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1 Summary 

The "Hallo Bundestag" project of the Es geht LOS initiative aimed to further develop a for-
mat to strengthen representative democracy in Germany. The diversity of the partici-
pants was to be achieved through an outreach lottery procedure. Other aims were to 
strengthen trust in representative democracy and its representatives and to increase the par-
ticipants’ voluntary (political) commitment. In addition, the acceptance of this deliberative pro-
cess among members of the Bundestag was to be strengthened. 

The programme was implemented in six electoral districts, with three so called “Electoral 
District Days” for each district, between March 2023 and June 2024. The participants, 
drawn by lot, spent a day dealing with a topic relevant to federal politics and had discussions 
with the members of the Bundestag from their electoral district. 

To check whether objectives were achieved, the evaluation used a combination of participant 
observation, a standardised before-and-after survey of the participants of the Electoral Dis-
trict Day (n = 430) and an online survey of participating Members of the Bundestag (MBs) 
and their staff from the constituency offices, respectively (n = 12). 

The results are briefly summarised below. 

1.1 Inclusive participation through diversity 

The aim of involving people with different perspectives and backgrounds was 
achieved:  
The gender ratio was balanced and people of all age groups and people without German or 
European citizenship took part. People without or with a low level of education and people 
who do not (or no longer) work were also represented. In addition, people with low to high 
household incomes took part in the Electoral District Days – as did non-voters and people 
with little political interest. Only a subset of the survey participants were involved in voluntary 
work at the time before the Electoral District Day. 

It was a very good experience and showed me that it is important to 
regularly exchange ideas with people with whom you would otherwise 
have no points of contact in everyday life, because you come from very 
different contexts or are in different phases of life. 
     - Participant Electoral District Day - 
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The diversity of the participants is also reflected in the perception of the participants: many 
emphasised the diversity of the opinions and perspectives represented. 

Approaching the participants involved unique steps: there was (1) a personal visit, (2) 
meetings for the young people to get to know each other and (3) catering individual 
needs of the participants (e.g., language assistance). There are several indications that this 
approach contributed to greater diversity: 

1) A high participation rate compared to other procedures. 
2) 10 % of the participants only confirmed their attendance after being personally ap-

proached. 
3) The most common reason for cancellation was a lack of time. 

The approach worked particularly well with young people. As intended, younger people were 
proportionally overrepresented compared to the population. The response rate among young 
people was also significantly higher than among adults. 

1.2 Process quality 

The participants surveyed assessed the moderation and dialogue during the Electoral District 
Days as highly positive: For the most part, they had the opportunity to make relevant contri-
butions to the discussions and results of the event. From the perspective of the vast majority 
of respondents, the results of the Electoral District Days were not predetermined and repre-
sented concerns of the general public. The Electoral District Days offered the majority of par-
ticipants individual gains in knowledge. For the vast majority, participation in the Electoral 
District Day was a positive self-efficacy experience. 

The high process quality suggests that, for the vast majority of the participants surveyed, it 
was possible to engage in a deliberative exchange with each other. 

1.3 Impact - strengthening the motivation to participate in politics 

The results of the before-and-after comparison clearly indicate that the Electoral District Days 
motivated participants to become more politically involved. 

The intention to participate in politics by, e.g., partaking in another civic participation 
event, contacting politicians concerning a specific topic or engaging in an organisation target-
ing political, social or environmental issues, has increased. This effect is particularly evident 
among those who had previously been rather less involved in politics. 

The before-and-after comparison shows a significant strengthening of participatory, col-
lective and political efficacy and self-esteem beliefs. Participants who reported a low 
level of political interest and/or activity, showed a stronger increase in internal political effi-
cacy and self-worth beliefs.  
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Qualitative results show that political interest has increased among some participants.  

The motivating effect can also be seen in the active support of the outreach programme by 
individual participants and in the level of participation in the Electoral District Council meet-
ings following the Electoral District Days. These meetings are to be continued independently 
by the participants beyond the end of the project. 

Trust in political institutions is higher after participation than before. In particular, trust in 
politicians was strengthened. This effect can be well explained by the participation of (sev-
eral) MBs in an Electoral District Day. 

1.4 Acceptance of the format by the participating Members of the Bun-
destag 

For the MBs, the insights gained from the Electoral District Day, provided added value for 
their political work at a reasonable cost. Almost all of the MBs interviewed, were able to 
talk to people at the Electoral District Day with whom they would otherwise not come into 
contact and thus learn about new perspectives. 

A large majority were more convinced of the format after their participation than before. The 
MBs and their staff believe that Electoral District Days should be held in all electoral districts 
in the future, and the majority of the MBs would use this format. According to the MBs sur-
veyed, Electoral District Days can help to strengthen democracy. 
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2 The "Hallo Bundestag" project 

2.1 Background 

In Germany, there currently is an ongoing debate on the division of society, polarisation and 
a crisis of democracy, and solutions are being sought. In this context, the main question of 
the "Hallo Bundestag" project is: "Can Electoral District Days help to strengthen our repre-
sentative democracy? If so, how?".  

The project builds on the findings of a successful pilot project. In June 2021, the Es geht LOS 
initiative put a new participation format to the test, the "Electoral District Day" (then known as 
the "Electoral District Council"). Due to the coronavirus pandemic, these pilot constituency 
days were held online with participants from the electoral districts Berlin-Friedrichshain-
Kreuzberg – Prenzlauer Berg Ost (FK) and Berlin-Steglitz – Zehlendorf (SZ). Building on the 
pilot project’s findings, it was decided to further test the concept in other electoral districts 
across Germany over a longer period of time and in person. 

The two Berlin electoral districts from the pilot project were supplemented by:  

• Germany’s northernmost electoral district Flensburg - Schleswig (FS),  
• the electoral district Hagen - Ennepe-Ruhr-Kreis I in North Rhine-Westphalia (short: Ha-

gen),  
• Erfurt - Weimar - Weimarer Land II as another East German electoral district (WE) and  
• the electoral district of Roth in Bavaria. 

In addition to the distribution of party affiliation and gender of the MBs, selection criteria for 
were the structural strength of the electoral districts and whether they are urban or rural. 

The impact of this follow-up project "Hallo Bundestag" is the subject of the evaluation de-
scribed below. 

2.2 Project objectives 

The aim was to develop a format that complements the democratic procedures of the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany in order to strengthen representative democracy in Germany. 
A crucial component was the accompanying booklet with comprehensibly prepared and sci-
entifically verified information, which served as the basis for a professionally moderated dis-
cussion. The aim was for participants to engage in a constructive dialogue with other people 
from their electoral district and their MBs. This was intended to promote mutual trust, demo-
cratic co-operation and constructive debates. 

The diversity of the participants was to be ensured through an outreach lottery procedure 
(see section 2.4) with regard to demographic aspects, political interest, political participation 
and structural discrimination. The focus was on involving people who tend to stay away from 
participation procedures (including traditional lottery procedures). Another special feature of 
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the project was that people without German citizenship and young people aged 12 and 
over could also be drawn by lot.  

In comparison to other participation formats, it was explicitly not the aim to establish repre-
sentativeness with regard to individual demographic characteristics, as these only provide an 
indication of diversity in opinions, perspectives and backgrounds. In order to assess whether 
it was possible to facilitate inclusive participation, we look at whether a wide range of people 
were reached, i.e., whether people from certain groups agreed to participate or participated. 

Other aims of the project were to strengthen trust in representative democracy and its repre-
sentatives and to increase the participants’ voluntary (political) commitment. Long-term po-
litical activation of the participants should be reflected, among other things, in their partici-
pation in the subsequent so-called Electoral District Councils.  

In addition, the acceptance of this deliberative process among MBs should be strength-
ened.  

2.3 The "Electoral District Day" format 

The implementation of the Electoral District Days was divided into three implementation 
phases, in which one Electoral District Day was held in each of the six selected electoral 
districts.1 

The Electoral District Days always took place on Saturdays from 10 am to 5 pm. From 3 
p.m., one or more MBs usually joined them: the respective constituency representatives 
(elected directly or via a list). 

On each of the 17 Electoral District Days, the 25 or so participants focused on one topic 
(see Figure 1). In phase 1, they discussed the question "Our electoral district, our Parliament 
(Bundestag) – How do we strengthen the relationship between people and politics?". In 
phase 2, new participants were drawn to discuss the topic "The individual and the state - a 
give and take?"2 and in phase 3, the topics differed between the electoral districts, selected 
by the respective MBs. For each topic, correspondent information material (accompanying 
booklet) was made available to the participants with the support of experts. 

In contrast to traditional citizens' assemblies, the focus of the format is on the deliberative 
exchange between the participants and the exchange at eye level with the MBs, and less on 
actual results in the form of recommendations. 

The cost of an Electoral District Day is around €20,000 – assuming that the same service 
provider organises about 10 Electoral District Days and consequently fixed costs are spread 
across these 10 events. 

