Appendix
[bookmark: Experimental_details]RANDOMIZATION CHECKS
[bookmark: Non-response_bias_]Non-response bias 
We tested for non-response bias by comparing respondent demographic characteristics to pre-experimental known demographics for the whole population (obtained via the HR department). A Pearson χ2 test show that there are no significant differences between respondents and non-respondents on age (χ2 = 53.580, p = 0.153), duration of employment (χ2 = 38.242, p = 0.637), type of contract (χ2 = 1.895, p = 0.169), and gender (χ2 = 1.317, p = 0.251). If we compare our sample to all employees working at civil servants working at Dutch municipalities at the time of the data collection, we see that our sample is very similar in terms of age (48,89 years versus 48,1 year) but that the percentage of males in our population (46%) is lower than the national average (51,4%).
[bookmark: Post-randomization_check]Post-randomization check 
Additionally, we tested post-hoc for differences between the experimental groups by conducting a Pearson χ2 test. This test showed that there are no significant differences in age (χ2 = 119.301, p = 0.278), duration of employment (χ2 = 108.138, p = 0.637), gender (χ2 = 2.331, p = 0.507) and the type of contract (χ2 = 0.755, p = 0.860) between the four experimental groups.



Table A1. Composition of experimental groups
	variables
	Control
	Group 1
	Group 2
	Group 3

	Age
	49.08
	50.00
	47.36
	49.26

	
	(9.12)
	(8.71)
	(9.50)
	(8.45)

	Duration of employment
	13.14
	11.96
	12.36
	13.19

	
	(10.86)
	(10.22)
	(9.98)
	(11.47)

	Gender
	0.44
	0.40
	0.56
	0.45

	
	(0.50)
	(0.49)
	(0.50)
	(0.50)

	Type of contract
	0.92
	0.87
	0.87
	0.90

	
	(0.28)
	(0.21)
	(0.34)
	(0.30)

	N
	36
	45
	45
	31


Note. Standard errors between brackets.
No statistically significant differences in demographic variables at the 10% level (Pearson χ2 test) N = 157

Table A2. Minimal detectable effect size of randomization
	variables
	alpha
	power
	N
	delta
	m0
	ma
	sd

	Age
	0.05
	0.8
	67
	0.35
	49.08
	52.25
	9.12

	Duration of employment
	0.05
	0.8
	67
	0.35
	13.14
	16.91
	10.86

	Gender
	0.05
	0.8
	67
	0.35
	0.44
	0.61
	0.5

	Type of contract
	0.05
	0.8
	67
	0.35
	0.92
	1.02
	0.28


Note. Alpha 0.05, power standard 0.8. The two smallest Treatment Groups are tested to give the least conservative minimum detectable effect size.




EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS
Vignettes – low – and high complexity 
We manipulated the degree of complexity by varying the size of the projects. When projects are larger/have more impact, there are a higher number of unknowns. In vignettes one and two, emphasis was given to the magnitude of the potential financial implications. For vignettes three and four, the emphasis was put on the ‘practical size’ number of the project.
1. the development of an industrial port in municipality X Last year a research rapport of the [..] municipality showed that a container terminal in the industry port was unfeasible. However, due to new technological developments, a container terminal needs further consideration. The municipality [..] is asking you to write an advice rapport regarding the possibilities of an industrial port.
[low complexity] For the container terminal, a small investment is necessary; this investment can be made from municipal monetary reserves. It will be essential to make small budget cuts on other projects.
[high complexity] For the container terminal, the municipality has to make considerate investments. A possibility exists to take out a loan at the bank of Dutch municipalities (BNG). However, if the container terminal has a lower payoff than expected, the loan will have to be repaid by budget cuts on other projects.
The advice needs to describe how the municipality can approach this project. Which external stakeholders would you contact to make this rapport?
2. reconstruction of the historical city center A big fire occurred in the historical city center of [..]. Several properties from the middle ages are [mostly/partially] destroyed. The municipality [..] is asking you to write an advice rapport for the possibilities of the reconstruction of the historical city center.
[low complexity] 5 properties from the middle ages are partially destroyed. A small investment is needed to resort to its original state. This investment can be made from municipal reserves. Still, it will be essential to make small budget cuts on other projects. [high complexity] 25 properties from the middle ages are destroyed. A significant investment is needed to restore it to its original state. A possibility exists to take out a loan at the bank of Dutch municipalities (BNG). However, the loan needs to be repaid from budget cuts of other projects.
The advice needs to describe how the municipality can approach this project. Which external stakeholders would you contact to make this rapport?
3. no physical location for the municipality In 2013 the municipality of [another municipality] became the first municipality without a physical building. The different departments of the municipality are now changing locations for inhabitants in, for example, a retirement home. The municipality [..] is asking you to write an advice rapport for the possibilities to work without a physical location.
[low complexity] the old building will be partially available as a hub for frontline bureaucrats to meet. Still, a small part of the building will be available for start-ups.
[high complexity] the old building of the municipality will be used for start-ups. Thus a completely new work routine needs to be established.
The advice needs to describe how the municipality can approach this project. Which external stakeholders would you contact to make this rapport?
4. merging of municipalities The Netherlands has been reorganizing (splitting and joining) municipalities for quite some time. Around 1900 the Netherlands consisted of more than 1100 municipalities. Since the beginning of 2018, the number of municipalities due to reorganization has decreased to 380. At the beginning of 2019, the Netherlands will consist of 355 municipalities. Therefore, the municipality [..] is asking you to write an advice rapport for the possibilities for a municipal reorganization.
[low complexity] There are two possibilities when a municipal merge takes place, a regular merge or a light merge. With a regular merge, the involved municipalities are abolished, and a new municipality will start. With a light merge, at least one of the municipalities will not be abolished. This means no legal consequences for abolishing a municipality. However, there will be national regulations regarding the legal position of the employees.[..] is dealing with a light merge.
[high complexity] There are two possibilities when a municipal merge takes place, a regular merge or a light merge. With a regular merge, the involved municipalities are abolished a new municipality will start. With a light merge, at least one of the municipalities will not be abolished. This means no legal consequences for abolishing a municipality. There will be national regulations regarding the legal position of the employees.[..] is dealing with a regular merge.
The advice needs to describe how the municipality can approach this project. Which external stakeholders would you contact to make this rapport?

[bookmark: Measurement_information_search]Information search identification 
Stakeholders from the network of the municipality are included in the list and shown after each vignette. All stakeholders were alphabetically ordered. Below, we provide a description without a name or geographical identification to ensure anonymity. In all 4 vignettes, the list with stakeholders is identical.

1. External stakeholder related to transportation, distribution and warehousing, moving
2. Refuge center, refuge organization
3. Business park of City and surrounding villages
4. City centre manager, contact person for all businesses and social groups organized in the city

5. Partner in the knowledge and innovation center for future building. Contact between municipalities and organizations in the area.
6. Child protection services, social work organization per neighborhood
7. External stakeholders that arrange standard execution of permits, supervision, and enforcement of the environment.
8. Public administration partnership of 7 municipalities
9. Area Health Authority
10. Collaboration platform on tourism and economics of city of the larger geographical area
11. Higher education institutions: applied sciences, and sciences
12. Organization on medical care children and youth
13. Monument federation
14. Bank of Dutch municipality
15. Stakeholder related to standard regulations of the area regarding permits, supervision, and enforcement of the environment:
16. External organization in the social domain, with support for, among others; domestic
violence, debts, and psychological well-being
17. Neighborhood teams connected to the above organization (nr. 16)
18. An organized platform for residents
19. Police and district enforcement
20. Local court
21. Ministry of infrastructure and water management
22. Restorative institutions of monumental buildings and cultural heritage
23. The local news organization, radio, tv, newspaper
24. External investment company (mostly focus on real estate)
25. Safety association with 22 municipalities in the area
26. Regional water authority/waterboards
27. An organization that offers employment facility, social assistance and support for debts
28. Collaboration between 8 larger cities, regarding local neighborhood policies
29. Local housing corporation
30. Other(s): please indicate

[bookmark: Randomization_checks_][bookmark: Robustness_checks]


ROBUSTNESS CHECKS

[bookmark: _bookmark56]Table A3. Number of external stakeholders selected by frontline bureaucrats to inform their decision: no control variables added

	
	(Model 1)
H1
all complexity
	(Model 2)
H2
high complexity
	(Model 3)
H2
low complexity

	Social Nudge=1
	1.814∗∗∗ (2.76)
	
	

	Social Nudge for high complexity=1
	
	3.265∗∗∗ (3.62)
	

