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The workshop comprised four parts:

i) an introductory talk by Stephen Coleman on what we know about eDeliberation;

ii) a review of ongoing research with contributions from all workshop participants 

iii) a discussion on the relationship between democratic theory and technological design

iv) future network collaborations

i) Introductory talk: What do we know about eDeliberation?

Professor Stephen Coleman
Deliberation as a concept

Ways of responding to politics: violence, voting, bargaining, deliberation
Historical tradition: 
a) Public judgement (Kant’s concept of philosophical deliberation as a form of publicity)
b) Tradition of communitarian judgement: encountering others (Rousseau, Habermas)

Definition of deliberation: characteristics: a) it has to involve a group, b) exchanging public reason c) with the intention of resolving a problematic situation.

Deliberation exists in many different domains:
a) defining common values

b) reflecting common policy

c) social repair mechanism

d) assessing the outcome of a policy


Where does deliberation happen?
a) Representative deliberation
b) Public deliberation

Two models of public deliberation:
1) Procedural deliberation (Habermas, Dahl, Rawls)

2) Substantive deliberation


Benefits of deliberation:

1) Public exchange of views

2) Encourages citizen to be more informed

3) Developing skills for arguing

4) Political consequences: increased trust

5) Increased range of views improves the quality of outcome


Barriers:

1) Problems with citizens’ confidence: making complex issues relevant to daily life

2) Scale 

3) Resource and cultural inequalities

4) Institutional resistance

eDeliberation and what we know from the literature


Claims that the Internet might enhance democracy:

i) transformative (Becker and Slaton; Toffler; Morris) 

ii) reinvigorating (Macintosh, Lusoli, Coleman)

Critics of this view:

i) Social inequality – exacerbated by digital divides

ii) Sunstein – group polarisation:  groupthink – populism – avoidance of complexity

iii) No effect on subsequent democratic behaviour

iv) Political-bureaucratic resistance


Four main reasons why eDeliberation is neither to be assigned to 1) or 2): 


1) Likelihood of digital divide

2) Group polarisation

3) No effect on political behaviour

4) Political and bureaucratic ignorance

Unexplored themes from existing literature


1) The relationship between public deliberation and bureaucratic institutions 
(timing of deliberation; consideration of policy cycles)

2) Comparison between on- and offline deliberation

3) Assessing the quality of deliberation

4) Building technologies to facilitate online-deliberation software


Problematic themes and problematics of eDeliberation

i) Rationalist discourse and the problem of unarticulated, latent, affective motives

ii) Deliberation and biographical reflexivity

iii) Exposing/challenging power 

iv) Problematising deliberative technologies: software code; licences; language; communicative protocols; netiquette

ii) Review of ongoing research


What has been your most interesting research work on eDeliberation?


· argumentation and rationality 

· moderation, organization and management of politicians’ participation
· organization of e-deliberation and its links to public decision

· equality and hierarchy of political opinions

· conflict, consensus and polarization in e-deliberation

· policy decisions on local level; local on-line discussion forum/community networks; assessment of potentials of ICT in relation to public deliberation on local affairs
· institutional civic networks;use of the Internet for political communication by civil society actors; examination of the development of electronically enhanced services for citizens

· analysis and comparison of on- and offline debates

· development of a framework to embed online deliberative policy exercises in governance processes and the institutions of (representative) democracy

· styles of citizenship
· development of software to evaluate deliberative processes; argument mapping; linear presentation of textual information in an online medium
· assessing the potential of ICT on eDeliberation and public affairs

What are the key lessons about eDeliberation that you would like to contribute to today’s discussion?


Politicians and institutions

· Equality: politicians tend to be treated as equals to citizens when they are online and debates are freed from traditional offline forms of discourse domination (absence of visible power symbols); The presence or absence of a third (public) party modifies the arguments of participants during their exchanges in online forums
· Participation: low presence of politicians and other decision makers in forums (even when they initiated the forum themselves); gap between initiatives with a) civil society background and b) traditional political background (low levels of ICT use); need for integration of ICT skills into institutions (problem: sectoral structure and limited internal communicational exchange); new political parties (e.g. Italy) are pioneers, using new models of political participation and communication
· Public sphere: fragmented world of new sub-publics and traditional old publics where political elites continue to debate via conventional mass media (challenge to create overlapping publics through ICTs)
· Quality: poor quality of online contributions (informal speech, spelling errors, low levels of knowledge) are discredited by both civil society users and politicians and affect their decision to participate
· Selection: Webmasters/moderators have different definitions of what is political which undermines the democratic approach and the transmission of messages to politicians

· Impact: low impact of forum outputs on political decision makers
· ‘Hot topics’: When strong conflicts and norms are at stake, politicians avoid debate

· Trend: shift from civil society participation to a flat dimension of administration services (e.g. Italy)

Citizens

· Equality: eDeliberation is against distinction on the basis of power, but social status continues to exist online; participation online is not more unequal than offline; eDeliberation can make sophisticated issues more accessible by finding ways to include people who are illiterate but affected by issues of discussions