 
1 No Electoral District Day was held in the Flensburg - Schleswig Electoral District in the third phase. 
2  In the two Berlin Electoral Districts, the process and accompanying booklet in Phase 2 differed from the other 

Electoral Districts. 
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Figure 1. Overview of the overall concept (illustration from Es geht LOS) 

The Electoral District Councils shown in Fig. 1 consist of former Electoral District Day partici-
pants who wish to remain in contact and who sometimes went on outreach trips with the pro-
ject or helped with the preparations for further Electoral District Days during the project pe-
riod. During the project, the Electoral District Councils organised 23 meetings, each with be-
tween two and 14 participants - some of them with the constituency representatives - on top-
ics of their own choosing3 . Most of these were moderated by members of the project team. 
Some participants would like to continue meeting after the end of the project (institutionalisa-
tion). 

2.4 Recruitment of participants 

As the pilot project had shown positive effects on the diversity of the participants, the out-
reach lottery procedure was also used in the Hallo Bundestag project. Initially, a random 
draw was made from the population register of the municipalities in the respective electoral 
districts. This also made it possible to participate without German citizenship. 

The only age cohort contacted was a number of young people aged between 12 and 18, 
which was proportionate to the share of the total underage population. Young people were to 
be more strongly represented, as they are affected by political decisions for a longer period 
of time. They were contacted in a target group-specific manner and also invited to an intro-
ductory meeting in the run-up to the respective Electoral District Day. This approach was to 
make it easier for young people to take part. 

 
3  e.g. on the topic of cannabis legalisation in Roth, on mobility and transport in Steglitz-Zehlendorf, or on the 

results of the Electoral District Day in Erfurt. 
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The written invitation was followed by a reminder letter and a personal visit if there was no 
acceptance or cancellation. For people who cancelled, new potential participants were 
drawn, preferably from the same town, of the same gender and of the same age. 

As an incentive and to reduce barriers to participation, there was an expense allowance 
of €100 for everyone and the offer of childcare, organisation of transport services, simultane-
ous translation and other individual support services.  

A total of 307 adults (2,998 contacted; corresponds to a participation rate of 10 %) and 105 
young people (360 contacted; participation rate of 29 %) took part in the Electoral District 
Days. 
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3 Evaluation concept and methodology 

The evaluation is to analyse the achievement of the project's objectives and to record and 
document the knowledge gained. It follows a participatory, benefit-orientated and impact-test-
ing approach. 

3.1 Survey methods 

A combination of standardised surveys and participant observation was used. 

3.1.1 Standardised surveys 

3.1.1.1 Participants 

Participants in the Electoral District Days (EDD) of all phases were invited to take part in the 
standardised evaluation surveys. An online survey was conducted at three points in time: 
in the week before an EDD (t1), in the week after an EDD (t2 ), and four months after an 
EDD (t3). There was also the option of completing a paper questionnaire on site at the Elec-
toral District Day (t1 and t2).  

The invitation to t1 and t2 was issued by the project. Respondents were able to enter their 
email address in the first two online surveys and were then invited by e-fect to the follow-up 
survey (t3). 

 

Figure 2. Procedure for interviewing participants for all three phases of the Electoral District Days 

Demographic data and interest in politics were only collected at t1 . Only people who had not 
taken part in t1 were asked for demographic information at t2. Young people were not asked 
about their educational qualifications and, due to sensitivity, were not asked about household 
income and experiences of discrimination. 

Process quality was recorded directly after the Electoral District Day (t2).  

All questions designed to capture the impact of the Electoral District Days were asked at all 
three time points. 
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A total of 350 adults (114% response rate) and 80 young people (76% response rate) took 
part in the surveys. Some people were unable to attend the Electoral District Day on short 
notice, but had already completed the t1 survey. As the survey was anonymous and reasons 
for cancelling were primarily reasons that had nothing to do with the format (e.g., illness, 
short-term childcare or short-term work in the healthcare sector), these people are included 
in the analysis of diversity (section 4.1). 
Of the 430 people in total, 254 respondents (59 %) took part in both t1 and t2. The before-
and-after changes are reported for this sub-sample.  
128 (30 %) people only took part in the t1 survey and 29 (7 %) people only took part in the t2 
survey.  

3.1.1.2 Members of the Bundestag 

The participating MBs and their staff from the constituency offices respectively, were invited 
to take part in an online survey after the last Electoral District Day. They were asked about 
the cost-benefit ratio of their participation in the Electoral District Day, the implementation 
conditions and their assessment of a potential nationwide implementation. A total of 12 peo-
ple took part in the survey, 5 of whom were out of the group of the 16 MBs4 participating in 
the project. The others were employees of the other MBs from their constituency offices. 
They took part in the survey in consultation with the MBs. 

3.1.1.3 Determination of reasons for acceptance and cancellation at personal visits  

The outreach workers were to ask why people cancelled (in all three phases) or accepted 
(from phase 3 on). This was implemented as a partially standardised online survey that the 
outreach workers could access at any time. 

In addition, for all other cancellations, date, reasons given for cancellation and communica-
tion form of the cancellation were documented by the Es geht LOS project team. If it was 
clear why the person had cancelled, this was also recorded in the survey.  

3.1.2 Participatory observation 

In addition to interviewing participants, for randomly chosen individual Electoral District Days 
participatory observation was conducted. At least one participatory observer was present in 
each electoral district. They used a partially standardised observation sheet. The focus was 
on the framework conditions, the moderation and the deliberative dialogue between the par-
ticipants. The observation was part of the formative evaluation in order to provide the project 
team with feedback on the implementation and process quality. In addition, the results also 
serve to validate the survey results.  

 
4  Two of the Members of the Bundestag participating in the project dropped out due to the repeat election in 

Berlin. 
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4 Results of the evaluation 

The results are reported for all electoral districts and phases together. 

To contextualise the results concerning the diversity of participants (see 4.1), comparative 
values from census surveys or similar participation formats are reported. In addition, conspic-
uous deviations between the electoral districts or phases are explained. 

The process quality variables (see 4.2) were tested for differences between the individual 
electoral districts and phases using analyses of variance (ANOVA). Only statistically relevant 
anomalies are reported. 

The effects (section 4.3) are shown in before and after comparisons. T-tests were calculated 
for the individual variables.  

Due to sample size, we only report results as significant with a p-value of 0.01 or less. The 
detailed statistical parameters are listed in the appendix. 

At the end of the project and at the time of publication of this report, t3 data was only availa-
ble from the first two phases, these are not reported below. The results in this report are 
therefore to be understood as indications of impact, as it is not yet possible to make any 
empirically sound statements about the longer-term effects of the Electoral District Days. The 
complete data will be analysed and evaluated separately at a later date as part of research 
publications. 

4.1 Inclusive participation through diversity 

The basic assumption is that the composition of the participants is more diverse as a result of 
the outreach lottery procedure than in a lottery procedure without outreach. In addition to so-
cio-demographic characteristics, indicators of diversity include political behaviour, general 
political interest, a tendency towards conspiracy thinking and the diversity of participants' per-
spectives. In addition, we compare the participants of the randomised Electoral District Days 
with the census and microcensus data of their constituencies and data from similar formats, 
such as the two Berlin pilot Electoral District Days. In addition, conspicuous deviations in the 
electoral districts are reported descriptively. The detailed statistics for each electoral district 
can be found in the appendix (see section 6.4.1). 

For a better assessment of the outreach lottery procedure and its impact on diversity, we first 
report the participation rate and the reasons given for acceptances and cancellations at the 
doorstep. 

4.1.1 Approach and outreach lottery procedure 

A total of 307 adults (2,998 contacted; participation rate of 10 %) and 105 young people (359 
contacted; participation rate of 29 %) took part in the Electoral District Days. This means that 
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the participation rate is higher than the response rate of those contacted for nationwide citi-
zens' assemblies.5 

The main reason for cancellation was a lack of capacity or resources (74% of 609). A 
subgroup (18%) stated a lack of interest or saw no need to participate. In each case, 5% did 
not feel confident enough to participate or cited mistrust as the reason for cancellation. 

The individual sub-reasons for the two main reasons are broken down in the two figures be-
low. 

 

Figure 3. Detailed reasons in the category "Lack of resources / capacities" (n = 448 people; multiple answers pos-
sible) 

 

Figure 4. Detailed reasons in the category "Lack of interest / see no need" (n = 111 people; multiple answers pos-
sible) 

According to the respondents, the most common (65%, n = 383) point in time for acceptance 
was after the first invitation letter. Another 25 % accepted after the second letter (reminder). 
A total of 10 % accepted after being visited: 8 % after the personal conversation at the door 

 
5  e.g. Citizens' Assembly "Research" (response rate: 2.3 %), Citizens' Assembly "Democracy" (5.7 %), Citizens' 

Assembly "Germany's role in the world" (7.8 %), Citizens' Assembly "Nutrition in transition" (11.4 %) 
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and a further 2 % after a (third) letter was left because they were not at home when someone 
from the outreach team came by.  

The participants who had given their consent after the interview at the door (n = 31) were 
also asked separately in phase 3 about their reasons for accepting the invitation. The 
most frequently mentioned reasons can be summarised under communication and remind-
ers (n = 12). Five of the participants required logistical support and agreed to participate af-
ter they learnt that this could be guaranteed. A further five expressed special needs (e.g., 
bringing a dog, language support). For a further four participants, misunderstandings or 
scepticism were dispelled through information and clarification and the discussion led to par-
ticipation. One person each was motivated by a sense of duty, the catering on offer and fi-
nancial incentives. 

