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Abstract
Agencies consult extensively with stakeholders such as industry associations, nongovernmental organizations, and trade
unions. One rationale for consultations is that these improve procedural legitimacy and lead to greater acceptance of regula-
tory outcomes by citizens and the regulated industry. While this presumption of a positive relation between stakeholder con-
sultations and the legitimacy of agencies is widespread, research analyzing this relationship remains scarce. Using a survey
experiment, we examine the effect of open and closed consultations on the acceptance of procedures and regulatory outcomes
in the field of environmental politics. The results demonstrate that consultation arrangements positively affect the acceptance
of decision-making procedures, especially when regulators grant access to different types of stakeholders. However, although
the consultation arrangement itself does not directly affect acceptance of the regulatory outcome, procedural legitimacy mat-
ters, as it increases decision acceptance among individuals who are negatively disposed toward government regulation.
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1. Introduction

In recent decades, electorally accountable institutions – parliaments and governments – have delegated important
competencies to independent regulatory agencies (“agencies” hereafter) (Levi-Faur 2005). For example, in the
European Union (EU), more than 30 agencies have been established since 1975, and in the United States (US),
agency decision-making dwarfs ordinary legislation (West 2004; Furlong & Kerwin 2005; Wonka &
Rittberger 2010; Egeberg & Trondal 2017). Much of this regulatory work is situated in sensitive areas, such as the
regulation of pharmaceuticals, banking, and food safety. This delegation of policymaking responsibilities from
traditional representative institutions to agencies may limit the input of citizens and companies which are affected
by the regulatory decisions; this raises concerns about accountability and legitimacy. Hence, both American and
European scholars have identified the reliance on agencies to potentially reinforce the emergence of a democratic
deficit (West 2004; Busuioc 2009).

Considerable research has been conducted on how agencies seek to derive legitimacy from stakeholder con-
sultations (Majone 1999; Damonte et al. 2014; Yackee 2014; Braun 2012). Consultations are procedures initiated
by agencies to grant access to stakeholders such as nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), companies, business
associations, and professional organizations. Legislators in the US and the EU have established various institu-
tional devices requiring agencies to consult stakeholders and the general public (Arras & Beyers 2019; Beyers &
Arras 2019; Furlong 1997; Borrás et al. 2007; Yackee 2014). For instance, in the US, the Administrative Procedure
Act stipulates that agencies actively solicit stakeholder input, while the Federal Advisory Committee Act governs
more than 800 advisory committees that make recommendations to federal agencies (West 2004; Moffitt 2010).
Similarly, the publication of the White Paper on European Governance in 2001 by the European Commission
(EC) marked the emergence of an extensive consultation regime that includes the widespread use of open consul-
tations, as well as advisory committees (Quittkat 2011; Rasmussen & Carroll 2014; Rasmussen & Gross 2015;
Bunea 2017).
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Most research on how agencies interact with stakeholders is situated at the agency level and analyzes the con-
trol mechanisms governing the delegation of competencies (Busuioc 2009; Rittberger & Wonka 2011; Egeberg &
Trondal 2017), to what extent consultation regimes benefit regulated industries (Furlong 1997; Furlong &
Kerwin 2005), how consultation participants influence regulatory outcomes (Furlong 1997; Yackee 2006; Yackee
& Yackee 2006; West 2009; West & Raso 2013), and how consultations facilitate legislative oversight
(McCubbins & Schwartz 1984; Kelemen 2002; Font & Pérez Durán 2016; Arras & Braun 2018) or enhance agency
reputations (Moffitt 2010). However, the perspective of individual citizens and companies which face regulatory
costs has hardly been considered in this field (Borrás et al. 2007; but see Grimmelikhuijsen et al. 2019). Therefore,
an important research question is whether agency consultations may improve legitimacy perceptions among
recipients of regulatory policies. To answer this question, we build on a considerable body of recent experimental
political science research, analyzing the relation between public policymaking and legitimacy perceptions (de Fine
Licht 2014a; Esaiasson et al. 2016; Grimmelikhuijsen et al. 2019).

Specifically, by conducting a survey experiment, we analyze how two types of consultation procedures by
agencies, namely advisory committees and online public consultations, affect procedure acceptance and the
acceptance of regulatory outcomes by citizens and regulated companies. We thus test the extent to which citizens
and the regulated industry believe that “decision-makers have the right to make the decisions and that these deci-
sions should be accepted” (de Fine Licht 2011, p. 185). The experiment focuses on a regulation abolishing the use
of plastics in food packaging. Such regulation is potentially controversial among both citizens and companies.
Although there might be diffuse benefits such as a less polluted environment, citizens and companies bear costs
as the latter face an expensive transition to new production processes, which may result in higher consumer
prices for the former. Consultations could be used to cope with these tensions and to establish policies that gain
widespread support. Our experimental tests demonstrate that consultations generate a positive impact on the pro-
pensity to accept a decision-making procedure, especially when regulators explicitly balance different interests by
granting access to both affected industries and consumer interests. Although the consultation arrangement itself
does not directly affect acceptance of the regulatory outcome, accepting the adopted decision-making procedure
matters, as this increases the decision acceptance among individuals who are negatively disposed toward govern-
ment regulation.

2. Legitimacy, consultations, and agency decision-making

Agencies have far-reaching competences that directly affect citizens and companies, they operate in complex
areas in which knowledge is contested, and many of their decisions create winners and losers (Borrás et al. 2007).
All this raises questions of accountability and legitimacy (West 2004; Furlong & Kerwin 2005; Busuioc 2009;
Rittberger & Wonka 2011). Hence, the idea that agencies are apolitical is not only naive but also fails to square
with the facts. As West argues with respect to the US context, technical topics “are not neatly separable from the
political issues that frequently dominate bureaucratic policymaking” (2004, p. 75). Regulatory outcomes are often
controversial and may conflict with the preferences of important societal segments; therefore, a crucial prerequi-
site for legitimacy is that policymaking procedures and outcomes are experienced as fair and just.

