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1 Research

1.1 State of research in the field

There is increasing agreement that we are experiencing a crisis of democracy with declining
political trust, the rise of populism and an overload of political expression. This combines with
a decline in civility in political discourse and a reduction in argumentative complexity (Dryzek
et al. 2019). In the wake of these challenges, many scholars have called for a deepening of
democracy. The focus of practice and research has been on implementing “democratic
innovations” whereby citizens are given tools for enlightened understanding and meaningful
inclusion in the political decision-making process. Several democratic innovations have been
proposed and tried out. Some of these innovations, such as deliberative mini publics, put
emphasis on sites and moments of listening and reflection, whereas others put emphasis on
participatory and direct forms of democracy. At a minimum, democratic innovations should
be entitled with some sort of political influence on political decisions (Elstub 2017; Bachtiger
and Parkinson 2019).

Indeed, democratic innovations have several positive effects for the workings of democracy:
participating in such institutions enhances the political knowledge of citizens and their civic
skills (Geissel 2012). In contrast to knee-jerk responses to partisan and populist cues, citizen
dialogues make citizens” judgments more considered and more consistent with the general
values that individuals hold. By the same token, research has also shown that ordinary
citizens are both willing (Neblo et al. 2010) and able (Gerber et al. 2018) to effectively
participate in democratic innovations. Contrary to pessimistic predictions, empirical evidence
demonstrates that democratic innovations neither privilege already advantaged citizens nor
conduce to undesired psychological dynamics (such as group polarization; Sunstein 2002)
nor simply reinforce existing opinions (as the motivated reasoning literature predicts; Taber



and Lodge 2006). Rather, democratic innovations have the potential to include diverse strata
of citizens who frequently experience transformative effects including outcomes aligning with
the public good (Grillos 2019). A key reason for these positive findings lies in the institutional
setup of democratic innovations: if an institution (like a mini public) is explicitly geared toward
empowered inclusion and facilitated dialogue with deliberative norms, many well-known
psychological biases tend to be reduced or wither away. As Neblo et al. (2018) concur, when
citizens have the ‘means, motives, and opportunity” to become informed about politics, they
behave differently than is portrayed in the "anaemic view of democratic participation” implied
by many democracy scholars (p. 72).

In the view of these benefits, scholars emphasize the need to bring democratic innovations in
from the margins and make them a more familiar part of standard political practice (Dryzek
et al 2019). A big issue, however, is the question whether and how much digital democratic
innovations (DDIs) can supplement or even replace traditional democratic innovations.
On the one hand, digital platforms have the (theoretical) potential for scaling up democratic
innovations to nation-wide levels with large numbers of participants. They offer the possibility
for including people from diverse backgrounds and geographical regions at much lower costs
than traditional face-to-face venues. A further advantage of DDIs is that they can be organized
in asynchronous ways, enabling people to participate according to their own pace and
independently of space and time (landoli et al. 2018). Online discussions may also have the
advantage that all participants can stay anonymous. Personal characteristics of participants,
which psychologists consider having major effects on opinion formation, play only a very
minor role (Baek et al. 2011; Moore 2018). Finally, in an anonymous setting, the absence of
non-verbal cues, such as gender, tone or body language, may reduce patterns of social
dominance and make participants to express their views more freely (Price 2009; Rhee and
Kim 2009).

On the other hand, DDIs also have several downsides. They can be exclusive to specific social
strata (the well-known “digital divide”). We also know that unstructured online environments
with self-selected participation (such as commentaries on news websites or Facebook) can
have many drawbacks such as polarization, low argumentative complexity and incivility (Esau
et al. 2017; Quinlan et al. 2015). Yet, the problem is not digital innovations per se, but how
they are implemented and organized. There is broad consensus that discussion quality
increases when environments are well tailored to the specific application (e.g. Luskin et al.
2006; Gronlund et al. 2009). It has been shown that several challenges of online participation
can be addressed by careful platform designs, for example through intelligent discussion
structures (landoli et al. 2018) or artificial facilitation (Wyss & Beste 2017).

A crucial variable for the normative assessment of democratic innovations (whether digital or
face-to-face) is the degree of political influence given to participating citizens (Elstub 2017;
Caluwaerts und Reuchamps 2015; 2016). Usually, the output of the democratic innovations
has only recommending character with no guarantee of political uptake. In this case,
democratic innovations are likely to be perceived as a straw man. In contrast, when
democratic innovations are entitled with too much political influence (for instance, when they
have direct influence into law making) questions about democratic legitimacy are raised.
Lafont (2015) argues that the legitimacy problem arises because the few participating citizens
“would have a sense of the rationale behind the decision they made; they will know why some
political choices were made over others, but the citizenry at large would not be able to
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comprehend these rationales.” (p. 54) This, in turn, creates a fundamental challenge for their
legitimacy as policy-making tools. A challenge, which has not been convincingly addressed by
existing digital projects (Smith et al. 2015).

The currently existing digital initiatives in Switzerland within the context of elections (e.g.
“smartvote.ch”), direct democracy (e.g. “easyvote.ch”; “wecollect.ch”; “swissvotes.ch”), or
parliamentary processes (e.g. “politik.ch”; “anneepolitique.swiss”, “smartmonitor.ch”) help to
make democratic processes more transparent and enable citizens to make more efficient and
smarter decisions (Rauschenbach 2019). To date, however, these tools do not offer a chance
for a political influence exerted by citizens, whether on political actors nor on the political
discourse. The challenge of political influence is not better addressed in the case of
crowdsourcing projects that have burgeoned in the past decade. In crowdsourcing projects,
citizens are asked to put forth their ideas, knowledge, and opinions regarding a specific
political issue (Chen and Aitamurto 2019; Landemore 2015). According to advocates,
crowdsourcing projects have a dual advantage over many other civic engagement practices:
they reach citizens in large numbers and at low cost (p. 99). However, after the event the
authorities are relatively free to decide which of the numerous suggestions they want to
respond to and which of them shall be transformed into law (Chen and Aitamurto 2019; Smith
2005, p. 106f). Due to authorities’ opportunity for cherry-picking, these innovations tend to
have only modest political influence as well.

