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Introduction: Participatory Spaces in Perspective
Contemporary politics is characterised by a variety of participatory spaces within and
outside state institutions. These spaces have been classified in various ways such as invited, claimed or closed. The study of democratic innovations is rich in empirical findings
on invited spaces organised by state agencies all around the world, like mini publics,
participatory budgets, and online petitions. Research on new social movements, citizens’
initiatives, and unconventional forms of participation like flash mobs, online protest, and
hacktivism examines the nature of these diverse claimed spaces. And the study of parliamentary debates and deliberation in governmental institutions provides insights into
closed spaces.
The democratic scholarship of recent decades offers a great variety of theoretical and
methodological approaches to capture the characteristics of these participatory spaces.
Deliberative, agonistic, participatory, difference, and realist democrats apply competing
conceptualisations of these phenomena. Recent developments in democratic theory
raise the question whether such “model thinking” might be outdated and needs to be
overcome. Are these different perspectives mutually exclusive or compatible? What are
the implications of the world views that they imply? Do they offer useful perspectives or
are they an obstacle for empirical research? Empirical work is characterised by the application of a diversity of methodological strategies that cut across quantitative and qualitative, positivist and constructivist traditions, raising the question of the most profitable
approaches to studying participatory spaces.
The conference of the Participatory and Deliberative Democracy Specialist Group of the
Political Studies Association 2018 brings together international research on a broad variety of participatory spaces. It investigates theoretical, methodological, and empirical
challenges and aims to push the boundaries of democratic scholarship.

Conference convenors
Hans Asenbaum, Centre for the Study of Democracy, University of Westminster
Rod Dacombe, Department of Political Economy, King’s College London
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Partners
We would like to express our deep gratitude to those who made the PDD conference
2018 possible. Our thanks go to (in alphabetical order):

The Centre for the Study of Democracy and the Department of Politics and International Relations, University of Westminster

The Department of Political Economy, King’s College London

Participedia

The Political Studies Association and the Pushing the Boundaries funding scheme
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Conference venue
The conference is based at the Centre for the Study of Democracy at the University of
Westminster. All conference activities take place in the Regent Street campus, 309 Regent Street, W1B 2HW London. The closest Underground station is Oxford Circus accessible via Central, Bakerloo, and Victoria Line.

Activities in the left column of the programme overview (p.10-11), welcome (Wed), conference lunch (Fri), the book launch (Thu), and the panel on future research (Fri) are
located in the Caley Room (RS 152-153).
Activities in the right column are located in RS 358.
The keynote event with Carole Pateman (Wed) is located in Fyvie Hall (ground floor).
The keynote event with Michael Saward (Thu) is located in UG05.
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Main events
Keynote: Carole Pateman in Conversation with Graham Smith: On Participatory
Democracy, Feminism, and Basic Income, Wednesday 5 September 2018, 17:30-19:00,
Fyvie Hall, University of Westminster, 309 Regent Street
Book launch: Handbook of Democratic Innovation and Governance with Stephen
Elstub and Oliver Escobar, Thursday 6 September 2018, 17:00-17:45, Caley Room (RS
152-153), University of Westminster, 309 Regent Street
Keynote: Michael Saward: Democratic Design, Thursday 6 September 2018, 18:0019:30, UG05, University of Westminster, 309 Regent Street
Conference Lunch sponsored by Participedia, Friday 7 September 2018, 12:45-13:45,
Caley Room (RS 152-153), University of Westminster, 309 Regent Street
Discussion: Future Directions in Research on Participatory Spaces, chaired by Graham Smith, speakers TBA, Friday 7 September 2018, 15:30-16:30, RS 152-153 Caley
Room, University of Westminster, 309 Regent Street
Carole Pateman is Distinguished Professor Emeritus of Political Science at the University of California and Honorary Professor at Cardiff
University. Her work on participatory democracy and feminist theory
has a lasting impact on the scholarship of democracy. She is author of
Participation and Democratic Theory (1970), The Sexual Contract
(1988), The Disorder of Women (1989), and Contract and Domination
(2007, together with Charles Mills).
Michael Saward is Professor of Politics at the University of Warwick.
His innovative contributions to democratic theory focus on democratic design, representation and performativity, and the role of political ideas in practical political life. He is author of Democracy (2003),
The Representative Claim (2010) and editor of Democratic Innovations: Representation, Deliberation, and Association (2006).
Graham Smith is Professor of Politics and Director of the Centre for
the Study of Democracy at the University of Westminster. His work
investigates democratic innovations, environmental politics, and sustainability. He is author of Deliberative Democracy and the Environment (2003), Beyond the Ballot (2005), and Democratic Innovations
(2009).
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Schedule
Wed 5th Sept

Thu 6th Sept

Fri 7th Sept

9:3011:00

Panel 7/8

9:3011:00

Panel 14/15

11:0011:30

Registration and
welcome

11:0011:15

Tea and coffee

11:0011:15

Tea and coffee

11:3013:00

Panel 1/2

11:1512:45

Panel 9/10

11:1512:45

Panel 16/17

13:0014:00

Lunch break

12:4513:45

Lunch break

12:4513:45

Conference lunch

14:0015:30

Panel 3/4

13:4515:15

Panel 11

13:4515:15

Panel 18/19

15:30-

Tea and coffee

15:15-

Tea and coffee

15:15-

Tea and coffee

15:45

15:30

15:30

15:4517:15

Panel 5/6

15:3017:00

Panel 12/13

17:15-

Tea and coffee

17:00-

Book launch/ tea

17:45

and coffee

18:0019:30

Keynote: Michael Saward

17:30
17:3019:00

Keynote: Carole
Pateman

sponsored by Participedia

15:3016:30

Participatory
Spaces: Future Research

10

Participatory Spaces in Perspective, International Conference of the Participatory and
Deliberative Democracy Specialist Group of the Political Studies Association, 2018

Programme overview
Wed 5th Sept
11:0011:30

Registration and welcome

11:3013:00

Panel 1: Claimed Spaces: Radicalizing
Democracy from the Bottom Up

13:0014:00

Lunch break

14:0015:30

Panel 3: The Problem-Based Approach to Democratic Theory: Applications and Limitations

15:3015:45

Tea and coffee

15:4517:15

Panel 5: Roundtable: The Ivory Tower
and Political Practice: Reflections

Panel 2: Evaluating Participatory
Spaces: Methodological Innovations
and Challenges

Panel 4: Participatory Spaces: From the
Micro to the Macro Level

Panel 6: Democratic Theory and Participatory Spaces

from Practitioners and Activists
17:1517:30

Tea and coffee

17:3019:00

Keynote: Carole Pateman in Conversation with Graham Smith: On Participatory
Democracy, Feminism, and Basic Income
Thu 6th Sept

9:3011:00

Panel 7: Investigating Participatory
Democracy and Inequality I

11:00-

Tea and coffee

Panel 8: Online Participatory Spaces

11:15
11:15-

Panel 9: Investigating Participatory

Panel 10: Shaping Participatory Spaces

12:45

Democracy and Inequality II

I: Facilitating Participation

12:4513:45

Lunch break

13:4515:15

Panel 11: Roundtable: Citizens' Assemblies: Lessons From Recent Practice in the UK and Beyond

15:1515:30

Tea and coffee

11

Participatory Spaces in Perspective, International Conference of the Participatory and
Deliberative Democracy Specialist Group of the Political Studies Association, 2018

15:3017:00

Panel 12: Radical Democratic Institutions: Reviving Democracy From
Within

Panel 13: Shaping Participatory Spaces
II: Professionals and Expertise

17:0017:45

Book launch: Handbook of Democratic Innovation and Governance

18:0019:30

Keynote: Michael Saward: Democratic Design

& tea and coffee

Fri 7th Sept
9:3011:00

Panel 14: Perceptions of Democratic
Innovations

Panel 15: Democratic Participation
Around the World

11:0011:15

Tea and coffee

11:1512:45

Panel 16: Civic Virtue in Participatory
Spaces: Reappraising Citizenship after the “Systemic Turn”

12:4513:45

Conference lunch sponsored by Participedia

13:4515:15

Panel 18: The Empirical Realities of
the Deliberative System Approach

15:1515:30

Tea and coffee

15:3016:30

Discussion: Future Directions in Research on Participatory Spaces

Panel 17: Roundtable: The Future of
Participedia as a Resource for Participatory and Deliberative Democracy

Panel 19: Participatory Budgeting 30
Years Later: Critical Perspectives

Activities in the left column of the programme overview, welcome (Wed), conference
lunch (Fri), the book launch (Thu), and the discussion on future research (Fri) are located
in the Caley Room (RS 152-153).
Activities in the right column are located in RS 358.
The keynote event with Carole Pateman (Wed) is located in Fyvie Hall (ground floor).
The keynote event with Michael Saward (Thu) is located in UG05.
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Detailed programme
Panel 1: Claimed Spaces: Radicalizing Democracy from the Bottom Up
Chair: TBA
Wednesday 5 September 2018, 11:30-13:00, Caley Room (RS 152-153)
Do-it-Yourself or With a Little Helping Hand? Facilitation and Informal Citizen Initiatives in the Public Space, Laurence Bherer, Françoise Montambeault, Université
de Montréal
Democratic scholarship has mostly focussed on formal participatory spaces, thereby
overlooking emerging trends in citizen engagement in the public space. People are however increasingly engaging in alternative forms of political action, weakly or non-coordinated, often ad hoc, and focused on issues outside of the realm of institutions and organizations. Targeted citizen actions in urban spaces, dumpster diving or the responsible
consumption movement are all examples of such citizen initiatives. Often less organized,
uncoordinated and individually-led, these so called DIY/informal initiatives do not operate
in an institutional vacuum. For example, public authorities or NGOs sometimes facilitate
informal initiatives through micro actions, which objective is to encourage citizens’ leadership and initiative while giving them a little push to achieve their goals.
From a participatory standpoint, what is the motus operandi behind informal participation? What is the role for facilitators? Does facilitating help to create a citizen empowerment context? With this external and somewhat structured help, do informal citizen initiatives remain autonomous? Based on the empirical study of informal greening citizen
initiatives in the public space in the city of Montreal, our paper will address these questions through the lenses of three theoretical approaches: participatory democracy, community organizing and collaborative governance.
Out of Order: Embodied Participation in Environmental Politics, Amanda Machin,