The project team counted a total of 31 special needs across all phases, for which they of-
fered support and whereupon people took part in the Electoral District Day, including lan-
guage and driving assistance and childcare. 

Overall, the outreach and support programmes led to a greater diversity, for example by en-
suring that more non-German citizens or people with limited mobility took part in the Electoral 
District Days. 

4.1.2 Gender 

A total of 194 female participants (48%) and 207 male participants (52%) took part in the sur-
vey.6 While there was an almost equal distribution in the age group between 18 and 70, there 
was a clear difference among young people: around two thirds of respondents were male. 
This difference was smaller among the actual participants (see Table 1). 

In half of the electoral districts, the gender ratio of participants was balanced and compa-
rable with census data. In electoral district 193 (WE), more men took part with a share of 
61%. There were deviations in electoral districts 138 (Hagen) and 83 (FK), with women ac-
counting for 60% and 59% respectively. These deviations were similar among the respond-
ents (see Table 10). 
  

 
6  29 people did not specify their gender. 
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Table 1. Gender affiliation respondents and participants in the Electoral District Days by age 

 Female Male 

 Respondents Participants Respondents Participants 

total 48 % 51 % 52 % 49 % 

< 18 years 35 % 45 % 65 % 55 % 

18 - 70 years 50 % 
53 % 

50 % 
47 % 

> 70 years 57 % 43 % 

4.1.3 Age 

People between the ages of 12 and 94 took part in the survey. On average, they were 44 
years old. Due to the targeted approach and deliberate overrepresentation, the proportion of 
people aged 18 and younger  was significantly higher than in the total population. 

Table 2. Age distribution in years 

< 18 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75-84 > 84 n 

18 % 10 % 10 % 12 % 11 % 21 % 10 % 6 % 2 % 426 

In terms of electoral districts, the proportion of people under 18 in Roth is significantly lower 
at 8%. The youngest participant from Roth was 14 years old and the average age was rela-
tively high with 49 years. The reason for the higher average age lies in an error in the invita-
tion process in phase 1: initially, only young people up to the age of 18 and people over the 
age of 60 were contacted. 

4.1.4 Nationality 

A total of 5.4% of respondents did not have German citizenship and a further 2.5% did 
not specify their nationality. Compared to census data, these figures are lower. For methodo-
logical reasons, the survey was only conducted in German, which meant that some non-Ger-
man-speaking participants were unable to take part.  
In the two Berlin pilot constituency councils, around 10% of the participants did not have Ger-
man citizenship (Bleh, 2021). 
A comparison with nationwide formats such as the citizens' councils is difficult, as only citi-
zens, i.e. people with German citizenship, are invited. 
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Table 3. Nationality 

German nationality 
only 

other European nation-
ality only 

both nationali-
ties 

neither not 
specified 

n 

89,9 % 3,2 % 2,2 % 2,2 % 2,5 % 406 

Looking at the individual electoral districts, only 1.3% in Roth did not have German citizen-
ship. This can only partly be explained by the lower proportion of people without German citi-
zenship in the population. In the electoral district WE, on the other hand, the proportions cor-
responded to those of the population as a whole7 .  

4.1.5 Educational qualification 

The educational qualifications of the adults surveyed show a wide range from school atten-
dance not exceeding 7 years to Abitur (higher education entrance qualification). Across all 
electoral districts, 39% of respondents did not obtain Abitur (see Table 4). For the four 
electoral districts that are not in Berlin in particular, this is significantly fewer people than in 
the population as a whole (63 - 72 % without an Abitur)8 . 

Table 4. Highest educational qualification (n = 338) 

School-leaving certificate 
 

Graduation after a maximum of 7 years of school attendance (also graduation abroad) 1 % 

Special school leaving certificate 1 % 

Secondary school leaving certificate 11 % 

Graduation from the GDR polytechnic secondary school 8 % 

Secondary school leaving certificate, intermediate school leaving certificate or equiva-
lent qualification 

18 % 

Abitur (general or subject-restricted higher education entrance qualification) 61 % 

In the FS, FK and SZ electoral districts, an above-average number of people with a higher 
level of education took part, with around two thirds having a higher education entrance quali-
fication. The deviation from the basic population is particularly large in FS (67% compared to 
32% with Abitur in the basic population). In the Berlin-FK Electoral District, on the other hand, 
the deviation can be well explained by the population (58%) there.9 

In the 2021 pilot project, 26% of participants in the two Berlin electoral districts did not have 
Abitur (Bleh, 2021). After a staggered random selection, 62% of participants in the Citizens' 

 
7  Census data from 2022 
8  Census data from 2022 
9  Census data from 2022 
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Assembly for Democracy had a higher education entrance qualification, the same proportion 
as in the Electoral District Days (Geißel, Dean, Jung, Wipfler, 2019). 

4.1.6 Net income and household size 

The reported net household income also covered a wide range from under €500 to over 
€5,000.10 The income distribution was very similar in the individual electoral districts. A com-
parison with census data is difficult due to the response categories chosen. 

Table 5. Distribution of net household income 

Un-
der 

500€ 

500 to 
1,000€ 

1,000 
to 

€1,250 

1,250 
to 

1,500€ 

1.500 
to 

2.000€ 

2,000 
to 

2,500€ 

2.500 
to 

3.000€ 

3,000 
to 

€3,500 

3.500 
to 

4.000€ 

4.000 
to 

5.000€ 

5,000 
and 

more 

n 

1 % 3 % 4 % 3 % 11 % 8 % 10 % 11 % 9 % 19 % 21 % 251 

Household size ranged from 1 to 7 people, with the vast majority (70%) of respondents living 
in households with one or two people (see Table 5). This roughly corresponds to microcen-
sus data. However, compared to the proportion of the total population (over 40 %), signifi-
cantly fewer people from one-person households participated across all electoral dis-
tricts (27 %). The percentages for households with three to seven people are in line with mi-
crocensus data.  

Table 5. Household size 

1 person 2 pers. 3 pers. 4 pers. 5 pers. 6 pers. 7 pers. n 

27 % 43 % 13 % 11 % 4 % 1 % 0,3 % 300 

4.1.7 Experience with discrimination 

16% of the adults surveyed stated that they consider themselves to belong to a population 
group that is discriminated against in Germany. The most common forms were racial dis-
crimination based on nationality (5 %), language (2.8 %), skin colour (2.2 %), ethnic group 
(0.6 %) and discrimination based on gender (5 %) and sexual identity (3 %). 

There are clear differences between the electoral districts: While 25% reported structural dis-
crimination in the FK electoral district, only 11% in the WE and Roth electoral districts did so.  

In the pilot project, 25% of respondents from the Berlin-FK electoral district also described 
themselves as members of a population group that is discriminated against in Germany.  

In a representative survey in 2017, however, just over 35% of respondents reported experi-
encing discrimination in the past two years (Beigang, Fetz, Kalkum, & Otto, 2017). 

 
10  Individuals report very low income per person, so it can be assumed that not everyone understood the ques-

tion correctly. 
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4.1.8 Paid work 

Overall, the majority of respondents (58%) pursued paid work. As expected, there are 
clear differences between the age cohorts (see Table 6).  

Table 6. Proportion of people pursuing paid work 

  Yes no n 

total 58 % 42 % 398 

< 18 years 10 % 90 % 70 

18 - 70 years 78 % 22 % 283 

> 70 years 11 % 89 % 45 

In the Flensburg - Schleswig Electoral District, an above-average number of the people sur-
veyed pursued paid work (70%). This could be related to the low rate of participants over the 
age of 70 (9%) in this electoral district.  
In contrast, the rate of people pursuing paid work in the two Berlin electoral districts and the 
Roth electoral district was close to the results of the 2019 microcensus survey. 

Of the 58% pursuing paid work, the vast majority (68%) of respondents pursuing paid work 
were employed. 12 % were self-employed and a further 20 % pursued other paid work (see 
Table 7). 

Table 7. Paid work (n = 225) 

Activity 
 

Employee  68 % 

(Home) worker 2 % 

Apprentice / Trainee 3 % 

Self-employed person with employees 7 % 

Self-employed person without employees (also freelancer, person with a contract for work) 5 % 

Person helping in the family business (unpaid work) 0,4 % 

Civil servant, judge, civil service employee 6 % 

Person in the Federal Voluntary Service (also Voluntary Social / Ecological Year) 0,4 % 

Trainee, person in traineeship or paid internship 1 % 

Other employee / other employee with casual labour or small job 7 % 
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4.1.9 Voter turnout and other political behaviour 

Adults with corresponding nationality were asked if they participated in the last European 
elections (2019) and Bundestag elections (2021). Overall, voter turnout among respondents 
was higher than the actual turnout. 

For the European elections, 79% of respondents stated they had voted (see Table 8).  

Table 8. Voter turnout for the European elections 2019 

voters non-voters  n 

79 % 21 % 308 

There are clear differences between the electoral districts: While 88% of respondents voted 
in Berlin-SZ (69% actual turnout), the figure was 61% in the electoral district of Hagen - just 
two percentage points above the actual turnout. The largest deviation was in FS, where 82% 
of respondents voted compared to an actual voter turnout of 58%.  

In the Bundestag elections, the voter turnout among respondents was 89% (see Table 9).  