The paper adopts a multi-faceted conceptualization of legitimacy and distinguishes three dimensions
(Scharpf 1999; Schmidt 2013; Strebel et al. 2018). The first two dimensions concern policymaking procedures and
emphasize input- and throughput-legitimacy. Highlighting input-oriented legitimacy requires that citizens and
regulated companies, or their representatives, can participate in policymaking processes (Scharpf 1999). Nonethe-
less, participation opportunities might be perceived as limited if these do not correspond with procedures that are
experienced as efficient, accountable, transparent, and inclusive. Throughput legitimacy presumes that the diver-
sity of the consulted stakeholders, the possibility for deliberation among these stakeholders and the overall trans-
parency of the policymaking process lead to policies that are more widely accepted (Schmidt 2013). This
understanding of procedural legitimacy bears a resemblance to the concept of procedural justice in the crimino-
logical and psychological literature which analyzes how the quality of the policymaking processes and the nature
of policy implementation affects legitimacy beliefs and shapes compliance among individuals (Thibaut &
Walker 1975; Tyler 1994, 2006; Murphy et al. 2009; Gifford & Reisig 2019).
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In contrast to these procedural notions, one might also presume that policymaking is primarily driven by the
need to establish effective policies; “outputs” are key ingredients of legitimacy and procedures are primarily seen
as the means to an end (Majone 1999; Scharpf 1999). If the dimension of output-oriented legitimacy is crucial,
consultation arrangements matter less for how targets of regulations assess regulatory outcomes. Output-oriented
legitimacy entails that citizens and the regulated industry care primarily about how the effectiveness and
problem-solving nature of agency policy outputs align with their political views, much less about participation
(input) or the nature (throughput) of policymaking procedures. The notion that output legitimacy matters more
than procedural legitimacy resonates with scholarship in the procedural justice literature claiming that the extent
to which policies are consistent with a person’s values, for instance the extent to which costs and benefits are
fairly distributed, is more relevant than procedural fairness judgments (Murphy et al. 2009; Gifford & Reisig 2019,
p. 384).

The central presumption of a procedural perspective is that consultations can positively affect legitimacy,
because they contribute to a positive assessment of the policymaking procedures and a greater acceptance of poli-
cies. Although this positive relation is often assumed and seldom empirically studied (exceptions include Agné
et al. 2015; Bernauer & Gampfer 2013; Bernauer et al. 2016), policymakers explicitly refer to the assumption of
increased legitimacy as a driver behind consultation arrangements (Arras & Braun 2018; Quittkat & Kohler-
Koch 2013). Transparency about stakeholder involvement, which is part of mechanisms fostering throughput
legitimacy, informs regulatees about how policymakers take decisions, how policymakers deliberate and vote, the
extent to which stakeholders are consulted, and how evidence obtained from these consultations informs their
decisions.

Three distinct theoretical accounts underpin this positive relationship (Schmidt 2013). First, consultations
allow stakeholders to monitor agencies, gather information, and disseminate this information to the broader pub-
lic. This monitoring is what principal agency theorists call “fire alarm oversight”(McCubbins & Schwartz 1984;
Kelemen 2002); the input from stakeholders stimulates agencies to adopt transparent procedures, making it easier
not only for principals but also for the public and journalists, for instance, to hold agencies accountable for their
conduct. Second, deliberative democratic theory presumes that the information stakeholders provide during con-
sultations stimulates deliberation and improves the agencies’ problem-solving capacity. High-quality throughput
makes policymakers more acquainted with a more heterogeneous set of stakeholders and ensures that alternative
viewpoints are heard (Agné et al. 2015; de Fine Licht et al. 2016). Third, procedural fairness theory, largely devel-
oped in social psychology and legal studies, presumes that fair procedures – such as hearing all affected parties –
will produce outcomes that are more widely accepted (Thibaut & Walker 1975; Tyler 1994, 2006). In short, con-
sultations ensure that citizens and companies perceive decision-making procedures as fair and just, which makes
them more likely to accept regulatory outcomes even if they do not favor these outcomes.

Recently, a substantial body of experimental research in political science has analyzed the relation between
procedures and legitimacy perceptions. All these studies distinguish between the propensity to judge procedures
and decision outcomes as acceptable, fair, and just (i.e. procedure acceptance and decision acceptance) as two
important aspects of legitimacy perceptions and analyze their relation with the decision-making procedure that
was followed. The main hypothesis is that transparent procedures accounting for a broad array of preferences
enjoy higher levels of procedure acceptance and positively affect decision acceptance.

A first set of experimental studies focusing on transparency found mixed results. For instance, evidence on
how decisions were made (“transparency in the process”) – by elected politicians, policy experts, or via the partic-
ipation of citizens – had no effect on procedure acceptance, decision acceptance, or general political trust
(de Fine Licht 2011; Grimmelikhuijsen 2012; Grimmelikhuijsen & Meijer 2012; Grimmelikhuijsen et al. 2013).
Other experiments have demonstrated more positive effects of transparency, especially transparency measures
explaining the rationale of a policy (de Fine et al. 2014; de Fine Licht 2014b). However, transparency in process,
for instance the disclosure of detailed information on decision-making processes, did not increase perceived legit-
imacy substantially; and in some instances, it even exacerbated legitimacy perceptions.

Some field and survey experiments have focused explicitly on how decision-making procedures shape proce-
dure and decision acceptance (Esaiasson et al. 2012, 2016, 2017; de Fine Licht 2014a; Arnesen 2017;
Porumbescu & Grimmelikhuijsen 2018; Strebel et al. 2018). Typical of these experiments is the manipulation of
the objective decision-making procedure and the actual decision; the acceptance of procedures and decisions is
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measured post-treatment. For instance, subjects are informed that particular decisions are made by elected politi-
cians in city councils, by experts in an agency, or through citizen referenda. One general conclusion runs through
all these studies, namely, increasing decision acceptance is not simply a matter of designing more transparent or
open decision-making procedures, because individuals have intrinsic preferences about policy outputs irrespective
of decision-making procedures.

Finally, we are aware of two survey experiments in the field of global climate politics, one among Indian and
US citizens (Bernauer & Gampfer 2013) and another among Chinese citizens (Bernauer et al. 2016), that test
how consultations affect legitimacy perceptions among citizens. Both studies have confirmed that consulting busi-
ness associations and civil society groups strengthened procedural acceptance. Interestingly, Bernauer et al. (2016)
pointed at the importance of throughput. Their analysis demonstrated that citizens viewed policy processes more
negatively if only business representatives were involved, but showed a higher procedure acceptance if a mixed
set of interests – business and non-business – was consulted. Nonetheless, we need to be careful with these
results, as neither study tested for decision acceptance nor for the extent to which citizens were prepared to
accept costly decisions in the field of climate policy. In addition, other studies bring nuance to this positive find-
ing. For instance, a survey of stakeholder organizations conducted by Agné et al. (2015) did not find that consul-
tations foster the legitimacy of global governance. Moreover, Dellmuth and Tallberg (2015) analyzed World
Value Survey and European Values Study data from 26 countries and illustrated that the legitimacy of the United
Nations (UN) is largely a matter of citizen confidence in its policy outputs and is not affected by consultation
arrangements.