Zeppelin University
Political theory has commonly overlooked the role of human bodies and can be accused
of a ‘somatic forgetting’. And yet political participation is always embodied. Bodies are
implicated in politics, sometimes reproducing the social order and sometimes disrupting
it. This paper attends to the critical potential of bodies in democratic participation. More
particularly it considers the disorderly bodies participating in politics through the occupation of sites and spaces of environmental dispute. It asks: how might disorderly bodies

contribute to political and ecological transformation?
Bodies can be out of order by being actively in the wrong place at the wrong time. Political occupations are sustained embodied and non-violent protests that can empower
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citizens and challenge environmentally destructive practices and technologies. By being
out of order bodies are able to expose unsustainable conventions, and instead sustain
the unconventional. An analysis of disorderly bodies fleshes out the diversity that might
inform a lively agonistic politics.
Using two case studies: the ‘Hainburger Au’ (Austria, 1984) and Twyford Downs (UK,
1992) the paper traces the way that bodily occupation can expose and transgress the
boundaries of ‘forbidden spaces’, encourage cooperation, legitimize protest and disorder politics.
Exception and Opportunity in Tahrir and Zuccotti: The Dynamics of Claimed
Spaces in the 2011 Protest Wave, Benjamin Abrams, University of Cambridge
This paper analyses two instances of participatory space in the 2011 global protest wave:
Tahrir Square and Zuccotti park, taking a grounded approach to theoretisation, in dialogue with the main corpus of social movement theory. These spaces are analysed from
a combined total of sixty interviews with participants in both protests, combined with the
supplementary analysis of primary and secondary historical sources.
The participatory spaces claimed in the Tahrir and Zuccotti occupations could be characterised by two distinct characteristics: opportunity and exception. Both occupations
were spaces of opportunity, in which physical sites, their features, and the people which
fill them demonstrated enhanced potential for contention by insulating participants from
the risks or disincentives related to participation. Tahrir and Zuccotti were also spaces of
exception, with an unstructured character, where individuals feel more able to freely
participate in protest enacted outside of their conventional comfort zone. In these
spaces, the dominant social norms and rules were lessened in favour of a more liberating
environment. Exceptional spaces permitted a broader array of activity beyond that perceived to be traditionally appropriate, allowing potential participants’ passions or interests to take on a newly politicised or contentious character. Participation could take the
form of radical action, or a lower-risk, lower-cost, and arguably less political acts.

Panel 2: Evaluating Participatory Spaces: Methodological Innovations and Challenges
Chair: TBA
Wednesday 5 September 2018, 11:30-13:00, RS 358
Leveraging the Systemic Approach to Evaluate Democratic Innovations, Paolo

Spada, University of Coimbra
Democratic innovations are so different that is almost impossible to generalize and compare across designs. Attempts to create taxonomies of these processes, such as the
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Participedia, Latinno and the Cherry Picking project, offer a glimpse of a phenomenon
that is so fast growing that is almost impossible to map. Most importantly, the majority
of the existing research, including our own, treats democratic innovations as a black box
and thus does not offer precise mechanisms that can explain their impact. Not surprisingly, this body of knowledge offers inconclusive results. Have we reached a wall? Or is
there a way to go beyond the current limits of the literature? This paper will begin to
respond to such questions by leveraging the flexibility of the systemic approach to the
empirical study of democratic innovations. While most of the current literature uses the
systemic approach to analyze the overall deliberative system, we will employ this framework to analyze the subsystems that comprise a single democratic innovation. Additionally, the deliberative system approach is a normative approach, while our research
agenda aims at creating an impact evaluation framework that allows to test normative
hypothesis. For this reason, we refrain from using the terminology of the deliberative
system, but rather talk about the systemic approach to the impact evaluation of democratic innovations. Our objective is to sketch an empirical research agenda based on the
empirical strategy described by Mutz (Mutz, 2008) that can build upon the pragmatic
approach described by Fung (Fung, 2007). As an example of the applicability of this approach we will compare the impact of three types of participatory processes (continuous
ideation platforms, hybrid participatory budgeting and citizens’ assemblies) on inclusion,
efficacy and trust. In order to do so we will leverage the combined dataset of the Democracy Matters project and the EMPATIA project, and we will unpack these democratic
innovations in their subsystems focusing in particular on two comparable ones, 1) the
engagement subsystem and 2) the ideation subsystem.
Perceptions of Deliberative Quality in a ‘Mixed’ Mini-Public: Ireland’s 2012-14 Convention on the Constitution, Clodagh Harris, University College Cork with David

M. Farrell, Jane Suiter, Kevin Cunningham
Recent decades have witnessed the development and expansion of a variety of participatory and deliberative innovations that endeavour to create alternative arenas for public
deliberation. This paper is concerned with one such innovation, Ireland’s Convention on
the Constitution a mini-public that included a mix of randomly selected lay citizens and
political representatives in a deliberative process of constitutional reform from December 2012 to March 2014
Responding to Bächtiger et al.’s request for evidence that mini-publics promote deliberation in practice (2014), it analyses perceptions of deliberative quality using the perception of deliberative quality index (PDQI), a tool derived from Steenbergen et al.’s (2003)
index to measure the quality of deliberation (DQI). Hypothesising that levels of PDQI
may be affected by participants’ reactions to: the nature (hot/cold) of the topic discussed,
whether the participants agreed with the weekend’s final recommendations, and the
number of meetings of the convention a participant attended, it finds that age and gender
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have a significant impact on levels of PDQI and that the duration of such processes may
have a negative effect.
Studying Democratic Innovations: Elements of a Philosophy of Case Study Research, Quinlan Bowman, Nanyang Technological University
In studying “democratic innovations,” what should we mean by “case study research”?
And what should we expect to learn from and to characterize “case studies”? In this
paper, I suggest that, in important respects, mainstream philosophies of case study research will lead us astray in answering these questions. The prominent philosophies of
King, Keohane, and Verba (1994), Brady and Collier (2010), George and Bennett (2005),
and Gerring (2017), for instance, each evince one or more of the following problematic
features: an overemphasis on generalization and/or theory-building; an underappreciation of the role and importance of meaning and interpretation; a neglect of the role and
importance of imagination and social criticism; and a (tacit) endorsement of the
fact/value and science/ethics dichotomies. The paper draws on four intertwined traditions – pragmatism, phronetic social science, interpretive social science, and ordinary
language philosophy – to identify these problematic features and to sketch selected elements of a philosophy of case study research that is more suitable to the study of democratic innovations.

Panel 3: The Problem-Based Approach to Democratic Theory:
Applications and Limitations
Chairs: Rikki Dean, Goethe University Frankfurt and Hans Asenbaum, University of
Westminster
Wednesday 5 September 2018, 14:00-15:30, Caley Room (RS 152-153)
The End of Democratic Theory? A Challenge to the Problem-Based Approach,
Hans Asenbaum, University of Westminster
The problem based approach to democratic theory, recently proposed by Mark Warren,
points to the problem of an overstated mutual exclusivity of different models in democratic theory which impedes progress in the field. This paper argues, however, that the
problem-based approach itself struggles with a problem. It coats normative democratic
theory in pragmatic language and implies that normativity itself is in the way of progress
in democratic theory. The problem-based approach needs to be read as part of a recent
trend in democratic theory away from normativity and toward pragmatism which threatens to erode the normative grounding needed for robust research. As alternative, the
paper proposes a pluralist approach to democratic theory, which applies the lenses of
multiple models of democracy to the same research subject. This is illustrated by looking
at the constitution of democratic subjectivity in online engagement both from the
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deliberative and the agonistic perspective. The application of multiple angles provides a
rich picture of the research subject. This approach tackles the mutual exclusivity imposed
by single models – it shares these features with the problem-based approach. But in contrast with the model-based approach it allows for deep normative grounding for robust
analysis.
Modular Democracy: Building a Democratic System from Root Concepts, Rikki

Dean and Brigitte Geissel, Goethe University
Debates about the future of democracy and democratic theory are currently in vogue.
One promising recent direction has been the systemic turn in democratic theory, predominantly rooted in the deliberative model of democracy (Habermas 1996; Dryzek
2010; Parkinson and Mansbridge 2012). However, as Warren (2017) has argued we need
to move democratic theory beyond models of democracy. His problem-based approach
is one such example, but it does not go far enough and implicitly retains a deliberative
conception of democratic politics at its core. Our paper builds on Warren’s approach to
develop a more capacious account of the democratic system that moves from models
of democracy to ‘modular democracy’.
We take as our starting point the idea that democracy is a contested concept that eludes
a single specific definition and single institutional realization. Drawing on a range of different traditions in democratic theory, as well as quality of democracy scholarship, we
break down democracy into its root concepts, conceived in terms of democratic norms,
tasks and practices. Our contention is that actually existing democracies will come in a
variety of forms, emphasizing the different concepts in different ways, but will all consist
of some configuration of these ‘modules’. As such we argue that democratic theory
should not be separated from citizens’ normative conceptions of democracy, and that
empirical and theoretical research on the future of democracy should proceed hand-inhand.
Democracy's 2,500 Adjectives and Their Implications for 'Normative' and 'ProblemDriven' Democratic Theory, Jean-Paul Gagnon, University of Canberra
At least 2,500 different adjectives have been used to describe the noun democracy in
the English language. Preliminary research into this dataset suggests that there is a degree of synonymy, polysemy, antonymy, and false positivity among descriptors (this
is ascertained by analysing the literature associated with descriptors). My working hypothesis is that once families of meaning have been established in the dataset there will
be dozens of models of democracy and hundreds of sub/hybrid-models to work with.
This finding, I believe, will add value to normative democratic theory as advocates of one
model or another can further refine their arguments by comparing and contrasting their
norms with those put forward by the numerous other model-driven players who have
been returned to the board. It will also likely bring value to problem-based democratic
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theory by offering pragmatists a larger than usual number of models to work with when
responding to one problem or another. It is hoped that the evidence emanating from this
empirical work into the plural meanings of democracy will serve to enrich both the normative and problem-based approaches in democratic theory.

