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Abstract 

This report presents the findings of an internship research project conducted in 

collaboration with Stichting G1000.nu, exploring how participants experienced 

multilingualism in the G1000 citizens' assembly (CA) held in Wageningen. As 

Wageningen is home to a large international population, this CA provided a unique 

opportunity to explore how language influences their experience in deliberative 

democratic processes. A total of ten semi-structured interviews with both Dutch, non-

Dutch-speaking participants, and translators were performed. Consequently, from a 

thematic analysis arise four key themes: translation services, language choices in 

working groups, group dynamics, and perceived inclusiveness. While the presence of 

translation support and practical measures helped create inclusion, participants also 

faced challenges such as inconsistent translation and group tensions. The findings 

highlight the need to balance accessibility with the flow of discussions and the 

importance of context-specific solutions. Consequently, this research contributes to the 

academic discussion on multilingualism in deliberative democracy and offers practical 

recommendations for Stichting G1000.nu.  
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1. Introduction  

In multilingual societies, ensuring equal participation in democratic processes presents 

both practical and organizational challenges. While language enables deliberation, it can 

also become a barrier, particularly in participatory processes like citizens’ assemblies 

(CAs), where a group of diverse citizens are brought together to discuss a certain public 

issue. These challenges raise important questions about how inclusive such processes 

truly are for individuals who do not speak the dominant language. 

This report presents the results of an MSc internship conducted in collaboration 

with Stichting G1000.nu, a Dutch organization that facilitates CAs using their own 

developed method. The project focused on the G1000 CA held in Wageningen in 2025 

and investigates how participants experienced multilingualism. Wageningen is a unique 

municipality in located in the province of Gelderland, The Netherlands, where 28% of the 

population has a migration background (CBS, n.d.). This indicates a high degree of 

linguistic diversity and thus is an important fact to know before organizing a CA.  

1.1 Research aim  

This internship research report aims to explore how participants experienced 

multilingualism during the G1000 CA in Wageningen. The central research question is: 

How do participants experience multilingualism in the G1000 citizens’ assembly in 

Wageningen? This is relevant for Stichting G1000 because multilingualism can influence 

the perception of inclusion, equal participation, and the quality of dialogue between 

citizens. By understanding how participants experienced it, the organisation can better 

facilitate future assemblies and ensure that language differences do not become a 

barrier to deliberation.  
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1.2 Scientific and societal relevance 

To date, there is limited research on how multilingualism is experienced by the 

participants within CAs, especially in the Dutch context. While broader discussions exist 

around inclusion and participation, this report contributes insights into the practical 

reality of language use, translation, and communication during deliberative events. 

These findings are relevant for Stichting G1000.nu and other organizers seeking to make 

their processes more accessible in multilingual environments. As cities and 

communities become more linguistically diverse, understanding how language shapes 

participation is increasingly important for designing inclusive participatory processes 

(Väisänen et al., 2022). 

1.3 Roadmap 

This report is structured in seven chapters. Chapter 2 outlines the scientific context, 

introducing the main theoretical concepts of multilingualism and deliberative 

democracy. Chapter 3 presents the professional context, describing the G1000 method 

and the specific case of Wageningen. Chapter 4 explains the methodology, including the 

data collection and thematic analysis. Chapter 5 presents the research findings across 

four main themes. Chapter 6 discusses these findings and reflects on the methodology. 

Finally, Chapter 7 concludes the report by answering the research question, outlining the 

research’s contributions, and offering practical recommendations. 
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2. Scientific context  

In this chapter, the main theoretical concepts from the research aim are discussed and 

defined to position them within the broader scientific field. It focuses on the concepts of 

multilingualism and deliberative democracy theory and their relationship with CAs, 

which together provide a framework for understanding how language affects the 

experiences of participants in democratic settings, like the G1000 CA in Wageningen.  

2.1 Defining multilingualism 

There are multiple types of multilingualism, two of which can be defined as individual 

and societal (Cenoz, 2013). Individual multilingualism is the ability for one person to use 

multiple languages. Societal multilingualism is the coexistence of different languages 

within a society. This research focuses on the latter definition, where ‘society’ refers to 

the municipality of Wageningen. Therefore, in this report, multilingualism will be 

discussed as the use of two or more languages within a society, in this case, the G1000 

CA in Wageningen. (Aronin & Singleton, 2008; Verhasselt, 2025).  

 A multilingual society can lead to language barriers between the people in that 

society. These language barriers have been identified as challenges to democratic 

decision-making. (Barry, 2014). Consequently, presence of multilingualism raises some 

questions for democratic theory, particularly models that emphasize inclusive 

participation, like deliberative democracy theory.   

2.2 Deliberative democracy  

Deliberative democracy is a democratic model as well as a normative theory that 

discusses how politics should work in an ideal world. (Floridia, 2018). It is a model of 

decision-making in which legitimate outcomes are reached through inclusive, reasoned, 

and respectful discussion among equal participants. (Bächtiger et al., 2018).  

 Verhasselt (2025) is, to date, the only scholar who explicitly examines the role of 

multilingualism in deliberative democracy theory. She argues that deliberative 
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democracy assumes a shared language, which ignores the possibility of multilingual 

societies. She explains that historically, this has been a trend. From the Athenian 

democracy, where non-Greek speakers were excluded, up until the publishing of the 

Oxford Handbook of Deliberative Democracy and A Systemic Approach to Deliberation 

by Bächtiger et al (2018), where there are no references made to the possibility of 

multilingualism. Verhasselt (2025) argues that this is outdated as there is a growing 

amount of linguistic diversity around the world due to globalization. She, therefore, 

argues that deliberative democracy must confront the role of multilingualism to live up 

to its ideals of inclusion, equality, and legitimacy.  