To summarize, the findings from extant empirical research contribute some skepticism to the presumed posi-
tive relations between consultations and legitimacy perceptions. Indeed, openness toward stakeholders is not nec-
essarily a positive thing and may cause frustration among citizens. It could reinforce the perception among
citizens that they have only limited influence or that the set of consulted stakeholders is one-sided, because
policymakers typically listen to a few important stakeholders, mostly business interests (Yackee 2006; Ulbig 2008).
In addition, research indicates that consultations generally mobilize specialized business interests; therefore, con-
sultation arrangements may stimulate capture and undermine the main reasons for agency policymaking (namely
establishing Pareto-optimal policy solutions), as it would result in suboptimal policies favoring regulated indus-
tries instead of serving the general interest (Stigler 1971; Posner 1974; Furlong & Kerwin 2005; Carpenter &
Moss 2014). In short, the presumed positive relation between consultation arrangements, procedure, and decision
acceptance cannot be taken for granted.

3. Hypotheses: legitimacy through consultations?

The empirical questions to be asked are whether consultations contribute to procedure and decision acceptance
and, if so, which consultation arrangements have the strongest legitimizing potential? The considerations dis-
cussed above lead to our main hypothesis that decision-making arrangements that involve stakeholder consulta-
tions are perceived as more acceptable than procedures without consultations. Importantly, however, consultation
procedures can vary in terms of throughput legitimacy, more precisely the consultation format (open versus
closed) and the types of interests that are represented (only business interests, only citizen interests, or both).
These different interest constellations in consultations can shape how citizens and regulated companies evaluate
procedures and decisions.

We distinguish between two consultation formats, open- versus closed-access instruments, that vary in their
degree of inclusiveness and in the extent to which stakeholders are able to deliberate among each other
(Rasmussen & Toshkov 2013; Pedersen et al. 2015; Van Ballaert 2017; Arras & Beyers 2019; Beyers & Arras
2019). Open-access instruments are usually online public consultations and have been explicitly promoted, both
within the European and US contexts, as democratic consultation tools, given the relatively low cost of participa-
tion compared with face-to-face meetings with policymakers (e.g. West 2004; Furlong & Kerwin 2005;
Quittkat 2011; Bunea 2017). Open consultations rely on the bottom-up mobilization of stakeholders. When agen-
cies wish to establish new policies or change policies, they launch an open call, inviting all interested stakeholders
to submit their opinions and supply relevant information. Usually, such consultations and the submitted opinions
are processed via website portals and may involve closed and/or open questions. In the final stage of the
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consultation, agencies publish a report summarizing all submissions and clarifying how the proposed policy was
changed in view of the received opinions. Although a particular audience is sometimes addressed in consultation
calls, in principle a wide and diverse array of stakeholders can participate. However, as the decision to become
involved lies entirely with the stakeholders themselves, diverse stakeholder participation and/or deliberation
among various stakeholders are not necessarily guaranteed or explicitly sought by the agency (Arras &
Beyers 2019).

In contrast to open-access instruments, closed-access consultations can facilitate deliberation among stake-
holders. Closed-access instruments are advisory committees, which are usually permanent bodies within agencies.
In these bodies, a limited number of stakeholders – interest groups, experts, or companies – hold seats over lon-
ger time periods (Moffitt 2010; Binderkrantz et al. 2015; Fraussen et al. 2014; Gornitzka & Sverdrup 2015; Ras-
mussen & Gross 2015; Arras & Beyers 2019). The key difference to open-access instruments is that policymakers
control who participates. Specific regulations may stipulate which actor types should be represented; although,
agencies usually have some discretion regarding who may become a member of such committees. Given this for-
mat, the number of stakeholders in advisory committees is usually lower than the number involved in public con-
sultations (Braun 2012). As agency leaders enjoy discretion regarding whom they consult, they can use this
mechanism to diversify access and, in doing so, prevent excessive dependence on one stakeholder type. Hence,
despite the smaller number of participants in committees (compared to open consultation), this consultation for-
mat has the potential to attract and facilitate deliberation among a more heterogeneous set of stakeholders (Arras
& Beyers 2019).

Overall, we expect that both citizens and regulated companies perceive open consultation arrangements in
which anyone who wishes to participate can do so as more acceptable than closed arrangements to which only a
limited number of stakeholders are invited. Public consultations have the potential to attract many stakeholders
and, as demonstrated by Rasmussen et al. 2014 and colleagues (2014), might be particularly effective in facilitat-
ing the mobilization of interests that reflect public opinion. Advisory committees are more exclusive than public
consultations because they grant privileged access to a limited set of stakeholders. However, consultations
through advisory committees may have some advantage compared to public consultations, as the former allows
agencies to clearly communicate important information such as who was consulted, the diversity of the consulted
stakeholders, and whether a consensual outcome was generated among these consultees.

While in general we expect that stakeholder involvement via advisory committees is perceived as less accept-
able than public consultations, we expect differences between company leaders and citizens, depending on the
configuration of interests represented on such committees.

From the perspective of companies, given the concentrated costs they face when confronted with regulatory
policies, it is crucial that business interests are heard. Therefore, we expect that decisions and procedures will be
perceived as more acceptable when stakeholders representing business interests belong to committees. This expec-
tation fits within a cooptation logic, assuming that stakeholders who are closely involved during decision-making
are less likely to oppose the outcomes later on (Selznick 1949). This logic implies that companies will be less sup-
portive of procedures that do not involve business interests; they might even perceive such procedures as just as
(un)acceptable as decision-making without any stakeholder consultation. Citizens, on the other hand, are more
likely to exhibit a stronger allegiance to citizen groups, which often strive for stricter regulations (such as con-
sumer groups or environmental NGOs) (Dür et al. 2015, p. 952; Dür & Mateo 2016). Citizens are therefore
expected to prefer the inclusion of citizen groups in advisory committees and will be less supportive of proce-
dures that involve only business interests. One might even expect that, for citizens, stakeholder involvement via
committees that include business interests exclusively will be considered as equally (un)acceptable as no consulta-
tion at all.