Panel 4: Participatory Spaces: From the Micro to the Macro Level
Chair: TBA
Wednesday 5 September 2018, 14:00-15:30, RS 358
Modelling Participatory Spaces: An Anti-politics Perspective, Graham Pycock, Uni-

versity of Westminster
The classification of participatory spaces as, ‘invited’, ‘claimed’ and ‘closed’ is helpful in
organising ideas about participatory democracy. Related models are available: ‘managerial’, ‘representative’ and ‘community’ localism (Evens et al 2013); ‘engineered’ re-engagement, and ‘designer’ re-engagement (Stoker 2011); and so on. Such models are
more or less empirical, less or more abstract. Related models are also available from
the body of explanation and theory about ‘anti-politics’, which is variously defined in
terms of a behavioural phenomenon, a process, or a form of statecraft. In an appraisal
of ‘model thinking’ about participatory spaces, can the conceptualisation of anti-politics
assist in supplying perspective, comparison and illumination? Do participatory spaces
necessarily counter ‘anti-politics’? Using this anti-politics perspective, some conceptual
clarification will be attempted by way of definitions and process made explicit. The notion of ‘working models’ offers a common frame of reference for synopsis and the idea
of ‘functionality’ is applied as a transferable logic.
When is Participation not Participatory? Lessons from the Governance of Pension
Schemes, Emmeline Cooper, University of Westminster
This research examines the case of occupational pension scheme governance in the
UK. The Pensions Act 2008 made the provision of an occupational pension scheme a requirement for employers, and participation a standardised default for employees. Since
then participation in occupational pension schemes has increased, rising from 10.7 million in 2012 to 15.1 million in 2015 (Auto Enrolment Evaluation Report, 2016).
But is this participation in pension schemes participatory? Pension schemes are governed
by trust law, with trustees making decisions on behalf of beneficiaries in their best interests. Although trusteeship is distinct in itself, it is closer to representative than participatory forms of governance. This research paper examines (a) the theoretical questions
participatory theory raises for pension scheme governance; (b) the extent to which existing invited, closed and claimed spaces for beneficiary engagement are participatory
and (c) the potential for realising participatory spaces in pension scheme governance.
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The paper examines the challenge of participatory theory for this industry context, asking
whether participation in pension schemes can become more participatory?
“This Infinite Variety of Forms”: Exploring Storytelling as a Parliamentary Means
for Strengthening Political Engagement, Alex Prior, University of Leeds
The attempts of parliaments to engage through narratives and storytelling are notably
under-researched. Political science typically invokes narratives as contexts rather than
devices, thereby contrasting sharply with other disciplines in which the engaging power
of narratives and storytelling are widely-acknowledged. Storytelling represents a vital
form of engagement – distinct from institutional outreach and citizen participation, both
frequently (mis)described as political/parliamentary engagement – and thus merits increased scholarly attention.
This PhD research presents the UK Parliament as a case study in engagement through
storytelling. This involves examining Parliament’s use of storytelling devices, and its harnessing of personal stories, for example in select committee reports. It also entails examining significant non-verbal elements such as location, costume, and culturally-embedded symbols. These elements are central to conducting public deliberation and thus merit
closer attention from deliberative scholars.
This project draws extensively on deliberative theory, representation studies and performative readings of politics, examining multiple perspectives on parliaments and engagement. This paper outlines an interpretivist framework and initial findings drawn from
mixed-methods research, encompassing questionnaires, focus groups and semi-structured interviews. The research participants – ranging from parliamentary staff to local
community groups – offer invaluable insight into the influence of storytelling, and its
potential for political and parliamentary engagement.
From the “Democratic Deficit” to a “Democratic Surplus”: Constructing Administrative Democracy in Europe, Athanasios Psygkas, University of Bristol
Challenging the conventional narrative that the European Union suffers from a “democratic deficit,” the book argues that EU mandates have enhanced the democratic accountability of national regulatory agencies by creating entry points for public participation.
The paper discusses case studies from France, Greece, and the United Kingdom drawing
on data from over 1,000 public consultations and some 8,000 consultation responses.
The analysis is supplemented by interviews with agency officials, industry and consumer
group representatives in Paris, Athens, Brussels, and London. The study finds increased
participation by actors other than the traditional powerful firms and significant transparency gains compared to the previous regime. Nonetheless, the three countries did not
respond to EU pressures in an identical fashion. The book shows how the same EU
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mandates were translated into divergent institutional practices as a result of the different
administrative traditions, bureaucratic cultures, and public law histories of these countries. It also documents roadblocks and difficulties along the way.
Consistently with the theme of the conference, the book combines theoretical and empirical approaches by drawing on democratic theory, aggregate quantitative analysis of
consultation practice, in-depth qualitative case studies, comparative and EU law.

Panel 5: Roundtable: The Ivory Tower and Political Practice: Reflections from Practitioners and Activists
Chair: Graham Smith, University of Westminster
Speakers: TBA
Wednesday 5 September 2018, 15:45-17:15, Caley Room (RS 152-153)
This roundtable will bring together leading democratic practitioners and activists to consider the current relationship between their political practice and academic research.
How porous is the interface between civil society organisations and the academy? How
does academic research affect (if at all) their political practice? How might academic
researchers work more effectively with civil society and social movement organisations?

Panel 6: Democratic Theory and Participatory Spaces
Chair: TBA
Wednesday 5 September 2018, 15:45-17:15, RS 358
Rousseauian Democracy in Worker Co-operatives and the Possibility of Deliberative Social
Choice, Robin Jervis, University of Brighton
This paper presents a redrawing of Rousseau’s conception of the political community in
the form of the worker-owned co-operative. The paper suggests that the unique community constructed through shared ownership in the worker co-operative presents a new
way to understand this strand of historical political thought. The paper describes the construction of a Rousseauian “general will” in the co-operative before attempting to bridge
the gap between Rousseau’s work and more recent developments in deliberative democracy, suggesting that the common ownership of a co-operative creates an alignment of
amenable to deliberative decision-making. The paper brings together two strands of literature – first, the Rousseauian perspective on the emergence of a truly “general” will as
a basis for democracy and secondly the deliberative perspective put forward by (among
others) Dryzek and List which suggests that deliberation could create agreement, at the
very least, on the terms of debate, thus allowing truly social choices to be made in refutation of the findings of social choice theory. This analysis is then applied more generally
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to the co-operative, where it is argued that a small, exclusive stakeholder community
may form an effective arena for this type of social decision making.
Democracy and the Politics of Scales in Sheldon Wolin’s Political Thought, Olivier

Ruchet, University of Zurich
Leaving aside the debate on its “fugitive” nature, this paper adds to the growing literature
on Sheldon Wolin’s radical democratic project by questioning its politics of scale as well
as its implied participatory model. Wolin was equally critical of Arendt’s seclusion of ‘the
social’ from ‘the political’, of identity politics, and of the role assigned to voluntary associations and groups in contemporary political practice. He was also well aware of the
shortcomings of his own penchants for localism, and concluded that it could not “surmount its limitations except by seeking out the evanescent homogeneity of a broader
political”. Yet contrary to Rancière for whom “politics is the local and singular art of building instances of universality,” Wolin is more concerned with the element of commonality
at the core of true democratic practice. The paper explores the possibilities and promise
of this particular politicization of local knowledge, practices, and identities for political
and democratic renewal. Drawing on Wolin’s later writings, especially on Tocqueville, the
paper unpacks the particular notion of political community at the core of Wolin’s understanding of democracy and demotic participation, and sheds new light on the originality
of his radical political project.
A Division of Labour of Democratic Systems? Disentangling Normative and Functional Dimensions, Victor Sanchez-Mazas, Université de Genève
The systemic perspective is becoming the new orthodoxy of deliberative democracy.
Although there are diverse interpretations of this theoretical shift, the necessity of focusing on political systems' overall value is widely acknowledged. In this perspective, the
deliberative democratic quality of the system lies in the manner deliberative and nondeliberative elements are distributed to constitute a comprehensive system. Beyond the
focus on institutions such as representative arenas and participatory mechanisms, the
systemic approach entails a greater consideration of innovative communicative practices
in the complex discursive settings characterising contemporary societies. A crucial contribution of the systemic approach is to open the road for the diagnosis of institutional
pathologies in their broad societal context. Ultimately, such diagnoses of particular political systems allow conceiving some specific institutional transformations. While few
scholars have attempted such systemic assessments, I argue that much remains to be
done at the theoretical level for adequately operationalizing such a task. Thus, I conceptually clarify and articulate the central metaphors that the systemic approach draws on,
notably the "division of labour" and the "sequencing". Finally, I argue that the existing
accounts of the systemic approach conflate the functional and normative dimensions of
the "division of labour", and suggest a theoretical solution.
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On Popular Votes and the Activities of Self-Government: The Case for Standard
Direct Democracy, Joseph Lacey, University College Oxford
By and large, political theorists tend to assume that direct democracy (i.e. popular votes)
is more likely to undermine than it is to enhance self-government. As a result, serious
normative investigations into the potentially positive role that direct democracy can play
in contemporary democracies are relatively rare. My aim in this paper is not to develop
new or revive old principles that would somehow lead us to endorse direct democracy
in general. Rather, I hope to demonstrate that a particular model of a particular sub-type
of direct democracy, or what I shall refer to as Standard Direct Democracy (SDD), can
help to improve democratic self-government in a way that mitigates some of the deficiencies characterizing contemporary representative democracies. My core argument is
that SDD has a unique capacity to contribute to each of the primary activities of selfgovernment, identified by Mark E. Warren (2017) as recognizing, resisting, deliberating,
representing, voting, joining and exiting. By making this case, I aim to go some way towards a) recovering direct democracy as a valid institutional toolkit for exploration by
non-ideal political theory and b) providing a set of best practices that can provide critical
resources for normatively scrutinizing existing direct democratic practices.