For our own research, we take inspiration from the best-practice democratic innovations in
the face-to-face domains, such as the Citizens’ Initiative Review (CIR) in Oregon, which
became a permanent part of that state’s electoral process in 2011 (Knobloch et al. 2013, Gastil
et al. 2016). The CIR convenes a stratified random sample of two dozen citizens for a four-to-
five-day deliberation on a state ballot measure. As Gastil et al. (2016) detail, “[c]itizen panelists
interrogate advocates, opponents, and background witnesses, then synthesize the best
evidence and arguments to produce a one-page statement that goes into the official Voters’
Pamphlet mailed to every registered voter.” The CIR project demonstrates that many citizens
find it helpful to use the recommendations provided by the citizens participating in the CIR
(Knobloch et al. 2013). On this basis, democratic innovations can exert political influence, at
least indirectly. Notice that the CIR has also found resonance among with Swiss political
scientists. Yannis Papadopoulos (2012: 148) has claimed that “there is no reason why
randomly selected citizens’ assemblies could not draft or scrutinize some of the reform
proposals that are subject to referendum votes in Switzerland.” Moreover, the SNSF research
project led by Nenad Stojanovi¢ attempts to transfer the Oregon model to Switzerland.
Stojanovi¢ emphasizes the bridge-building potential of this face-to-face innovation, providing
the wider public with well-considered information in an accessible language (Stojanovi¢ 2019).

Similar to Papadopoulos and Stojanovi¢, we see Switzerland as a highly favourable place for
implementing democratic innovations, including DDIs. Democratic innovations most likely
succeed when they are carefully tailored to a specific political system. The Swiss political
system offers promising connection points for democratic innovations, namely the idea of
direct involvement of citizens through direct democratic instruments, semi-professional
respectively voluntary political engagement at all political levels, and even a tradition in the
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principle of sortition.! Hence, rather than being perceived as “foreign”, DDIs implemented in
the system would reinvigorate Swiss political norms.

1.2 Personal contribution to research in the field

The applicants of this project are Marc Biihlmann (well-known expert of the functioning of
direct democracy and chair of the Année Politique Suisse) and his colleagues Marléne Gerber
and Anja Heidelberger. All of them have profound understanding of the specific characteristics
of Swiss democratic processes. Anja Heidelberger wrote her dissertation on participation in
Swiss ballots. Marléne Gerber has extensive experience in analysing deliberation within
Landsgemeinden (Gerber et al 2019; Gerber & Mueller 2018) and deliberative mini publics
(Gerber 2015; Gerber et al. 2018). Furthermore, Anja Heidelberger and Marléne Gerber have
profound experience in survey research. In the framework of this project, we collaborate with
Dominik Wyss and André Bachtiger, who bring in skills and knowledge that will be critical for
successfully implementing the case studies. First, André Bachtiger has championed the first
online deliberation field experiment in Swiss direct democracy (Béachtiger et al. 2011; Wyss
and Béachtiger 2019) and is a world-leading expert of deliberative democracy (Bachtiger
2005; Bachtiger et al. 2018; Bachtiger & Parkinson 2019; Dryzek et al. 2019). Dominik Wyss,
in turn, will be responsible for the development of the software. Due to his dual background
as computer and a political scientist he is well equipped for developing and implementing a
real-life digital platform. Dominik Wyss has championed innovative and theory-guided online
forums for political participation including nudging techniques and artificial facilitation
(Wyss & Beste 2017). The group of Bihlmann, Heidelberger, Gerber, Bachtiger and Wyss have
already successfully collaborated in the current SNF project “Echo vs. Deliberative
Chambers”.

Due to the interdisciplinarity and the ambitiousness of this proposal, we will collaborate with
further leading experts. We will incorporate Mark Klein as a consultant for our team. Klein’s
research is at the intersection of artificial intelligence and social computing and explores
how computers can enable better knowledge-sharing and decision-making among humans.
He is also a co-inventor of the collaborative argumentation platform “Deliberatorium” (Klein
& Iandoli, 2008). For the conception and implementation of our second case study, we are
closely connected with the founders of Politools, Daniel Schwarz and Jan Fivaz. Both are
experts of Swiss electoral system and the conduction of Voting Advice Applications
(“smartvote”). We are also in close contact with Nenad Stojanovi¢ who conducts a CIR
innovation in Sion (2019) in the context of his SNF-funded “Férderprofessur”.

With the proposed project, our team builds on a number of SNF-funded projects since 2010.
In 2010, Bachtiger conducted the first deliberative field experiment in Swiss direct democracy
based on synchronous online deliberation (Bachtiger et al. 2011; Wyss and Bachtiger 2019).
The topic of the field experiment was the expulsion initiative (,Ausschaffungsinitiative”) of the
Swiss People’s Party (SVP) in 2010 and the counterproposal of the government and
parliament. We found that the online discussion group became more favourable of the
counterproposal, trying to combine the popular demand for expulsion of criminal foreigners
with the requirements of international and basic law. Moreover, those participating in the

' For instance, sortition is applied in some communities to select among citizens the non-permanent members of election
committees and (under specific circumstances) to select judges (Art. 37 of the Bundesgerichtsgesetz from the June 17th.
2005).
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online discussion also had better knowledge on the initiative and the counterproposal
compared to participant in the control group. A second field-experiment was conducted in the
context of enforcement initiative (“Durchsetzungsinitiative”) of the SVP. It contained an
asynchronous discussion platform dubbed ‘Smartopinion’ containing an artificial facilitator
implemented to improve quality of discourse (figure 1; Wyss and Beste 2017). We found that
artificial facilitation helped citizens having problems to form opinions as well as citizens who
do not like to speak up in public. A third experiment was conducted in the context of the
ongoing SNF-project “Digital Lives”. In a simulated online discussion (figure 2), we
investigated the effects of echo chambers, balanced forums and nudging techniques on
individual opinion formation. First results show that the information processing of citizens in
the online forum was good and polarization effects could be contained (Wyss et al. 2019).
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Figure 1 shows the user interface of the Figure 2 shows the user interface of the
collaborative argumentation platform simulated forum used in our SNF-‘Digital
‘Smartopinion’ (Version 1.0) at the moment when Lives’ experiment.

the artificial facilitator draws attention on a
specific argument .

1.3 Detailed research plan and methods

In the proposed study, we will conduct and scientifically assess two DDI-prototypes that both
aim at strengthening bottom-up influence when citizens make political decisions. In concrete
terms, the output of DDIs shall inform other citizen’s opinion-formation process in the wake
of a public voting (case study #1) and public elections (case study #2). The crucial feature is
that it is no longer only elites who inform voters about the direct-democratic votes but also
the citizens themselves (E1-Wakil 2019).