Table 9. Voter turnout for federal elections 2021 

voters non-voters n 

89 % 11 % 295 

Again, there are clear differences between the electoral districts: While almost all respond-
ents had voted in FS (98% compared to 77% actual turnout), the turnout in the electoral dis-
trict of Hagen was only 74% and corresponded to the actual turnout there.  

Some of the participants of the Electoral District Days had not taken part in either of the two 
elections (6% of respondents). 

With regard to other political behaviour, 92% reported they had used the media to obtain po-
litical information in the last 12 months. Almost half (47%) stated they had boycotted prod-
ucts for political, social or environmental reasons. Just under a third (35%) had signed a peti-
tion during this period and 23% had taken part in a demonstration. The vast majority (87%) 
had not contacted politicians during this period and very few people (5%) had taken part in a 
public participation process. 

4.1.10 Political interest 

Around half of the respondents described their interest in politics as moderate at best. Of 
these, a subgroup (12%) indicated little or no interest in politics. This group is similar in 
size to the Citizens' Assembly on Democracy at 14% (Geißel, Dean, Jung, Wipfler, 2019). A 
comparison with a representative survey sample of the German population as a whole 
(GESIS, 2018) shows that the proportion of respondents in this project who have little or no 
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interest in politics is below the German average (see Figure 5). Respondents in the Electoral 
District Days are therefore slightly more politically interested on average. 

 

Figure 5. Comparison of general political interest 

There are considerable differences between the electoral districts: In Berlin-SZ, a relatively 
high number of respondents (23%) indicated a very strong interest in politics. In both Berlin-
FK (4%) and WE (5%), there was an above-average number of people with no interest at all 
in politics. In the electoral district of Hagen, one fifth indicated little or no interest in politics. 
The results correlate with the comparatively low voter turnout. Roth had the highest figures of 
the six electoral districts, with almost 70% showing strong or very strong interest.  

4.1.11 Voluntary commitment 

28% of those surveyed are involved in unpaid voluntary work. On average, they spend 3.4 
hours a week doing voluntary work. However, the median is only two hours, as a few re-
spondents invest a lot of time in voluntary work: In two Electoral Districts, the maximum num-
ber given was 30 hours per week.  

The least time is invested in SZ, with an average of 2.4 hours and a maximum of 4 hours per 
week. Although the fewest people volunteer in FK (17%), the most time is spent there on av-
erage (4.8 hours). In Roth (35%) and FS (36%), over a third of the respondents are involved 
in voluntary work.  
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4.1.12 Conspiracy thinking 

On average, respondents were not inclined to conspiracy thinking before the Electoral Dis-
trict Day: the mean of the scale across all items was 3.11 and the median was 3. Two re-
spondents fully agreed with all seven statements before attending the Electoral District Day. 

 

Figure 6. The 7 items of the conspiracy thinking scale (t )1 
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4.1.13 Diversity of perspectives 

In the final rounds of the Electoral District Days and in the online survey, many participants 
described their Electoral District Day experiences as positive because they were able to in-
teract with other people with whom they would not otherwise have had contact. Some em-
phasised the diversity of the participants' perspectives and opinions The intergenerational ex-
change and the participation of young people were repeatedly praised. 

The exchange with people of different ages, genders, interests, profes-
sional backgrounds, political orientations, etc. was exciting and I was 
amazed at how many similarities there were.  
     - Participant Electoral District Day - 

4.2 Deliberative process quality 

In order to assess the extent to which the Electoral District Days enable a deliberative ex-
change, we analyse the process quality of the events. The basic assumption is that a deliber-
ative exchange is ensured by a high process quality. Indicators of this are a high quality of 
moderation and dialogue, a positive participation and learning experience and a positive 
evaluation of the results from the participants' perspective. 

4.2.1 Duration of the Electoral District Day 

Overall, two thirds rated the duration of the EDD as exactly right (see Figure 7).  
The assessment in phase 1 was particularly high at 79%. 

 

Figure 7. Participants' assessment of the duration of the Electoral District Day (n = 267) 

4.2.2 Information for participation (accompanying booklet) 

Almost everyone perceived the Electoral District Day documents as comprehensible (95%), 
with differences between the phases: In phase 2, the accompanying booklet was significantly 
perceived as slightly less comprehensible (90% comprehensible) and only 40 % fully agreed 
with the comprehensibility item. In phases 1 and 3, over 60 % fully agreed. 

The results are similar with regard to neutrality: 92% rated the documents as neutral. The 
vast majority (88%) agreed they had enough information to be able to participate effec-
tively, with no differences between the individual phases.  
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Figure 8. Participants' assessment of the information for participation 

4.2.3 Organisation, moderation and exchange 

When asked about their experience at the Electoral District Day, some participants again em-
phasised the pleasant atmosphere and good organisation of the day. This was also ex-
pressed by many participants in the closing rounds of the Electoral District Day. 

Participants at the Electoral District Days rated the moderation and dialogue extremely posi-
tively. Almost all respondents perceived the moderation as fair (99%). 

It was good to see that you can discuss political issues with strangers in 
a sensible and respectful way. The team also contributed a lot to this.  
     - Participant Electoral District Day - 

The vast majority of respondents also agreed they had sufficient opportunity to present their 
views (92%).  

Almost everyone said that the participants treated each other with respect (98% in fa-
vour).  

 

Figure 9. Evaluation of the framework conditions for participation 
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In the final rounds and in the online survey, some participants expressed the wish that more 
MPs should participate and the participating MBs should stay longer in order to engage in a 
more intensive dialogue with them.  

4.2.4 Consensus orientation 

In the group discussions, the vast majority (88% and 89% respectively) found that they 
agreed on how politics and society should change or what should be done to bring about 
positive social change (see Figure 10).  

Each of us thinks differently, but nevertheless we came to a common 
denominator... 
     - Participant Electoral District Day - 

 

 

Figure 10. Consensus orientation 

4.2.5 Evaluation of results 

Participants were overwhelmingly positive about the results of the Electoral District Day. The 
vast majority (87%) agreed that the results of the Electoral District Day were in favour of the 
concerns of the general public. At this point, approval was lower in the Berlin-SZ electoral 
district. 

78% of respondents felt that the results of the Electoral District Day were not predetermined.  

Overall, 85% of participants were satisfied with the result of the EDD, with only few peo-
ple (6%) disagreeing. Overall satisfaction was slightly higher in the Hagen electoral district 
than in the other constituencies.  
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Figure 11. Evaluation of results  

The Electoral District Days also had a learning effect for the majority of participants: 69% 
stated they had learnt a lot about politics and society, with agreement being comparatively 
higher in the WE and Hagen electoral districts . 71% can now understand (even) better what 
is good for the general public and 73% said their experience at the WKT showed them that a 
different society would be possible.  

 

Figure 12. Evaluation of the learning impact of participation in the Electoral District Day 

4.2.6 Self-efficacy experience 

For the vast majority, participation in the WKT was a positive participatory self-efficacy 
experience. The internal self-efficacy experience was high (see Figure 13): The vast major-
ity perceived they were able to participate well in the discussions and influence the outcome 
of the Electoral District Day. The external self-efficacy experience was also present for a 
large majority (see Figure 14): 77% said that they were able to make an important contribu-
tion to the Electoral District Day. Almost as many rated their opinion as important for the out-
come of the EDD and agreed with the statement that their perspective was an enrichment for 
the Electoral District Day.  
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Figure 13. Participants' internal participatory self-efficacy experience 

 

Figure 14. External participatory self-efficacy experience of the participants 

 

4.3 Impact - Strengthening the motivation to participate in politics 

The changes in participants' attitudes and behaviour before and after the Electoral District 
Days provide evidence of the format's effectiveness. 

In addition to the before-and-after comparisons, the results of individual moderation analyses 
(interaction effects) are reported in brief. The complete statistical parameters of the t-tests 
and moderation analyses are presented in section 6.5.  

4.3.1 Trust 

Participation in the Electoral District Day strengthened participants' trust in politics and soci-
ety. The baseline values were slightly higher than comparative data from other studies (see 
ESS, 2024) or showed similar values (see Deutschland-Monitor '23). They covered the entire 
range from no trust at all to full trust. Trust in politicians and political parties was 
strengthened the most (see Figure 15). There was also a significant increase in trust in the 
Bundestag and society. The before-and-after effects depended on the initial level. Trust in 
politics and society increased particularly among those respondents who previously had a 
relatively low level of trust. For those who previously had a high level of trust, the before-and-
after effects were significantly smaller. 
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Figure 15. Before-and-after comparison of the trust of participants in the Electoral District Days of all electoral dis-
tricts. Mean values on an 11-point approval scale with the designation of poles ("do not trust at all" to "trust com-
pletely"; without designation of intermediate levels). All differences are significant. 

 

4.3.2 Intention to take political action  

The indicators concerning the participants' intention to participate in politics show a clear 
overall increase for the before-and-after survey. In particular, respondents would like to par-
ticipate more in another civic participation event, make contact with politicians on a 
specific topic or work regularly for political, social or environmental causes in an organisa-
tion (see Figure 16).   
This intention to act is also partly confirmed by their participation in Electoral District Councils 
after the Electoral District Days. 

My decision to join a democratic party has ripened ... 
     - Participant Electoral District Day - 

The motivation to take part in all elections over the next ten years did not increase, but the 
intention to vote initially was at a very high level already.  

