discussed in Chapter Two, emphasize that linguistic differences do not make deliberation
impossible. In a nutshell, the current body of empirical evidence on multilingual deliberation
presents a fairly positive outlook regarding its feasibility, highlighting both its benefits and

challenges.

Although current studies generally present an optimistic perspective, it is important to
acknowledge certain limitations in the existing research. To start, empirical studies on
multilingual DMPs have predominantly focused on how multilingualism influences
deliberation and the ability to achieve mutual understanding. This focus likely arises from the
prevailing assumption that multilingualism presents an inherent challenge to democracy and
deliberation, a topic explored in detail in Chapter Two. As a result, scholars often prioritize the
quality of deliberation while treating multilingualism as a secondary or unavoidable
complication rather than addressing it as a foundational issue for the core principles of
deliberative democracy. In emphasizing the quality of deliberation, or authenticity, researchers
have inadvertently overshadowed the other two principles of deliberative democracy:
inclusivity and consequentiality. This neglect is particularly striking because research outside
the field of deliberative democracy has highlighted the significant role that language plays in
access, participation, and public perceptions. Thus, the attention given to the quality of
deliberation creates a critical gap in our understanding of how multilingualism impacts

deliberative practices per se.

Another significant shortcoming in existing research is the inadequate consideration of
participants’ perspectives. There has been insufficient attention to how linguistic diversity

influences their experiences within deliberative processes. Notably, following Anderson et al.

® While ‘elite’ deliberation does not occur in deliberative settings like DMPs, this field of research offers
valuable insights into multilingual deliberation, particularly in light of the limited knowledge on
multilingual DMPs.
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(2005, p. 2), “to say that both the functioning and the maintenance of democratic polities are
intimately linked with what and how citizens think about democratic governance is perilously
close to stating a tautology.” This gap is further compounded by the limited focus on the
broader public’s attitudes toward multilingual deliberative processes, which are crucial for

evaluating their effectiveness, legitimacy, and sustainability.

Overall, the existing literature on the intersection of language and deliberative democracy is
fragmented and lacks a cohesive framework that addresses how multilingualism interacts with
deliberative democracy, which represents a significant gap in our understanding of deliberative
democracy and its practical applications. Despite the pervasive nature of multilingualism and
its potential impact on inclusivity, authenticity, and consequentiality, our grasp of how
language influences deliberative democracy and its practices remains limited, a surprising and
unjustifiable issue. Put differently, while the impact of multilingualism has been
acknowledged, it has not been explained in the context of deliberative processes. Consequently,
several key questions remain unanswered, particularly regarding whether and how language
affects the core principles of deliberative democracy. To address this gap, a comprehensive
approach is needed that broadens the scope of inquiry to include a more nuanced understanding
of language’s role in deliberative processes, adopting a holistic perspective that encompasses
all involved and the broader public. It is, therefore, crucial to put multilingual deliberative
processes in the hot seat — that is, to go beyond merely observing patterns in the quality of

deliberation to consider the multilingual DMPs overall.

This thesis advances the discussion by taking a crucial next step. More precisely, it focuses on
multilingual CAs and their unfolding within linguistically diverse societies. As these
assemblies aim to embody the core principles of deliberative democracy, they provide a
valuable opportunity to explore whether and how language influences deliberative principles
in practice. To guide this exploration, an exploratory approach is adopted, using deliberative
theory as a framework for analyzing deliberative practices. Given the established role of
language in supporting the fundamental principles of deliberative democracy, these values
serve as the benchmark for the analysis. Furthermore, instead of theorizing, measuring, or

implementing deliberation, this research seeks to understand how multilingual CAs are
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experienced in real-world contexts (Ercan et al., 2022). Ultimately, this thesis is guided by the

following central research question:

F n n I L] L] I n n I L] L] I n n I L] L] I n n I L] L]

: How does linguistic diversity impact the inclusivity, authenticity, and I
I consequentiality of citizens’ assemblies? !
L L ' n n I L L ' n n I L L ' n n I L L ' n n L

To address the research question, this thesis employs the widely recognized framework of
input, throughput, and output legitimacy (Bekkers & Edwards, 2007; Edwards, 2007). This
framework is particularly suited for studying deliberative democracy because the legitimacy of
deliberative processes is essential for enhancing the overall legitimacy of the political system
(Caluwaerts & Reuchamps, 2015). Moreover, it aligns well with the principles of inclusivity,
authenticity, and consequentiality, providing a structured perspective for evaluating
multilingual CAs. Both the legitimacy framework and deliberative principles emphasize
critical aspects of participation, process, and outcomes. More specifically, they stress the
importance of broad and equitable participation, high-quality interaction, and meaningful
outcomes that include impacts on participants and the maxi-public. This approach then serves
as a systematic and robust tool for analyzing the relationship between language and deliberative
principles, allowing for an evaluation of how the input, throughput, and output legitimacy of
real-world multilingual deliberative practices (i.e., what is) aligns with the ideals of deliberative

democracy, namely inclusivity, authenticity, and consequentiality (i.e., what ought to be).