Case Study #1: The first case study is inspired by the Citizen Initiative Review in Oregon
(Gastil et al. 2016) and dubbed as “Citizens’ Initiative Review”. Two months before an
upcoming initiative or referendum, we recruit more than thousand citizens who are
representative of Swiss-German citizens entitled to vote. We will invite them to deliberate and
collectively create an information base that serves public opinion formation. The information
base not only provides the aggregate voting intentions but also the perspectives,
considerations, and justifications uttered during the collaboration process. The core of the
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information base will be an extensive argument repertoire regarding the pros and cons of the
proposal. The finalized information base is then published by using the communication
channels of all organizations involved in this proposal (i.e. Année Politique Suisse and
Politools including the newsletter with about 65’000 registered Smartvote users). We also will
encourage potentially interested media actors to report about our project. Citizens then can
use the information base as a guidance to form their own voting decisions. Overall, the
information base represents a bottom-up alternative to the official brochure published by the
Federal Chancellery.

Figure 3: Study Design of Case Study #1
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In order to scientifically monitor the case study, we employ the following study design (Figure
3). First, the 1250 citizens recruited via a polling company are invited to take part in the
initial survey (T1) containing questions about socio-demographic, political and attitudinal
variables as well as about their initial stance towards a direct-democratic vote proposal. After
the T1 survey, we randomly allocate the participants to a control group (20% of the
participants) and a DDI-group (80% of the participants). The participants in the DDI-group
will login to the Smartopinion platform (see below) and to collaboratively create the above-
outlined information base. At the end of the collaborative process (that takes up to three
weeks) and after a subsequent editing? by the Année Politique Suisse team, we re-invite all
participants (including control- and treatment groups) to a next survey session (T2). At T2,
we will repeat several questions of the initial survey (e.g. vote intention). Afterwards we present
the finalized information base to the participants. At T3, we ask them to provide a detailed
feedback (e.g. do you find your personal views appropriately represented in the information
base?). A final survey (T4) then takes place a few weeks later (i.e. a few days after the vote).

2 In the subsequent editing, we will increase readability of the texts and fix grammatical errors. However, we will refrain from

adding substantial modifications.
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Here, we want to monitor whether participating at DDIs has long-term effects. For this last
survey, we expect 900 attending participants.

Case study #2: We conduct the second case study in close cooperation with our partner
“Politools”, the provider of the most prominent Voting Advice Application (VAA) in Switzerland
(dubbed “smartvote”). In this prototype, we sample from an electoral register of a small or
medium-sized city holding an upcoming election. The citizens are then asked to create a
question catalogue (“questionnaire”) serving as the data basis for the VAA. The fact that
citizens then not only can match candidates along predefined political criteria but also can
shape the set of criteria themselves, gives citizens a much more salient role within the VAA-
assisted opinion formation.

Although this second DDI-prototype features many similarities to the first prototype, its
design is more modest. Instead of drawing a sample via a polling company, we use the electoral
register to draw our citizen sample. Furthermore, we do not apply further experimental
treatments. Moreover, the financial remuneration for the participants will also be significantly
smaller and the study does not include a post-election survey. A final difference to the first
study is the political level; while the first prototype focuses on the federal level, the second
prototype focuses on a communal election in a small or medium-sized city. Politools has
already identified five cities potentially ready to collaborate with us. The five cities hold their
election on a date that corresponds to the schedule of this project. In a first informal inquiry,
Politools received positive responses from some cities to provide us with the postal addresses
of a random sample drawn out of the electoral register.

The concrete study design is shown in figure 4: we send an invitation to the T1-survey to
7500-10’000 citizens via postal mail. Based on previous projects, we predict that about 12%
(e.g. 1°000) of the citizens will participate. After taking the survey, the actual collaboration
phase starts, involving two steps. First, we ask the participants to collect, deliberate and rate
the most important themes for the upcoming legislative period (such as “environment
protection”, “social security”, etc.). Second, for each of the themes the participants are asked
to collect, discuss and rate a certain number of questions about political preferences (Fivaz
and Nadig 2010; e.g. should the city introduce speed limits to counter climate change?). When
this collaboration phase is finished, we apply stratification weighting to decide which concrete
themes and questions enter the final questionnaire. The weighting ensures that questions
and topics perceived as salient by underrepresented citizens are also considered in the
questionnaire. In a subsequent editing by Politools, we make sure that the questionnaire
meets the stylistic and technical quality standards. After the editing, we send the
questionnaire to all the candidates running for office. Politools predicts that more than 75%
of the candidates will complete the questionnaire. Afterwards, participants are surveyed again
(at T2) and receive access to the Voting Advice Application in order to generate a personalized
voting advice, based on Euclidean matching between voters and candidates (Fivaz and Nadig
2010).
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Figure 4: Study Design of Case Study #2
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These study designs enable us to investigate the following research questions: Are citizens
willing to participate meaningfully on digital platforms when they are given political influence?
Are citizens capable to do so? Do we observe undesirable information-updating patterns (e.g.
motivated reasoning, group-think tendencies)? What will be the quality of the citizen-
generated output of the DDI? What is the impact of DDI participation on the citizens? And is
there a chance that the output can influence public opinion formation? The details about
evaluation methods and our predictions are outlined in the following paragraph:

- Predictions regarding access and motivation to participate (H1): The latest research
paints a fairly positive picture by showing that citizens are both willing (Neblo et al. 2010)
and able (Gerber et al. 2018) to effectively participate in democratic innovations, in
particular in well-structured minipublics. For our DDIs, however, this question is brought
back into focus. First, we predict that the digital character of our democratic innovations
discourages the participation of people who are older or less familiar with Internet
technology (H1a, digital natives). We also predict that the opportunity to influence public
opinion formation increases the motivation of citizens to participate actively (H1b,
response rate). Due to the same reason, we expect that the relative number of spectators
is lower than in other online collaborations. We evaluate these hypotheses by observing
activity patterns and a comparison with studies conducted earlier by our team.
Furthermore, to better understand the source of motivation, we will randomize the
financial incentives of the participants in case study#1 (between CHF 10.- and 50.-). The
randomization allows us to juxtapose the importance of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation.
We predict that there is only a weak relationship between the degree of active participation
and the financial incentives that participants receive (Hle, intrinsic motivation).