2.3 Citizens’ assemblies and multilingualism  

Deliberative democracy is the theoretical foundation for the implementation of CA’s and 

therefore provides the space and structure to provide that kind of deliberation. (Bächtiger 

et al., 2018).  It is a type of deliberative mini-public that is composed of a representative 

sample of the population (in terms of age, gender, education, region, etc.) who are 

brought together to discuss a certain issue regarding public policy  (Smith, 2009). Not all 

CAs are organized in the same manner, and they can discuss many different topics.  

 In relation to multilingualism, Verhasselt (2025) does not propose any rigid 

structure in which multilingual CAs should be organized. It should be taken seriously 

when designing a specific CA and promotes context-specific approaches, taking the 

composition of the group, the political stakes of inclusion, and the goals of the process. 

They must strive for accessibility without sacrificing functionality.’ (Verhasselt, 2025).  
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3.  Professional context 

In this chapter, the internship host organization, and its methods towards organizing CAs 

are introduced. Stichting G1000.nu is a Dutch democratic innovation initiative designed 

to generate more inclusive and participatory forms of governance through deliberation. 

(van Dijk, 2020). Originating in 2014 as a response to G1000's ‘burgertop’ in Belgium and 

the growing disconnect between citizens and the government. Stichting G1000.nu 

introduces a method of CA in which randomly selected participants engage in a process 

to co-create policy recommendations. 

The model consists of diverse democratic traditions, including Greek sortition, 

Indigenous traditions, Buddhist practices of nonviolent communication, and the Ubuntu 

philosophy of collective decision-making.  

The G1000 process typically unfolds in four key phases: 

1. Burgertop (Citizens’ summit): A large-scale deliberative event where a diverse 

group of 50 - 1,000 participants collectively identify priority issues through 

structured dialogue in small groups. 

2. Burgerforum (Citizens’ forum): A series of collaborative working sessions called 

“Werkplaatsen” is where selected themes are developed into concrete 

proposals. Working groups are autonomous and may consult external experts or 

"inspirators," although formal facilitation is intentionally minimal to preserve 

participant autonomy. 

3. Burgerraad (Citizens’ council): A final deliberative body where proposals are 

formally discussed and voted upon, resulting in the Burgerbesluit, a collectively 

endorsed decision document. 

4. Monitor/Klankbordgroep (Monitoring group): A voluntary group of participants 

charged with ensuring follow-up and providing interpretive guidance to 

institutional actors tasked with implementing the Burgerbesluit. 
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Two elements that make the G1000 method unique from others are, one, to get a 

representative and diverse mirroring of society in a specific municipality or organization, 

the G1000 method includes the ‘whole system’ in the CA. Such as politicians, 

entrepreneurs, civil servants, and allows freethinkers (non-lotted citizens) to apply 

voluntarily. The other element is the level of autonomy that the participants have; they 

can determine their own agenda, which creates a sense of ownership of the proposals 

they work on. However, the dialogue does take place under a set of rules that the group 

agrees upon together. These are: listen to each other, avoid debate, you don’t have to 

agree, and make space for the other person. These ground rules are also displayed on 

each table during the assembly. 

The implementation of each G1000 initiative is coordinated by a project team led by 

G1000.nu, they are responsible for process design, training of facilitators, and quality 

assurance. Before each G1000 starts, a coalition is formed, often including 

municipalities, civil organizations, or local stakeholders. They commit to the process and 

its outcomes through a formal partnership agreement. This coalition is formed prior to 

the deliberation phase and plays a key role in facilitating the translation of citizens' 

decisions into actionable policy. Additionally, Stichting G1000.nu is completely 

independent and has no stake in the outcome of the CA. An independent supervisory 

board monitors compliance and upholds the foundation’s values. Participants may also 

directly address the board with any concerns or complaints. 

Up until 2020, G1000s have been carried out in over 25 Dutch municipalities and are 

recognized for its emphasis on citizen ownership, institutional accountability, and 

democratic legitimacy. Its relevance to current democratic theory lies in its challenge to 

conventional top-down participatory methods.  
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3.1  Case of Wageningen for Stichting G1000.nu 

The following section is based on the researcher’s own observations in their presence at 

the CA in Wageningen. In the case of the CA in Wageningen, Stichting G1000.nu was 

asked to facilitate a process that had space for 120 citizens. The topic of the CA was ‘Hoe 

gaan wij in de toekomst van A naar B in Wageningen’. This can be translated into: "How 

will we get from A to B in Wageningen in the future?" Here, "from A to B" is a Dutch 

expression that refers to getting from one place to another, but in this context, it means 

mobility and transport in Wageningen. 

A total of 6000 citizens received an invitation to participate in the lottery, where 

747 citizens responded. In the end, G1000 was able to create a diverse group of 120 

people, who were meant to participate in the CA. 20 of the 120 participants mentioned 

that they needed translation services in their application.  

 This was the first time that the organization had the task of organizing a CA with so 

many international participants. This required some adjustments to their usual 

programme. To start, they made all the participant communication available in both 

Dutch and English, while also making it clear that Dutch was the main language used in 

the CA. During the first phase, the ‘Inwonertop,’ there were about eleven translators 

present to support the international participants, wearing bright green key cords 

contrasting with the blue ones that the participants wore. During this first session, the 

participants sit in groups of four to discuss several questions. Here, the participants 

could choose between about twenty tables where Dutch is spoken, five fully English 

tables, and five mixed tables with a translator present. The moderation of the event was 

also in Dutch and English.  