Panel 7: Investigating Participatory Democracy and Inequality I
Chair: Rod Dacombe, King’s College London
Thursday 6 September 2018, 9:30-11:00, Caley Room (RS 152-153)
Deprivation, Inequality and Political Empowerment: Evidence from the South
Coast of England, Matt Ryan, University of Southampton with John Boswell, Jesse

Shipp, Patricia Ndugga, Anna Killick, Jamie Furlong, Beata Rek, John Denham
Despite its perceived affluence in relation to other parts of the UK, pockets of severe
multiple deprivation exist across the South Coast region. What is more, these pockets of
deprivation present in enormously varied of contexts. Some exist in dense urban settings,
some on the edges of market towns, and some in coastal areas experiencing economic
stagnation. Here we set out to understand whether experiences and expectations of
poverty are affected by being nested within a wider context of affluence. Is the
experience of deprivation better, worse or just different depending on what your
surroundings look like and how your neighbours live? And, what does it mean for policies
targeting improving the chances of the most deprived members of our communities.
We systematically selected cases that vary in both their remoteness and their levels of
deprivation and engaged a range of participants in several in-depth interviews and focus
groups. Our extensive fieldwork gives voice to local people who experience deprivation,
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allowing them to tell their stories about living out their lives and finding ways to make
ends meet.
The Effects of Austerity on Democratic Participation, Kate Harrison, University of

Southampton
This research examines the impact of spending cuts on political participation. Since 2010,
the Coalition government and subsequent Conservative governments have carried out a
programme of extensive cuts to government spending. However, cuts have been
unequally distributed across the country, and deprived areas have typically seen the
greatest spending cuts per person. Studies show that this has had significant
repercussions for local service users, including deterioration of public spaces, reduced
leisure facilities and loss of support services. Such extreme cuts to public services are
likely to have affected how citizens view and interact with government. However,
research into the effects of austerity policies have so far focused on southern Europe
and less conventional forms of political participation, such as protesting. This research
aims to build on this research agenda by examining the impact that UK government cuts
have had on political participation more broadly.
An Argument for Democracy as a Method of Addressing Urban Inequality, Marta

Wojciechowska, London School of Economics
This paper focuses on specific patterns of inequalities within modern cities and aims to
address them by application of a critical theory of democracy and enhancement of political agency.
Urban dwellers experience various sources of oppression, namely poverty, socio-economic segregation and rising informality. While the sources of oppression are not exclusive to cities, the patterns in which they appear are. Inequality in cities results in a radically unequal society in which certain groups are excluded from equal membership in
the city-life. In order to address inequality as a source of urban oppression, I offer a
critical theory of democracy focused on the political agency as guidance for necessary
urban reforms.
I focus on enhancement of political agency. I further show how specific reforms enhancing conditions for political agency can address the inequality in modern cities and
eliminate it as a source of political oppression of urban inhabitants. More precisely, I
argue for increased communication modes between decision-making and those in
whose interest decisions are being made, the inclusion of illegal and invisible inhabitants
in the decision-making mechanism of the city, enhancing education and providing spaces
for reflection as a way of addressing inequality within modern cities. Many of these
reforms are already part of the wider developmental or renovation programmes in urban space. However, originality of my proposal lays in an explicit focus on inhabitants’
political agency as a solution to political oppression within the cities.
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Panel 8: Online Participatory Spaces
Chair: Rabea Willers
Thursday 6 September 2018, 9:30-11:00, RS 358
Taking Deliberation Online: Testing the Promise of Argument Visualisation Platforms, Graham Smith, University of Westminster with Paolo Spada, Michael Mor-

rell, and Hans Asenbaum
Public participation strategies are increasingly going digital. However, while we have a
fairly detailed knowledge of the conditions that support high quality deliberation in faceto-face participatory institutions, the same is not the case online. The digital aspect of
the public sphere is rife with dysfunctional behaviours that undermine the quality of public discourse. This paper draws on the emerging findings of the Scholio research project
https://www.scholio.net/ that aims to test the potential of argument visualisation or representation-centric collaborative platforms to promote more reason-based, intellectually
humble dialogue. Instead of presenting contributions chronologically, such platforms
structure interactions through visual representations of different aspects of dialogue and
argumentation. Through a large-scale field experiment, the Scholio project aims to explore the performance of two very different platforms – Deliberatorium and Pol.is – and
empathy inducement in the challenging world of online news comments. The findings
have broader resonance for digital democratic design.
Good Citizens Share: Reviewing and Enhancing Citizenship Norms Research in the
Light of the Digitalization, Laura Leißner, Free University of Berlin with António
Valentim, Pablo Porten-Chée
Fostered by the diffusion of online media, the spaces in which citizens engage in political
and societal issues have expanded considerably – ranging from civic crowd funding to
online protest. One explanation for these shifting patterns of participation argues that
citizenship norms – defined as a shared set of expectations about the citizen’s role in
politics – are changing and consequently transforming political behaviour. Various scholars (Dalton, 2008; Van Deth, 2007) claim that the prevalence of more “engaged” citizenship norms drives non-institutionalized participation, which is often found online.
Although citizenship norms offer a fruitful approach to explain new participation, research on citizenship norms mostly ignores online forms of civic engagement, and how
engaging online may shape norms. Therefore, we offer a review of citizenship norms
research and suggest necessary extensions to the concept in the online context. The
culture-of-connectivity approach (Van Dijck, 2013) and research showing the use of social media to fulfil connection needs (e.g. Chen, 2011) lay the ground for connectivity as
a new cultural value, which, in its ideal form, is manifested in the concept of sharing
(John, 2017) as a new citizenship norm.
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Making a Difference: Toward a Feminist Democratic Theory in the Digital Age,

Hans Asenbaum, University of Westminster
This essay asks how the democratic ideal of inclusion can be achieved in societies
marked by modes of exclusion along the lines of identity categories such as gender and
race. It revisits debates of difference democracy of the 1990s, which promoted inclusion
through a politics of presence of marginalized social groups. This strategy inevitably entails essentializing tendencies, confining the democratic subject within its physically embodied identity. Difference democrats did not take notice of the parallel emerging discourse on cyberfeminism exploring novel identity configurations on the internet. This
essay revisits difference democracy through the digital. It augments the politics of presence with digital identity reconfigurations. Both difference democrats and cyberfeminists did not differentiate between various participatory sites. Based on a review of empirical studies on online participation, this essay generates a typology differentiating between closed spaces such as parliaments, invited spaces such as citizens’ assemblies,
and claimed spaces of social movements. The democratic functions these spaces fulfil
are best facilitated by three different modes of identity performance: identity continuation, identity negation, and identity exploration. The essentializing tendencies in difference democracy can best be tackled by a pluralization of participatory sites and modes
of identity performance.