- Impact on procedural quality (H2): Regarding the procedural quality, we assess the
concepts of justification rationality, reciprocity, respect, and constructivity during the
online discussions (Esau et al. 2017). In this regard, our team has proficiency in
automated as well as hand-coded analyses of face-to-face and online discussions. For
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instance, we will apply the psychological construct integrative complexity (Wyss et al.
2015) and the Discourse Quality Index (DQI) co-invented by André Bachtiger (Steiner et
al. 2004; Fournier-Tombs 2018). Regarding procedural quality, we formulate a general
hypothesis: since participating citizens are given political influence, the procedural
quality will be good with argument quality and levels of reciprocity scoring higher than in
our previous experiments.

- Impact on participating citizens (H3): As mentioned above, democratic innovations
have several positive effects on the political knowledge, voting preferences, civic skills of
participating citizens (Geissel 2012; Gastil et al. 2014; Mar & Gastil 2019; Benz and
Stutzer 2004). Especially case study #1 enables us to investigate these questions in a
causal way, since we incorporate random allocation to the DDI- and the control group.

Besides these hypotheses, we will monitor further effects of our DDIs. We will examine
whether the platform collaboration of citizens produces an output that outperforms
alternative information bases. Thereby, we will compare our results with comparable
information bases (i.e. VAA-questionnaires conventionally composed by Politools for elections
in similar-sized cities and the official brochure of the Federal Chancellery). We will also report
indicators such as website traffic, media coverage, and mentions in social media in order to
gauge whether our DDI had a chance of influencing public opinion formation.

The digital platform: For the conceptualization of the digital platform, we draw from the
above-outlined experiences. The proposed case studies will be run on a collaborative
argumentation platform enabling meaningful and reason-based large-scale discussions (Wyss
and Beste 2017; De Liddo & Buckingham Shum, 2013; Elliman, Macintosh, & Irani, 2009;
Klein & Iandoli, 2008; Pingree, 2006). The basic idea of these platforms is to overcome
constraining factors of large-scale online discussions such as redundancy, bifurcation, and
fragmentation (Klein 2012). To overcome these constraints, they put emphasis on a facilitative
structure prompting participants to bundle all relevant content concerning a certain aspect
of the discussion into distinct subtopics. Moreover, due to their focus on structured and
reason-oriented discussion, the platforms can restrain incivility. This is corroborated by case
studies in which these platforms hosted political discussions on highly controversial issues
(Wyss & Beste 2017; Iandoli et al. 2018).

The platform for the proposed project will be based on our ‘Smartopinion’ platform (Wyss &
Beste 2017). Smartopinion has been developed and scientifically tested in the context of the
NCCR Democracy in cooperation with Politools. Since its launch, the platform has been
frequently applied by universities and NGO’s to host online discussions in Switzerland and
Germany. For the studies outlined in this proposal, we will extend it significantly. Most
importantly, we will implement a democratic concept for self-governance based on sortition
algorithms.

In order to function as a platform for authentic democratic innovation, questions of platform
governance become important. The problem can be easily illustrated by the above-mentioned
crowdsourcing projects, in which citizen put forth their opinions, ideas and arguments. Public
authorities then must analyse and synthesize the submissions. This task is more onerous
and subjective than one might expect, because the “crowd’s input is often atomic, divergent,
and heterogeneous in content and format.” (Chen and Aitamurto 2019, P.103) A likely
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outcome is that the input of the citizens is ignored by the authorities (ibid). We claim that this
issue is less severe when we provide self-governance mechanisms, whereby citizens
themselves can synthesize the best suggestions and considerations into one information base
(for instance in a format such as a VAA-questionnaire or a brief information base on an
upcoming public voting).

Several types of self-governance are already implemented in existing platforms. They partially
entrust only those participants with governance decisions who reach a certain level of
reputation credits (e.g. Stack Overflow), whereas others entrust all participants (Klein 2012;
Carroll et al. 2019). However, a persistent finding is that governance tasks are conducted only
by a small and heavily biased group of participants (Butler et al., 2007; Klein 2012; Wyss and
Beste 2017). Evidence from Wikipedia sheds light on the potential extent of such biases. Male
users with high Internet skills are among those who most likely to contribute to a Wikipedia
article. The likelihood to contribute for high-skilled women is less than the half of men
(Hargittai et al. 2014). Studies find that the disproportionate influence of male editors on
Wikipedia is also reflected in Wikipedia’s content. There is also evidence that there are more
hyperlinks from women portrayed on Wikipedia to male portraits than vice versa, which can
put women at a disadvantage in terms of visibility or reachability (Wagner et al. 2015).

To overcome such biases, we propose an innovative approach to self-governance that builds
on sortition (See for a similar proposal Velikanov and Prosser 2017). We entrust each
participant with five randomly drawn governance decisions per day. Here is an example: when
a governance decision (e.g. whether a proposed amendment to a text should be accepted) has
to be made, the algorithm entrusts an ad-hoc subgroup with the actual governance decision.
To constitute the ad-hoc group, the algorithm combines two random selection mechanisms:
1) Some members of the ad-hoc group are selected among the participants who will then enter
the platform. 2) Other members are selected among the full sample of participants. The latter
are then informed by email and SMS. Depending on the salience of the decision, the size of
the ad-hoc group is either bigger or smaller. Moreover, when an ad-hoc group decides about
a highly salient amendment, a qualified majority has to be reached. We will make these
governance tasks as simple as possible (for instance with simple accept-reject decisions). The
low-threshold access to self-governance should help to attenuate the emergence of severe
content biases.

To be sure, this approach will not fully eliminate the unequal distribution of influence, since
many participants will disregard the assigned governance tasks. Furthermore, not all
activities of such a platform can be - and need to be — organized via self-governance (for
instance, the operators remain responsible for legal issues and the users can still add simple
comments independently of others). Nevertheless, we claim that this approach moves us
closer to a core idea of deliberative democracy, namely that all participants should have equal
opportunities of influence. From start to finish, such a DDI respects better the idea of a
bottom-up instrument and the idea of assigning significant political authority to citizens than
other existing digital innovations.
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To sum up, we show in Table 1 an overview over both case studies.

Table 1: Comparison of the two Case Studies

Online Citizens’ Initiative Review VAA Questionnaire

Area

Online Platform

Main Tasks

Output

Output
Evaluation

Operator
Recruiting method

N Invited people
- Citizen assembly
- Onlookers

N T2-Finishers (pred.)
- Citizen assembly
- Onlookers

Incentives (CHF)
- Citizen assembly
- Onlookers

CH Small-to-average sized city

Smartopinion V.2.0, emphasizing sortition
based self-governance.