After the most important topics of the CA were determined, in the next few sessions 

(phase 2), the participants worked on their proposals in their chosen ‘werkplaats’. In this 

phase, participants, both Dutch and International, were more mixed, as they picked their 

‘werkplaats’ based on their own interests. During these sessions, there were also fewer 

translators present, between 9-4, due to a decline in demand. In the next phase (3), all of 
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the supporting documents and proposals were translated into English to make voting 

accessible for all participants. The last phase (4), where the monitoring group is 

appointed, is where the multilingual aspect of this CA ended. All the members of this 

group understand and speak Dutch.  
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4. Methodology  

The objective of this research was to explore how multilingualism influenced the 

experiences of participants during the G1000 CA in Wageningen. This chapter outlines 

the research design, case selection, data collection, and analysis used.  

4.1 Research design  

This research uses an exploratory single case study design, which is appropriate when 

investigating an issue that is not yet well understood.  Exploratory studies have the 

advantage of being flexible, allowing for adaptation in the direction of the research when 

new data arises (Stebbins et al., 2008; Yin, 2014). Given the limited existing research on 

the experience of participants in multilingual CAs, this design allows for in-depth insight 

into participants’ experiences. Therefore, this case study design also supports inductive 

reasoning. Hence the insights are grounded in the narratives that the participants 

present, rather than assessing a certain hypothesis.  

4.2 Case selection   

The case that is explored is the G1000 CA in Wageningen. This research focuses on the 

experiences of participants and translators who took part in the G1000 CA process in 

Wageningen with Dutch as the main language. Their experiences provide important 

information about how language dynamics influence their participation and experience 

in multilingual democratic settings. Research on deliberative democracy frequently 

assumes that everyone speaks the same language and gives less consideration to what 

it's like for those who are not fluent in the main language (Verhasselt, 2025). By 

concentrating on the case of the Wageningen CA, this research adds to the body of work 

that examines how language functions in democratic deliberation. 
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 The case of the G1000 CA in Wageningen was selected prior to formulating the 

research question, based on the researcher’s proximity to the event and the internship 

provider. Nonetheless, Wageningen is an unique municipality in Gelderland, with a 

substantial number of people with  a migration background, about 28% of the total 

population(CBS, n.d.).  When the decision was made to hold a CA in Wageningen, it 

created a situation where multilingualism would probably affect how the process went 

and how the participants felt about it. The choice to focus on exploring the effects of 

multilingualism was therefore context-driven. While the research does not claim 

representativeness to other contexts, it can serve as an insightful example of how the 

language dynamics affect the participants’ experiences in democratic innovation 

settings.   

4.3 Data collection and analysis  

To answer the research question, a qualitative content analysis of semi-structured 

interviews was performed to explore the themes that surround the experiences of the 

participants of the G1000 CA in Wageningen. 

4.3.1 Selection of interviewees 

The target group of this research is participants of the G1000 CA in Wageningen, the 

translators, and members of the project team. The participants need to have participated 

in at least the first meeting of the CA, the ‘Burgertop’, to make sure they were present for 

identifying the themes that will guide the creation of the ‘Burgerbesluit’.  

The goal is to interview at least 9 people about their experiences to reach 

saturation. Saturation occurs when no new themes or insights emerge, which usually 

occurs within nine to seventeen interviews for similar participant groups. (Hennink & 

Kaiser, 2022). To minimize influence on the process of the CA, the participants were 

emailed by the G1000 organization; the email can be found in Appendix 1.  
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The participants were sampled in a purposive way. Purposive sampling allows for 

selecting participants based on specific characteristics relevant to the research, in this 

case, their linguistic background and participation in the G1000 CA in Wageningen. 

(Campbell et al., 2020).  In total, 40 participants have been contacted. In which 20 of the 

participants indicate they need help with translation. The aim was to achieve a balanced 

number of participants, an even number of all types. If more than 17 participants 

responded, a maximum variation sampling strategy would have been applied to capture 

a range of ages and educational levels, or gender (Campbell et al., 2020).  

Unfortunately, this approach did not lead to enough participants. To get more 

responses, especially from the Dutch-speaking participants, the researcher directly 

approached participants during the last session of the CA. This was successful and 

resulted in a total of 10 participants/translators interviewed. The list of participants can 

be found below in Table 2. The participant codes refer to their language background/role, 

“D” for Dutch-speaking, “N” for English-speaking, and “T” for translators.  

Table 1 List of interviewees 
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4.3.2 Ethical considerations 

Before participating in the interview, all participants were required to sign a consent form 

(Appendix 2) to ensure the rights and privacy of the participants were respected. They 

were informed that their involvement in the research is voluntary and retain the right to 

skip questions or withdraw from the research. Additionally, because confidentiality and 

data security are a priority, personal information, like names, were stored separately 

from the interview transcriptions. The audio recordings were made with consent and 

stored locally on the researcher’s password-protected computer.  

4.3.3 Thematic analysis of semi-structured interviews  

Semi-structured interviews were the chosen data collection method. One of the main 

advantages of semi-structured interviews is that they provide a predefined set of guiding 

questions, while still allowing interviewees the flexibility to share their thoughts and 

experiences in an open manner (Wilson, 2014). The interview guides were developed to 

guide the conversation with the participants to collect their stories and experiences on 

multilingualism in the CA. Three versions of the guides were developed, one for Dutch-

speaking participants, one for non-Dutch-speaking participants, and one for the 

translators. They can be found in Appendix 3.  