Building upon the core principles of deliberative democracy and drawing on the works of
Courant (2021), as well as Caluwaerts and Reuchamps (2018), this thesis defines input, output,
and throughput legitimacy as follows (see Table 1). Input legitimacy pertains to representation
and inclusion within the deliberative process. It considers how linguistic diversity shapes
access to participation, ultimately influencing the representativeness and inclusivity of the
process.’” Throughput legitimacy focuses on the quality of the deliberative process. It examines
the conditions under which participants interact and how multilingualism shapes participation.
While these conceptualizations of input and throughput legitimacy are consistent with common

interpretations, this thesis takes a slightly different approach to output legitimacy. It does not

" The thesis explores representation in a broader sense beyond just linguistic representation.
Specifically, it examines how linguistic diversity contributes to creating a more accurate and inclusive
reflection of society as a whole.
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concentrate on the tangible outcomes of deliberation, such as the weight of the results or

responsiveness and accountability. Instead, output legitimacy in this context emphasizes the

transformative potential of multilingual deliberation and the broader public endorsement of

multilingual DMPs. This perspective is grounded in a procedural understanding of support,

which prioritizes the integrity of the decision-making process rather than the specific decisions

made (Christiano, 2010; Holzhacker, 2007; Waldron, 1999; Gaus, 1997; Hibbing & Theiss-

Morse, 1995; Tyler, 1990). Ultimately, by integrating these dimensions, this thesis aims to

provide a nuanced framework for understanding how multilingualism intersects with the

principles of deliberative democracy, offering insights into “what may work, how, when, and

why — and what may be difficult” (Dryzek 2007, p. 240).

Table 1 Analytical framework

Input

Legitimacy

Throughput

Legitimacy

Output

Legitimacy

o All those affected must have
Inclusivity
a chance to take part.

Qualitative deliberation must
Authenticity occur under conditions of

respect and equality.

Preference transformation:
participation must lead to
revisions or changes in
opinion.
Consequentiality
Public endorsement: the
maxi-public must support the

process.

Who takes part?

How do participants

interact?

Do participants’
attitudes change
throughout the

process?

To what extent is the
process accepted by

the maxi-public?
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To capture the inclusivity, authenticity, and consequentiality of multilingual CAs at the hand
of the legitimacy framework, there is a need to draw practical lessons from the scale of existing
multilingual deliberative processes. Therefore, this thesis focuses on two real-world examples
of multilingual CAs in the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg: The Biergerkommitee Létzebuerg
2050 (hereafter BK) and Klima Biergerrot (hereafter KBR). The decision to examine
Luxembourg, a country renowned for its unique socio-demographic composition, is a

deliberate one.

Luxembourg’s multilingual landscape 1is notable, with three official languages,
Luxembourgish, French, and German, coexisting alongside a diverse array of languages spoken

by residents from 170 different nationalities. This linguistic

“A multilingual setting is

richness creates an environment where language is intricately

woven into both daily life and political spheres (Fehlen et al., inevitable for a country

2021). At the same time, nearly half of Luxembourg’s resident like Luxembourg, where

multiple languages are

population lacks national citizenship, excluding them from
participating in national electoral politics and, by extension, the spoken day by day.”
representative democratic system.! Given the practical and " BK member
inclusive imperatives for integrating linguistic considerations
into deliberative practices, Luxembourg offers a distinctive but particularly compelling case. It
highlights the intricate and often messy reality in which DMPs are situated and is therefore
interesting to consider how multilingualism shapes the inclusivity, authenticity, and
consequentiality of CAs. In other words, Luxembourg exemplifies the logic of most likely case
design, based on the inverse Sinatra inference (Levy, 2002): If multilingual CAs cannot thrive
in Luxembourg, a nation uniquely equipped for multilingualism, it raises significant questions

about their feasibility and effectiveness in other contexts. Simply put, ‘if not here, then where?’.

Accordingly, the BK and KBR present laboratory-like environments to study multilingual CAs.