The before-and-after effect on the intention to participate in politics (summarised via the 
mean value) depended on the political interest of the respondents. Those with a low level of 
political interest recorded greater increases in the intention to participate in politics than 
those respondents with a high initial level of political interest. 
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Figure 16. Before-and-after comparison of the willingness of participants in Electoral District Days in all electoral 
districts to participate in politics. Mean values on a 7-point scale of agreement with the designation of poles 
("strongly disagree" to "strongly agree"; without designation of intermediate levels). Non-significant results are in 
the paler colours. 
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4.3.3 Self-efficacy beliefs 

Self-efficacy beliefs also increased significantly as a result of participating in the Electoral 
District Day (see Figure 17). After the Electoral District Day, respondents were more con-
vinced that, as members of society, they are collectively able to change Germany for the bet-
ter (collective efficacy) and that they can make an individual contribution to this (participa-
tory efficacy). They also perceived the value of their own perspective was as higher after 
the Electoral District Day (political self-esteem). The greatest effects were seen in the confi-
dence to participate in the political process (internal political efficacy) and in the increased 
confidence in being recognised and taken seriously by politicians (external political effi-
cacy).  

 

Figure 17. Before-and-after comparison of the self-efficacy beliefs of participants in the Electoral District Days of 
all electoral districts. Mean values on a 7-point agreement scale with poles labelled ("strongly disagree" to 
"strongly agree"; without labelling the intermediate levels). All differences are significant. 

Two of these effects depended on the extent of the respondent's own political interest and 
previous activities: those who reported a low level of political interest and/or activities showed 
a stronger increase in internal political efficacy and self-esteem beliefs.  

4.3.4 Change in the view of politics and/or society 

After the Electoral District Day, the participants were asked what had changed for them as a 
result of their participation. 

The changes expressed by respondents (n = 64) as a result of the Electoral District Day can 
be roughly divided into four categories. 38% of the statements testify to positive changes in 
political understanding and optimism. They feel more hopeful and confident both with re-
gard to their fellow citizens and their MBs. There is also an improved and more balanced un-
derstanding of politics.  
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... very well suited to get people more interested in politics, above all be-
cause politicians were present ... 
     - Participant Electoral District Day - 

A quarter of those surveyed expressed an increased political interest and 
commitment. They show more interest in public work, e.g., by participating in information 
events, and want to become more politically active. 24% of the statements refer to changed 
communication behaviour and changed perspectives: Respondents perceived that it was 
possible to communicate respectfully and empathically with each other and finding consen-
sus, all even when participants were in disagreement. It was also perceived as positive to be 
able to get to know different perspectives on the topics. A few statements show a more criti-
cal attitude towards political processes and representatives. At the Electoral District Day, 
they experienced that other participants are also dissatisfied and that there are discrepancies 
between the opinions and ideas of the participants and the political implementation. 

4.3.5 Conspiracy thinking 

There is a small but non-significant difference between conspiracy thinking before and 
after participation in the Electoral District Day. Respondents expressed slightly less agree-
ment with according statements after the Electoral District Day than before (2.94 to 2.84 on 
average across all items with a seven-point response scale). 

4.4 Acceptance of the format by the participating MBs 

The Members of the Bundestag (MBs) participating in the project were asked by e-fect about 
the cost-benefit ratio of their participation in the Electoral District Day, the implementation 
conditions and their assessment of nationwide implementation. On behalf of seven MBs, staff 
from their constituency offices took part in the survey in consultation with them. 

4.4.1 Framework conditions and effort 

Almost all of the respondents rated the effort required for MBs to attend the Electoral District 
Day as reasonable. 

More than half (64%) can imagine two Electoral District Days per year and a further 27% see 
one Electoral District Day per year as realistic. A large majority (82%) would take two hours 
for this, while a minority of 9% would take one hour or three hours.  

The frequency and length of participation in Electoral District Days are in proportion: 86% 
would prefer to participate in fewer Electoral District Days per year and for longer.  

The maximum own costs per Electoral District Day for the individual MBs were put at €200 
by three people and €0 by one interviewee.  
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4.4.2 Benefits for Members of the Bundestag 

Almost all MBs were able to talk to people at the Electoral District Day with whom they would 
not otherwise come into contact and thus learn about new perspectives. 83% saw added 
value for their political work in the insights gained from the Electoral District Day and nine 
of the eleven respondents (82%) were more convinced of the format after participating than 
before (see Figure 18).  

 

Figure 18. Benefits for Members of the Bundestag 

From the perspective of two MBs, another added value of the format is the opportunity to dis-
cuss more complex topics on such a day. 

The MBs were also asked where they saw the added value or disadvantages compared to 
the traditional citizens' assembly format. Three people emphasised the regional connec-
tion through the Electoral District Day as an advantage, which creates direct contact. Individ-
uals also cited the lower inhibition threshold for participants to take part, the dialogue at eye 
level, the openness concerning topics and results as an advantage of Electoral District Days, 
allowing participants to express themselves more freely without proposing solutions.  

One of the disadvantages of the format compared to citizens' councils mentioned by one par-
ticipant is the lack of political change following an Electoral District Day. 
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4.4.3 Institutionalisation of the Electoral District Day format 

When asked about the possible institutionalisation of Electoral District Days, all respondents 
agreed that the format should take place in all electoral districts in future (56% tended to 
agree) and that it strengthens democracy (27% tended to agree). There was strong disa-
greement only concerning the question of whether more MBs would use the format if it were 
organised by the Bundestag administration (see Figure 19). 

 

Figure 19. Institutionalisation of the Electoral District Days 
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5 Conclusions and open questions 

5.1 Conclusions 

In the following, a conclusive assessment of the results to answer the initial evaluation ques-
tions is outlined. Additional questions arose during the evaluation, which we also report on as 
suggestions for research and practice.  

5.1.1 Inclusive participation through diversity 

The goal of participation by people with different perspectives and backgrounds was 
achieved: The gender ratio was balanced and people of all age groups and people without 
German or European citizenship took part.  

People without or with a low level of education and people who do not (or no longer) work 
were also represented. Also, people with low to high household incomes took part in the 
Electoral District Days. 

Non-voters and people with little political interest also took part in the Electoral District Days. 
Only a subset of the participants surveyed were involved in voluntary work (at the time before 
the Electoral District Day). 

Intensive dialogue with people with whom I otherwise have less  
contact ... 
     - Participant Electoral District Day - 

The diversity of the participants is also reflected in the perception of the participants: many 
emphasised the diversity of the opinions and perspectives represented. 

The young participants in particular were very inspiring considering their 
age and gave me a good feeling for the future.  
     - Participant Electoral District Day - 

The approach to the participants was special: There was (1) a personal visit, (2) meetings 
for the young people to get to know each other and (3) a catering to individual needs of 
the participants (e.g., language assistance). There are several indications that this approach 
contributed to a greater diversity: 

1) A high participation rate compared to other procedures. 
2) 10 % of participants only confirmed their attendance after being personally visited. 
3) The most common reason for a cancellation was a lack of time. 

Approaching young people worked particularly well. As intended, a higher proportion of them 
took part compared to the population as a whole. The response rate among young people 
was also significantly higher than among adults. 
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5.1.2 Deliberative exchange due to high process quality  

The participants surveyed rated the moderation and dialogue during the Electoral District 
Days extremely positive. For the most part, they had the opportunity to make relevant contri-
butions to the discussions and results of the event. From the perspective of the vast majority 
of respondents, the results of the Electoral District Days were not predetermined and repre-
sented the concerns of the general public. The Electoral District Days offered the majority of 
participants an individual gain in knowledge. For the vast majority, participation in the Elec-
toral District Day was a positive self-efficacy experience. 

I have been given proof that individual citizens can certainly be heard 
and that EVERYONE has a political concern, even if they are not inter-
ested or do not vote.  
     - Participant Electoral District Day - 

The high process quality suggests that it was possible for the vast majority of the participants 
surveyed to enter into a deliberative exchange with each other. 

5.1.3 Impact - strengthening the motivation to participate in politics  

The results of the before-and-after comparison clearly indicate that the Electoral District Days 
motivated participants to become more politically involved. 

The intention to participate in politics, e.g., to take part in another civic participation event, 
to make contact with politicians on a specific topic or to work regularly for political, social or 
ecological causes in an organisation, has increased. This effect is particularly evident 
among those who had previously been less involved in politics. 

The before-and-after comparison shows a significant strengthening of participatory, col-
lective and political efficacy and self-esteem beliefs. Participants who reported a low 
level of political interest and/or activity showed a stronger increase in internal political effi-
cacy and self-esteem beliefs.  

Qualitative results show that political interest has increased among some participants. 
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Our say is wanted in politics ... it has inspired me to get more actively 
and visibly involved in the political process... I have realised how ap-
proachable our MBs are and I will make an attempt to get in touch.  
     - Participants Electoral District Day - 

The motivating effect can also be seen in the support provided by individual participants for 
the outreach programme and through participation in the Electoral District Council meetings 
following the Electoral District Days. These meetings are to be continued independently by 
the participants beyond the end of the project. 

Trust in political institutions is higher after participation than before. In line with the format 
involving (several) MBs at an Electoral District Day, trust in politicians was particularly 
strengthened. 