The recordings of the interviews were then transcribed with the use of the ‘dictate’ 

function in Microsoft Word. Afterwards, this is then corrected for possible mistakes by 

listening to the recordings again. The transcripts of the interviews will then be subjected 

to a thematic analysis. A flexible and accessible method that suits the analysis of semi-

structured interviews (Braun & Clarke, 2006). It involves systemically identifying and 

interpreting themes or patterns within the qualitative data. The thematic analysis 

followed a six-phase approach outlined by Braun and Clarke (2006). First, the data was 

familiarized by reading and re-reading the interview transcripts while making initial notes 

and correcting the transcription. This helped identify potential points of interest. In the 

second phase, initial codes were generated manually by labelling meaningful segments 

of text that were relevant to the research question.  
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These codes were then organized and examined during the third phase, where the 

codes were grouped together to create the initial themes. In phase four, the initial 

themes were presented against the coded data and the entire dataset to ensure 

coherence and check for any mistakes or misinterpretations. In phase five, the final 

themes were defined and named. Finally, in the sixth phase, a narrative was constructed 

to guide the results section, integrating the themes with illustrative quotes to address the 

research question and link the findings back to the theoretical framework. 

To give an idea of how the themes emerged, an example of the coding procedure 

is illustrated in Table 2. Here are a few quotes, their initial code, and the theme they were 

assigned to can be found.  

Table 2 Example of coding steps taken 
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5. Results  

In the following chapter, the results from the thematic analysis of the semi-structured 

interviews are discussed. The aim of this research was to explore how participants 

experienced multilingualism during the event. Through iterative coding and analysis, four 

main themes were developed. These are: 1) The translation services, 2) Language 

choices in the ‘werkplaats’, 3) ‘Werkplaats’ dynamics, 4) Feelings of inclusiveness. In the 

sections that follow, each theme is discussed with illustrative quotations to highlight 

participants’ experiences.  

5.1 The translation services  

The presence and quality of translation services significantly shaped the experience that 

the participants had. When translators were visible and initiative-taking, international 

participants reported feeling supported and included. As one participant described, "And 

last meeting, I just raised my hand, and someone came up to me in two minutes. So, that 

was quick." (N2). From the translator’s perspective, a similar impression emerged. They 

describe that they were proactively seeking out international participants and making 

themselves visible, by waving their green translator key cord, when they were announced 

by the moderator during plenary sessions (T1). Additionally, another translator says, 

"They do come to me when they need me. […] Then I also started actively seeking people 

out myself."(T3) 

Despite their effort to make themselves visible and approachable. Some 

translators felt that the internationals were scared to ask for help. "In the beginning, 

you're just kind of hanging around. Because it was more like, people can ask for your 

services. Well, they actually don't. They're shy."(T1) An international participant 

confirmed this fear when she explained she was unable to find a translator during one of 

the plenary sessions and did not have the courage to ask for help from the organization. 

“Last time I arrived late, and I could not find a translator, I didn't dare to just call one 

because I didn't know where they were.” (N1). 
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Another concern raised by participants was the level of skill and experience of the 

translators, noting: “And also, I know that most of the translators, because all of the 

translators I have, I know they're not professional translators, which might be a problem.” 

(N1). Most of the translators present at the G1000 were not professionally trained; they 

were volunteers who were appointed by the municipality of Wageningen. Participants 

expressed that some details in the discussion may be lost due to their level of experience 

(N1, N2).  

Additionally, in some cases, translators struggled to make space for their 

translation services. One participant and translator described the situation where the 

Dutch-speaking participants in a particular group were not willing to slow down their 

conversation to make translation easier (N1, T3). The participant explained: “But then 

they didn't wait for the translator to translate. Also, my translator didn't really know how 

to interrupt them.” (N1). These moments left the international participant without access 

to content of the discussion, leading to passive participation. 

5.1.1 Balancing clarity and conversation flow 

While translation was a crucial element in providing access for the international 

participants, it also created one main issue: maintaining understanding for the 

international participants often came at the expense of the flow of conversation for the 

entire group. Many participants shared that waiting for translations slowed down the 

conversation impacting their experience negatively, for example: “Yeah, you lose the 

flow. You lose the flow in the conversation, in the discussion also” (N3).  

However, some were also of the opinion that this is something that is unavoidable in 

multilingual settings, and thus something that needs to be accepted. One Dutch-

speaking participant said: “I don't know if that's a different question, but sometimes it's 

just also inconvenient. It's also frustrating. But that's part of it.” (D4). This unavoidable 

messiness of translation led one of the international participants to make the decision 

to go join a Dutch-speaking group without using any translation services. Although they 

have lived in the Netherlands for the past 10 years, their Dutch is not yet fluent. With the 
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support of accommodating group members, who appreciated the absence of a 

translator, they were able to participate successfully (N3). 

5.1.2 Personal translators 

Beyond the translators that were arranged by the municipality of Wageningen, several 

participants brought their own translators, such as friends or partners. Here, trust and 

familiarity might have influenced participants’ ability to engage in the CA. One participant 

explains that: “But I feel like because he's close with me, compared to other participants, 

I feel like he gave me context.” (N2). However, this had some limitations according to the 

participant. At times, their friend got caught up in the content of the discussion and lost 

focus on their task of translation. Here the participant highlights that the presence of the 

official translators was more helpful, as.  