Panel 9: Investigating Participatory Democracy and Inequality II
Chair: Phil Parvin, Loughborough University
Thursday 6 September 2018, 11:15-12:45, Caley Room (RS 152-153)
Representation not Participation: An Egalitarian Critique of Participatory Democracy, Phil Parvin, Loughborough University
Many citizens know very little about politics. This fact exerts pressure on participatory
democratic theory, which is premised on the idea that citizen participation is a necessary
feature of a flourishing democracy. Participatory democrats argue that widespread participation legitimises government, secures individual freedom, and improves governance
by ensuring that political decisions are grounded in citizens’ insights and perspectives. In
fact, the opposite is true. Widespread citizen participation often leads to bad governance
and the violation of individual liberty. Often for reasons beyond their control, citizens
lack the ability to think or act in the ways participatory democrats need them to. Consequently, democrats should not seek strategies for democratic reform grounded in a need
for wider, richer participation in democratic life. In this piece, I argue that democrats
should seek to build a democratic theory for citizens as they are, not how we might like
them to be. Accordingly, they should focus less on encouraging participation, and more
on enriching representation. I argue that the future of democracy lies not in requiring

25

Participatory Spaces in Perspective, International Conference of the Participatory and
Deliberative Democracy Specialist Group of the Political Studies Association, 2018

people to do things they can’t or won’t, but in harnessing the ability of representative
institutions to better identify and resolve citizens’ problems, and empowering them to
make fair and appropriate decisions in the absence of widespread participation among
citizens. I argue that such an approach, although most popular among libertarian critics
of democracy, is actually a crucial component of a wider egalitarian concern for reducing social, economic, and political inequalities, and that participatory theory can lead to
states unfairly holding disadvantaged citizens responsible for their own disadvantage.
Green Participatory Democracy? Inequality and Disagreement in Environmental
Politics, Amanda Machin, Zeppelin University
There have been numerous calls over the last decades to increase and enrich the opportunities for democratic participation in environmental politics (Funtowicz and Ravetz
1993; Fischer 1993; Jasanoff 2003). By including local citizens alongside scientific experts
and other stakeholders in dialogue, it is expected that decisions can be made that are not
only more legitimate but also more effective and ‘ecologically rational’ (Baber and Bartlett 2005; Dryzek 2015; Smith 2003). Through a mutual learning process, scientists are
expected to gain an appreciation for the value of indigenous and traditional knowledges,
and lay publics are expected to gain an improved grasp on scientific data and methods.
However, more recent analysis of participatory innovations in environmental policy-making reveals that socio-economic inequalities, power imbalances and cultural differences
pose important challenges (Diver 2017; Lövbrand, Pielke Jr. and Beck 2011).
In this paper I consider the problems and possibilities for green participatory democracy.
I ask whether in the attempt to align perspectives subsisting inequalities are covered over
and even exacerbated and I ask whether rather than attempting to overcome inequalities
and disagreements, a more appropriate response might be to politicise them (Machin
2013). I suggest that green participatory democracy can produce important insights for
both advocates of participatory democracy and environmentalists.
Doing Democracy Differently: How Can Participatory Innovations Take Hold in
Deprived Areas? Rod Dacombe, King’s College London
The existing literature suggests that people living in areas exhibiting high levels of
deprivation approach democracy in a distinctive way. Participation in electoral politics in
these areas is likely to be low, and formal avenues for citizen participation unpopular. At
the same time, trust and confidence in the institutions of democracy is significantly lower
amongst the poorest social groups, and people living in deprived areas are more likely
to feel disconnected from the processes of government. This presents a distinct
problem to researchers and policy-makers interested in participatory democratic
innovations; the very citizens whose participation would most enrich the democratic
process are those most resistant to reform.
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The paper addresses this issue by presenting data from a detailed case study in one
neighbourhood in England, drawing on archival data, interviews and testimony collected
over more than two years in the field. The paper generalises from the empirical findings
to make broader theoretical points over the most appropriate strategies for democratic
reform. The results suggest that well-established norms of participation remain important
in determining both the level and form of democratic engagement, and that innovations
which do not take this into account struggle to take hold.

Panel 10: Shaping Participatory Spaces I: Facilitating Participation
Chair: Clodagh Harris, University College Cork
Thursday 6 September 2018, 11:15-12:45, RS 358
Facilitative Leadership: Developing Mindsets and Skills for Participatory Governance in Scotland, Claire Bynner, University of Glasgow and Oliver Escobar, Uni-

versity of Edinburgh
The current context for local decision-making in Scotland is characterised by aspirations
for a more participatory form of local governance, embodied in the Community Empowerment Act 2015. Local community planning partnerships (CPPs) provide opportunities for engaging citizens and communities in decisions on local priorities and services.
What Works Scotland (WWS), a research collaboration between universities and public
and third sector organisations, has been exploring the development of participatory governance within these spaces. This paper draws on findings from collaborative action research, qualitative case studies, a national survey and a series of workshops with practitioners and elected representatives. The analysis applies a framework that translates research findings from a diverse range of studies in the WWS programme into a single
analytical tool for the study of participatory governance. The findings highlight the need
for new mindsets and skillsets in the transition towards more participatory forms of local
governance in Scotland. Facilitative leadership emerges as a crucial aspect of democratic renewal and innovation. The paper discusses the nature of facilitative leadership
needed including: openness to new processes; skills in dialogue and deliberation; ability
to combine associative and direct forms of participation; and attention to external and
internal inclusion in governance processes.
Deliberative Walks: Civic Participation in Local-Level Planning Processes, Marina

Lindell and Peter Ehrström, Åbo Akademi University
Recently, a focus on democratic innovations that emphasize increasing and deepening
citizen participation in political decision-making has been evident (Smith 2009). Deliberative Walks offer a participatory process in which the participants, by deliberating in small
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groups and joining facilitated walks, tackle a complex policy issue that has highly intertwined social and physical dimension. The Deliberative Walk approach makes it possible
for participants to acquire a more holistic experience of the issue they are deliberating
on. The distance between decision-makers and citizens is reduced and learning is more
equal (Raisio & Ehrström 2017). Deliberative Walks combine a citizens´ jury with a developmental walk and are influenced by place-responsive pedagogy. Like in outdoor pedagogy, learning by moving between the abstract and concrete as well as transforming
experience into knowledge through reflection and communication is encouraged. In this
paper we analyze a Deliberative Walk with 20 university students. The results, based on
questionnaires, interviews and essays, indicate that it is fruitful to experience an issue
with all senses. The developmental walk was seen as equally important as the citizens´
jury. There is a need for participatory spaces where young people´s involvement can be
increased. Deliberative Walks might offer just that.
Where the Challenge Lies for Participation: From Methods of Interaction to Ways
of Working and Cultures of Communication, Mat Basford, The Democratic Society
This paper is a reflection on a recent project helping a large housing association in Scotland explore how they could engage better with their customers. The central point of
this paper is that there can be a tendency for expertise in participatory democracy to be
viewed in terms of finding methods for reaching out to, and interacting with, constituents. Yet what is often more useful is thinking how to build ways of working that are
responsive (and visibly responsive) to people’s input. And unearthing subtle cultural aspects of frontline interactions that shape how effectively engagement works in practice.
The details of this project will be used to reflect on this and pose a question of how these
different facets of expertise in participatory democracy can best be communicated to a
wider audience.
The project employed interviews and focus groups with staff and customers to explore
current practices coupled with secondary research into best practices around the world.
Initial findings were considered by staff and customers working together with experts in
this field from around the world, before being tested-out in topic-specific workshops.

28

Participatory Spaces in Perspective, International Conference of the Participatory and
Deliberative Democracy Specialist Group of the Political Studies Association, 2018

Panel 11: Roundtable: Citizens' Assemblies: Lessons From Recent
Practice in the UK and Beyond
Chair: Graham Smith, University of Westminster
Speakers:
Sarah Allan, Involve
Claudia Chwalisz, OECD Open Government Unit
Clodagh Harris, University College Cork
Alan Renwick, Constitution Unit, University College London
Thursday 6 September 2018, 13:45-15:15, Caley Room (RS 152-153)
The use of randomly selected mini-publics in the political decision making process has
expanded significantly in recent years. The exemplary case is currently the Citizens’ Assembly in Ireland that played a critical agenda-setting role in the successful referendum
on the status of abortion in the Irish Constitution. Further afield, Australia, Canada and
Oregon continue to lead the way in the regular application of mini-publics. And in the UK,
the independent Citizens’ Assembly on Brexit was followed recently by the Citizens’ Assembly on Social Care that was sponsored by and influenced the decision making of two
parliamentary select committees. This roundtable will consider the extent to which these
developments indicate the maturing of this democratic innovation? How could their use
be institutionalized more effectively in the political process? Does the apparent success
of mini-publics ‘crowd out’ other forms of participatory governance?

Panel 12: Radical Democratic Institutions: Reviving Democracy
From Within
Chair: Chantal Mouffe, University of Westminster
Thursday 6 September 2018, 15:30-17:00, Caley Room (RS 152-153)
Democracy-Driven Governance in Spanish Municipalities, Adrian Bua, De Montfort Uni-

versity
Contemporary Spanish politics has been described as a “political laboratory” (Feenstra
et al 2017) by for democratic politics. The immediate roots of this phenomenon lie in the
wake of the global financial crash and the ensuing “indignados” social movement, which
rejected traditional politics and experimented with political organisation based on principles of horizontal, direct and deliberative participation (Tormey 2016). The evolution of
this movement has been marked by increased contact with representative institutions
leading to the election of actors claiming to represent the “indignados” into office in a
range of municipalities, including the major cities of Madrid and Barcelona. Their chief
ambition, and challenge, is to successfully institutionalise the pre-figurative politics and
social justice values which they were animated by in the representative institutions they
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now preside over. The proposed research focuses on democratic reforms being made
by new municipal governments aligned with this reform agenda. These new authorities
are experimenting with what I propose to call “democracy-driven governance”
(DDG). Unlike Warren’s (2013) “governance-driven democratization” (GDD) which mobilises citizens into an elite-driven reform project, DDG mobilises bureaucracy in response to demands arising from below, often from social innovation initiatives developed
in response to crisis effects (Blanco et al 2017; Pares et al 2017). The paper presents the
rationale and design for comparative research in two Spanish cities and autonomous
communities (Santiago de Compostela in Galicia and Barcelona in Catalunya), selected
to test the proposition that successful institutionalisation of GDD initiatives depends density of associations with horizontalist political culture (see Pares et al 2017) – where density and horizontality is low GDD can lead to capture by traditional political organisations
and institutions.
Deliberation as Default? Online Participatory Practices in Podemos, Emmy