5.1.4 Acceptance of the format by the participating Members of the Bundestag 

For the MBs, the insights gained from the Electoral District Day provided added value for 
their political work at a reasonable cost. Almost all of the MBs interviewed were able to talk 
to people at the Electoral District Day with whom they would not otherwise come into contact 
and thus learn about new perspectives. 

A large majority were more convinced of the format after their participation than before. The 
MBs are of the opinion that the Electoral District Days should be held in all Electoral Districts 
in the future and the majority of MBs would use this format. According to the MBs surveyed, 
Electoral District Days can help to strengthen democracy. 

5.1.5 Cost-benefit ratio 

In terms of impact, the cost-benefit ratio should be emphasised: The time required for an 
Electoral District Day is limited to just one day for the participating residents of the electoral 
district and the electoral district representatives. The costs and time required are significantly 
lower compared to a citizens' assembly. 
This manageable effort is offset by a high benefit for the MBs and a positive effect on the atti-
tudes and behaviour of the participants. 
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5.2 Further questions 

During the evaluation process, open questions arose as suggestions for future research or 
further evaluations:  

• Are the effects on participants' attitudes and behaviour sustainable and are they still evi-
dent months later?  

• Would a similar format without outreach be just as effective? 
• What factors contribute to successful outreach? How can the diversity of participants be 

further increased? What is an appropriate cost-benefit ratio in this respect? 
• Are there cultural differences / regional characteristics that explain regional differences in 

the composition of participants?  
• How important is an appreciative attitude on the part of the organisers and a construc-

tive/welcoming atmosphere among the participants for the impact of an Electoral District 
Day? 

In this project, the development of recommendations, which is common in other lot-based 
procedures, was not the main focus. Deliberation was the central objective of the format in 
terms of content. This raises the question of whether the format can also generate these ef-
fects among the participants in the long term:   
Would future participants be satisfied when the format loses its project-related experimental 
character? Or would the participants' expectations concerning the results and their concrete 
connection to political decisions be higher?  
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6.4 Descriptive statistics 

6.4.1 Diversity in the Electoral Districts 

Below are the distributions of demographic characteristics in the Electoral Districts. 

 

Table 10. Gender ratio in the Electoral Districts 

 Electoral District Female Male n 

all 48% 52% 401 

SZ 49% 51% 69 

FK 57% 43% 74 

WE 38% 62% 63 

Hagen 55% 45% 62 

Roth 45% 55% 75 

FS 45% 55% 58 

 

Table 11. Age distribution in the Electoral Districts 

Electoral District < 18 years 18-70 years > 70 years n 

all 18% 70% 12% 426 

SZ 17% 70% 13% 76 

FK 20% 72% 8% 76 

WE 22% 64% 13% 67 

Hagen 25% 63% 13% 64 

Roth 8% 79% 14% 79 

FS 19% 72% 9% 64 
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Table 12. Nationality in the Electoral Districts 

Electoral 
District 

German only  
nationality 

only other  
European na-

tionality 
nationality 

both  
nationalities 
nationalities 

neither not  
specified 

n 

all 90% 3% 2% 2% 3% 406 

SZ 89% 1% 3% 4% 3% 71 

FK 89% 6% 4% 0% 1% 73 

WE 91% 5% 0% 3% 2% 63 

Hagen 85% 8% 3% 2% 3% 66 

Roth 96% 0% 0% 1% 3% 76 

FS 90% 0% 4% 4% 4% 57 

 

Table 13. Highest educational qualification in the Electoral Districts 

Elec-
toral 
circle 

No degree 
(also de-

gree 
abroad) 

Special 
school 
leaving 
certifi-
cate 

Second-
ary 

school 
leaving 
certifi-
cate 

Graduation 
from the 

GDR poly-
technic sec-

ondary 
school 

Secondary 
school leaving 
certificate, in-

termediate 
school leaving 
certificate or 
equivalent 

qualification 

Abitur (gen-
eral or sub-

ject-restricted 
higher educa-
tion entrance 
qualification) 

n 

all 1% 1% 11% 8% 18% 61% 338 

SZ 2% 2% 7% 2% 19% 69% 59 

FK 0% 0% 2% 15% 15% 68% 60 

WE 2% 0% 4% 28% 16% 50% 50 

Hagen 4% 0% 22% 0% 16% 58% 50 

Roth 1% 1% 17% 1% 27% 51% 70 

FS 0% 2% 12% 4% 14% 67% 49 
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Table 14. Distribution of net income in the Electoral Districts 

Elec-
toral 

District 

< 
500€ 

500 to 
1,000
€ 

1,000 
to 

€1,25
0 

1,250 
to 

1,500
€ 

1.500 
to 

2.000
€ 

2,000 
to 

2,500
€ 

2.500 
to 

3.000
€ 

3,000 
to 

€3,50
0 

3.500 
to 

4.000
€ 

4.000 
to 

5.000
€ 

5,000 
and 

more 

n 

all 1% 3% 4% 3% 11% 8% 10% 12% 10% 19% 22% 251 

SZ 0% 0% 2% 0% 5% 10% 10% 12% 5% 34% 22% 41 

FK 0% 7% 7% 7% 16% 4% 9% 4% 4% 16% 27% 45 

WE 3% 5% 8% 3% 10% 10% 8% 15% 3% 18% 20% 40 

Hagen 0% 0% 3% 3% 25% 9% 19% 9% 3% 9% 19% 32 

Roth 2% 0% 2% 4% 6% 6% 9% 15% 13% 17% 28% 54 

FS 0% 5% 0% 0% 8% 8% 8% 13% 28% 21% 10% 39 

 

Table 15. Household sizes in the Electoral Districts 

Electoral 
District 

1 person 2 pers. 3 pers. 4 pers. 5 pers. 6 pers. 7 pers. n 

all 27% 43% 13% 11% 4% 1% 0,3% 300 

SZ 23% 36% 17% 13% 8% 2% 0% 52 

FK 37% 39% 14% 8% 2% 0% 0% 51 

WE 34% 43% 13% 11% 0% 0% 0% 47 

Hagen 26% 36% 12% 19% 5% 2% 0% 42 

Roth 18% 47% 13% 14% 6% 0% 2% 62 

FS 24% 59% 11% 2% 4% 0% 0% 46 
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Table 16. Experience of structural discrimination in the Electoral Districts 

Electoral District yes no n 

all 16% 84% 360 

SZ 18% 82% 66 

FK 25% 75% 60 

WE 11% 89% 53 

Hagen 18% 82% 55 

Roth 11% 89% 74 

FS 15% 85% 52 

 

Table 17. Proportion of paid work in the Electoral Districts 

Electoral District  yes no n 

all 58% 42% 401 

SZ 54% 46% 70 

FK 62% 38% 73 

WE 56% 44% 62 

Hagen 56% 44% 64 

Roth 59% 41% 75 

FS 61% 39% 57 

 

Table 18. Voter turnout in the 2019 European elections in the Electoral Districts 

Electoral District voters non-voters n 

all 79% 21% 308 

SZ 88% 12% 49 

FK 82% 18% 56 

WE 73% 27% 48 

Hagen 61% 39% 46 

Roth 83% 17% 64 

FS 82% 18% 45 
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Table 19. Voter turnout for the 2021 Bundestag election in the Electoral Districts 

Electoral District voters non-voters n 

all 89% 11% 295 

SZ 96% 4% 48 

FK 96% 4% 52 

WE 89% 11% 44 

Hagen 74% 26% 42 

Roth 83% 17% 64 

FS 98% 2% 45 

 

Table 20. Political interest in the Electoral Districts 

Electoral  
District not at all less 

strong mediocre strong very 
strong n 

all 2% 10% 37% 37% 14% 397 

SZ 1% 6% 39% 31% 23% 70 

FK 4% 9% 43% 26% 19% 70 

WE 5% 7% 52% 30% 7% 61 

Hagen 3% 17% 38% 30% 12% 66 

Roth 0% 10% 22% 60% 8% 73 

FS 0% 12% 32% 44% 12% 57 
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Table 21. Unpaid voluntary work and time invested in hours per week in the Electoral Districts 

Electoral 
District 

yes no M (h) SE MIN (h) MAX (h) n 

all 28% 72% 3,38 0,416 0,0 30 378 

SZ 24% 76% 2,44 0,292 0,5 4 67 

FK 17% 83% 4,83 2,320 1,0 30 72 

WE 28% 72% 3,84 0,829 0,5 10 58 

Hagen 28% 72% 2,97 0,409 0,5 5 57 

Roth 35% 65% 2,82 0,356 0,4 8 71 

FS 36% 64% 3,95 1,510 0,0 30 53 

 

6.4.2 Process quality 

The descriptive statistics of the items that showed significant differences between Electoral 
Districts or phases are reported below. 

Table 22. Descriptive statistics on the length of the Electoral District Day by phase 

 The length of the EDD was...  

Phase ...too short. ...just right. ...too long. n 

all  26,6% 66,3% 7,1% 267 

1 11,2% 78,7% 10,1% 89 

2 34,3% 60,2% 5,6% 108 

3 34,3% 60,0% 5,7% 70 

Kruskal-Wallis test: p < 0.001 
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Table 23. Descriptive statistics on the comprehensibility of the documents by phase 

 The documents on the topic of the Electoral District Day (accompanying book-
let) were comprehensible. 