Rate, improve, discuss, Rate, improve, discuss, and
and add pro/contra add topics and questions for
arguments concerning the the VAA questionnaire

popular vote

An information base published A question catalogue that

on our website and distributed feeds the Voting Advice

via partner’s social-media Application. The VAA helps

accounts. citizen to form independent
opinions.

Onlooker survey Expert review

+ expert review + comparison to

+ comparison to questionnaires of other cities

official brochure

Année Politique Suisse Politools

Polling company Electoral register

1’000 panel participants 7°500 — 10°000 citizens
250 -

800 (80%) 750-1000 (10%)

200 (80% -

Rand. Z; = {10.-, 30.-, 50.-} Price draw: 15x CHF 500.-
15.- -
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1.4 Timetable and milestones

Table 2: Research Agenda

Milestone Date
Initialization Project launch February 2020

Hiring a PhD student May 2020
Software Complete specification May 2020
Development

Case Study #1

Case Study #2

Pilot tests (student samples)
Software finalization

Voting date*

Case study finalization

Election date*

Case study finalization

November 2020
January 2021

Between January 2021 and
November 2021

December 2021

Between May 2021 and March
2022

April 2022

Presentation of results at
Political Science Congresses
(e.g. ECPR)

Evaluation &
Publishing

September 2022

Between Autumn 2022 to
Autumn 2023

Publishing of two or three
articles.

*Exact dates depend on the voting agenda and our choice of the commune/canton
holding elections in this period.

2 Practical applications and implementation

2.1 Previous achievements

The promotion of digital citizen participation within the Swiss democracy has been a long-
term goal of this group. Between 2010 and 2015, Andre Bachtiger participated in the NCCR
program “Challenges to Democracy in the 21st Century”. His project “Deliberating about
democratic preferences: citizen preferences for representative and participatory schemes of
governance” explored how (online) deliberation can be used in Swiss direct democracy voting.
The field experiments in this research project were based either on a synchronous chat
software or the collaborative argumentation platform “Smartopinion”. Smartopinion has been
applied in numerous scientifically and non-scientifically contexts in Baden-Wiirttemberg and
Switzerland. For instance, in collaboration with Politools, we launched a public debate in the
wake of a public voting in 2016; two years later we collaborated with the lab for innovation
ethics for using our Smartopinion platform to initiate a public discourse about the ethical
dimension of the use of robots in the daily lives.

Another project that is relevant for ours has been conducted by Politools this winter. Within
the scope of the SNF-“Digital Lives” project “Digitalization and Electoral Decision-Making: The
Impact of Voting Advice Applications on Electoral Choice, Polarization and Democratic
Representation” led by Andreas Ladner at the University of Lausanne, Politools conducted a
pre-election survey whereby they invited 60'000 citizens to report on their most salient

National Research Programme NRP 77 | 12



political topics. 7'500 citizens (12%) participated in the survey. This study is indicative in
terms of the response rate in our second case study.

2.2 Activities planned

The development of the digital platform as outlined above is demanding. We are aware that
we enter new territory with this vision of democratic self-governance (see chapter 1.2). For the
realization of this vision, we have in Mark Klein in our research acting as a consultant. In
addition, we have already performed feasibility tests of key features of the prototypes. So far,
we achieved promising results suggesting that average-skilled Internet users are not overtaxed
by solving self-governance tasks. Before running the case studies, we will conduct large-scale
pilot tests with students of the University of Bern and Stuttgart (see timetable below).

After the conduction of our case studies, we will share the knowledge gained with all interested
actors. For this aim, we will publish reports and blog posts on partners’ homepages and social-
media accounts, and we will try to get broad media coverage. Furthermore, our research team
is part of a vivid network of civic-tech proponents in Switzerland and beyond. We are in close
contact with pioneers such as Politools, PublicBeta, Disruptive Societies Institute, Procivis,
reatch, and the Swiss Federation of Youth Parliaments. We will regularly attend workshops
to link the scientific knowledge obtained in our prototypes with the experiences of other
academics and practitioners.

Furthermore, we will seek for long-term partners to finance the conduction of our DDIs on a
regular basis. We have concrete plans for the institutionalization of both case studies (see
chapter 2.3). We will also explore whether the concept of our DDIs can also be applied in other
fields. For instance, we already concretized the idea to setup a digital democratic innovation
during federal consultation procedures. This would strengthen the bottom-up principle in the
law-formulating phase of the policy cycle. In addition, we will offer access to our platform for
non-commercial organizations.

2.3 Implementation partners

Année Politique Suisse (APS) provides an objective and focussed depiction of the developments
in Swiss politcs and society and is used by scholars, political parties, the administration, and
the media. With the establishment of a database and the launch of the "anneepolitique.swiss"
platform in 2017, all previous articles and the ongoing chronicle of Swiss politics (brief
scientific descriptions of parliamentary decisions and socio-political processes) were made
digitally available to the public. Thus, the platform serves as an important basis for neutral
information on current political events and as a reference work for past political events, which
in turn represent the roots of today's political processes and decisions. The collaborators of
APS generate a lot of expertise on different policies and are trained to prepare and know all
arguments in a political field or concerning a specific proposal (e.g. popular votes). APS is also
well known for its campaign research, research on direct democracy and Swiss politics. APS
provides numerous data that form an important basis for understanding the functioning of
Swiss politics (e.g. "swissvotes.ch"). The APS-platform “swissvotes.ch” provides information
on all federal votes. The tool planned for this project (case study #1) will be integrated into
Swissvotes as part of a comprehensive catalogue of arguments for and against a popular vote.
For this purpose, a long-term cooperation between our partner Politools and APS for a
common voting information platform ("smartinfo") has begun to take shape already several
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years ago. The innovation that we scientifically test in case study #1 will be a suitable basis
for a deeper partnership.

As a partner for the institutionalization of the case-study #2, Politools is our first choice.
Politools (Political Research Network) is a non-profit, non-partisan interdisciplinary scientific
network, which realizes Internet-based projects in the context of policy-analysis and political
education. Politools is known as an operator of the prominent voting advice application (VAA)
in Switzerland.

2.4 Timetable and milestones

Table 3: Practical Implementation Agenda

Milestones Date
Case Study #1 Voting Date* Between January 2021 and November 2021
(Pa‘rt'ner: An'nee Case Study Finalization December 2021
Politique Suisse)
Case Study #2 Election Date* Between May 2021 and March 2022
(Partner: . .
Politools) Case Study Finalization April 2022
Implement the DDI in other > 2023
Communities and Cantons
Publishing and Participating at (civic-tech) 2021 - 2023
Sharing our conferences and publishing
Findings blog posts and media
articles.
Developing and A blueprint for a DDI within > 2023
Implementing the Swiss consultation
further DDI’s process is already available.