As revelatory cases, they offer a platform to uncover empirical insights into a phenomenon that

8 Non-national residents in Luxembourg can vote in municipal elections, allowing them to participate
in local governance. However, their exclusion from national elections signifies their absence from the
broader democratic framework. Voting in national elections is essential for participation in the country’s
representative democracy, as it directly influences the composition of the Chamber of Deputies and,
consequently, the government. Being absent from national elections effectively means lacking a voice
in the national legislative process, which impacts one’s influence on national policies and decisions.
Interestingly, non-national residents’ participation is municipal elections is steadily increasing
(Fassone, 2025).
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has received little prior academic attention (Elstub & Pomatto, 2022; R. Yin, 2014). From early
February to December 2021, the Biergerkommitee brought together 29 participants living or
working in Luxembourg to deliberate on how the country can achieve carbon neutrality by
2050. Following this, the Klima Biergerrot convened from late January to October 2022,
engaging 100 participants (60 active members and 40 substitutes) to discuss strategies for
combatting climate change. Both processes were organized at the national level and entirely
multilingual. The BK employed Luxembourgish, French, and German, requiring participants
to have passive knowledge of these languages.’ In contrast, the KBR used Luxembourgish,
French, and English, demanding proficiency in only one of these languages. Moreover, the BK
conducted proceedings without translation services, whereas the KBR provided simultaneous
translation and organized focus groups based on participants’ language preferences. In
summary, although both processes occurred within the same country, at the same political
level, around the same time, and shared a focus on climate-related issues, they diverged in their
approach to linguistic considerations. These differences make the BK and KBR remarkable

complementary cases.

The BK and KBR cases are particularly significant for thorough analysis due to their relevance
to multilingual deliberative democracy. Thus, the relatively narrow focus of this thesis on
Luxembourg should not be viewed as a limitation; rather, it is an advantage that allows for a
closer examination of the underexplored phenomenon of multilingual CAs. Indeed, Elstub and
Pomatto (2022) note that generalization is not always a necessary goal in case study research,
especially when a case has unique and intrinsic value. The BK and KBR cases exemplify this
uniqueness, making them worthy of examination in their own right. By concentrating on these
specific instances, this research gains the depth and nuance needed to illuminate the broader
challenges and opportunities associated with multilingualism in DMPs, including its impacts
on inclusivity, authenticity, and consequentiality. In other words, the generalizability of this

thesis arises from the alignment between its objectives and the chosen cases.

To analyze these cases, the thesis develops an operational matrix grounded in the legitimacy
framework and applied through a mixed-method research design (Elstub & Pomatto, 2022;
Escobar, 2022) that combines quantitative and qualitative data as complementary approaches.

Quantitative data, gathered via closed-ended survey questions, contribute structured, replicable

? Passive knowledge refers to the ability to comprehend a language when it is spoken or written, without
necessarily being able to actively produce or speak it.
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insights into patterns and impacts, whereas qualitative data, gathered via open-ended survey
questions and interviews, uncover the rich, subjective experiences that underpin those patterns.
Together, they provide a comprehensive framework for exploring deliberative processes,
where the interplay between empirical evidence and contextual dynamics is critical to
understanding multilingualism’s role in shaping deliberative principles. By adopting such a
methodology, this thesis bridges the interpretive and positivist paradigms, capturing
measurable patterns and nuanced meanings, as well as blending statistical analysis with
narrative insights. Overall, this approach ensures a robust exploration of multilingual CAs,
ensuring that the findings are both descriptive, shedding light on existing practices, and

prescriptive, offering actionable insights into a complex and underexplored phenomenon.

To conclude, the primary claim of this thesis is that the interaction between deliberative
democratic practices and linguistic considerations requires, even demands, research attention.
Indeed, if a deliberative model of democracy is to thrive, it is imperative to challenge
foundational assumptions that are often commonly assumed without question. For instance,
can deliberative processes function effectively and uphold the core principles of deliberative
democracy only within a monolingual setting? Are current practices adequately prepared to
navigate and embrace the complexities of linguistic diversity in today’s increasingly pluralistic
societies? These inquiries represent the core motivation guiding this research. What this thesis
will go on to argue is that linguistic considerations seem a worthwhile investment for the study
and practice of deliberative democracy. Linguistic diversity should not be a limitation to
democracy, especially not for a model that prioritizes dialogue and is hence dependent upon
language. Yet, despite the presence of multilingual DMPs, we know little about the impact of
integrating multilingualism on deliberative processes, particularly beyond their deliberative

quality, due to a lack of dedicated research.

Essentially, the key objective of this thesis is to fill the existing gap in empirical research by
providing a systemic and comprehensive exploration of the intersection between
multilingualism and deliberative processes. By concentrating on the relationship between
linguistic diversity and inclusivity, authenticity, and consequentiality, this thesis seeks to (i)
broaden the scope of empirical research on deliberative democracy and its practices, and (ii)
outline pathways for future research and practical implementation. In doing so, this dissertation
elevates the role of linguistic considerations within contemporary debates on deliberative

democracy and its practices, highlighting the necessity of continued inquiry into and adaptation
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to address the dynamic and evolving — linguistic — landscapes shaping democratic engagement
and innovations. However, it is important to underscore that this thesis does not aim to provide
a theoretical discussion on linguistic justice within deliberative democracy, nor does it argue
that all deliberative processes must be multilingual. Instead, the dissertation focuses on
exploring the practical implications of multilingualism within specific deliberative contexts

and understanding the insights these processes can offer.