 Another informal solution that emerged from the different sessions was a buddy 

system, where participants matched with their translator from previous sessions of the 

CA. While this practice was unofficial, it did create a sense of familiarity, making it easier 

for the participants to ask questions or request clarification. One participant noted this 

by saying:   

“So it was, yeah, I think that day I felt like we were just getting to know each other, and I 

felt really comfortable with my translator, but then that translator is no longer my 

translator, so it was not that efficient for me anymore.” (N1)  

The same was true for the translators; they also acknowledged that matching up 

with the same participants was preferred. “Someone reached out to me then. Also, a kind 

of contact like, 'Oh, you're here. Are you coming?' And that was nice." (T1) 
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5.2 Language choices in the ‘werkplaats’ 

In several cases, participants observed that there were groups that conducted their 

conversations entirely in English, even when not all the members were proficient 

speakers (T1, T2, T3, N1, D2, D3). These shifts were often a practical choice, which 

reflects a form of ‘functional monolingualism’ where the group collectively adopted the 

most accessible shared language.  

"So, at a certain point, a group formed. I think four international people, or just non-

Dutch-speaking people. And two Dutch-speaking women, I think. Who simply wanted to 

do it all together in English." (T2) 

 However, switching to English during the sessions or even the breaks to socialize 

was not for everyone. Some participants explain that a lower degree of openness towards 

speaking English may be due to generational differences. “So, I guess maybe when it 

comes to current adults, like in their 40s or 50s are more understanding. But if you have 

a group, you have people who are older than that, then it's harder to tell them to speak in 

English only.” (N1) 

One Dutch-speaking participant described that an older group member left the 

group after they had chosen to speak English. While it is not certain that is why she chose 

to leave, it could not have helped that they spoke a different language than her native 

one. “We also had an older lady from Wageningen. She was there. Then we asked her, 

like, ‘Do you have any trouble with the English?’ She actually didn’t join us the second 

time. She went to another group.” (D2)  

 Despite the situations that were previously mentioned, of groups conversing in 

English, most of the groups remained fully Dutch speaking. A topic that arose from the 

analysis was that some of the Dutch-speaking participants perceived a segmentation of 

the international participants, explaining that they had grouped together (D1, D3). One 

participant noted: "No, they had mainly kept to themselves at separate tables." (D1) 
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5.3 ‘Werkplaats’ dynamics 

Beyond the choice of language, the internal group dynamics within the ‘werkplaats’ 

sessions shaped participants’ experiences. In the ‘werkplaatsen’, groups of participants 

worked a specific subject, together they must produce proposals. The dynamics varied 

in atmosphere, being cooperative and inclusive to tense.  

An example of one of these tense situations was one experienced by this 

international participant, where she explained how her group fell apart due to tensions 

between her group members, “And one of my team leaders approached me during a 

break and said some bad things about the other.” (N1). One of the translators became 

aware of this situation and explained that there was a lot of confusion among the 

international participants in this group, as they were not aware of the conflict at first, as 

it took place in Dutch (T3).  

While this tense situation was noted, most participants experienced a pleasant 

time working together, not mentioning any conflict or direct praise. Others expressed 

appreciation for their group’s openness and friendliness (N3). This lack of group tensions 

is also marked by the low demand for facilitators, where most groups explained that they 

were not needed in most of the sessions (D1, D2, D3, N3). One participant said: Yes, but 

we were also pretty quick, very concrete, and actually like-minded. So, it was actually 

very pleasant. Things moved along quite smoothly.” (D2) 

5.4 Feelings of inclusiveness 

While some international participants described moments of belonging, others 

encountered reminders of their outsider status. The overall sense of inclusion appeared 

to depend on group culture and symbolic efforts at recognition. 

One international participant recalled a situation where she was being questioned 

about her right to participate, based on the length of her stay in Wageningen. She said: 

“However, during the first meeting, someone asked me, a Dutchman asked me how long 
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I have been in the city. I told him, I think, like, less than seven months. And he told me, 

‘Less than seven months and you are here to decide the future of the city?’” (N1) 

Comments like these suggest that not all the participants were as open to the 

participation of non-Dutch speaking participants.  

However, most participants felt genuinely welcomed by the G1000 organization, 

facilitators, and fellow participants (D1, D2, D3, D4, N2, N3). “I think the way it's 

organised now already makes the inclusion quite apparent. So, not really comments on 

that.” (N2) Translators make the same observations, explaining that: "Yes, exactly. The 

facilitators came across to me as very skilled and highly attuned to the group—knowing 

when to switch to Dutch and when to use English." (T3) 

Participants also pointed out that practical details, like having the slides split up 

in English/Dutch, really helped improve their understanding and participation during the 

sessions. “But something I like was that I think now they're doing half of the slide in 

English, half of the slide in Dutch. And for me, it doesn't matter how much they're saying 

in Dutch because if I can understand what it's about by the slide, then I'll be fine.” (N1) 

Another effective measure was the use of ribbons on the key cords, which visibly 

signals their language presence. “And also, you got this sign, little ribbon, right? Yeah. I 

think that helps a lot. To show that you don't speak Dutch.” (N2) 

Despite moments of discomfort or doubt, many participants expressed pride in 

their contributions to the CA. Especially, those coming from different cultures, where this 

kind of deliberative democracy is not common practice, showed their appreciation for 

the process (N1, N2, N3). All of the interviewees said that they would participate in a 

G1000 CA again if they had the opportunity, if the topic suited them. 
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6.  Discussion  

This chapter reflects on the main findings of the research, presented in Chapter 5, 

interpreting how participants experienced multilingualism during the G1000 CA in 

Wageningen. The discussion also provides some unrelated results and a reflection on 

the methodology.  

6.1 General interpretation of the results  

Overall, the participants described the process of the CA as a positive experience, 

creating a sense of inclusion and ownership over the results, which matches with the 

G1000 method (van Dijk, 2020). However, the results also highlighted some elements 

that shaped their experience in a specific manner. Some elements affirm the strengths 

of the process designed by G1000, and some point out the tensions that multilingual 

deliberation can create.  