3 Significance

3.1 Scientific significance

By investigating the possibilities and challenges of empowering citizens in the Swiss digital
sphere, we enter unchartered territory. Our research proposal yields important contributions
to the scientific literature in these three regards:

Democratic Self-Governance on online platforms: A valuable asset for the political realm
brought by the digital transformation is the possibility of crowdsourcing. By involving
thousands of people on online platforms societies are able to collect essential information for
solving societal problems. The benefits of crowdsourcing instruments notwithstanding, they
also are strong flaws with regard to their legitimacy and fairness (Alexandrov P.259). We
propose a new pathway and let platform participants decide themselves, which political topics,
issues, arguments, and perspectives should gain more attention and prominence in the public
discourse. While such decisions are conventionally made by political elites and media
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organizations, we propose that in future, they are made — or at least co-created - by the
participating citizens themselves. If we are able to demonstrate that democratic self-
governance on digital platform can be realized, we will give both democratic spirit and a
positive spin to the digital transformation of the political realm.

Empowering Citizens: Scholars agree that the actual degree of political influence of
democratic innovations is pivotal (Elstub 2017; Lafont 2015). On the one side, research found
that increasing political influence enhances both the motivation of citizens to participate in
such processes and the seriousness of their engagement, which increases the quality of their
contributions (Fung 2003; Bernhard & Biihlmann 2015). On the other side, when democratic
innovations are entitled with too much political influence (for instance, when they can make
binding decisions), the question rises whether non-participating citizens will accept the laws
made by the democratic innovation (Lafont 2015; also Goldberg 2019 for empirical support of
this argument). We predict that the pathway we propose addresses this dilemma quite well.
First, we publish both the aggregated opinions of participants and the perspectives,
considerations, justifications as well as opinion transformations experienced during the
collaboration. According to Cristina Lafont (2015), this helps making deliberative innovations
more legitimate.? Second, in our setup every citizen is free to decide to which degree he or
she will follow the recommendation of the DDI.

Understanding Causal Mechanisms: For accurately assessing DDIs, it is important to clarify
what drives opinion shifts or potential polarisation and moderation processes during DDI-
participation (Lindell et al. 2016). Will we experience undesired psychological dynamics in
DDIs, such as group pressure (Sunstein 2002) or motivated reasoning (Taber and Lodge
2006)? The answer to these questions cannot only be found in observational studies. Yet, only
very few studies implemented an experimental design that enables an in-depth look at the
actual mechanisms present during democratic innovations. With study #1, we will conduct a
field-experiment allowing to investigate causal questions, most importantly why participants’
opinions were (potentially) transformed. For the analyses, the skills of Dominik Wyss and
André Bachtiger in applying causal inference to data generated by field-experiments is of great
benefit (Lindell et al. 2016: Wyss & Béachtiger 2019). In particular, we expect that we will have
to apply matching technics to correct for sampling biases, CACE-analyses to properly
distinguish the treatment effects on the actual participants from those citizens who did not
participate or comply with the treatment (Goldberg et. al. 2019), and mediation analyses to
identify potential causal mechanisms (Hildebrand et al. 2018; Wyss & Bachtiger 2019). By
these means, we expect to contribute significantly to the scientific debate.

3.1 Practical significance

Our proposal will have great practical relevance for 1) citizens, 2) practitioners as well as
authorities, and 3) Swiss direct democracy as a whole.

Citizens: The direct beneficiaries of our project proposal are the citizens entitled to vote. They
will have an in-depth alternative to the official brochure published by Federal Chancellery at
their disposal. Citizens interested in using our DDI-generated information base for opinion

3 Personal communication, August 31, 2019
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formation, can benefit by the opinions and considerations of citizens that likely have
deliberated about the issue longer than the non-participating citizens.

Extending the knowledge base on democratic innovations for authorities and
practitioners around the world: Current political challenges such as declining political trust,
the rise of populism and the decline in civility in political discourse require thinking about
appropriate tools to alleviate these deficiencies (Dryzek et al. 2019). With the proposed project,
we will extend the knowledge base on how to develop, conduct and assess democratic
innovations. Hereby, we expand the available set of options for authorities and practitioners
around the world of how to implement specifically tailored democratic innovations as a
response to the democratic deficits in their own political system.

Democratizing Direct Democracy by DDIs: Swiss political scientists tend to put emphasis
on the bottom-up channels (e.g. initiatives and referendums) institutionalized in the Swiss
system, because they require political elites to maintain a continuous exchange with the
citizens (Bithlmann 2018: P. 159, Cheneval and el-Wakil 2018). The claim draws from Lisa
Disch’s idea of ‘interactive democracy’ stressing that the iterative, creative, and sometimes
even conflictual exchange between represented and representatives induces preference
clarification, interpretations, and adjustments (Disch 2016: p.7; Biihlmann 2018, p. 159). We
consider our DDIs as a further bottom-up channel giving citizens a stronger voice within
direct-democratic and voting campaigns conventionally dominated by elite actors. The DDIs
offer an alternative to the arguments and interpretation spread by the elites (as we find it, for
instance, in the official brochure). They might contribute to a more interactive and more
balanced relationship between citizens and elites.

4 References

ALEXANDROV, D.A., Boukhanovsky, A. V, Chugunov, A. V, (2018). Digital Transformation and
Global Society.

BACHTIGER, A. (2005). The real world of deliberation. Bern: Haupt.

BACHTIGER, A., Dryzek, J., Mansbridge, J. & Warren, E. (2018). The Oxford handbook of
deliberative democracy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

BACHTIGER, A. & Parkinson J. (2019). Mapping and measuring deliberation: Towards a new
deliberative quality. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

BACHTIGER, A., Steenbergen, M., Gautschi, T., Pedrini, S., (2011). Deliberation in Swiss direct
democracy: A field experiment on the expulsion initiative. NCCR Newsletter.

BAEK, Y., Wojcieszak, M., Delli Carpini, M., (2011). Online versus face-to-face deliberation: Who?
Why? What? With what effects? New Media & Society 14, 363-383.

BERNHARD, L., & Btihlmann, M. (2015). Beeinflusst die direkte Demokratie das
Wirksamkeitsgeftihl von Burgerlnnen?. In Miinch, U. et al., Direkte Demokratie (pp. 83-100).
Nomos, Baden-Baden.