Research Questions

There is a pressing need for a research agenda that bridges the gap between deliberative
democracy and linguistic considerations, one that draws practical insights from existing
deliberative experiments. By examining multilingual CAs in Luxembourg, this thesis
contributes to this dialogue. It engages with theory and lived experiences in a flexible and
evolving manner, ensuring that both theoretical and practical aspects develop concurrently.
Ultimately, the dissertation fosters conversation and reflection on the issue at hand, aiming to

enhance our understanding of how multilingualism interacts with deliberative processes.

This, in my opinion, is an understudied area of research. Consequently, the primary question
addressed in this thesis is: How does linguistic diversity impact the inclusivity, authenticity,
and consequentiality of citizens’ assemblies? This question is asked with a pre-understanding

of language constituting an essential part of deliberative processes.

Before this thesis can provide a conclusive answer to its central question, it must first examine
the three key principles in detail. This is accomplished through the empirical chapters. Since
three out of the four empirical chapters are based on standalone publications, each takes a
slightly different approach or emphasizes distinct elements while remaining complementary
and aligned with the overarching thesis. This section briefly outlines the rationale behind the
empirical chapters, their contributions, and how they collectively fit within the broader
framework of the thesis. The following paragraphs provide a concise overview of each chapter,
demonstrating how they explore different yet interrelated aspects of the relationship between

multilingualism and deliberative processes.
I. The - perceived — inclusivity of multilingual DMPs: a case study of the BK and KBR

The first consideration, inclusivity, is explored in Chapter Four, which examines how

multilingualism shapes representation and inclusivity in the BK and KBR. Building on the

18



operationalization of multilingualism outlined in Chapter Two, this chapter focuses on input
legitimacy and assesses the representativity of these processes. It also centers on the
perspectives of participants, moderators!'?, and organizers, offering a nuanced understanding of
inclusivity. This focus is particularly significant as the inclusivity of multilingual DMPs has
received limited attention to date, despite broader research highlighting language’s role in
shaping and restricting access. Additionally, existing studies often overlook participants’
perspectives, making this chapter’s investigation especially valuable. This chapter is guided by

the following questions:
= How is multilingualism practically integrated into the BK and KBR?
=  What impact does multilingualism have on their representativity?
= How do participants perceive and experience their inclusivity?

Ultimately, the BK and KBR serve as compelling case studies due to their differing approaches
to multilingualism, from language selection to linguistic accommodations, which allows for an
interesting examination of the practical integration of linguistic diversity and its impact on
inclusivity. The findings, grounded in measurable data and participant perceptions, hold
significant implications for deliberative democracy. They demonstrate that multilingualism in
DMPs is not merely about the quality of deliberation but a fundamental aspect of representation

in linguistically diverse societies, shaping access to democratic participation.

II. Experiences and perceptions of participants in multilingual DMPs: a case study of the
BK

In the first publication, Chapter Five of this thesis, the focus is on participants’ experiences
within a multilingual CA. The case study centers on the Biergerkommitee, a unique and
compelling example for examining how multilingualism shapes authenticity in deliberative
processes. This focus is particularly significant given the frequently cited advantages of
linguistic homogeneity for democratic discourse and deliberation. Furthermore, existing
research on the impact of multilingualism on deliberation has often overlooked the perspectives
of participants and primarily concentrated on settings where linguistic accommodation is

central.

10 Tn this thesis, ‘moderator’ and ‘facilitator’ are used interchangeably.
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Unlike most multilingual deliberative settings, which rely heavily on linguistic accommodation
strategies such as translation, the BK employed a strict linguistic selection criterion to create a
mixed-language discourse environment. This approach makes it a distinctive model for
empirically analyzing multilingual deliberation and its authenticity, as well as for investigating
how participants navigate the linguistic dynamics of deliberative processes. Given the limited
insights from the field of deliberative democracy, this research expands its scope by integrating
insights from studies on multilingual communication. Particular attention is given to the
concepts of translanguaging, inclusive multilingualism, and lingua receptiva, which highlight
the ability of participants to leverage their multilingual skills in creating spaces for authentic

and meaningful deliberation.

Similar to the overall dissertation, this article uses the input-throughput-output model, although
here employed to examine: (i) the conditions that facilitate effective multilingual
communication, (ii) the authenticity of this communication, and (iii) the outcomes it generates
at both the individual and process levels. To address these issues, the research employs a
mixed-methods approach, combining quantitative and qualitative analyses to explore three key

questions:

= How do participants perceive the overall (e)quality'! of deliberation within a

multilingual process?

= How do participants believe the multilingual setting impacts, both positively and

negatively, the deliberative process?

= What elements do participants identify as contributing to the effectiveness of a

multilingual deliberative process?