Finally, consultation via committees that display a balance of interests, namely those that include both busi-
ness and citizen interests, will be perceived as more acceptable than consultation via committees that include only
one type of stakeholder. We expect this effect to work similarly for citizens and companies. Studies have indicated
that regulated industries are better able than citizens’ groups to mobilize resources over prolonged periods of
time, are more actively involved in consultations, and have better access to agencies (Furlong & Kerwin 2005;
Yackee & Yackee 2006; Fraussen et al. 2014; Yackee 2014; Chalmers 2015; Young & Pagliari 2015; Pagliari &
Young 2016). From the perspective of citizens, a balanced representation may help to counter the assumed
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dominance of business interests in gaining access to and exerting influence on regulatory decision-making
(Bernauer & Gampfer 2013; Damonte et al. 2014; Bernauer et al. 2016). However, business interests may also pre-
fer a balance of interests on committees, if representation of their views is guaranteed. Deliberation among stake-
holders with different interests increases the overall legitimacy of regulations and prevents the perception that
business dominates regulatory decision-making.

Our hypotheses with respect to consultation arrangements can be summarized as follows:

Hypothesis 1. Decision-making with any stakeholder consultation will be perceived as more acceptable
(strong procedure and decision acceptance) than no consultation.
Hypothesis 2. Public consultations will generate the strongest procedure and decision acceptance, followed by
advisory committees that display a balance of business and citizen groups.
Hypothesis 3a. For citizens, committees that exclusively include citizen groups will be considered more
acceptable than committees with only business representatives. Citizens might perceive the latter as equally
(un)acceptable as no consultation at all.
Hypothesis 3b. For company leaders, committees with exclusively business representatives will be considered
more acceptable than committees with only citizen groups. Company leaders might perceive the latter as
equally (un)acceptable as no consultation at all.

Table 1 summarizes how our expectations imply a ranking of the varying effects of consultation arrangements
on procedure and decision acceptance.

These hypotheses presume a procedural logic, namely that consultation arrangements– open versus closed
and types of stakeholders consulted – affect the extent to which citizens and regulated companies perceive
decision-making procedures and/or outcomes as legitimate. Citizens positively perceive procedures that consult
stakeholders, and the more they perceive procedures as just, the more likely they are to accept decisions even if
these decisions run counter their basic convictions. Procedures, not outcomes, drive legitimacy perceptions. This
relation implies that both procedure and decision acceptance are positively affected by the consultation arrange-
ments (Hypotheses 1, 2, 3a and 3b). Nonetheless, one could alternatively hypothesize that the acceptance of regu-
latory decisions is not substantially affected by the consultation arrangements. Instead, decision acceptance is
primarily shaped by the overall predisposition toward government intervention (Grimmelikhuijsen & Meijer 2012;
de Fine Licht 2014b). If so, individuals care much more about policy outputs, more precisely about the extent to
which regulatory outcomes align with their basic policy views, than about the decision-making procedure that
was followed (see also Murphy et al. 2009; Gifford & Reisig 2019, p. 384). The pivotal importance of outputs
makes the adopted consultation procedures a lesser concern. The implication is that the effects hypothesized in
Table 1 only apply to procedure acceptance, but not to decision acceptance.

Few experimental studies control for how overall ideological orientations shape decision acceptance
(Grimmelikhuijsen & Meijer 2012; Bernauer & Gampfer 2013; de Fine et al. 2014; de Fine Licht 2014a). However,
it is generally presumed that citizens with a leftist political orientation are more prepared to accept government
intervention that regulates and controls business activities (Hooghe et al. 2002; Prosser 2016). Conversely, busi-
ness interests and citizens with a rightist orientation are less prone to accept interventionist regulatory outcomes.
Therefore, more leftist and pro-regulation-oriented individuals will find more stringent environmental regulations
more acceptable.

Table 1 Consultation arrangements and the effect on procedure and decision acceptance

Individual citizens
No consultation ≤ committee only business groups < committee only citizen groups < committee business and citizen
groups < public consultation

Companies
No consultation ≤ committee only citizen groups < committee only business groups < committee business and citizen
groups < public consultation
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However, one might ask whether and under what conditions someone who is negatively predisposed toward
government intervention is willing to accept an unfavorable outcome (for instance, more stringent regulation).
Instead of positing a direct effect of left-right orientation on decision acceptance, we hypothesize, in line with
recent political science studies, that a decision that is in conflict with basic ideological orientations becomes more
acceptable if individuals believe that the decision was made through an acceptable decision-making procedure
(Esaiasson 2010; Esaiasson et al. 2016, 2017; Strebel et al. 2018; for a similar argument in the procedural justice
literature Murphy et al. 2009). Conversely, procedure acceptance matters less for decision acceptance when an
outcome corresponds with an individual’s political orientation. Or, a positive assessment of the decision-making
process, more precisely the consultation arrangement that was adopted, attenuates the experience of costly poli-
cies. Hence, we posit the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4. The more individuals judge a decision-making procedure as acceptable, the greater the accep-
tance of decisions countering their political orientation.

4. Research design

To test whether and how consultations lead to procedure and decision acceptance, we conducted a survey experi-
ment in which subjects were randomly presented with one of five newspaper articles about a fictitious regulation.
Each article reported that the European Environment Agency (EEA) had proposed a new policy that would
require organic packaging for all food products beginning in 2020 as part of a series of measures to reduce green-
house gas emissions in the fight against climate change. Banning conventional plastics made from fossil fuels
would decrease greenhouse gas emissions and reduce plastic pollution. True, the EEA has no formal competence
to propose concrete regulations, nor does it organize formal consultations with organized interests. Yet, the EEA,
whose main task is to disseminate expertise and knowledge, can assist the EU institutions in environmental pol-
icymaking and in this regard, it can formulate policy recommendations. Moreover, the EU regulation establishing
the EEA does not prevent the EEA to consult with stakeholders (many EU agencies organize consultations, even
if the framework legislation does not provide for consultation mechanisms; see Arras & Braun 2018). The main
reason for designing an experiment with a fictitious case, which at the same time has real-world resonance, was
to limit the impact of unmeasured confounding factors such as ongoing political debates or media attention. The
presentation of the newspaper article was followed by a short questionnaire. Although the vignette itself did not
inform respondents about the fictitious nature of the case, we debriefed respondents by mentioning: (i) the ficti-
tious nature of the case; and (ii) the fact that respondents were randomly assigned to one of the experimental
stimuli (see Online Appendix). We also clarified the experimental design and respondents were given the oppor-
tunity to contact us for further questions.