	Social Nudge for
	
	
	0.861

	low complexity=1
	
	
	(0.92)

	Constant
	5.216∗∗∗ (11.41)
	5.300∗∗∗ (9.21)
	5.111∗∗∗ (7.29)

	Observations
	157
	76
	81


t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01




Table A4. Poisson regression, number of external stakeholders selected by civil servants to inform their decision 
	
	(Model 1)
	(Model 2)
	(Model 3)
	(Model 4)

	
	H1 all complexity no controls
	H1 all complexity  
	H2 high complexity
	H2 low complexity

	
	
	
	
	

	Social Nudge=1
	0.298***
	0.304***
	
	

	
	(0.102)
	(0.108)
	
	

	Age
	
	0.00838
	-0.00126
	0.0176*

	
	
	(0.00637)
	(0.00656)
	(0.0100)

	Gender
	
	-0.0473
	0.279*
	-0.389***

	
	
	(0.121)
	(0.143)
	(0.151)

	Risk Aversion
	
	0.0169
	-0.000982
	0.0315

	
	
	(0.0179)
	(0.0232)
	(0.0231)

	Motivation to comply 
	
	0.0363
	0.00749
	0.0297

	
	
	(0.0430)
	(0.0379)
	(0.0836)

	Type of contract
	
	0.0454
	-0.00756
	0.187

	
	
	(0.132)
	(0.170)
	(0.188)

	Domain
	
	-0.0375
	-0.120
	-0.0330

	
	
	(0.0671)
	(0.0998)
	(0.0878)

	Social Nudge for high complexity=1
	
	
	0.547***
	

	
	
	
	(0.142)
	

	Social Nudge for
	
	
	
	0.171

	low complexity=1
	
	
	
	(0.149)

	Constant
	1.652***
	1.067***
	1.800***
	0.479

	
	(0.0567)
	(0.412)
	(0.486)
	(0.565)

	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	157
	146
	71
	75


Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1


2

ALTERNATIVE MEASUREMENTS
As described in the experimental design section and shown in the Appendix in the list of potential partners an open field was included. In this way, the participants could also include partners that were not pre-selected by the experimenters in collaboration with management. The open field was coded by the researchers. However, to prevent any coding effects (e.g. a number of influential citizens can be coded differently) we run estimations for two alternative dependent variables based on two iterations of coding. The correlation between the two measures is 97%.

[bookmark: _bookmark57]Table A5. Mean number of external stakeholders selected by frontline bureaucrats to inform their decision: alternative measures
Note: two alternative measures are constructed from different strategies of coding the open field of partners
                                                       Alternative measure 1                                                 Alternative measure 2

H1
all complexity
H2
high complexity
H2
low complexity
H1
all complexity
H2
high complexity	lo
H2
ow complexity
Social Nudge=1
1.247


1.214



(1.49)


(1.46)


Social Nudge for high complexity=1

3.524∗∗∗ (2.94)


3.314∗∗∗ (2.79)

Social Nudge for


-0.0793


0.0772
low complexity=1


(-0.07)


(0.06)
Constant
4.679∗
7.131∗
3.426
4.453
6.737∗
3.187

(1.68)
(1.78)
(0.88)
(1.61)
(1.70)
(0.82)
Demographics
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
Observations
146
71
75
146
71
75
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01












Table A6. Median number of external stakeholders selected by frontline bureaucrats to inform their decision
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	H1
	H1
	H2
	H2
	H2

	                                                all 
complexity
	all complexity
	high complexity
	low complexity
	high versus low complexity

	Social Nudge=1               1.500∗∗∗
                                                                         (3.38)
	1.257∗∗ (2.14)
	
	
	

	Social Nudge for high complexity=1
	
	1.848∗∗ (2.14)
	
	

	Social Nudge for
	
	
	0.836
	

	low complexity=1
	
	
	(0.84)
	

	Difference Nudge
high and low 
complexity=1
	
	
	
	1.944∗∗ (2.04)

	Constant	              4.500∗∗∗
	3.543∗
	2.197
	4.069
	1.844

	(14.59)
	(1.87)
	(0.81)
	(1.29)
	(0.54)

	Demographics	              NO
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Observations	157
	157
	76
	81
	76

	Note. Model 1 displays the results without control variables.
t statistics in parentheses

	∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01