Eklundh, King’s College London
The left-wing party Podemos has redrawn the Spanish political landscape in recent years.
The electoral success of winning 59 seats in parliament less than two years since its
inception bears witness to their appeal. One of the more prominent characteristics of
Podemos is their focus on participatory methods, in particular through their online voting
platform Plaza Podemos. Because of this, Podemos has been hailed as a landmark example of innovative participation, and the literature on participation and horizontality in relation to social media is often overwhelmingly positive. However, to what extent is Podemos furthering participation online? Which obstacles are present to ensure equal participation? And, how does Podemos commitment to Laclau influence the possibilities for
participation?
This paper analyses Podemos’ online practices through two approaches. First, it engages
with Podemos institutional structure, and the mechanisms in place for digital participation. Second, it investigates the nature of discussions on Facebook over a three-year
period (2014-2017). The paper draws two conclusions: First, Podemos institutional design
is indeed trying to promote participation, but this is hindered or limited due to the power
granted to a few individuals in the party leadership and in the technological administration. Second, the commitment to Laclau has for Podemos also meant a constrained focus
on the membership and increased focus on the leadership. However, the paper argues
that this is not a necessary consequence of Laclau’s theories, and that Podemos has interpreted his works in a limited manner.
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Power and Justice in the German Council Movements, James Muldoon, University

of Exeter
The German council movements of the early twentieth century formed participatory
workers’ councils that aimed for a fundamental reorganisation of political and economic
institutions. Arising during the German Revolution of 1918-19 the council movements
held defacto power for several months following the collapse of the Imperial regime and
the abdication of the Kaiser. Unlike many forms of invited spaces organised by state
agencies today, these council movements had ambitions to dramatically shift the balance
of power between social classes and transform existing political and economic institutions. Working within the history of political thought, the problem I explore in this paper
is the underlying tension these movements faced between their commitment to universal
democratic republican principles and their particular class commitment to the empowerment and emancipation of workers. As organisations representing the interests of
workers, the council movements embodied the working-class struggle against the oppression of capitalists; but as a movement aiming to put an end to capitalist relations of
exploitation and domination, council delegates sought to create a free and equal order
in which all individuals could flourish as part of a self-determining society. My contention
is that such a challenge faces all democratic socialist reform movements and that this
tension must be kept alive to do justice to the need for the institutionalisation of a system
of rights and law and to counteract the concentrated private power of capitalists over
workers.

Panel 13: Shaping Participatory Spaces I: Professionals and Expertise
Chair: Emmeline Cooper, University of Westminster
Thursday 6 September 2018, 15:30-17:00, RS 358
Public Participation Professionals: Who are they and why does it matter? Helen

Christensen, University of Technology Sydney
The use of participatory approaches by public institutions has proliferated in recent years
as they seek to be more responsive to their publics in decision-making. These participatory approaches are increasingly being designed, coordinated and facilitated by public
participation professionals, also known as community engagement practitioners. Unlike
other professionals who have a primary responsibility to their clients, public participation
professionals have parallel responsibilities, namely to their institutions as well as to
the publics they are engaging. Because of these multiple responsibilities, the public participation professional is situated in a position of privilege – where both interest and scrutiny are problematic. To gain a deeper understanding of these professionals, this paper
presents the finding of a survey of nearly 400 Australian public participation
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professionals. Findings include their demographics, their experience and qualifications,
their associations as well as how they perceive the profession and the competencies
required to fulfil these roles. It is hoped that this increased understanding will assist in
determining the effects of professionalisation on participatory democracy.
Minipublics: As Examples of Organised Spaces, Volkan Gul, Kütahya Dumluminar

University
This paper identifies minipublics as organised spaces rather than merely invited. The emphasis on organisation is important because it has implications for our evaluation of minipublics as deliberative and democratic practices. The paper starts with a discussion of
representation to exemplify how organisers affect an important quality of minipublics. It
will be shown that descriptive representation achieved in minipublics depends on the
organisers’ motivation and on their understanding of the represented and representation.
The paper also specifies the role of organisers as the makers of representative claims
by using Michael Saward’s representation as claim-making framework. In addition to representation, we will see the influence of organisers when we discuss effectiveness and
deliberation in the context of minipublics. There is no single homogeneous group called
organisers, but a functional division will be offered as initiators, project managers and
field staff. Finally, it will be argued that organisation is equally important for other participatory spaces, and even more important if they are recurring. It will be concluded that
the ‘success’ of participatory spaces hinges on how they are organised.
Political Spaces as Technocratic Spaces: When Knowledge is Power, Paul Gunn,

Goldsmiths University of London
Theories of deliberative democracy have until recently largely neglected epistemology.
Whether construed in terms of public reason, the Habermasian discourse ethics, or poststructuralism, democratic deliberation has tended to be understood as a process by
which citizens discuss norms and values to arrive at a shared understanding of the public
will. Political discussions, however, are rarely contained by questions of value. Instead,
they turn upon competing accounts of fact and process: What, precisely, are the problems faced by society? And how can these problems be resolved?
Building on developments in social epistemology and deliberative systems, I show that
aggregated democratic spaces are functionally, if not intentionally, “technocratic”
spaces. This introduces power dynamics that have been under-remarked in deliberative
theory. Because citizens must judge questions of social cause and effect if they are to
make meaningful decisions between competing policy positions, they inevitably rely on
policy experts to form judgements. However, to explain this process epistemologists
have tended elide (reliable) scientific knowledge with (questionable) policy knowledge. I
argue that this elision is untenable. Using the example of neoclassical economic “expertise”, I show that, even in a deliberative system, the technocratic environment sharply
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curtails lay citizens’ political autonomy. This problem can be avoided only by reconstituting the space in which political agency is realised so that experts do not have a monopoly
over the terms in which political choices are understood.

Panel 14: Perceptions of Democratic Innovations
Chair: TBA
Friday 7 September 2018, 9:30-11:00, Caley Room (RS 152-153)
Going Beyond Dissatisfaction: A Critical Investigation of Support for Referendum,

Sofie Marien, Alejandro Arias-Lera, Andrea Felicetti, KU Leuven
Direct democracy is increasingly relevant in political debates across Europe. Referendums, in particular, attract growing attention in the public and citizen’s support. Reflecting on the causes underpinning this phenomenon and its possible consequences is, thus,
greatly important for democratic scholarship. Democratic theorists have long debated
about strengths and weaknesses of these instruments of direct participation. Furthermore, empirical research (mainly in process preferences literature) has started to explore possible causes underpinning demand for referendums. Both strands of research
suggest that dissatisfaction with representative democracy is a major force driving demand for referendums. On the basis of an analysis of an extensive dataset (ESS6), we
wish to dig further into this insight and to go beyond a tendency to interpret dissatisfaction with democracy as a standalone and underspecified concept affecting support for
referendums. To do this, we explore in detail which aspects of democracy people supporting referendums are dissatisfied with. Second, we investigate how preference for
referendums may result from the interaction between different factors: various types of
dissatisfaction with representative democracy, socio-economic background and different democratic ideals of citizens. Our paper sheds light on support for referendums and
informs debate on the role of referendums in the context of a growing variety of participatory and representative spaces.
Reviewing Participatory Motivations in Advisory Councils, Joan Font and Sara