By analyzing the BK as a case study, this publication challenges traditional assumptions about
the necessity of linguistic homogeneity and accommodation, demonstrating how
multilingualism can contribute to, rather than detract from, authentic deliberation. The findings,
grounded in participants’ experiences, have significant implications for both theory and
practice, offering a fresh perspective on the role of language in shaping deliberative processes.

By doing so, the study lays a concrete foundation for the thesis’ broader claims regarding the

' By ‘(e)quality’, this chapter refers to both the equality and quality of deliberations. This term
highlights the dual importance of ensuring that all participants have equal opportunities to contribute
meaningfully while also fostering high-quality interactions for deliberative processes to be effective.
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importance of linguistic diversity; it highlights that multilingualism is not merely a logistical
challenge but, depending on the context in which the DMP unfolds, a key factor that shapes
perceptions of authenticity. Furthermore, the research identifies specific conditions for
effective multilingual communication, offering actionable insights for designing deliberative
processes that uphold democratic ideals. Overall, it underscores the importance of dismantling

monolingual assumptions to align democratic practices with multilingual realities.

III. Deliberative formats and perceived effectiveness of multilingual DMPs: a case

study of the KBR

The second publication, Chapter Six of this thesis, explores output legitimacy by focusing on
the transformative potential of multilingual deliberation and how it may be influenced by the
deliberative format. According to Cooke (2000, p. 947) deliberation is defined as “an
unconstrained exchange of arguments that involves practical reasoning and always potentially
leads to a transformation of preferences.” With the increasing prevalence of online deliberative
processes, it is critical to understand the interplay between multilingualism and digital formats,
as the convergence of these two dimensions is becoming increasingly unavoidable. However,
existing research on multilingual and online deliberative processes has largely developed in

isolation.

While studies on online deliberation have examined the differing impacts of in-person and
online formats on participants’ experiences, particularly regarding preference transformations,
research on multilingual deliberation has generally overlooked the effects of deliberative
format. Furthermore, the transformative potential of multilingual deliberation, an essential
aspect of consequentiality, remains underexplored. This chapter addresses these gaps by (i)
exploring the transformative potential of multilingual deliberation and (ii) examining whether
and how the deliberative format affects this potential for transformation. To explain variations
in participants’ attitudes toward multilingual DMPs, the study analyzes a range of influencing
factors categorized into two main groups: online factors and linguistic factors. The study
employs a purely quantitative methodology, drawing on participant surveys. It is guided by the

following research questions:

= How do participants’ perceptions regarding the effectiveness of multilingual

deliberative mini-publics evolve across in-person and online deliberative formats?
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=  Under what conditions is multilingual deliberation most likely to foster transformative

potential?

= What online and linguistic factors influence participants’ evaluations of multilingual

DMPs?

By bridging the gap between research on multilingualism and online deliberation, this chapter
provides valuable insights into the challenges and opportunities of their convergence. The
findings not only enhance our understanding of how multilingual and digital dimensions
interact but also contribute to the broader theory of deliberative democracy by investigating the
consequentiality of multilingual DMPs. By doing so, the research places particular emphasis
on identifying the contexts in which multilingual deliberation is most likely to yield
transformative effects. Understanding how attitudes shift across formats provides actionable
insights for designing multilingual deliberative processes that maximize transformative
benefits. These insights are particularly crucial given the evolving landscape of online and

hybrid processes and the unavoidable use of multilingual DMPs in certain settings.

IV. Public endorsement of multilingual DMPs: a case study of the Luxembourgish

population

In the third publication, Chapter Seven of this thesis, the focus shifts to examining the maxi-
public’s perceptions of multilingual deliberative processes. Given the inherently small size of
CAs, their broader legitimacy depends significantly on how the maxi-public reacts to and
perceives these processes. While public opinion research on deliberative democracy is gaining
traction, the role of linguistic diversity and its impact on public attitudes remain underexplored.
This is a particularly crucial oversight given that even the most basic design features of
deliberative mini-publics, such as the size of the group or who initiated the event, can affect

their wider societal and political impact.

Using Luxembourg as a case study, this research situates multilingual DMPs within the broader
debates on societal participation and integration. These themes are particularly salient in a
multilingual and multicultural society like Luxembourg, where language is central to
discussions of identity and inclusion. Accordingly, relying on a panel survey of a representative
sample of the Luxembourgish population conducted alongside the KBR, the study adopts a
twofold approach. First, it examines how perceptions of multilingual DMPs vary by (i)

linguistic skills and (ii) nationality, including linguistic identity. To do so, it distinguishes
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between native nationals (individuals with the nationality and associated with the ‘dominant’
national language(s)) and non-native non-nationals (non-national residents with diverse
linguistic and cultural backgrounds). Second, this study uses a vignette experiment to evaluate

how information about linguistic accommodations affects public perceptions.
At the hand of quantitative data, the research addresses the following questions:

= How is the number of languages individuals report being able to speak associated with

their support for multilingual deliberative processes?