Needless to say, environmental regulations can be highly contested and controversial, so that agencies are
pressured to find a balance among the conflicting objectives put forward by various stakeholders. Biodegradable
packaging, as well as transforming existing production processes, would incur considerable costs compared to
maintaining the status quo (continued reliance on conventional plastics). The case may also imply costs for citi-
zens, namely higher production costs may entail higher consumer prices and lower purchasing power. Of course,
the regulation may generate benefits, namely a cleaner environment, but these are long-term diffuse benefits. In
short, the following factors characterizing the new regulation were kept constant in each vignette: (i) diffuse bene-
fits (environmental protection); (ii) concentrated costs to the targeted industries; and (iii) costs to consumers in
terms of purchasing power.

We designed five different versions of the newspaper article; each varied in the extent to which stakeholders
were involved during the development of the regulation, while keeping other factors constant. This approach cre-
ated the five experimental conditions listed in Table 2.

We operationalized procedure and decision acceptance using a slightly adapted version of questions devel-
oped by de Fine Licht (2011); de Fine Licht (2014a, 2014b); de Fine Licht et al. 2014). Procedure acceptance was
measured by the following questions:
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1 What do you think of how the decision was made?
2 How fairly do you think the decision was made?
3 How fairly do you think you were treated when the decision was made?

Regarding decision acceptance, we asked the following questions:

1 What do you think of the decision to require organic packaging for all foods?
2 How fair do you think the decision to require organic packaging for all foods is?
3 Given that the decision to require organic packaging for all foods involves costs, how acceptable do you

find the decision?

The response format comprised seven-point scales ranging from 1 (“very bad,” “very unfair,” or “very unac-
ceptable”) to 7 (“very good,” “very fair,” or “very acceptable”) that were presented using a horizontal slider.
Cronbach’s alpha values for the procedure acceptance items are 0.90 (citizens) and 0.93 (companies); the values
for the decision acceptance items are 0.90 (citizens) and 0.89 (companies). We combined the items in two addi-
tive indices ranging from 3 (minimum) to 21 (maximum), a procedure acceptance index based on the responses
to the first three items and a decision acceptance index based on the responses to the next three items. Left–right
orientation was measured by asking respondents to position themselves within a 0–10 range (using a horizontal
slider), with 0 indicating the most leftist position and 10 the most rightist position. Table A1 in the Online
Appendix presents an overview of the dependent and independent variables.

The experiment was conducted with two types of subjects: citizens and company leaders. For the citizens, we
relied on a web-survey panel of citizens established by the research group Media, Movements, and Politics at the
University of Antwerp, Belgium. To determine whether the five vignettes worked as intended, we conducted a
pilot study among 962 individuals who are part of the panel of which 376 individuals completed a pilot question-
naire. The respondents could provide us with feedback at the end of the questionnaire and their comments
allowed us to improve the measurement instrument. We did not use these responses in the final analysis, due to
small textual changes to the vignettes and some of the questions. The initial control vignette – measuring the no
consultation condition – reported the regulatory outcome without providing information about whether or how
stakeholders were involved. This led to numerous comments from respondents who received this vignette stating
that they were not able to answer questions about stakeholder involvement due to a lack of information. There-
fore, instead of including the control vignette, we opted for a more realistic approach, wherein the control condi-
tion explicitly informed respondents that neither business organizations nor consumer groups were involved
during the decision-making process (see also Esaiasson et al. 2017, p. 748; de Fine Licht 2014a). No substantial
changes were made to the other four vignettes. We approached 4,685 individuals on the citizen panel, of whom
2,138 completed the final survey (response rate = 46%).

The list of companies was retrieved from the Belgian Crossroads Bank for Enterprises (CBE); the official reg-
ister owned by the Belgian government that documents the official legal status of enterprises and organizations in
Belgium. Given that the experimental conditions involved policymaking with respect to food packaging, we
selected companies that are active in industries directly affected by such regulation. Based on 61 relevant NACE
codes, we selected 5,148 companies in the food processing, packaging, retailing, and hospitality industries (for
instance, restaurants, bars, food stores, and hotels).1 For each company, the CBE provides an e-mail address (usu-
ally that of the manager, the CEO, or a spokesperson), and this was used to invite company leaders to participate
in the experiment. In total, 228 company leaders took part in the experiment (response rate = 4.4%).

Table 2 Experimental conditions and assignment of citizens and companies (N)

Citizens Companies

Condition I No consultation 436 49
Condition IIa Committee only business groups 427 43
Condition IIb Committee only citizen groups 421 40
Condition IIc Committee business and citizen groups 435 48
Condition III Public consultation 419 48
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As our subjects were part of a self-selected citizen panel, the results may not be representative of the broader
population, which is part of a broader problem with the low external validity of experimental studies. To address
these concerns, we implemented a wide range of robustness and manipulation checks. Details on key design fea-
tures are reported in the Online Appendix; it concerns a clarification of sample representativeness and response
rates, background information on the composition of the citizen panel, the overall set-up of the experimental
study, specific tests to reveal whether the experimental conditions worked as intended, and robustness checks
with eight control variables testing whether the random assignment of subjects to the five conditions did not
result in confounding factors.

5. Results

To test the hypotheses, we proceeded in two steps. First, we tested Hypothesis 1, 2, 3a and 3b by running four
analyses of variance (ANOVA) tests summarizing how the five experimental treatments affect procedure and
decision acceptance (Table 3). As the randomization did not work well for the variable “general attitude towards

Table 3 The effect of consultation arrangement on procedure and decision acceptance (Hypothesis 1, 2, 3a and 3b)

Procedure Decision

Citizen Company Citizen Company

Model I Model II Model III Model IV

Intercept 0.35 (0.01)*** 0.25 (0.03)*** 0.71 (0.01)*** 0.60 (0.04)***
Stakeholder consultation:

I. No consultation (=ref.) — — — —

IIa. Closed only business 0.01 (0.01) 0.09 (0.02) −0.09 (0.02) −0.00 (0.06)
IIb. Closed only consumers 0.08 (0.01)*** 0.05 (0.05) −0.00 (0.02) −0.02 (0.06)
IIc. Closed business and consumers 0.17 (0.02)*** 0.19 (0.05)*** 0.00 (0.02) 0.01 (0.06)
III. Public consultation 0.09 (0.02)*** 0.14 (0.05)** −0.02 (0.02) 0.06 (0.06)

