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T his corrigendum corrects errors in the pub-
lished version of my article “Does the Meeting
Style Matter? The Effects of Exposure to Par-

ticipatory and Deliberative School Board Meetings”
(Collins 2021). After reviewing my code, I have iden-
tified 5 errors. These errors involve using slightly
incorrect samples, miscoding one value of an indepen-
dent variable for the global analyses, and using incor-
rect subsamples for some categorical analyses. One
error affected the size of the results of one of the
subanalyses. Below, I summarize each error and its
consequences.
First, for the research design, all incomplete cases

and cases where respondents completed the sample in
less than 1 minute should have been eliminated. The
version of the results from the originally published
manuscript reports results that eliminate the vast
majority of these incomplete and too rapid cases. How-
ever, there was an additional line of code missing that
would have reduced the sample by 19 more cases.
Second, the research design also intended to eliminate
cases without posttreatment open-ended responses and
those who did not answer a final posttreatment ques-
tion about attending future meetings, but 40 of them
remained in the sample that was used for the estima-
tions. Third, individuals with household incomes
between $50K and $75K were accidentally coded as a
part of the low-income group ($50K or less).
In most cases, these errors did not change the inter-

pretation of the respective treatments relative to the
control group experiencing standard meetings. How-
ever, they do alter the specific estimates in the analysis.
The miscoded income error, for instance, changed the
size of the low-income group by less than 1 percentage
point (see updated descriptive statistics in the Supple-
mentaryMaterials). As a result, I updated estimates for
the figures that were impacted by this error, including
the standard error bars.
I also include ANOVA tests of differences in means

between the deliberation treatment, the participation
treatment, and the standard meeting, which tests
whether there are significant differences across the
three conditions. These results make it explicitly clear
that there are statistically significant differences at the
0.05 level in analyses of key groups for trust in school
boards in the overall sample (Figure 4) and among
those with low levels of pretreatment trust (Figure 5).

In addition, there are statistically significant differences
in the willingness to attend a meeting across the three
different conditions for the full sample (Figure 7),
among people of color in general (Figure 9), and
particularly among Asian Americans (Figure 10).
While these results are similar to those reported in
the published manuscript, the willingness to attend
future meetings is not statistically significantly different
across the three conditions for those who have never
attended a prior meeting (Figure 7) or white, Black, or
Latinx Americans (Figure 10).

The estimates for Figures 4, 9, and 10 differ slightly
from the original manuscript due to the change in the
sample.

The change in sample also leads to slight changes in
regression model estimates. Therefore, I am providing
updated estimations for Figure 6 and Figure 8. As the
figures show, the deliberation and participation treat-
ments, respectively, remain statistically different from
the standard meeting control.

Two additional errors do have implications for the
estimates in the paper. The two subanalyses in the
paper (individuals with low-trust pretreatment and
individuals with no prior meeting attendance) inadver-
tently included participants who did not fit into the
examined subcategories. When including only those
individuals with low levels of trust, the results are what
are now displayed on the amended Figure 5. The size of
the effects of the meetings changes slightly, with delib-
eration meetings still producing a statistically and
substantively significant improvement in trust over
standard meetings. However, there is no longer a
statistically significant difference between the partici-
pation and deliberation treatments.

To correct Figure 7, I used only individuals with no
prior meeting attendance for the subsample. When
doing so, the size the of the effects on those who had
not previously attended a meeting are smaller than
originally reported. The effect of the deliberation treat-
ment on that group is about half the size of the estimate
from the original paper, and it is no longer statistically
distinct from the participation treatment. Nonetheless,
the deliberation treatment still has a stronger effect
than the standard treatment, but the difference no
longer reaches statistical significance, which is largely
due to the change in sample size. Both the full sample
results (which are the same as the original paper) and
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FIGURE 4. (Amended): Posttreatment Trust in Local Officials, by Group Assignment

Note: Difference of means for posttreatment trust in school boards: F test = 3.111 (p = 0.045).