 An example of one of these tensions is some inconsistencies in the abilities of the 

translators. Non-Dutch speaking participants explained that the translators seemed 

untrained, which led to a hesitation in asking for help, confusion, or passivity (N1, N2). 

Another element that influenced the participants’ experience was the lack of continuity 

of the translation services. Multiple translators and participants explained that they 

prefer to have a set person to translate for during all the sessions of the CA, increasing 

the understanding between them as they get to know each other.  

A strength of the process was some of the simple design choices. Such as the 

bilingual slides, ribbons indicating language preference, and visible translators with 

green key cords were appreciated by the participants. These small gestures contributed 

to the participants’ comfort, particularly those who do not speak Dutch. These measures 

reflect how the inclusiveness of a CA can be improved, while the measures themselves 

are low in effort. These interventions resulted in an overall sense of inclusion, coming 
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from the actions of the organisation, Stichting G1000.nu, the facilitators, and the 

municipality.  

Another important theme emerging from this research was the tension between 

ensuring accessibility for international participants and maintaining the flow of 

conversation within the group discussions. While translation services were provided and 

often appreciated, participants frequently mentioned the disruptive effect of real-time 

translation on the group dialogue. Some Dutch-speaking participants grew impatient 

with delays, while some non-Dutch-speaking participants noted that important content 

was lost when discussions proceeded too quickly or without a pause for translation. 

 An international participant opted out of using the translation services as they felt 

it was too disruptive to the group discussion (N3). This participant is not fluent in Dutch, 

but was able to converse with their group, as they accommodated and helped them 

express themselves. Highlighting a notable difference between the experience of 

international participants with a medium level of Dutch and those with almost no Dutch 

proficiency. Unfortunately, there was not enough data to tell if this experience was the 

same for Dutch speakers with a medium level or no English proficiency.  

Similarly, this practical tension directly reflects what Verhasselt (2025) identifies as 

a dilemma in multilingual deliberative democracy: the need to "strive for accessibility 

without sacrificing functionality." She argues that multilingualism should not be treated 

as a barrier to deliberation but instead should be seen as an integral component that 

needs thoughtful integration into the design of the deliberative processes. 
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6.1.1 Unrelated results   

During the interviews, there were some introductory questions and comments made by 

participants that were about something other than language, the topic of this research. 

This led to some unrelated results, which could tell us something about the minimal 

impact of multilingualism.  

To start the conversations and set the tone for the rest of the interview, the 

researcher asked the participants about their general motivation for joining the CA. The 

answers were similar: monetary compensation and a general interest in citizen 

participation. The participants were awarded fifty euros per session they were present, 

which was a substantial motivator to participate. Additionally, several participants 

explain their interest in citizen participation in general. Either because it is not something 

they are familiar with in their country of heritage, or because they would like to become 

more active in the political sphere in Wageningen.  

Next to these introductory questions, the Dutch-speaking participants also made 

some comments that were unrelated to the research question of this research. Some of 

these comments include the high level of language use in the CA, and the participants 

had concerns for participants who might not be able to understand the dialogue and 

proposals. This could be experienced as not inclusive.  Next to this, these participants 

also highlighted the high workload of the CA, explaining that they would have liked to 

have more information on before signing up.  

In addition to these unrelated comments, it was also difficult to find Dutch-

speaking participants for this research, as the researcher had to adjust their technique 

for gathering interviews. This may indicate that multilingualism did not have as much of 

an effect on their experiences as opposed to the non-Dutch speaking participants, as 

they felt less need to speak about their experiences.  
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6.2 Methodological reflections  

This research used a single case study design focusing on the G1000 CA in Wageningen. 

While this provided in-depth insights into participants' experiences with multilingualism 

in a specific context, it also limits the generalizability of the findings. The findings 

observed may not fully reflect those in other situations. Instead, this research aims to 

create transferability instead of generalizability. (Carminati, 2018). As this research can 

still offer useful insights for similar situations, it has the goal of learning from this case 

while not claiming the same outcomes in other contexts. 

In addition, the research was based on a smaller number of semi-structured 

interviews, which means that the diversity of experiences captured was limited. Ideally, 

interviewing everyone would give the highs validity of results, due to time constraints and 

participant availability this was not possible. While data saturation was approached, it is 

possible that additional perspectives exist that were not included in the analysis. 

Furthermore, most participants who agreed to be interviewed might have had, which 

could have introduced a degree of positive bias. Those who felt excluded or frustrated 

may have been less likely to want to participate in the interviews. Despite these 

limitations, the research offers valuable insights into how multilingualism is experienced 

in CAs. 
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7. Conclusion 

This chapter concludes the research by directly answering the research question, 

providing the theoretical and practical contributions, and making recommendations, 

particularly for the internship host organization, Stichting G1000.nu.  

7.1 How did participants experience multilingualism in the 

G1000 citizens’ assembly in Wageningen? 

The participant experience was highly diverse between the different participants, Dutch-

speaking, non-Dutch speaking, or having a moderate level of Dutch. For many, the 

presence of translation services, bilingual slides, and symbolic gestures like language 

ribbons created a sense of inclusion and support. At the same time, some participants 

experienced issues such as varying translator skills, a hesitancy to ask for help, and 

tensions in group, which led to moments of confusion or passive participation. These 

findings reflect that multilingual participation does not have a one-size-fits-all solution 

as Verhasselt (2025) proposes, but a dynamic process that depends on context. 