R2 0.07 0.08 0.00 0.01
F 39.10 4.79 0.74 0.56
Df 4 4 4 4
N 2,138 219 2,138 219

*P < 0.05; **P < 0.01; ***P < 0.001.
All variables are scores to range from 0 to 1; unstandardized regression coefficients; standard errors in parentheses

Table 4 The interaction effect of political orientation and procedure acceptance on decision acceptance (Hypothesis 4)

Individual citizens Company leaders

Non-interactive
Model V

Interactive
Model VI

Non-interactive
Model VII

Interactive
Model VIII

Intercept 0.60 (0.01)*** 0.68 (0.02)*** 0.55 (0.06)*** 0.54 (0.09)***
Procedure acceptance
(PA)

0.51 (0.02)*** 0.33 (0.04)*** 0.41 (0.07)*** 0.45 (0.21)*

Left–right −0.22 (0.02)*** −0.36 (0.04)*** −0.14 (0.08) −0.12 (0.14)
Procedure PA × left–right 0.36 (0.07)*** −0.07 (0.35)
R2 0.29 0.29 0.15 0.15
F 429.66 297.26 18.65 12.39
Df 2 3 2 3
N 2,138 2,138 213 213

*P < 0.05; **P < 0.01; ***P < 0.001.
All variables are scores to range from 0 to 1; unstandardized regression coefficients; standard errors in parentheses.
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consultations,” we tested additional models with this control variable (and left–right orientation); these models
are reported in the Online Appendix (Table A3 and Table A4). Second, Table 4 tests Hypothesis 4 on how proce-
dure acceptance moderates the impact of political orientation on decision acceptance. To simplify the interpreta-
tion and comparison of the regression coefficients, we scaled dependent and independent variables on a [0–1]-
interval, which eases the comparison of the magnitude of the unstandardized coefficients. Levene- and White-
tests demonstrated that the assumption of homogeneity of variances was not met in Model I (Table 3) and Model
IV–VIII (Table 4). Therefore, all models were re-estimated with heteroscedasticity-consistent standard errors
(or Huber-White standard errors) and a Welch-test; these analyses show almost identical results compared to the
findings reported in this paper. Details are available in the Online Appendix.

In Model I (Table 3), we observe that how stakeholders are consulted significantly affects the extent to which
citizens accept the decision-making procedure. The control condition of no stakeholder consultation is considered
as less acceptable than arrangements with consultations, which confirms Hypothesis 1 for citizens. As expected,
the insignificant coefficient for consultation via an advisory committee in which only business interests are repre-
sented indicates that such closed consultations are not significantly different from the no consultation condition
(F(1,2,138) = 0.53, P = 0.4679). Individuals find committees with only citizen groups more acceptable than consul-
tations with only business stakeholders (F(1,2,138) = 17.44, P = 0.0001, ω2 = 0.01, CI95% = [0.00, 0.02]). This sup-
ports Hypothesis 3a, for citizens, committees with only citizen groups are more acceptable than committees with
only business representatives; the latter are seen as equally unacceptable as procedures without consultations. The
most accepted arrangement is, contrary to what we proposed with Hypothesis 2, a closed consultation rather than
a public consultation. More precisely, advisory committees with both business and citizen groups are perceived
more positively than open consultations. The positive impact of this condition on procedure acceptance is signifi-
cantly higher than the effect of no consultations (F(1,2,138) = 119.22, P = 0.0001, ω2 = 0.05, CI95% = [0.04,0.07]),
public consultations (F(1,2,138) = 22.25, P = 0.0001, ω2 = 0.01, CI95% = [0.00,0.02]), closed consultations involving
only consumer groups (F(1,2,138) = 34.87, P = 0.0001, ω2 = 0.02, CI95% = [0.01,0.03]), and closed consultations
with only business stakeholders (F(1,2,138) = 102.74, P = 0.0001, ω2 = 0.05, CI95% = [0.03,0.06]). Concretely, the
predicted procedure acceptance for these mixed closed arrangements is 0.51(CI95% = [0.49, 0.54]), substantially
higher than the acceptance of the no consultation condition (ŷ = 0.35, CI95% = [0.32, 0.37]), the open consultation
condition (ŷ = 0.44, CI95% = [0.42, 0.46]), and consultations with only business (ŷ = 0.35, CI95% = [0.32, 0.37]) or
consumer representatives only (ŷ = 0.42, CI95% = [0.40, 0.44]).

Model II (Table 3) presents the results for company leaders. As expected, procedures with consultations are
considered more acceptable than the no consultation condition (Hypothesis 1). While arrangements with only
business stakeholders are not considered as more acceptable than those with only consumer interests (F(1,219)
= 0.92, P = 0.3383), similar to citizens, the most acceptable procedure is a closed arrangement where both busi-
ness interests and citizen groups are represented. The acceptance of this arrangement is significantly higher than
the no consultation condition (F(1,219) = 15.72, P = 0.0001, ω2 = 0.06, CI95% = [0.02, 0.14]) and closed consulta-
tion with only consumer stakeholders (F(1,219) = 8.10, P = 0.0049, ω2 = 0.03, CI95% = [0.00, 0.10]). Concretely, the
predicted procedure acceptance is 0.44 (CI95% = [0.37, 0.50]) for mixed arrangements, which is higher than the
predicted outcome for the no consultation condition (ŷ = 0.25, CI95% = [0.19, 0.32]) and the only consumers con-
dition (ŷ = 0.30, CI95% = [0.23, 0.37]). It should be noted that the predicted effect of a mixed arrangement (ŷ
= 0.44) does not differ significantly from the open consultations (ŷ = 0.39; F(1,219) = 1.12, P = 0.2903) or consulta-
tions with only business groups (ŷ = 0.35, F(1,219) = 3.54, P = 0.0611). Hence, Hypotheses 2 and 3b are partially
confirmed. More precisely, company leaders view a consultation with only citizen groups as equally (un)accept-
able as the no consultation condition (F(1,219) = 0.92, P = 0.3377) (Hypothesis 4), but they prefer mixed arrange-
ments (Hypothesis 2) over other arrangements (including those with only business representatives).