· Participation: deep gap between citizens trying to have a dialogue with political institutions and the will of these institutions to answer (failure of eDeliberation in terms of consequences); citizens are more ready for eDeliberation than institutions and politicians; frustration with lack of interest can diminish citizens’ participation in the long run 

· Range of participants: online forums have enlarged the range of different types of people who participate (not the ‘usual suspects’); participants are not representative (monopolized debates by small number of Internet users); online discussion participants are younger and talk about their life; offline discussion participants are mostly members of associations who act as experts in an expert environment

· Forms of contributions: The way people express themselves is different online - they don’t pretend to be solely rational; every new technology gives citizens the opportunity to express themselves in different ways with different constraints and therefore attracts different types of people. People can contribute to a debate by simply posing a question.
· Topics: Offline debates have constraints: it is hard for discussants to stray from fixed agendas,  whereas online people use the software to extend topics

· Visibility: accessibility is high, but visibility of arguments in online forums is low (reason why politicians rely on conventional mass media)

·  “Civic intelligence:” citizens’ knowledge is different from classical expert knowledge involving fears and real life experience
· Localisation: People apply discussion issues to their community and personal experience

Researchers

· Quality: proposed quality criteria include reciprocity, justification of claims, reflexivity; arguments could be measured by levels of knowledge
· Content: tendency to equate ‘interactive’ content with ‘deliberative’ content 
· Best practice: we need strong leadership to push online services forward

· Political democracy: need for an inclusive socio-political environment familiar with the use of computer-mediated communication to enhance participation and deliberation 

· eDeliberation practices: hardware and software tools are insufficient for implementing eDeliberation practices; learning process of how to use technical tools and a democratic debate  takes time.
iii) Democratic theory and technological design

What would be the ideal requirements/specifications for the design of eDeliberation tools/spaces?


· Clear and transparent rules for participants of online debates

· Moderation of discussions

· Summary of key points and main conclusions in a balanced and accessible form
· Ensuring feedback from the policy-makers to participants
· Rights and obligations: communication rights are a novel theme

What are the big questions that remain unanswered?


· What are the links between eDeliberation and public decision?

· How do people use the technology to express their views outside traditional deliberative systems and how does that affect the public sphere? Which online tools work to support online deliberation? What types of publics can be involved? How does an online environment support eDeliberation?

· How can we assess eDeliberation and how can we receive good quality? How do we define higher and lower quality messages? Is quality really an issue of scalability? Should we use “codes of conduct” from Argumentation Theory which promote better discussion?

· To what extent does the deliberative setting correlate with deliberative criteria such as accessibility of old and new media and the sophistication of information provided online?
· How to embed eParticipation in the framework of institutional democracy? How can we embed deliberative exercises to link them with a representative system?

· If there are different styles of citizenship – how can we relate this to deliberative exercises?

· What kind of job should we expect of eDeliberation to do and what are participants inclined to do? What are our target groups? How can we involve those people we want?

· What criteria have politicians in mind when they operate with eDeliberation facilities and what criteria do they have on how they will react to feedback?

· What are the levels of interaction in deliberation?

· Should we exclude emotions from discourse? Should the core be rational discourse, even if they have emotions behind them? Are we just taking about ideal communication rather than real human interactions?
· How can governance connect with communities?

· How do we design a socio-political environment of participation and deliberation?
· How do mainstream media express themselves in an online world?
· How can we start to teach deliberation?

· What is the difference between deliberation and critical thinking?

· What are the different argument repertoires?

The following concepts were seen as important, calling for further exploration:

· Intensity and proximity

· Scalability

· Context

· Durability

· Role of intermediaries

· Learning and skills

· Quality

· Representativeness/inclusiveness

· Institutional responsiveness

· Power
Which academic disciplines are missing from this area of research?

· Geographers

· Legal theorists

· Economists

· Psychologists

· Urban planners

· Visual Artisits

Does eDeliberation pose particular methodological challenges?


· Measuring the quality of online deliberation and defining quality criteria
· Linking of mixed quantitative and qualitative methodological approaches
· Comparison of online and offline deliberation
· Observational methods: online ethnography, content analysis and ethnomethodology, a “triangulation” of methods
· Survey analysis: How do we analyse the non-users?; conduction of a European-wide attitude survey
· Analysis of web research tools and discursive structure of forums through content analysis is still open
· No existing consistent language, terminology, indicators for eDeliberation 

Should we expand the concept of eDeliberation to take account of less rigidly rationalist modes of discourse?


· eDeliberation can be defined in terms of its outcome (reaching consensus or changing preferences), process (formal procedures) or setting

· Inclusion of testimony or narrative (“everyday talk”) makes deliberation process more egalitarian, but risks a juxtaposition of discourses rather than real exchange 

Closing session


· DEMO-net website to continue the discussion

· Google group to be set up to maintain discussion within this network

· Another meeting in 6 months time

· Stephen Coleman to investigate publishing opportunities
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