Assessing Deliberation
A METHODS WORKSHOP
18 July 2018, 9.30am- 4.30pm
The Dryzek Room
Innovation Centre (Building 23)
Centre for Deliberative Democracy & Global Governance
Institute for Governance and Policy Analysis
University of Canberra
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Timetable
9:30
Welcome and introductions
Session 1
From mini-publics to deliberative systems: Issues in empirical assessment
Chair: James Wong, Hong Kong University of Science and Technology
Discussant: John Dryzek, University of Canberra
9:40
The instrumental value of deliberative democracy: Theoretical and methodological
concerns
Jonathan Kuyper, University of Oslo/Stockholm University
10:00 Assessing the embeddedness of democratic innovations with a systemic
framework: A measurement approach for transmissions
Dannica Fleuss, Helmut-Schmidt-University
10:20 Discussion
11:00 Morning tea
Session 2
Interpretive methods for deliberative democracy
Chair: Marta Wojciechowska, London School of Economics
Discussant: Carolyn Hendriks, Australian National University
11:20 Distinguishing between non-deliberative and anti-deliberative activities in
deliberative systems: The significance of interpretive research
Kei Nishiyama, University of Canberra
11:40 Ethnography on trial: The politics and ethics of ethnographic methods in
researching deliberative practice
Nicole Curato, University of Canberra
12:00 Discussion
12:40 Lunch
Session 3
Revisiting key issues in deliberative democracy research with new methods
Chair: Simona Zimmerman, University of Stuttgart
Discussant: Hans Asenbaum, University of Westminster
2:00
Reframing frame analysis for the study of deliberative systems
Ricardo Mendonça, University of Minas Gerais
2:20
Discussion
3:00
Afternoon tea
Session 4
Moving forward
Chair: Selen Ercan, University of Canberra
3:20
Synthesis, Albert Dzur, Bowling Green State University
3:30
Closing discussion
4:30
Workshop ends
6:00
Dinner and drinks at Bolt Bar, Aranda

Connective action
Everyone is encouraged to extend the discussion in the digital public sphere using the
hashtag #DelibDem and tag @DelDemUCan. Please inform the group if you do not want
your photos taken or your paper mentioned in the tweets.
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Abstracts
I: From Mini-publics to Deliberative Systems: Issues in Empirical Assessment
The instrumental value of deliberative democracy: Theoretical and methodological
concerns
Jonathan Kuyper, University of Oslo/Stockholm University
At its core, deliberative democracy offers a normative theory in which collective decisions
gain legitimacy through rational deliberation between affected parties. Increasingly, however,
this intrinsic view of deliberative democracy's worth is being complemented (or even
supplanted) by instrumental concerns. That is, many scholars now argue on empirical
grounds that deliberation - properly conceived and enacted - generates many beneficial
outcomes. This paper begins to unpack how different alleged instrumental effects of
deliberation have been rendered empirically measurably and which current methods
predominate in these pursuits. In doing so, I systematize the proclaimed instrumental
benefits of deliberation in terms of micro, meso, and macro outcomes. I then expound the
current methods used to measure different benefits, what conceptual moves are often made
in this process, and discuss the shortcomings of some methodological approaches. Finally, I
recast the instrumental benefits of deliberation in light of the ongoing systemic turn in
deliberative theory, thinking about how we can measure deliberation when we move from
mini-publics to widescale deliberative systems.
Assessing the embeddedness of democratic innovations with a systemic framework:
A measurement approach for transmissions
Dannica Fleuss, Helmut-Schmidt-University
Democratic innovations are supposed to increase citizens’ sense of political efficacy and
thereby contribute to citizen support for democratic systems. To meet this aim, the
agreements reached and decisions made in democratic innovations have to impact
collectively binding decision-making procedures, i.e.: they have to be uptaken by decisionmaking loci in the empowered space. What is essential but missing so far is a systematic
framework suitable for large-n comparison of this uptake of decisions made in democratic
innovations. In our contribution, we tackle this challenge. Our assessment builds on the
systemic approach to deliberation and proposes an approach for measuring the
transmissions from democratic innovations to decision-making loci. This paper suggests to
proceed in four steps: (1) the identification of the democratic innovation’s interaction
partners, (2) the measurement of the quantity of exchanged topics, (3) the measurement of
the direction of the exchanges, and (4) the aggregation procedure for calculating the
transmission-score. The explanatory potential of this transmission-score for evaluating the
embeddedness of democratic innovations is discussed in the concluding part of this paper.
(The paper is based on a working paper presented at the ECPR Joint Sessions 2018 that
was co-authored by Karoline Helbig, WZB Berlin)
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II: Interpretive Methods for Deliberative Democracy
Distinguishing between non-deliberative and anti-deliberative activities in deliberative
systems: The significance of interpretive research
Kei Nishiyama, University of Canberra
The deliberative systems approach invites researchers to reconsider the democratic
potential of non-deliberative (not deliberative but democratic) activities, such as protests.
This requires making a distinction between non-deliberative and anti-deliberative activities. If
non-deliberative activities take an anti-deliberative form (e.g. the use of hate speech in
protests), they risk excluding specific individuals/groups and make them more vulnerable.
Against this backdrop, this paper makes a case for the significant role of interpretive
research for capturing the differences between non-deliberative and anti-deliberative
activities in deliberative systems. To illustrate this claim, the paper draws on the interpretive
study of the anti-government teenage protests in Japan in 2015 challenging the new
Security Legislation. Based on this case analysis, this paper shows how the interpretive
study of meaning in context helps (a) to identify the deliberative potential of non-deliberative
activities, and (b) to reveal instances when non-deliberative activities become antideliberative.
Ethnography on trial: The politics and ethics of ethnographic methods in researching
deliberative practice
Nicole Curato, University of Canberra
Ethnography is a powerful research method in laying bare the taken for granted logics of
democratic practice. In the past few years, ethnographers have provided an empathetic
voice in making sense of the rise of populist leaders and illiberal cultures. At the same time,
ethnographers have received sharp criticisms about the quality of knowledge it produces. Its
truth claims are rarely fact checked. Others question ethnography’s orientation to
sympathetic understanding without offering a critique of power. This paper examines the
ethics and politics of political ethnography, focusing on its application in examining
deliberative practice. I problematize how researchers can bridge deliberative democracy’s
normative commitments to ethnography’s empirical approach, as well as the tensions in their
ethical dispositions that are worth maintaining than resolving.
III: Revisiting Key Issues in Deliberative Democracy Research with New Methods
Reframing frame analysis for the study of deliberative systems
Ricardo Mendonça, University of Minas Gerais
Frame analysis may be very helpful for the investigation of deliberative democracy broadly
speaking and for the study of deliberative systems, more specifically. The technique’s focus
on the contextual dimension of meaning making processes offers an interesting path for the
investigation of discursive clashes spread over time and space. However, in political
science, the method is often reduced to the study of strategic and intentional attempts to
forge a certain political position. Both mainstream public opinion research and the social
movements’ literature have contributed to this restriction. This presentation aims at
reconstructing the roots of frame analysis and at advocating its diverse contributions to the
study of deliberation and, more specifically for the advancement of research about
deliberative systems.
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About the Methods Workshop
Assessing Deliberation aims to showcase innovative methodological approaches in studying
deliberative democracy within and beyond mini-publics. The workshop encourages
participants to put forward preliminary ideas or solicit feedback on future directions for
already published work. Wild ideas are welcome.
This workshop is a transnational collaboration between the Centre for Deliberative
Democracy and Global Governance at the University of Canberra (Nicole Curato and Selen
Ercan), Centre for the Study of Democracy at the University of Westminster (Hans
Asenbaum) and MARGEM: Research Group on Democracy and Justice at the Federal
University of Minas Gerais (Ricardo Mendonça).
The first methods workshop was held last year for the Centre’s PhD students, co-hosted by
Nicole Curato and Sofie Marien (KU Leuven).
For more information about the Centre’s activities, visit deldem.canberra.edu.au, follow
@DelDemUCan or send an email to Juliana Rocha at Juliana.Rocha@canberra.edu.au to
be included in the mailing list.
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Centre for Deliberative Democracy and
Global Governance