Pasadas, Spanish National Research Council (CSIC)
Research about democratic innovations has neglected the analysis of one of the most
widespread participatory institutions: associationally based institutions organized through
territories or policy sectors (Advisory councils, AC). Previous research shows contrasting views about them: while Fung (2004) claimed the crucial role these institutions
could have, most research points to their very limited policy influence (Cooper and
Muso, 1999; Bherer et al, 2016). Fobbé et al (2013) have shown that satisfaction with the
advisory process in these ACs is high, even if influence of this advice is perceived as low.
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The paper will start by presenting a general mapping of the presence of these institutions
in Spain, using a multilevel perspective, covering from the national level to the local (cities
of more than 200.000 inhabitants). However, the paper main focus will be to understand
why participants choose to continue participating in them. The analysis will be based on
an online survey answered by participants in about 50 ACs. Three main explanations will
be mostly considered: participants are there to gain symbolic recognition for their organizations, to get access to local information and political elites or to have influence in
policy-making.
Public Administrators’ Views on Mini-Publics: An Analysis of a Deliberative Forum
in Northern Ireland on Social Care, Stephen Elstub, Newcastle University with
Maarja Lühiste, and Ian O’Flynn
The use of mini-publics in policy-making is increasing around the world (Elstub 2014).
Mini-publics consist of a random or diverse sample of citizens who are provided with
opportunities for structured learning, reflection and facilitated deliberation on contentious public policy issues. To date, mini-publics have been primarily employed in public
administration. This is possibly because the descriptively representative character of
mini-publics makes them particularly appealing to these agents. Firstly, mini-publics can
provide some accountability and democratic legitimacy to these bodies, which is often
lacking due to their unelected status. Secondly, public administrators need to consider
the public acceptability of their seemingly technical decisions. This requires them to bring
together specialist technical evidence with the public’s social values (Weale forthcoming
2018). Mini-publics can facilitate this as they assemble a diverse selection of lay citizens
and experts. However, although there is research on the attitudes of public administrators
towards citizen participation more generally (Huxley et al. 2014), we know little about
their attitudes towards mini-publics specifically. This paper addresses this gap through an
analysis of a deliberative forum held in Northern Ireland on social care by a Health Care
Trust in 2017. Key policy and administrative stakeholders were interviewed before and
after the forum about their views on mini-publics. These are compared and contrasted
with the citizen sample who were surveyed before and after the forum, including a battery of questions on their experience of participating in a mini-public. The findings of
each sample are compared to ascertain the extent they share related views on this type
of democratic innovation.
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Panel 15: Democratic Participation Around the World
Chair: Alex Prior, University of Leeds
Friday 7 September 2018, 9:30-11:00, RS 358
Invited Spaces in Japanese Democracy: The Empirical Impact of Deliberative Innovations, Momoyo Hüstebeck, University of Duisburg-Essen
Japanese social movements experienced an unexpected public support after the nuclear
accident in Fukushima. On the one hand, a new wave of social movements has been
established. On the other hand, Japan has faced democratic challenges which have
threaten its fundaments such as liberal rights or legitimacy. To counteract this “crisis” of
democracy governments have implemented the last two decades a striking number of
democratic innovations. With these invited places new forums for participatory policymaking processes have been institutionalized. Against the backdrop of the democratic
challenges I ask whether democratic innovations are desirable for the Japanese democracy. By carefully evaluating empirical cases of the first national deliberative poll about
alternative energy options and of local planning cells this paper analyzes qualitatively
their impacts on the representative democracy. I examine the extent to which deliberative innovations have improved the quality of representative democracy. This paper highlights further the merits and challenges of strengthening participatory democracy.
Political Participation in Poland: New Tools and Opportunities, Karolina Tybuchowska-Hartlińska, University of Warmia and Mazury
The key issue for developing democracy is activity of citizens which is very often called
as civil society. Hence, the aim of the article is to find what is the citizen’s participation
at local level. I will present conclusions from empirical research carried out on a representative group of Poles, as part of a national research project called “Political preferences. Attitudes-Identities-Behaviours 2013-2016”.
Contemporary research approaches and methodology, as well as the study of individual
cases are increasingly being discussed in the wide range of literature on political participation (Verba, Nie 1972; Barnes et al. 1979; Duch 1998; Dalton 1998, 2006, 2008; Inglehart, Catterberg 2002; Barnes 2006; Bernhagen, Marsh 2007; Ekman, Amnå 2012; Lamprianou 2013; van Deth 2014).
I will focus on the most popular form of activity at local level in the context of political
and party identity: inhabitant consultation; country meeting; district meeting; local referendum. No less important is the presence of involvement in institutional activities through
membership in a political party, trade unions, NGOs and local associations.
To summarize conducted research, it can be concluded that citizens declare their support for the possibility of co-deciding on municipality budgets and possibility of strengthening their participation through the available institutions of direct democracy in local
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governments, such as the referendum or locals’ consults. This support is generally independent from sympathizing with the different political parties or ideological viewpoints.
Democratising Pakistan? Critical reflections on the roles of internationally funded
NGOs, Arjumand Kazmi, University of Warwick
This paper presents critical insights into the diverse roles that internationally funded nongovernmental organisations (NGOs) play in democratising Pakistan. These insights are
informed by an empirical study conducted with members of NGOs, international development organisations, politicians, journalists and academics in Pakistan. The persistent
fragility of democracy as a system of governance, parallel to a pronounced interest and
investment by the West in 'consolidating democracy', brings up some vexed questions
about the ethnocentric nature of democratisation agenda that is premised on liberal conceptions of democracy. Charge of 'ethnocentrism' notwithstanding, there remains a
dearth in local explanations concerning the nature of democratisation and the contribution of NGOs within it.
By applying a lens of hermeneutic phenomenology and giving prominence to the 'lived
experience' of NGOs' professionals, I show that in Pakistan, NGOs operate in a contested
milieu of historical, political, cultural and social contexts. This milieu profoundly circumscribes NGOs’ roles in democratisation and alters the meanings they give to democracy.
I argue that to sustain, NGOs adapt and modify their roles. As a result, they develop
distinct ways of being. To conclude, I challenge the liberal conceptions of NGOs in democratisation based on normative and evaluative assumptions.

Panel 16: Civic Virtue in Participatory Spaces: Reappraising Citizenship after the “Systemic Turn”
Chairs: Dannica Fleuß, Helmut Schmidt University and William Smith, Chinese University of Hongkong
Friday 7 September 2018, 11:15-12:45, Caley Room (RS 152-153)
Creating and Transforming Participatory Spaces Through Solidarity, Andreas

Busen, University of Hamburg
Theories of democracy relying on the notion of participatory spaces face two central
questions: How to make sure that relevant spaces are in place (or can successfully be
created), and how to ensure that those affected in a relevant way can take part in the
deliberation in those spaces. A promising answer to these questions is provided by Philip
Pettit’s neo-republican conception of contestation. The general idea is to set up a system
enabling individuals and groups to publicly criticize (or contest) all aspects of the social
and political order at any given time. This way, participatory spaces can be created ad
hoc when necessary by anyone, whereas one can do without more permanent and
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continuous participatory spaces. Contrary to similar (deliberative) models, Pettit emphasizes that the successful realization of such a system crucially depends on citizens cultivating a fundamental political virtue, namely constant vigilance. Scrutinizing Pettit’s notions of contestation and vigilance I argue that Pettit underestimates the obstacles which
might still prevent people from successfully making contestations (and thus creating new
or gaining access to existing participatory spaces). I go on to show why vigilance cannot
help to overcome these obstacles and propose that citizens need to cultivate another,
even more fundamental virtue, namely solidarity.
Empathy-Based Political Virtues: Opening the Black Box for Deliberative Theory,
Dannica Fleuß, Helmut Schmidt University
With the systemic approach’s widened focus on different styles of deliberation and participation, heterogeneous citizen virtues are considered advantageous for deliberative
quality. As some of these virtues have been in the blind spot area of deliberative theory
so far, deliberative theorists have to deal with uncertainty about how to conceptualize
them adequately. In order to address this gap in current approaches to deliberation, this
paper proposes to supplement current concepts by drawing on Richard Rorty’s description of the “liberal ironist”. The first part of the paper will develop a “map” of loci of
deliberative systems and assign citizen virtues that deliberative theorists implicitly or explicitly consider beneficial for deliberation in these loci. The second part will contrast this
account of citizen virtues with the citizen-capabilities and -dispositions that Rorty takes
to be “democratic virtues”. Here, I will mainly elaborate on the concepts of empathy, the
capacity to deal with contingency, as well as empathy-based solidarity. The concluding
part of the paper will (a) point out how far the virtues drawn from Rorty’s approach are
essential for the integrity and functionality of a deliberative system as a whole. Based on
the “map” of loci sketched in the beginning, I will (b) address the specific importance of
these virtues for different loci of the deliberative system.
The Political Culture(s) of Participatory and Deliberative Spaces, Marit Hammond,

Keele University
Although much has been written on the virtues and competences required for citizens
to effectively engage with participatory and deliberative political spaces, this has largely
been from prescriptive behavioural, institutional and organisational angles. One important driver of both individual political behaviour and the evolution of collective political spaces, however, is culture: the norms and expectations that shape people’s very
perception of society, and thus their roles and possibilities within it. This paper considers
the place of political culture in relation to the participatory and specifically deliberative
roles expected of citizens in contemporary political settings, and how they are facilitated
in practice. Taking a systemic perspective, I argue that not only must culture be recognised as one influence on citizens’ roles and behaviours, but it is cultural norms that must
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form the very core of genuinely deliberative systems; for it is this realm that realises the
emancipatory dimensions of participatory and deliberative democracy in which citizens
themselves are in the driver’s seat. Against the recent systems literature, I thus develop
a new, cultural conception of deliberative systems, in which a much broader array of
participatory spaces than typically recognised is key.
Deliberative Citizenship: Toward A Systemic Theory of Civic Virtue, William Smith,

Chinese University of Hongkong
This paper revisits the ideal of deliberative citizenship in light of the ‘systemic turn’. It
suggests that the conception of citizenship that has most commonly been associated
with deliberative democracy—which calls for commitments and qualities that equip persons to engage in a certain form of communicative interaction—can no longer be seen
as a desirable or feasible ideal. At the same time, it contends that systems theorists have
not elaborated a satisfactory replacement for this idea. This is reflected in their failure to
retain an adequate connection between citizenship and normative commitments that are
inextricably linked to any plausible interpretation of deliberative democracy. Though this
paper falls short of elaborating a comprehensive conception of deliberative citizenship,
it offers some pointers toward what such a conception might look like. The account
identifies a deliberative ethos as a minimalist commitment for all citizens, but then suggests that a fuller range of qualities might be required by actors in diverse systemic contexts. These qualities are unlikely to be embodied by any particular individual, so should
instead be conceptualized as dispersed across a plural public. The resulting approach
thus moves us away from the ideal of a ‘good citizen’ toward the idea of a ‘good citizenry’.

Panel 17: Roundtable: The Future of Participedia as a Resource
for Participatory and Deliberative Democracy
Chair: TBA
Speakers:
Matt Ryan, University of Southampton, Chair of Participedia’s Research Design
Committee
Rodolfo Lewanski, University of Bologna
Graham Smith, University of Westminster, Founding Member of Participedia’s Executive Committee
Other speakers TBA
Friday 7 September 2018, 11:15-12:45, RS 358

Participedia has established itself as the primary platform for depositing data on forms
of participatory governance. It is a global network of research groups around the world,
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currently led from the University of British Columbia. Funded by a Social Sciences and
Humanities Research Council of Canada grant, much of the last few years have been
spent improving the platform interface, designing a data model (qualitative and quantitative) that is more ecumenical in its treatment of different forms of democratic practice
and opening up a repository for existing and future data sets on forms of democratic
participation. All this work has meant there has been little critical reflection on the core
question of what and who Participedia is for – and how its work programme can best be
developed in the coming years as a resource for researching and promoting participatory and deliberative democracy.