7.2 Contributions  

This research makes both theoretical and practical contributions to the field of 

deliberative democracy and its application to multilingual deliberation. It also offers 

actionable insights for Stichting G1000.nu to enhance multilingual inclusion in future 

projects. It highlights the importance of continuity in translator-participant pairings, and 

the implementation of bilingual slides, the ribbons, and visible translator key cords.  

Nonetheless, this research also contributes to recent academic discussions that 

argue that multilingualism should be taken seriously within deliberative democracy 

theory (Verhasselt, 2025). The findings show that at least for the non-Dutch speaking, 

language plays an important role in shaping how included participants feel and how 

much they can contribute to discussions. The assumption that deliberative democracy 

theory implicitly makes that everyone speaks the same language does not match the 
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reality of a lot of modern societies. Additionally, the participant experience in a 

multilingual CA is not something that has been studied before, especially in the Dutch 

context.  

7.3 Recommendations  

Based on the results of this research, several recommendations can be made for CAs 

involving a multilingual society. These recommendations are both for future research 

and Stichting G1000.nu. Firstly, finding out why non-Dutch speakers left the CA. During 

the process, which continued over 4 months, several participants stopped joining the 

sessions. While the non-Dutch speakers partaking in this research reported positive 

experiences, it is unclear why the participants who left stopped participating. Future 

research could be done to seek out these non-Dutch speaking participants and ask them 

for feedback and clarification.  

 Secondly, an evaluation of the impact of the use of professional translators could 

be performed for the next CAs. Most of the translators in the G1000 assembly were paid 

volunteers, and while they were highly appreciated, all the non-Dutch speakers 

mentioned they noticed differences in skill. While the volunteers did participate in a short 

briefing before the start of the session, this alone may not have been sufficient. Providing 

a training session for volunteers ahead of the CA could offer a middle ground, improving 

the quality of translation without costing a substantial amount of money. 

Some practical recommendations for Stichting G1000.nu in organising future 

multilingual CAs include assigning translators to a specific group of international 

participants. This enables them to find each other easily and get to know each other for 

better communication. The visibility measures used during the event should be 

maintained, such as identifying international participants with a ribbon and translators 

with a bright green key cord. Additionally, the practice of displaying presentation slides 

in both English and Dutch should be continued. 
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7.4 Concluding remarks  

This research demonstrates that multilingualism in CAs can both facilitate and hinder 

inclusion and participant experiences. Stichting G1000.nu and the municipality of 

Wageningen made significant efforts to accommodate participants; however, their 

experiences differed based on the quality of translation, group dynamics, and 

confidence. These results emphasize the significance of considering language as a 

fundamental component in the development of inclusive democratic processes. 
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Appendix 1: E-mail 

Dear participant, 

We are currently supporting a master’s student internship project at Wageningen 
University & Research. The study explores how language influenced participants’ 
experiences during the G1000 citizens’ assembly in Wageningen. 

We are looking for participants for a short interview (30–45 minutes) about their 
experience, especially regarding communication, inclusion, and language use. The 
location of the interview can be adjusted to your preference.  

If you are open to participating or have any questions, please send an e-mail to 
minke@g1000.nu. The interviews will be handled confidentially, and participation is 
entirely voluntary. 

Thank you in advance for considering this request! 

Best regards, 

Stichting G1000.nu 

  

mailto:minke@g1000.nu
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Translation:  

Beste deelnemer, 

Wij ondersteunen momenteel een stageproject van een masterstudent aan Wageningen 
University & Research. Het onderzoek richt zich op hoe taal de ervaring van deelnemers 
heeft beïnvloed tijdens het inwonersberaad van Wageningen. 

Hiervoor zijn we op zoek naar deelnemers voor een kort interview (30–45 minuten) over 
hun ervaringen, met bijzondere aandacht voor communicatie, inclusie en taalgebruik. De 
locatie van het interview kan worden bepaald op basis van uw voorkeur.  

Als u bereid bent uw ervaringen te delen of een vragen heeft, kunt u een e-mail sturen 
naar minke@g1000.nu. De interviews worden vertrouwelijk behandeld en deelname is 
volledig vrijwillig. 

Alvast hartelijk dank voor uw overweging! 

Met vriendelijke groeten, 

Stichting G1000.nu  
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Appendix 2: Consent form 

WUR – REC Non-Medical Research Informed Consent  

Study Background 

This research explores how participants experience deliberative democratic processes conducted in Dutch, using the G1000 
citizens’ assembly in Wageningen as a case study. The study is conducted by Wageningen University & Research as part of a master’s 
internship project.  

What is being asked of you as a participant? 

You are being asked to participate in a semi-structured interview to share your experiences and reflections as a participant in the 
G1000 assembly.   The interview will take approximately 45 minutes. Participation is entirely voluntary, and you may skip any question 
or withdraw from the study at any time without providing a reason. To withdraw, inform the researcher via email or during the  
interview. 

Are there any benefits to participating? 

There is no financial compensation for participating in this research. However, your contribution will help deepen the unders tanding 
of how multilingualism affects the experience and participation of the participants of a citizens’ assembly.  

Are there any risks in participating? 

This study is not expected to involve any risks to participants. The questions focus on professional experiences and do not t ouch on 
personal or sensitive topics. If you feel uncomfortable at any point, you may decline to answer or withdraw from the study.  

How will your information be handled? 

Your personal data will be kept confidential and handled securely. Identifiers such as your name and contact information will  be 
stored separately from the research data and replaced with a unique numerical code. The interview will be audio-recorded with your 
consent, and the recordings will be stored on a password-protected computer. Transcripts will anonymize any identifying 
information. 