= Are non-national residents and foreign speakers more supportive of multilingual

deliberative processes compared to national residents and native speakers?

= Does providing information about linguistic accommodation increase support for

multilingual deliberative processes?

= Do initially neutral or negative respondents become more supportive of multilingual

deliberative processes after being informed about linguistic accommodation?

The insights from this analysis contribute to the overall thesis by focusing on the maxi-public’s
perceptions. This broadens the thesis’ scope beyond the internal dynamics of deliberative mini-
publics. By exploring variations in public attitudes across demographic groups, the publication
underscores the connection between deliberative processes and broader societal debates. This
provides insights into how societal dynamics influence the support for and long-term viability
of multilingual DMPs. Moreover, the study examines how linguistic accommodations impact
public support for multilingual deliberative processes, offering practical insights into the
effectiveness of these accommodations and the extent to which they are endorsed by the public.
In essence, the research offers pathways for designing and implementing deliberative processes

that align with the multilingual realities of modern societies.

Collectively, these chapters offer a comprehensive understanding of multilingual DMPs by
connecting individual, procedural, and societal dimensions. Building on Chapter Four, which
discusses the inclusivity of multilingual DMPs and sets the stage for further empirical research,
Chapter Five explores the practical challenges and benefits associated with multilingual
deliberation, which is essential for understanding how linguistic diversity affects perceptions

of authenticity. Chapter Six investigates the consequentiality of multilingual DMPs by
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examining the transformative potential of multilingual deliberation and its impact on outcomes.
Chapter Seven focuses on the second aspect of consequentiality, specifically the perceptions
of the maxi-public regarding multilingual DMPs. This layered analysis advances empirical
research on multilingual DMPs, resulting in a thorough analysis of multilingual CAs, shedding
light on their inclusivity, authenticity, and consequentiality. Overall, while each analysis
addresses a distinct aspect of multilingual CAs, together they create an interconnected narrative

linking the internal dynamics of deliberative practices to their broader societal implications

(see Figure 1).

Figure I Interconnection between empirical chapters
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Contributions of the Dissertation

The primary aim of this thesis is to advance the relatively underexplored field of research on
multilingual deliberative processes. Specifically, it seeks to analyze multilingual CAs in an
officially multilingual context to understand how linguistic diversity influences the inclusivity,
authenticity, and consequentiality of these assemblies. While the main emphasis of the study

is to enhance academic understanding of multilingual deliberative processes, the unique
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characteristics of the subject also lead to significant methodological and practical contributions.
Therefore, the contributions of this thesis can be grouped into four categories: theoretical,
conceptual, methodological, and practical. An overview of these contributions is provided in

Table 2, with further elaboration in the remainder of this section.

Table 2 Contributions of this dissertation

Enriches academic understanding of the critical role of
language by integrating perspectives from diverse research

fields.

Advances the academic debate on multilingual deliberative
democracy by emphasizing the importance of integrating
linguistic considerations into CAs, thereby challenging the
monolingual assumptions often underpinning deliberative

democratic theory.

Enhances academic understanding of multilingual
deliberative processes by examining their input, throughput,
and output legitimacy, offering a more comprehensive
understanding that extends beyond the prevailing emphasis

on deliberative quality.

Clarifies the understanding and role of multilingualism in

the study and practice of deliberative democracy.

Integrates the legitimacy framework with the core values of
deliberative democracy, namely inclusivity, authenticity,
and consequentiality, creating a robust analytical

foundation.
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Develops an operational matrix regarding the integration of
linguistic diversity in deliberative processes, which

facilitates examining and designing multilingual DMPs.

Advocates for a mixed-method approach, combining
interpretive and positivist paradigms, to provide a
comprehensive exploratory analysis of multilingual DMPs,
incorporating the perspectives of those involved and the

broader public.

Clarifies the benefits and challenges of multilingual DMPs
by illuminating their inclusivity, authenticity, and
consequentiality, providing actionable insights for designing
multilingual deliberative processes that uphold deliberative

democratic principles.

Explores how the maxi-public perceives multilingual DMPs
and reveals how these innovations intersect with societal
values and debates, emphasizing the importance of
understanding public perceptions as key to integrating

democratic innovations.

Theoretical contribution

The originality of this thesis lies first in its contribution to the field of deliberative democracy.
Indeed, it addresses a critical gap in the research on deliberative democracy, specifically, the
lack of systematic research on multilingualism. While much of the existing research on
deliberative democracy implicitly or explicitly assumes that deliberative practices are most
effective in monolingual or linguistically homogeneous contexts, this assumption leaves a
critical gap in understanding how deliberation functions in linguistically diverse societies. Such
an oversight is particularly significant given the increasing globalization and linguistic plurality
of democracies. If deliberative democracy is truly fragile in multilingual settings, these
contexts become essential testing grounds for exploring the viability and adaptability of
deliberative processes in the face of linguistic diversity. By incorporating interdisciplinary

insights from sociolinguistics, representation, and linguistic justice, this thesis reframes
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language not merely as a logistical or secondary concern but as a fundamental element deeply
tied to the core principles of deliberative democracy: inclusivity, authenticity, and
consequentiality. This expands the field of deliberative democracy by integrating crucial

insights from other scholarly fields.