FIGURE 9. (Amended): Posttreatment Willingness to Attend a Meeting in the Future, by Group
Assignment and Identification as White or a Person of Color

Note: Difference of means for posttreatment willingness to attend a meeting for Persons of color: F test = 4.130 (p = 0.016) and for White
people: F test = 1.074 (p = 0.342).
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FIGURE 10. (Amended): Posttreatment Willingness to Attend a Meeting in the Future, by Group
Assignment and Race/Ethnicity

Note: Difference of means for posttreatment willingness to attend a meeting for White Americans: F test = 1.074 (p = 0.342), for Black
Americans: F test = 0.731 (p = 0.482), for Latinx Americans: F test = 1.262 (p = 0.285), for Asian Americans: F test = 4.149 (p = 0.016).

FIGURE 6. (Amended): Modeling Posttreatment Trust in Local Officials

Note: N = 1,980

Jonathan E. Collins
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FIGURE 8. (Amended): Modeling Posttreatment Willingness to Attend a Meeting

Note: N = 1,983

FIGURE 5. (Amended): Posttreatment Trust in Local Officials among Respondents with Low Levels of
Pretreatment Trust, by Group Assignment

Note: Difference of means for posttreatment trust F test = 3.322 (p = 0.037).
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the consistently stronger effect of the deliberation
treatment (though not as strong for those with no prior
meeting attendance as depicted in the original paper)
support the main argument of the paper.
These corrections also add conceptual clarity. As

in the original paper, the respondents who received
either the deliberation or participation treatments
are in many instances, including in the regression
results, statistically more likely to trust school boards
and express a willingness to attend a meeting in the
future. However, it is now even clearer that, statisti-
cally, the deliberation treatment is not definitely
more effective than the participation treatment. In
terms of raw averages, the former consistently out-
paces the latter, but the difference is not large
enough to be distinguishable from random noise.
This lack of statistical difference likely means that
the kind of public trust and empowerment that can

be generated through active public comment rests
more on whether members of the public speak than
whether the board responds. Under this larger idea
that “meeting style matters,” public engagement
within the varying styles seems to be what changes
perspectives on local meetings. Essentially, engage-
ment begets engagement.

All data and materials to verify the reproducibility of
the original and amended versions of the code have
been posted to the American Political Science Review
Dataverse: https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/K04IOD.
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FIGURE 7. (Amended): Posttreatment Differences in Willingness to Attend a Meeting in the Future by
Group Assignment

Note: Difference ofmeans for posttreatment willingness to attend ameeting for full sample F test= 3.991 (p= 0.019) and for no priormeeting
attendance F test = 0.932 (p = 0.394)
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS: SUMMARY STATISTICS (AMENDED)

Standard Participation Deliberation

N=732 N=723 N=730

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Trust in Boards (pre-treatment) 0.516 0.254 0.518 0.273 0.513 0.256
Trust in Boards (pre-treatment - high) 0.327 0.469 0.346 0.476 0.336 0.473
Trust in Boards (post-treatment) 0.452 0.303 0.497 0.286 0.520 0.274
Trust in Boards (post-treatment - high) 0.296 0.457 0.334 0.472 0.357 0.479
Trust in Boards (pre-treatment - low) 0.273 0.446 0.275 0.447 0.278 0.449
School Satisfaction 0.670 0.228 0.647 0.252 0.676 0.236
Board Leads Dialogues 0.662 0.244 0.640 0.263 0.666 0.258
Board Involves Community 0.626 0.262 0.610 0.278 0.625 0.272
Board Meeting Attendance 0.436 0.403 0.445 0.409 0.453 0.405
Not Active in Schools 0.254 0.436 0.266 0.442 0.239 0.427
Issue: Teacher Pay 0.194 0.396 0.213 0.410 0.184 0.387
Issue: Funding 0.302 0.459 0.297 0.457 0.316 0.465
Low Income 0.488 0.500 0.455 0.498 0.490 0.500
Female 0.522 0.500 0.524 0.500 0.527 0.500
Willing to Attend a Meeting 0.635 0.288 0.674 0.258 0.690 0.257
Willing to Attend a Meeting (high) 0.410 0.492 0.436 0.496 0.482 0.500
White 0.487 0.500 0.544 0.498 0.512 0.500
Latinx 0.097 0.296 0.090 0.286 0.085 0.279
Asian 0.219 0.414 0.198 0.399 0.222 0.416
Black 0.141 0.348 0.126 0.332 0.128 0.334
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