 

Phase 1  
("do not agree at 

all") 

2 3 4 5 6 7  
("fully agree") 

n 

1 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 1,1% 9,9% 28,6% 60,4% 91 

2 0,0% 0,9% 0,9% 8,3% 14,8% 34,3% 40,7% 108 

3 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 2,8% 5,6% 23,6% 68,1% 72 

 

Table 24. Descriptive statistics of the result evaluation by Electoral District 

 The result of the Electoral District Day represents the concerns of the general pub-
lic. 

 

Elec-
toral 

District 

1  
("do not agree at 

all") 

2 3 4 5 6 7  
("fully agree") 

n 

all 37,9% 26,8% 13,4% 8,6% 6,3% 5,2% 1,9% 269 

SZ 0,0% 2,4% 2,4% 14,3% 40,5% 33,3% 7,1% 42 

FK 2,4% 0,0% 4,8% 16,7% 19,0% 38,1% 19,0% 42 

WE 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 7,1% 23,8% 40,5% 28,6% 42 

Hagen 0,0% 0,0% 2,0% 8,2% 18,4% 28,6% 42,9% 49 

Roth 0,0% 0,0% 2,1% 10,6% 27,7% 46,8% 12,8% 47 

FS 0,0% 2,2% 4,3% 2,2% 19,6% 41,3% 30,4% 46 

SZ 0,0% 2,4% 2,4% 14,3% 40,5% 33,3% 7,1% 42 
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Table 25: Descriptive statistics of result satisfaction by Electoral District 

 I am satisfied with the result of the Electoral District Day.  

Elec-
toral 

District 

1  
("do not agree at 

all") 

2 3 4 5 6 7  
("fully agree") 

n 

all 1,1% 1,5% 3,3% 8,9% 26,4% 34,9% 23,8% 269 

SZ 0,0% 4,8% 2,4% 7,1% 28,6% 40,5% 16,7% 42 

FK 2,3% 4,7% 7,0% 9,3% 30,2% 27,9% 18,6% 43 

WE 0,0% 0,0% 2,4% 14,3% 16,7% 40,5% 26,2% 42 

Hagen 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 2,0% 18,0% 42,0% 38,0% 50 

Roth 4,3% 0,0% 6,5% 13,0% 34,8% 28,3% 13,0% 46 

FS 0,0% 0,0% 2,2% 8,7% 30,4% 30,4% 28,3% 46 

SZ 0,0% 4,8% 2,4% 7,1% 28,6% 40,5% 16,7% 42 

 

Table 26: Descriptive statistics of learning impact by Electoral District 

 I learnt a lot about politics and society at the Electoral District Day.  

Electoral 
District 

1  
("do not agree at 

all") 

2 3 4 5 6 7  
("fully 

agree") 

n 

all 2,2% 4,1% 6,0% 19,0% 22,8% 23,9% 22,0% 268 

SZ 0,0% 4,9% 2,4% 24,4% 24,4% 24,4% 19,5% 41 

FK 7,1% 4,8% 0,0% 21,4% 28,6% 19,0% 19,0% 42 

WE 0,0% 0,0% 7,1% 9,5% 21,4% 31,0% 31,0% 42 

Hagen 2,0% 2,0% 6,0% 12,0% 18,0% 26,0% 34,0% 50 

Roth 2,1% 8,5% 6,4% 25,5% 23,4% 23,4% 10,6% 47 

FS 2,2% 4,3% 13,0% 21,7% 21,7% 19,6% 17,4% 46 

SZ 0,0% 4,9% 2,4% 24,4% 24,4% 24,4% 19,5% 41 

 

6.4.3 Sample description for impact analysis 

The following section reports the descriptive statistics on the diversity of the subsample that 
answered the questions of t1 and t2 and for which the impact analyses in 4.3 were reported. 
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Table 27. Gender ratio in the sub-sample 

Female Male n 

50,8% 49,2% 252 

 

Table 28. Age distribution in years in the sub-sample 

< 18 19-24 25-39 40-59 60-66 67-74 ≥ 75 M SE MD MIN MAX n 

12,2 % 9,8 % 20,1 % 28,3 % 15,7 % 7,9 % 5,9 % 44,9 1,26 48 12 91 254 

 

Table 29. Nationality in the subsample 

German nationality 
only 

other European nation-
ality only 

both nationali-
ties 

neither 
nor 

no 
specifica-

tion 
n 

93,7% 2,4% 1,6% 1,6% 0,8% 252 

 

Table 30. Highest educational qualification in subsample (n = 226) 

School-leaving certificate 
 

Graduation after a maximum of 7 years of school attendance (also graduation abroad) 0,9% 

Special school leaving certificate 0,9% 

Secondary school leaving certificate 8,4% 

Graduation from the GDR polytechnic secondary school 7,5% 

Secondary school leaving certificate, intermediate school leaving certificate or equivalent qualification 18,6% 

Abitur (general or subject-restricted higher education entrance qualification) 63,7% 

 

Table 31. Distribution of net income in the sub-sample 

<  
500€ 

500 
up to 

1.000€ 

1,000 
to 

€1,250 

1,250 
to 

1,500€ 

1.500 
up to 

2.000€ 

2,000 
to 

2,500€ 

2.500 
up to 

3.000€ 

3.000 
up to 

3.500€ 

3.500 
to 

4.000€ 

4.000 
up to 

5.000€ 

5,000 
and 

more 

n 

0,6% 2,9% 4,1% 1,8% 8,8% 5,9% 12,4% 12,4% 9,4% 18,8% 22,9% 170 
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Table 32. Household size in the sub-sample 

1 person 2 pers. 3 pers. 4 pers. 5 pers. 6 pers. 7 pers. n 

26,0% 44,6% 13,2% 10,3% 4,4% 1,0% 0,5% 204 

 

Table 33. Experience of structural discrimination in the sub-sample 

yes no n 

14,5% 85,5% 235 

 

Table 34. Proportion of paid work in the sub-sample 

yes no n 

64,1% 35,9% 251 

 

Table 35. Voter turnout in the 2019 European elections and 2021 Bundestag elections in the sub-sample 

Choice voters non-voters n 

European elections 
2019 72,6% 27,4% 226 

Federal election 2021 86,4% 13,6% 214 

14.4% of respondents in the sub-sample stated that they had not voted at all. 3.7 % did not provide any infor-
mation on their voter turnout. 
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Table 36. Political behaviour in the last 12 months in the sub-sample (n = 252) 

In the last 12 months I have...  

... I used the media - television, newspapers, radio and the Internet - to keep myself politically in-
formed. 95,2% 

... discussed my political views with friends, relatives or colleagues. 91,7% 

... boycotts or renounces certain products or services for political, social or ecological reasons. 52,4% 

... posted something about politics on the internet or shared it on social media. 23,0% 

... participated in a signature collection or petition. 39,3% 

... worked for political, social, cultural or ecological causes in an organisation, group or party (e.g. 
political party, initiative, NGO, trade union, association or social movement). 21,4% 

... I am involved in unpaid or voluntary work for people in need in my area (e.g. in the neighbourhood 
or community). 35,3% 

... a political campaign badge, pin or sticker is worn or attached somewhere. 7,5% 

... took part in a demonstration 23,0% 

... Contact with politicians. 16,7% 

... financially supports an organisation, group, foundation or party for political, social, cultural or eco-
logical causes (e.g. through donations or membership fees). 38,1% 

... signed a citizens' petition or referendum. 24,2% 

... participated in a public participation procedure (not Electoral District Day). 5,2% 

 

Table 37. Unpaid voluntary work and time invested in hours per week in the Electoral Districts in the sub-sample 

yes no M (h) SE MIN (h) MAX (h) n 

30,4% 69,6% 3,59 0,580 0,0 30 237 
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6.5 Inferential statistical parameters 

6.5.1 Before and after comparisons 

6.5.1.1 Trust in politics 

Table 38. Inferential statistical parameters of the items on trust in politics 

On a scale from 0 to 10, how 
much do you personally trust... M (t1) M (t2) t-value df p Effect size  

(Cohen's d) 

... the Bundestag? 6,63 7,07 -3,75 244 < .001 -0,240 

... the politicians? 5,45 6,25 -7,33 243 < .001 -0,469 

... the parties? 5,20 5,87 -6,12 243 < .001 -0,392 

... the people in Germany? 6,71 7,07 -3,13 245 < .001 -0,199 

 

6.5.1.2 Political intention to act  

Table 39. Inferential statistical parameters of the items and scale on political intention to act 

How likely is it that you will do the follow-
ing in the future? M (t1) M (t2) 

t-
value df p Effect size 

(Cohen's d) 

... take part in another public participation 
event?  
(if you are invited to another event after the 
Electoral District Day) 

5,11 5,90 -9,42 251 < .001 -0,5932 

... contact politicians on a specific topic? 4,24 4,88 -6,39 246 < .001 -0,4066 

... take part in all elections to which you are en-
titled in the next 10 years? (e.g. every federal 
election, state election, local election and Eu-
ropean election) 

6,33 6,35 -0,32 250 0,375 -0,0201 

... post or share something about politics on 
the Internet several times a month? 4,25 4,57 -3,34 247 < .001 -0,2123 

... discuss politics with friends, relatives or col-
leagues several times a month? 3,15 3,49 -4,76 250 < .001 -0,3002 

... take part in a demonstration at least once a 
year? 3,21 3,84 -6,18 247 < .001 -0,3927 

... take part in a signature collection or petition 
at least once a year? 4,05 4,42 -4,07 250 < .001 -0,2571 

... work at least once a month for political, so-
cial or ecological causes in an organisation, 

2,49 2,96 -5,55 249 < .001 -0,3510 
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How likely is it that you will do the follow-
ing in the future? M (t1) M (t2) 

t-
value df p Effect size 

(Cohen's d) 

group or party? (e.g. political party, initiative, 
NGO, trade union, social movement or club/as-
sociation) 

... regularly support an organisation, group or 
party financially for political, social, cultural or 
ecological causes? (e.g. through donations or 
membership fees) 

5,56 5,75 -2,80 250 0,003 -0,1767 

... do unpaid or voluntary work for people in 
need in your neighbourhood at least once a 
month? 