BUHLMANN, M. (2014). Zwischen Anspruch und Wirklichkeit — Beteiligungskultur in der
Schweiz. In M. Stock (ed.), Teilhaben und Mitgestalten. Beteiligungskulturen in Deutschland,
Osterreich und der Schweiz (pp. 61-81). Bonn: Stiftung Mitarbeit.

National Research Programme NRP 77 | 16



BUHLMANN, Marc (2018). «Elite» gegen «Basis» — Das spannungsreiche Verhéltnis zwischen
Parlament und Stimmburgerschaft, in: Vatter, Adrian (Ed.): Das Parlament in der Schweiz.
Macht und Ohnmacht der Volksvertretung. Ztirich: NZZ Libro.

BENZ, M., Stutzer, A., (2004). Are voters better informed when they have a larger say in
politics? Evidence for the European Union and Switzerland. Public Choice 119, 31-59.

BUTLER, B., Sproull, L., Kiesler, S., & Kraut, R. (2007). Community effort in online groups: Who
does the work and why? In S. Weisband (Ed.), Leadership at a distance: Research in
technologically-supported work (pp. 171-194). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum

CALUWAERTS, D., Reuchamps, M., (2015). Strengthening democracy through bottom-up
deliberation: An assessment of the internal legitimacy of the G1000 project. Acta Politica 50,
151-170.

CALUWAERTS, D., Reuchamps, M., (2016). Generating Democratic Legitimacy through
Deliberative Innovations: The Role of Embeddedness and Disruptiveness. Representation 13-27.

CARROLL, J. M., Sun, N., & Beck, J. (2019). and Challenges. Learning in a Digital World:
Perspective on Interactive Technologies for Formal and Informal Education, 37.

CHEN, K., Aitamurto, T., (2019). Barriers for Crowd’s Impact in Crowdsourced Policymaking:
Civic Data Overload and Filter Hierarchy. International Public Management Journal 22, 99-126.

CHENEVAL, F., EI-Wakil, A., (2018). The Institutional Design of Referendums: Bottom-Up and
Binding. Swiss Political Science Review.

DE LIDDO, A., Buckingham Shum, S., (2013). Improving online deliberation with argument
network visualization, in: 6th International Conference on Communities and Technologies,
Digital Cities Workshop. Munich.

DISCH, L., (2018). Toward a Mobilization Conception of Democratic Representation
Published by : American Political Science Association Toward a Mobilization Conception of
Democratic Representation. American political science review 105, 100-114.

DRYZEK, B.J.S., Bachtiger, A., Chambers, S., Cohen, J., Druckman, J.N., Felicetti, A., Fishkin,
J.S., Farrell, D.M., (2019). The crisis of democracy and the science of deliberation. Science.
363(6432), 1144-1146.

ELLIMAN, T., Macintosh, A., Irani, Z., (2009). Argument maps as policy memories for informed
deliberation: European and Mediterranean Conference on Information Systems 1-7.

ELSTUB, S. (2017). A typology of democratic innovations, in: Political Studies Association’s
Annual Conference, 10th-12th April 2017, Glasgow. pp. 1-31.

EL-WAKIL, A., (2019). 125 ans, et aprés? Des comités citoyens pour innover en démocratie
directe. Le Temps. Retrieved: https://www.letemps.ch/opinions/125-ans-apres-comites-
citoyens-innover-democratie-directe

ESAU, K., Friess, D. & Eilders, C. (2017). Design matters! An empirical analysis of online
deliberation on different news platforms. Policy and Internet 9(3), 321-342.

FIVAZ, J., Nadig, G., (2010). Impact of Voting Advice Applications (VAAs) on Voter Turnout and
Their Potential Use for Civic Education. Policy & Internet 2, 162-195

National Research Programme NRP 77 | 17



FOURNIER-TOMBS, E. (2018). DelibAnalysis: understanding online deliberation through
automated discourse quality analysis and topic modeling (Doctoral dissertation, University of
Geneva).

FUNG, A. (2003). Recipes for public spheres. Journal of Political Philosophy 11(3), 338-367.

GASTIL, J., Richards, R., Knobloch, K., (2014). Vicarious Deliberation: How the Oregon Citizens’
Initiative Review Influenced Deliberation in Mass Elections 8, 62-89.

GASTIL, J., Knobloch, K.R., Kahan, D., Braman, D., (2016). Participatory policymaking across
cultural cognitive divides: Two tests of cultural biasing in public forum design and deliberation.
Public Administration 94, 970-987.

GEISSEL, B. (2012). Impacts of democratic innovations in Europe. In B. Geissel and K. Newton
(eds.), Evaluating democratic innovations: Curing the democratic malaise, 209-214, London:
Routledge.

GERBER, M. (2015). Equal partners in dialogue? Participation equality in a transnational
deliberative poll (Europolis). Political Studies 63(S1), 110-130.

GERBER, M., Mueller S. (2018). “When the people speak — and decide: Deliberation and direct
democracy in the citizen assembly of Glarus, Switzerland.” Policy & Politics 46(3), 371-390.

GERBER, M., Bachtiger, A., Shikano, S., Reber, S. & Rohr, S. (2018). Deliberative abilities and
influence in a transnational deliberative poll (Europolis). British Journal of Political Science
48(4): 1093-1118.

GERBER, M., Schaub, H.-P., Mueller, S., (2019). O sister, where art thou? Theory and evidence
on female participation at citizen assemblies. European Journal of Politics and Gender 2, 173-
195.

GOLDBERG, S., Wyss, D., Bachtiger, A., (2019). Deliberating or Thinking (Twice) About
Democratic Preferences: What German Citizens Want From Democracy. Political Studies.

GOLDBERG, S., (2019). A Bottom-Up Perspective on Deliberative Participation Processes: What
Citizens Want and How Expectations Affect Perceived Legitimacy, Paper Prepared for the 2019
ECPR General Conference, Wroclaw, September 4-7.

GRILLOS, T., (2019). Deliberative Decision-Making and the Public Good : A Behavioral Lab
Experiment in Kenya 1-27.

GRONLUND, K., Strandberg, K. & Himmelroos, S. (2009). The challenge of deliberative
democracy online: A comparison of face-to-face and virtual experiments in citizen deliberation.
Information Polity 14(3), 187-201.