Models III and IV (Table 3) demonstrate that, for both citizens and company leaders, decision acceptance is
not substantially affected by the consultation arrangement. Hence, the expected effects (Hypotheses 1, 2, 3a and
3b) apply for procedure acceptance, but not for decision acceptance. Table A4 in the Online Appendix adds two
control variables – left–right and general attitude toward consultations – and demonstrates a significant effect of
political orientation. In addition to the consultation arrangement, political orientation also significantly affects
procedure acceptance, although the magnitude of this effect is less substantial. The more leftist, the more accept-
able an individual finds the adopted decision-making procedure. Moreover, compared to procedure acceptance,
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the effect of political orientation is greater for decision acceptance. More precisely, if citizens move from the most
leftist (0) to the most rightist position (1), their predicted decision acceptance decreases on average by 0.23 (SEB
= 0.02, P < 0.0001, CI95% = [−0.27, −0.19]); a similar effect is observed for company leaders (B = −0.21, SEB
= 0.09, P = 0.0197, CI95% = [−0.39, −0.03]). This result is also reflected when comparing the descriptive results in
Table A1; average citizens are, compared to company leaders, more prone to accept the decision and the proce-
dure. Moreover, average company leaders are positioned more to the right, which corresponds with their lower
propensity to accept the proposed regulation. In line with the alternative expectation, while procedure acceptance
is affected by the consultation arrangement, decision acceptance remains unaffected by the consultation arrange-
ment. In addition, a right-wing orientation lowers the propensity to accept the consultation arrangement, but it
especially suppresses the propensity to accept a policy decision entailing a stricter and potentially costly regula-
tion on food packaging.

We hypothesized that individuals might care more about the extent to which regulatory outcomes align with
their overall predisposition toward government intervention, than about inputs or the quality of the adopted
consultation arrangement (Grimmelikhuijsen & Meijer 2012; de Fine Licht 2014b). Can we conclude that
decision-making procedures (and for instance the involvement of stakeholders)are of a lesser concern? Under
what conditions are citizens or company leaders, including those negatively predisposed toward government
intervention, prepared to accept unfavorable policies (for instance, more stringent regulations)? Hypothesis 4
states that decisions that conflict with basic political convictions may become more acceptable if individuals
believe that the decision was made through procedures they consider as more acceptable.

Model V (citizens) and Model VII (company leaders) in Table 4 demonstrate that procedure acceptance is
positively related to decision acceptance; more precisely, the difference in the predicted decision acceptance
between the lowest-scoring (0) and the highest-scoring respondent (1) on the procedure acceptance scale is 0.50
(SEB = 0.02, P < 0.0001, CI95% = [0.47, 0.54]) for citizens and 0.41 (SEB = 0.07, P < 0.0001, CI95% = [0.27, 0.55])
for companies. For citizens, we still observe a significant impact of political orientation, but for companies we
find that the average change in decision acceptance due to political orientation is insignificant. Model VIII rejects

Figure 1 Predicted decision acceptance by procedure acceptance and left–right orientation (Model IV, 95% confidence
interval).
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Hypothesis 4 for company leaders, namely that procedure acceptance moderates the impact of left–right orienta-
tion. However, similar as for citizens, the relation between the consultation arrangement and decision acceptance
runs indirectly via procedure acceptance. The predicted values clearly illustrate the significant relation between
procedure acceptance and decision acceptance; the average predicted decision acceptance equals 0.61 (CI95% =
[0.55, 0.66]) but increases to 0.88 (CI95% = [0.78, 0.98]) at the highest level of procedure acceptance, while it is
0.47 (CI95% = [0.41, 0.54]) at the lowest level.

Model VI confirms Hypothesis 4 by indicating a significant interaction between procedure acceptance and
left–right orientation. The impact of political orientation clearly depends on the extent to which citizens judge a
consultation arrangement in a positive way. Figure 1 presents the predicted decision acceptance (y-axis) as a
function of left–right orientation (x-axis) for three levels of procedure acceptance (red slope = 33.3% highest
acceptance; green slope = 33.3% medium acceptance; blue slope = 33.3% lowest acceptance). Significance tests
reported in the Online Appendix (Table A5) demonstrate that, at varying levels of political orientation, the slopes
are statistically different from each other. Although each slope indicates a lower decision acceptance as someone
becomes more rightist, the overall decision acceptance is higher for individuals with higher procedure acceptance.
Importantly, it is especially among respondents with low procedure acceptance that we observe a steep decline in
the predicted decision acceptance (blue slope; decrease from ŷ = 0.72, CI95% = [0.69, 0.75] to ŷ = 0.36, CI95% =
[0.33, 0.40]) when the respondents become more right-wing. Similarly, predicted decision acceptance declines
much less (red slope; decrease from ŷ = 0.91, CI95% = [0.88, 0.95] to ŷ = 0.80, CI95% = [0.77, 0.84]) when some-
body is right-wing and demonstrates a high level of procedure acceptance. Outcomes that are less congruent with
an individual’s ideological view are more readily accepted if consultation arrangements are judged positively and
procedure acceptance matters less for decision acceptance when an outcome corresponds with the individual’s
political orientation. Hence, trust in the decision-making procedure and in the related consultation arrangement
attenuates the experience of potentially controversial policies.

6. Discussion and conclusion

We set out to analyze the relation between consultations and legitimacy in the specific context of an environmen-
tal regulation. We hypothesized that regulatory decision-making is perceived as more legitimate when procedures
facilitate stakeholder input and/or guarantee throughput legitimacy. With respect to the consultation arrange-
ments, we distinguished between open and closed procedures, namely public consultations in which anyone who
wishes to participate can do so versus advisory committees with only a limited set of stakeholders that enjoy
access to the decision-making process. Additionally, we made a distinction between heterogenous advisory com-
mittees (with business and citizen interests) and more homogeneous advisory committees (only business or only
citizen interests). Alternatively, we expected that how decisions are made would not matter for decision accep-
tance, if regulatory outcomes are in line with an individual’s political orientation.