3,55 3,78 -2,27 249 0,012 -0,1435 

Scale M (t1) M (t2) 
t-

value df p Effect size  
(Cohen's d) 

Political intention to act 4,20 4,60 -9,61 246 < .001 -0,611 

 

6.5.1.3 Sense of self-efficacy 

Table 40. Inferential statistical parameters of the items and scale for internal political self-efficacy 

To what extent do you believe you can 
participate in the political process? M (t1) M (t2) 

t-
value df p Effect size 

(Cohen's d) 

I can understand and assess important  
political issues well. 5,19 5,47 -4,63 246 < .001 -0,294 

I have the confidence to actively participate 
in a conversation about political issues. 5,05 5,70 -8,05 246 < .001 -0,512 

Scale M (t1) M (t2) 
t-

value df p Effect size  
(Cohen's d) 

Internal political self-efficacy 5,11 5,58 -7,62 244 < .001 -0,487 

 

Table 41. Inferential statistical parameters of the items and scale on political self-esteem conviction 

To what extent do you believe that you as a 
person are important for political events? M (t1) M (t2) 

t-
value df p Effect size  

(Cohen's d) 

My own political views are valuable to society. 4,55 4,91 -4,57 244 < .001 -0,292 

My personal perspective on political issues is 
important for society. 4,31 4,71 -4,67 241 < .001 -0,300 
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To what extent do you believe that you as a 
person are important for political events? M (t1) M (t2) 

t-
value df p Effect size  

(Cohen's d) 

Scale M (t1) M (t2) 
t-

value df p Effect size  
(Cohen's d) 

Political self-esteem conviction 4,42 4,81 -5,14 239 < .001 -0,322 

 

Table 42. Inferential statistical parameters of the items and scale on external political effectiveness 

To what extent do you believe that you as a 
person are important for political events? M (t1) M (t2) 

t-
value df p Effect size 

(Cohen's d) 

I feel that my political views are respected by 
politicians. 3,28 3,85 -6,63 242 < .001 -0,425 

My political views are taken seriously by politi-
cians. 3,17 3,97 -8,84 242 < .001 -0,567 

Scale M (t1) M (t2) 
t-

value df p Effect size  
(Cohen's d) 

External political effectiveness 3,22 3,91 -8,53 238 < .001 -0,522 
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Table 43. Inferential statistical parameters of the items and scale for the participatory perception of effectiveness 

To what extent do you believe that you, as 
an individual, can contribute to making 
Germany a better place as a society? 

M (t1) M (t2) 
t-

value df p Effect size 
(Cohen's d) 

I believe that as an individual I can make a sig-
nificant contribution to changing Germany for 
the better as a society. 

4,08 4,60 -5,79 246 < .001 -0,369 

I believe that my individual actions are decisive 
in driving forward the positive development of 
Germany together as a society. 

4,24 4,70 -4,85 246 < .001 -0,308 

Scale M (t1) M (t2) 
t-

value df p Effect size  
(Cohen's d) 

Participatory effectiveness 4,17 4,66 -5,87 244 < .001 -0,375 

 

Table 44. Inferential statistical parameters of the items and scale for the collective sense of self-efficacy 

To what extent do you believe that we can 
change Germany together as a society? M (t1) M (t2) 

t-
value df p Effect size 

(Cohen's d) 

I believe that together, as members of society, we 
are in a position to change Germany significantly for 
the better. 

5,00 5,19 -2,16 246 0,016 -0,137 

I believe that together, as members of society, we 
can make a significant contribution to the positive 
development of Germany. 

5,06 5,26 -2,44 245 0,008 -0,156 

Scale M (t1) M (t2) 
t-

value df p Effect size  
(Cohen's d) 

Collective self-efficacy 5,05 5,25 -2,50 243 0,007 -0,160 

 

6.5.1.4 Conspiracy thinking 

Table 45. Inferential statistical parameters of the conspiracy thinking scale 

Scale M (t1) M (t2) t-value df p Effect size  
(Cohen's d) 

Conspiracy thinking 2,94 2,84 1,80 231 0,037 0,118 
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6.5.2 Moderation analyses 

6.5.2.1 Initial level of trust (t1) in politicians as a moderator of t2-t1-changes in trust in po-
litical institutions and groups of people 

 

Figure 20. Initial level of trust (t1) in politicians as a moderator of the t2-t1-change in trust in politicians 

Interaction: F(484) = 67.7, p < .001 

Simple effects: 
trust_politicians_T1_mod+1SD : t(484) = .03, p = .98 
trust_politicians_T1_mod-1SD : t(484) = 11.67, p < .001  

 

 

t1 t2 
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Figure 21. Initial level of trust (t1) in politicians as a moderator of the t2-t1-change in trust in the Bundestag 

Interaction: F(242) = 28.1, p < .001 
Simple effects: 
trust_politicians_T1_mod+1SD : t(242) = .96, p = .33 
trust_politicians_T1_mod-1SD : t(242) = 42.52, p < .001  

  

t1 t2 
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Figure 22. Initial level of trust (t1) in politicians as a moderator of the t2-t1-change in trust in the parties 

Interaction: F(241) = 25.5, p < .001 
Simple effects:  
trust_politicians_T1_mod+1SD : t(241) = .87, p = .35 
trust_politicians_T1_mod-1SD : t(241) = 65.38, p < .001  

 
  

t1 t2 
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6.5.2.2 Political interest as a moderator of t2-t1-changes in political intention to act as well 
as internal political efficacy and self-esteem convictions 

 

Figure 23. Political interest as a moderator of the t2-t1-change in political intention to act 

Interaction: F(242) = 9.96, p = .002 
Simple effects: 
pol_interest+1SD : t(242) = 4.59, p < .001 
pol_interest-1SD : t(242) = 9.05, p < .001  

  

t1 t2 
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Figure 24. Political interest as a moderator of the t2-t1-change in internal political efficacy beliefs 

Interaction: F(237) = 13.2, p < .001 
Simple effects: 
pol_interest+1SD : t(237) = 3.02, p = .003 
pol_interest-1SD : t(237) = 8.16, p < .001  

 
  

t1 t2 
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Figure 25. Political interest as a moderator of the t2-t1-change in internal political self-esteem beliefs 

Interaction: F(234) = 5.24, p = .023 
Simple effects:  
pol_interest+1SD : t(234) = 1.95, p = .053  
pol_interest-1SD : t(234) = 5.18, p < .001 

  

t1 t2 
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6.5.2.3 Initial level of political action (t1) as a moderator of t2-t1-changes in political inten-
tion to act and internal political efficacy and self-esteem beliefs 

 

Figure 26. Initial level of political action (t1) as a moderator of the t2-t1-change in political intention to act 

 

Interaction: F(242) = 2.90, p = .090 
Simple effects: 
pol_interest+1SD : t(242) = 5.64, p < .001 
pol_interest-1SD : t(242) = 8.05, p < .001  

 

 

t1 t2 
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Figure 27. Initial level of political action (t1) as a moderator of the t2-t1-change in internal political efficacy beliefs 

Interaction: F(238) = 9.56, p = .002 
Simple effects:  
pol_interest+1SD : t(238) = 3.20, p = .002  
pol_interest-1SD : t(238) = 7.57, p < .001  

 

Figure 28. Initial level of political action (t1) as a moderator of the t2-t1-change in political self-esteem conviction 

Interaction: F(237) = 3.04, p = .083 
Simple effects:  
pol_interest+1SD : t(236) = 2.36, p = .019  
pol_interest-1SD : t(237) = 4.82, p < .001 

t1 t2 

t1 t2 
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6.6 Questionnaires 

6.6.1 Questionnaire t1 

The question about participation in the election was adjusted accordingly depending on the 
Electoral District. 

In the paper questionnaires, the questions on the frequency of political actions in the last 3 
months and on the type of discrimination were removed because they were only asked 
online after a filter question. 

Individual items are not reported above because they relate to research questions that are 
answered in separate scientific publications. 
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6.6.2 Questionnaire t2 

If people had not taken part in t1 , the relevant demographic information was also requested 
in the online questionnaire (not shown here). 

Individual items are not reported above because they relate to research questions that are 
answered in separate scientific publications. 
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