Furthermore, this dissertation enhances the existing literature on multilingual DMPs. It
advances the field by shifting the focus from merely assessing how multilingualism affects the
quality of deliberation to understanding how real-world linguistic complexities influence the
effectiveness and legitimacy of these processes. The thesis posits that it is crucial not only to
investigate whether DMPs can function in multilingual settings — particularly whether
deliberative quality is maintained — but also to flip this inquiry. Namely, how the linguistic
characteristics of a political environment shape the effects of linguistic diversity on both
participants and the broader public. By addressing this question, the dissertation provides a
more nuanced and practical understanding of multilingual DMPs, taking into account the
differing ways in which participants and the larger public perceive the multilingual aspects of
the process. This approach is essential for creating an accurate portrayal of how multilingual
DMPs function in practice. By doing so, this dissertation aims to underscore the necessity of

researching multilingual DMPs.

Conceptual contribution

Building on the theoretical contribution, the conceptual contribution of this study lies in
advancing our understanding of multilingualism within the framework of deliberative
democracy. Traditionally, deliberative democracy has been predicated on ideals of rational
discourse and mutual understanding. However, these ideals often assume a shared linguistic
medium, thereby considering multilingualism as a barrier, a challenge, or even a complexity.
This research challenges such assumptions and reconceptualizes multilingualism as an integral,
rather than incidental, feature of democratic deliberation — especially in officially multilingual

settings.

This dissertation highlights language’s potential as a democratic resource rather than viewing
multilingualism as a barrier to effective deliberation. Accordingly, this dissertation advances
the line of research on multilingual DMPs by examining how linguistic diversity influences the
foundational principles of democratic deliberation, which enhances deliberative theory by

offering a more nuanced understanding of the role of language in promoting and hindering
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democratic principles. Ultimately, this conceptual contribution clarifies the understanding and
role of multilingualism in the study and practice of deliberative democracy, highlighting it as
a potentially crucial factor shaping inclusivity, authenticity, and consequentiality, or even as
an inescapable reality in many contexts. In conclusion, this thesis redefines linguistic diversity

not as a limitation but as an integral aspect of deliberative democracy and its practices.

Methodological contribution

This thesis makes a methodological contribution by developing a comprehensive matrix
designed to address linguistic diversity in deliberative processes. Central to this contribution is
the adaptation of the widely recognized input, throughput, and output legitimacy framework,
which has long been used to assess the legitimacy of democratic processes. This thesis
reinterprets the framework through the lens of core deliberative values, tailoring it to
specifically account for the complexities introduced by multilingualism. Furthermore, the
thesis operationalizes multilingualism within this legitimacy framework, offering concrete
measures to assess how language diversity is integrated and managed within deliberative
processes. Essentially, the matrix introduced in this thesis offers a structured way to evaluate
how linguistic diversity impacts deliberative processes across the three dimensions of
legitimacy. Overall, the methodological innovation of this thesis lies in its ability to extend and
refine an often-used framework to address multilingualism, ensuring the framework remains

relevant in linguistically diverse societies.

To operationalize this matrix, the thesis adopts a methodological approach that blends both
quantitative and qualitative data within an integrated mixed-methods framework. This hybrid
methodology draws on the strengths of both interpretive and positivist paradigms, allowing for
a thorough and multifaceted exploration of multilingual deliberative processes. By employing
this approach, the thesis captures both the empirical rigor and the rich, contextual
understanding needed to fully assess how linguistic diversity shapes DMPs. The integration of
these paradigms enables a nuanced analysis that not only identifies patterns and trends but also
delves deeply into the lived experiences of participants, offering a more holistic view of
multilingual processes. This aspect is crucial for understanding the dynamics of multilingual
DMPs, offering insights that purely quantitative methods may miss and providing essential
context for interpreting the empirical data. Essentially, this approach emphasizes the
importance of capturing the complexities of multilingual experiences, ensuring the findings

reflect the real-world dynamics of multilingual deliberation. Put differently, by blending
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quantitative and qualitative approaches, the thesis provides robust evidence that can be applied
directly to the design and implementation of multilingual deliberative processes. Additionally,
it also underlines the importance of giving a voice to those involved in deliberative processes,

as well as to the maxi-public.