We tested these expectations via a survey experiment among citizens and companies in Belgium. Our main
experimental result is that consultations can indeed improve procedure acceptance, but have no direct effect on
decision acceptance. Individuals who agree with decisions may care less about specific consultation arrangements.
Therefore, whatever the decision-making procedure, they will, because they agree with the regulatory outcome,
demonstrate greater procedure acceptance. Hence, we should be cautious with qualifying the association between
procedure and decision acceptance as a causal relationship. It could be that most of our respondents are so favor-
able about the outcome that they simply care less about consultation arrangements. Although the uncontested
nature of climate change in Belgium is reflected in the high decision acceptance among both citizens and com-
pany leaders, the acceptance values still indicate substantial variation. Whereas the average decision acceptance is,
measured on a 0-1 scale, 0.61 for companies and 0.71 for citizens, 40% of the citizens and 63% of the company
leaders did not approve (scored 0.33 or lower on the decision acceptance scale) or only weakly supported (scored
lower, namely between 0.33 and 0.66 on the decision acceptance scale) the regulation. Hence, different results
might be obtained in political systems where this topic is more divisive (for instance, climate change policies in
the US) or in areas about which citizens hold strong moral convictions (for instance, immigration and border
control, see de Fine Licht 2014b; Earle & Siegrist 2008).
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Some might conclude that procedure and decision acceptance are so closely related that they in fact are com-
ponents representing one single underlying trait (Jackson 2018, pp. 152–153). However, a significant statistical
correlation does not confirm conceptual equivalence. Instead, the differential effect of the consultation arrange-
ment on the two dependent variables (Table 3) suggests that procedure and decision acceptance are two distinct,
albeit related, concepts. True, Table 3 does not demonstrate a direct effect of the consultation arrangement on
decision acceptance, but it confirms that the consultation arrangement directly improves procedure acceptance.
The next analysis (Table 4) demonstrates that procedure acceptance is positively related to decision acceptance
and that, among citizens, procedure acceptance moderates the impact of political orientation on decision accep-
tance. Procedure acceptance makes it for individuals with a less pro-regulatory disposition easier to accept a
potentially costly regulation. This interaction effect, and relatedly the efforts of agencies to improve procedure
acceptance, are not irrelevant, as it may clarify why, with respect to this issue, rightist individuals accept a regula-
tory outcome. This confirms earlier findings in both the political science (Esaiasson 2010; Esaiasson
et al. 2016, 2017; Strebel et al. 2018) and procedural justice literature (Murphy et al. 2009) stating that procedural
legitimacy or procedural justice is more important for decision acceptance or compliance among individuals who
are confronted with regulations that conflict with their basic beliefs. Conversely, the moderation effect is much
weaker for individuals who perceive a policy as legitimate; these individuals will accept regulations irrespective of
the nature of the decision-making process.

We admit that the significant interaction effects of political orientation and procedure acceptance do not
demonstrate a causal relationship. However, theoretically it is plausible that basic political orientations (such as
left–right) are more deeply ingrained than and precede the adoption of policy positions with respect to concrete
issues (Sabatier 1988; Yee 1996). Ideological predispositions do not abruptly change when individuals are con-
fronted with specific political events (such as concrete regulatory decisions). Rather, it is plausible to presume that
an individual’s positioning with respect to concrete policy issues is shaped by his or her basic political
orientations.

We can draw three other relevant conclusions. First, although open consultations have been promoted as a
tool that can be used to reach a wider public and thereby render decision-making more inclusive, thus improving
the legitimacy of regulatory governance, our results suggest that open consultations are not a miracle solution to
increase procedural legitimacy. Second, concerning consultations through advisory committees, where the set of
invited stakeholders is more identifiable (compared to public consultations), individuals are sensitive to the con-
figurations in which their interests as consumers or as company leaders are not represented. Specifically, com-
pany leaders consider committees that include only citizen groups equivalent to the “no consultation” condition,
while citizens perceive no difference between committees that include exclusively business interests and the “no
consultation” condition. Third, consultations characterized by a diverse set of interests – citizen groups and busi-
ness interests – have the strongest potential to improve legitimacy perceptions by both citizens and companies
(Bernauer et al. 2016, pp. 441–444). These results point to the crucial importance of throughput legitimacy; espe-
cially preventing the dominance of one particular stakeholder type and the importance of facilitating interactions
between stakeholders with different views, eventually leading to better regulatory outcomes (de Fine Licht
et al. 2014).

While we designed our study to maximize theoretical validity and while our results are in line with those of
several recent studies (Esaiasson 2010; Bernauer & Gampfer 2013; Bernauer et al. 2016; Esaiasson et al. 2016, 2017;
Arnesen 2017; Porumbescu & Grimmelikhuijsen 2018; Strebel et al. 2018), we should remain cautious about gen-
eralizing to other institutional contexts. The study implemented among Belgian subjects might have affected the
research outcome. The experimental conditions referred to instances in which stakeholders are actively involved
in decision-making processes; these practices resemble corporatist forms of policymaking with which Belgians are
quite familiar. The consensual nature of Belgian politics might make respondents more sensitive, perhaps in a
positive way, to negotiated outcomes (see also Esaiasson et al. 2017). Hence, it would be worthwhile to conduct
similar experiments among individuals who are socialized in more pluralist contexts (for instance, the UK or
the US).

Future research should examine the relation between consultations and legitimacy across different policies
and institutional contexts, including policies that aim to deregulate the status quo, and could include more con-
troversial issues in other areas. Another useful topic for follow-up research concerns the role of information and
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policy complexity; we can imagine that highly complex cases require different and more elaborate consultation
arrangements. For instance, our tests presumed that agencies use one single consultation format, while in reality
agencies combine open and closed consultations with informal interactions and often vary the use of consultation
instruments during various stages of the policy process (West 2004). Therefore, relevant avenues for future
research concern how combinations of consultation instruments affect legitimacy perceptions.

Finally, citizens’ perceptions of consultations may not reflect the actual extent of stakeholder input or the type
of consultations, but rather result from cues reported in the media (de Fine Licht 2011; de Fine Licht et al. 2014;
de Fine Licht 2014a). Conventional laboratory experiments simulating actual decision-making procedures, rather
than survey experiments, may shed more light on how the actual extent or the consultation formats would affect
procedure and decision acceptance. Nonetheless, our results point to the importance of how policymakers them-
selves communicate about and explain to stakeholders and the general public the policymaking process and its
outcome (Esaiasson et al. 2017, p. 742; Porumbescu & Grimmelikhuijsen 2018). Ultimately, citizens and compa-
nies need to be informed about policies and how these were established, and the news media play a pivotal role
in that regard. Although a possible disturbing implication of our analysis is that how policymakers and the news
media report on actual policy processes could make citizens vulnerable to manipulation, a positive result is that
consultations, if these facilitate deliberative interactions with and among a diverse array of stakeholders, may con-
tribute positively to legitimacy perceptions among citizens and regulated companies.
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Endnotes
1NACE stands for the French ‘Nomenclature Statistique des Activités économiques dans la Communauté Européenne’, which
is equivalent to the United Nations ‘International Standard Industrial Classification of All Economic Activities’ISIC classifica-
tion system (ISIC). The list of 61 NACE-codes can be obtained from the authors.
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