Panel 18: The Empirical Realities of the Deliberative System Approach
Chair: Rikki Dean, Goethe University Frankfurt
Friday 7 September 2018, 13:45-15:15, Caley Room (RS 152-153)
‘Designed Coupling’ in a Constitutional Mini-Public: The Irish Constitutional Convention of 2012-14, David M. Farrell, University College Dublin with Jane Suiter,

Clodagh Harris, Kevin Cunningham
The Irish Constitutional Convention was established by the Irish government in 2012.
Over its fourteen months of operation it was tasked with making recommendations on a
number of constitutional reform proposals. As a constitutional mini-public its membership included a random selection of 66 citizens selected by a market research company
and 33 members of parliament. Its recommendations were debated on the floor of the
Irish parliament with two of them leading to constitutional referendums in 2015. A clear
example of what Carolyn Hendriks (2016) refers to as ‘designed coupling’, this paper
makes use of data gathered during and after the operation of the Convention to examine
if the ‘coupling’ was too tight, put another way, whether the inclusion of politicians as
members may have impacted detrimentally on the operation and/or outcomes of the
Convention.
The Empirical Realities of the Deliberative Systems Approach: Lessons from Practice, Simon Burall, Involve
Individual, one off deliberative spaces can be effective in bringing the public voice into
the heart of policy making. There is strong and compelling evidence for this within the
policy making realm of science and technology from across the world demonstrate this.
This evidence of public voice impacting directly on policy stretches back to the pioneering work of the Danish Board of Technology in the 1980s through to the present day in
the UK, South Korea and Australia, for example. This paper draws on practical experience
of working with government to reflect on the impact such one-off processes can have
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and explore their limitations. It draws on lessons of the collaboration between the UK
government and the UK Civil Society Network on Open Government to develop far
reaching commitments to make the UK government more participatory, transparent and
accountable. These insights, along with recent research to map invited and uninvited engagement in the energy system by the University of East Anglia, are used to propose a
systemic approach to public engagement in government policy promoting science and
technology innovation.
Participatory Governance in Scotland: Community Empowerment and Public Service Reform through the lens of Deliberative Systems, Oliver Escobar, University

of Edinburgh
This paper presents a study of deliberative systems, and the practitioners tasked with
developing them, in the context of local participatory governance. In Scotland, Community Planning policy mandates local authorities to develop multi-stakeholder partnerships
for collaborative policymaking including citizens and communities (of place, practice and
interest) through an increasing number of participatory and deliberative processes. Community Planning Officials (CPOs) constitute a key group of local public servants working
across policy areas, from the environment, to regeneration, equalities, housing, planning,
transport, community development and health, to name a few. They are at the forefront
of implementing the ideas from the influential 2011 Christie Commission on the Future
Delivery of Public Services, as well as legislation such as the 2015 Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act. In sum, CPOs carry out the everyday work of enabling local participatory governance at the interface of three policy agendas: public service reform,
social justice and community empowerment. Yet, despite their crucial role, we know
surprisingly little about this community of practice. This report draws on a mixed methods portfolio of research from What Works Scotland, including the first survey of CPOs
(Escobar et al., 2018), as well as in-depth qualitative studies. The findings offer insights
for the development of deliberative systems and participatory institutions from the perspective of policy workers at the frontline of democratic innovation.
Designing a Deliberative System in the Real World: The Ambitious Case of NHS
Citizen, John Boswell, University of Southampton with Rikki Dean and Graham

Smith
What does it mean to design democratic innovation from a systems perspective? The
demand of the deliberative systems approach that we turn our gaze from the single
forum to the broader system has largely been embraced by those interested in democratic innovation. Nevertheless, there has been no analysis of whether the deliberative
systems approach is helpful for doing democratic innovation. Is it possible to design a
range of differentiated but interconnected participatory and deliberative settings? Does
this better connect democratic innovations to mass politics? And does it promote greater
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procedural legitimacy? This article analyses one such attempt to design a deliberative
system in the real world: the ambitious NHS Citizen initiative. It asks whether the systems
design was able to answer the charges of inauthenticity and disconnectedness that systems theorists have levelled at previous attempts at democratic innovations. The case
demonstrates that a systems approach enabled some novel strategies to address these
problems of institutionalisation, but was not able to resolve them – they re-emerged in
different, sometimes more acute forms.

Panel 19: Participatory Budgeting 30 Years Later: Critical Perspectives
Chair: Gilles Pradeau, University of Westminster
Friday 7 September 2018, 13:45-15:15, RS 358
The Degradation of the Political and Economic Effects of Participatory Governance Innovations, Paolo Spada, University of Coimbra
What are the effects of participatory governance innovations? Do effects intensify or
degrade over time? Existing scholarship answer these questions primarily using case
studies. This paper proposes a panel data analysis of the durability and intensity of the
political and fiscal effects of participatory budgeting in Brazilian cities, probably the most
famous and studied participatory governance innovation. Focusing on 568 Brazilian cities
that have a population greater than 50000 inhabitants over 7 electoral terms, between
the years 1989 and 2016, it extends significantly the scope and understanding of previous
empirical work. The paper uncovers limited effects on fiscal spending on health care and
education, and larger effects on the probability of re-election of the party of the mayor.
Differently from previous quantitative research the paper highlights how the effects of
PB are mostly concentrated in its first four year of implementation. Participatory Budgeting effects, on average, degrade over-time.
Equalities and Engagement in Participatory Budgeting in Scotland, Angela

O'Hagan and Clementine Hill O'Connor, Glasgow Caledonian University
Since 2014, there has been a step-change institutionally in Scotland in the involvement of
communities in local decision making. This includes the Community Empowerment Act
2015, and the introduction of Participatory Budgeting (PB), a meta policy that aims to
empower local communities to have a direct say in how and where public funds can be
used at local levels to shape public services and delivery. A focus of PB, in the longerterm, is fundamentally to transform the involvement of communities in budgeting decisions for mainstream services. Core to this policy is increased connectivity, trust and
participatory democracy for communities. However distinct challenges exist in the design and implementation of PB and in integrating an equalities analysis to build and expand
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participation, particularly by women, minority ethnic groups and other socio-economically disadvantaged groups.
This paper draws on findings from ongoing research in order to explore the levels of
engagement with equalities groups within the PB process in Scotland and consider the
extent to which PB is advancing equality and tackling intersectional and persistent inequalities within 6 case study areas. The paper highlights the challenges faced by implementing organisations in engaging the diverse population the PB process impact of exclusion may have on the success of PB in Scotland and the possible routes for improving
the process. The paper also discusses the influence and impact of the Public Sector
Equality Duty and the potential for this to be used as a lever to achieve greater equality
within the PB process. The authors conclude that there is limited impact to date of the
PB process on achieving greater equality and participation but that there is the potential
for more innovation and transformational practice if the political will and commitment
are sustained.
Importing Participatory Budget from Porto Alegre to La Marsa: Circulation and
Appropriation of Public Policies, Joseph-Désiré Som I, Centre for Modern Oriental

Studies
The participatory budget has spread widely throughout the world since its birth in Porto
Alegre in 1989. There are now thousands of cities in the world that are experimenting
with participatory budgeting systems, of which more than 300 are African cities
(Cabannes & Delgado, 2015; Kanouté, 2011; Porto de Oliviera, 2018). Several studies
show the international circulation of this participatory democratic system (Porto de
Oliveira, 2015, 2016, Mazeaud et al, 2016) and the variations in this circulation (Sintomer
et al., 2013), however, very little work based on empirical work proposes an analysis on
how the participatory budget is translated into Africa from a comparison with the ideal
type of Porto Alegre.
From the early hours of post-Ben Ali Tunisia, there are initiatives to institutionalize participation in the wake of the democratization movement of society. The participatory
budget (BP) of the municipalities will quickly occupy a place of choice among these devices. At present, nearly a dozen communes have adopted the BP in Tunisia including the
municipality of La Marsa. La Marsa, a suburb of the well-to-do suburb of Tunis, which has
gradually put in place the BP's system since 2013, is now a model in the Maghreb (3rd
place at the BP African Award of Excellence in 2015). In Tunisia, this system of participating in local public action is part of the decentralizing policy trajectory (Som 1 et al., 2017)
and participates in the myth reforming the state (Hibou, 2009). What is the name of the
BP in Tunisia? What is its import path? In what way and by whom is the Porto Alegre
experience translated into this context of fluid conjuncture? Based on these questions,
our contribution focuses on the process of importing the BP into Tunisia. We will highlight
in particular the role played by the World Social Forum, notably the two editions of Tunis
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of 2013 and 2015, but also other editions of the past. We also show how and by whom
the design of the BP is elaborated and implemented in Tunisia. The historicity and temporalities peculiar to the BP in Tunisia will illuminate the local appropriations of this internationalized device.

Panel 20: Discussion: Future Directions in Research on Participatory Spaces
Chair: Graham Smith, University of Westminster
Speakers: TBA
Friday 7 September 2018, 15:30-16:30, Caley Room (RS 152-153)
Most conferences end with participants drifting away and no chance to reflect on lessons
learned from across the panels and keynotes. Not here! This final session offers a chance
to discuss the state of research on participatory spaces. Where is the research base
strong? What are the exciting new areas of work? What was missing at the conference?
Where do we need to do to improve the research networks around participatory and
deliberative democracy? Who is going to organize the next gathering?! The session will
be kicked off by invited contributions (TBA), but will be space for all to contribute their
thoughts, ideas and energy.
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