Practical contribution

The matrix facilitates the empirical evaluation of multilingual deliberative processes while also
providing valuable guidance for designing and implementing multilingual DMPs. It offers a
robust, context-sensitive tool for examining and shaping deliberative processes in linguistically
diverse settings, underscoring the practical value of this research. By presenting a detailed,
structured approach, the matrix enables policymakers, practitioners, and scholars to assess and
refine the effectiveness of multilingual DMPs, ensuring these processes remain inclusive,
authentic, and consequential. It offers actionable strategies for selecting languages and
accommodating linguistic diversity in deliberative settings and serves to identify potential
pitfalls in managing multilingual participation. In doing so, this thesis ensures that
multilingualism is not merely a theoretical concern but a practical framework applicable to

real-world deliberative practices.

In addition to its academic contributions, this thesis holds significant societal relevance. The
growing prevalence of DMPs in recent years has spurred a need for context-sensitive
approaches to these processes, hence the existence of multilingual DMPs. However, despite
their existence, the research landscape lacks sufficient empirical studies focusing on
multilingual DMPs. This research gap has left practitioners and policymakers with limited
empirical knowledge and few best practices when designing and organizing multilingual DMPs
(Roberts et al., 2023). This thesis, by critically examining the opportunities and challenges of
multilingual DMPs through the lens of two case studies, the BK and KBR, aims to fill this
crucial gap in the literature. Through an empirical analysis of these two real-world multilingual
CAs, the thesis provides an in-depth understanding of how linguistic diversity shapes their
inclusivity, authenticity, and consequentiality, offering valuable lessons on why and how to
design multilingual DMPs. This thesis further highlights the connection between deliberative
processes and wider sociopolitical challenges, enhancing the thesis’ relevance to contemporary
governance and offering vital insights for practitioners designing deliberative processes in

linguistically heterogeneous environments, including the importance of transparently
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communicating about multilingual DMPs to maximize public support and democratic

legitimacy.

Essentially, it provides valuable insights for enhancing the design and execution of multilingual
DMPs in real-world contexts. These insights aim to enrich the ongoing societal debate, offering
a reality check for the expectations of policymakers, practitioners, and scholars regarding the
effectiveness and legitimacy of DMPs in linguistically diverse contexts. Furthermore, this
thesis seeks to underscore the critical need for more transparent and open communication

regarding multilingual DMPs.

To sum up ...

In sum, this thesis combines theoretical, conceptual, methodological, and practical

contributions, advancing the field of multilingual deliberative democracy.

The BK and KBR and, more broadly, Luxembourg, serve as a valuable case study,
demonstrating how multilingual DMPs can thrive in diverse linguistic environments, offering
hope and guidance for other societies. At the hand of the BK and KBR, this thesis aims to foster
a more informed and realistic understanding of the potential of DMPs to embrace the
complexities of linguistic diversity while also underlining how they resonate with participants
and the maxi-public in linguistically heterogeneous contexts. While the specific languages and
linguistic practices of Luxembourg are unique and whereas the specifics of language use and
linguistic pluralism (i.e., official, non-official, minority, Indigenous, and migrant languages,
etc.) may differ, the core principles of inclusivity, authenticity, and consequentiality have
universal relevance. Furthermore, by addressing the gap between the practice of multilingual
DMPs and the limited scholarly attention they receive, this research contributes to both the
academic discourse and the ongoing societal debate around DMPs. Therefore, although much
work remains to be done to fully develop a multilingual understanding of deliberative
democracy, this research lays the groundwork for further exploration in this vital and timely

field.

More generally, this thesis highlights the critical importance of grounding theoretical and
normative principles, such as deliberative democracy, in real-world contexts. It advocates

ensuring that these principles remain relevant, adaptable, and resilient in the face of evolving
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societal realities. In doing so, the thesis challenges deliberative theorists to re-examine implicit

assumptions that may constrain the inclusivity and applicability of democratic practices.

Outline of the Dissertation

Chapter Two offers a comprehensive conceptual framework that introduces and explains three
core concepts: deliberative democracy, citizens’ assemblies, and multilingualism. These
concepts serve as the foundation of the study, providing a lens to understand why the
relationship between multilingualism and deliberative democracy is significant to consider.
Building on the above introduction, which outlines the significance of linguistic considerations,
this chapter further explores whether multilingualism is an essential consideration in
deliberative democracy and its practices. It starts from the perspective that deliberative
democracy has often favored a linguistically homogeneous viewpoint, raising questions about
why this is the case and why it should be challenged. Once it becomes clear that deliberative
democracy and its practices need to move away from a common-language ideology, despite
the complexities it may introduce, this chapter offers suggestions for a multilingual path
forward. Following this, the operationalization of the core concepts is detailed, explaining their
application within the research context. This includes creating a matrix that facilitates an
examination of the input, throughput, and output legitimacy of multilingualism in citizens’
assemblies. In other words, Chapter Two establishes clear parameters for systematic

examination, ensuring that abstract concepts are translated into measurable phenomena.

Chapter Three provides a comprehensive outline of the methodological framework, detailing
the structured approach that