HARGITTAI E., Gallo, J., Kane, M., (2008). Cross-ideological discussions among conservative
and liberal bloggers. Public Choice.

HILDEBRAND, A., Truidinger, E.-M., Wyss, D., Hildebrandt, A., Tridinger, E.-M., Wyss, D.,
(2018). The Missing Link? Modernization, Tolerance, and Legislation on Homosexuality. Political

Research Quarterly.

IANDOLI, L., Quinto, I., Spada, P., Klein, M., Calabretta, R. (2018). Supporting argumentation in
online political debate: Evidence from an experiment of collective deliberation. New Media &
Society 20(4), 1320-1341.

National Research Programme NRP 77 | 18



KLEIN, M., (2012). Enabling large-scale deliberation using attention-mediation metrics.
Computer Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW).

KLEIN, M., Iandoli, L., (2008). Supporting Collaborative Deliberation Using a Large-Scale
Argumentation System: The MIT Collaboratorium.

KNOBLOCH, K.R., Gastil, J., Reedy, J., Cramer Walsh, K., (2013). Did They Deliberate? Applying
an Evaluative Model of Democratic Deliberation to the Oregon Citizens’ Initiative Review. Journal
of Applied Communication Research 41, 105-125.

LAFONT, C., (2015). Deliberation, Participation, and Democratic Legitimacy: Should Deliberative
Mini-publics Shape Public Policy? 23, 40-63.

LINDELL, M., Bachtiger, A., Gréonlund, K., Herne, K., Setdl4, M., Wyss, D., (2016). What drives
the polarisation and moderation of opinions? Evidence from a Finnish citizen deliberation
experiment on immigration. European Journal of Political Research.

LANDEMORE, H., (2015). Inclusive Constitution-Making: The Icelandic Experiment. Journal of
Political Philosophy 23, 166-191.

LUSKIN, R.C., Fishkin, J.S. & Iyengar, S. (2006). Considered opinions on U.S. foreign policy. The
Center for Deliberative Democracy. Research Papers, 455-487.

MAR, K., Gastil, J., (2019). Tracing the Boundaries of Motivated Reasoning: How
Deliberative Minipublics Can Improve Voter Knowledge. Political Psychology O, 1-21.

MOORE, A. (2018). Anonymity, pseudonymity, and deliberation: Why not everything should be
connected. Journal of Political Philosophy 26(2), 169-192.

NEBLO, M.A., Esterling, K.M., Kennedy, R.P., Lazer, D.M.J., Sokhey, A.E., (2010). Who Wants To
Deliberate—And Why? American Political Science Review 104, 566-583.

NEBLO, M. A,, Esterling, K. M., & Lazer, D. M. (2018). Politics with the people: Building a directly
representative democracy (Vol. 555). Cambridge University Press.

PAPADOPOULOS, Yannis (2012). On the embeddedness of deliberative systems: why elitist
innovations matter more. Deliberative systems: deliberative democracy at the large scale, S. 125-
150.

PINGREE, R.J., (2006). Decision Structure and the Problem of Scale in Deliberation.
Communication Theory 16, 198-222.

PRICE, V. (2009). Citizens deliberating online. In Davies, T. & Gangadharan, S. (eds.), Online
deliberation: Design, research, and practice (pp. 37-58). Stanford: CSLI Publications.

QUINLAN, S., Shephard, M., Paterson, L., (2015). Online discussion and the 2014 Scottish
independence referendum: Flaming keyboards or forums for deliberation? Electoral Studies 38,
192-205.

RAUSCHENBACH, R. J. (2019). A look at the Swiss Civic Tech landscape. Retrieved from:
https://procivis.ch/2019/07 /08 /a-look-at-the-swiss-civic-tech-landscape on August 21st 2019.

RHEE, J.W.J., Kim, E., (2009). Deliberation on the Net: Lessons from a field experiment. Online
deliberation: Design, Research and Practice, San Francisco: CSLI Publications 223-232.

SMITH, G., (2005). Beyond the ballot: 57 democratic innovations from around the world. The
Power Inquiry/Short Run Press, London.

National Research Programme NRP 77 | 19



SMITH, G., Richards C. & Gastil, J. (2015). The potential of participedia as a crowdsourcing tool
for comparative analysis of democratic innovations. Policy and Internet 7(2), 243-262.

STEINER, J., Bachtiger, A., Sporndli, M. & Steenbergen, M. (2004). Deliberative politics in action.
Cambridge: University Press.

STOJANOVIC, N., (2019). Demokratische Innovation in der Schweizer Gemeinde Sion. SWI
swissinfo.ch. Retrieved: https://www.swissinfo.ch/ger/direktedemokratie/losverfahren-und-
abstimmung demokratische-innovation-in-der-schweizer-gemeinde-sion/45156444

SUNSTEIN, C., (2002). The Law of Group Polarization, Journal of Political Philosophy. Rochester,
NY.

TABER, C.S., Lodge, M., (2006). Motivated skepticism in the evaluation of political beliefs.
American Journal of Political Science 50, 755-769.

VELIKANOV C., Prosser A. (2017) Mass Online Deliberation in Participatory Policy-Making—Part
II. In: Paulin A., Anthopoulos L., Reddick C. (eds) Beyond Bureaucracy. Public Administration
and Information Technology, vol 25. Springer, Cham

WAGNER, C., Garcia, D., Jadidi, M., Strohmaier, M., (2015). It’s a Man’s Wikipedia? Assessing
gender inequality in an online encyclopedia, in: Proceedings of the 9th International Conference
on Web and Social Media, ICWSM 2015. pp. 454-463.

WYSS D., Bachtiger A. (2019): Deliberating in Direct Democracy: A field experiment in a Swiss
direct-democratic campaign, working paper.

WYSS, D., Beste, S. (2017). Artificial facilitation: Promoting collective reasoning within
asynchronous discussions. Journal of Information Technology & Politics 14(3), 214-231.

WYSS, D., Beste, S., Bachtiger, A., (2015). A Decline in the Quality of Debate? the Evolution of
Cognitive Complexity in Swiss Parliamentary Debates on Immigration (1968-2014). Swiss
Political Science Review 21, 636-653.

WYSS, D., Frick, K., Heidelberger, A., Gerber, M., Bachtiger, A. Bihlmann, M. (2019). Echo- vs.
Deliberative Chambers: Opinion Formation in Online Forums in Swiss Direct-Democratic Voting.
Paper presented at the ECPR General Conference 2019. Wroclaw, September 4-7.

National Research Programme NRP 77 | 20