What if I have questions about the study or change my mind? 

If you have any questions about the study or wish to withdraw your participation, please contact the lead researcher, Minke O osterga, 
at minke.oosterga@wur.nl.  

Consent 

By signing below, you confirm that you: 

• Have read and understood the information provided. 

• Agree to participate in this study. 

• Consent to the use of your personal data as described above. 

Name: _______________________ 

Signature: ___________________ 

Date: _______________________ 

mailto:minke.oosterga@wur.nl
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Appendix 3: Interview guides 

Dutch-speaking participants 

- Introductie  
o Kunt u mij vertellen wat u heeft gemotiveerd om deel te nemen aan de 

G1000? 
o Aan welke bijeenkomsten heeft u deelgenomen? 

- Taalachtergrond  
o Wat is uw moedertaal? 
o Welke taal of talen heeft u gebruikt tijdens de G1000? 

- Ervaringen en groepsdynamiek 
o Had u het gevoel dat u uw ideeën volledig kon uiten? 

▪ Was u ooit onzeker of terughoudend? 
o Waren er momenten waarop taal de communicatie makkelijker of juist 

moeilijker maakte? 
▪ Had u dat verwacht? 

o Heeft u contact gehad met mensen die geen Nederlands spreken? 
▪ Hoe reageerden anderen op uw taalgebruik? 

o Stapte de groep automatisch over op Engels? 
▪ Heeft dat uw begrip of ervaring beïnvloed? 

- Verschil tussen bijeenkomsten 
o Aan welke bijeenkomsten heeft u deelgenomen? 
o Heeft u ook deelgenomen aan de online sessies? Hoe heeft u die ervaren? 
o Hoe was de overgang van de eerste grote bijeenkomst (de Burgertop) naar 

de werkplaatsen? 
o En hoe heeft u de inspiratiecarrousel ervaren? 

- Ondersteuning en inclusiviteit  
o Hebben de facilitators of organisatoren aandacht besteed aan 

taaldiversiteit? 
o Wat zou er verbeterd kunnen worden om niet-Nederlandstalige 

deelnemers zich meer betrokken te laten voelen? 
o Wat zou er verbeterd kunnen worden om Nederlandstalige deelnemers 

zich meer betrokken te laten voelen in een meertalige setting? 
- Reflectie 

o Zou u opnieuw deelnemen aan zoiets? 
o Is er verder nog iets dat u zou willen delen? 
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Non-Dutch speaking participants  

- Introduction:  
o Can you tell me what motivated you to participate in the G1000?  

- Language background 
o What is your main language? 
o What is your level of Dutch? 
o What language(s) did you use during the G1000? 

- Experience and group dynamics 
o Did you feel you could express your ideas fully? 

▪ Were you ever unsure or hesitant? 
o Were there moments where language made things easier or harder? 

▪ Did you expect that? 
o Did you interact with people who are Dutch? 

▪ How did others respond to your language use? 
o Did the group automatically adapt to English? 

▪ Did this affect your understanding or experience? 
- Support and inclusion 

o Did facilitators or organizers acknowledge language diversity? 
o How did you experience the help of the translators? 
o What could be improved to make non-Dutch speakers feel more included? 
o What could be improved to make Dutch participants included? 

- Differences between meetings 
o Which meetings did you attend?  
o Did you attend the online meetings? How were your experiences? 
o How was it going from the first big session to the workplaces?  
o And the inspiration carousel? 
o How were the breaks? 

- Reflections 
o Would you participate in something like this again? 
o Is there anything else you would like to share? 
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Translators  

- Introductie 
o Kunt u kort vertellen wat u heeft gemotiveerd om deel te nemen aan de 

G1000 als tolk of vertaler? 
- Taalachtergrond 

o Wat is uw moedertaal? 
o Welke talen heeft u actief gebruikt tijdens de G1000? 
o Wat is uw ervaring met tolken of vertalen in soortgelijke contexten? 

- Ervaringen en groepsdynamiek 
o Hoe verliep het vertalen/tolken tijdens de sessies? 
o Was het makkelijk of moeilijk om de inhoud goed over te brengen? 
o Waren er momenten waarop taalbarrières het gesprek beïnvloedden? 

▪ Waren er misverstanden of moest u vaker ingrijpen? 
o Hoe reageerden deelnemers op uw aanwezigheid of hulp? 
o Stapte de groep spontaan over op een andere taal, zoals Engels? 

▪ Hoe beïnvloedde dat uw rol of de communicatie in de groep? 
- Ondersteuning en inclusiviteit 

o Werd er vanuit de organisatie voldoende aandacht besteed aan 
taaldiversiteit? 

o Was uw rol duidelijk voor deelnemers en facilitators? 
o Wat zou er beter kunnen in termen van ondersteuning voor 

tolken/vertalers? 
o Wat zou er kunnen verbeteren om zowel Nederlandstalige als niet-

Nederlandstalige deelnemers zich meer betrokken te laten voelen? 
- Verschil tussen bijeenkomsten 

o Aan welke bijeenkomsten heeft u deelgenomen? 
o Heeft u ook deelgenomen aan de online sessies? Hoe heeft u die ervaren? 
o Hoe was de overgang van de eerste grote bijeenkomst (de Burgertop) naar 

de werkplaatsen? 
o En hoe heeft u de inspiratiecarrousel ervaren? 

- Reflectie 
o Hoe kijkt u terug op uw bijdrage aan het proces? 
o Zou u opnieuw deelnemen aan een soortgelijk evenement als tolk of 

vertaler? 
o Is er verder nog iets dat u zou willen delen over uw ervaring? 

 

 