The Centre for Deliberative Democracy and Global Governance is the world-leading
research centre for the study of deliberative democratic theory, methods, and practice.
The Centre has seven full-time research staff members, six PhD students and an
administrator.
Over the past decade, the Centre has hosted over 40 visiting scholars from Europe, North
and South America, Africa, Asia, Australia and New Zealand, produced more than 15 PhDs,
published 12 books and over 100 journal articles, hosted ten international conferences, two
summer schools, and received ten large research grants and fellowships. The Centre is
home to an Australian Research Council Laureate Fellow, Future Fellow, and DECRA
Fellow.
Among the Centre’s regular activities include the Deliberative Democracy Seminar Series,
research workshops, masterclasses, biennial summer school, weekly morning tea, and
annual deliberation dinner.
Aside from academic publications, the Centre staff and students publish op-ed pieces in The
Canberra Times, Sydney Morning Herald, The New York Times, Open Democracy, and The
Conversation, among others.
The Centre was co-founded by John Dryzek and Simon Niemeyer at the Australian National
University. The Centre moved to the Institute for Governance and Policy Analysis at the
University of Canberra in 2014.
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Centre for the Study of Democracy
	
  
The Centre for the Study of Democracy (CSD) is based in the Department of Politics and
International Relations at the University of Westminster. The Centre undertakes research
across a range of critical challenges to the theory and practice of politics and international
relations. Established in 1989, CSD continues to sustain an international reputation for
research excellence through a programme of publications, events and collaborations.
CSD’s agenda is developed through a vital research
culture and engagement with both academics and
practitioners. CSD has established numerous
collaborations with scholars and universities around
the world. The CSD Encounter has engaged with
public intellectuals including Charles Taylor, Stuart
Hall, Quentin Skinner, Bruno Latour, Richard Rorty,
Michael Walzer, Judith Butler, James Tully and Luc
Boltanski. The CR Parekh lecture has included
lectures by His Holiness the Dalai Lama, Arundhati
Roy and Ashis Nandy.
CSD recognises that responding to contemporary
political challenges requires engagement beyond the
academy, so actively welcomes dialogue and
collaboration with practitioners and activists around the world.

MARGEM: Research Group on Democracy and Justice
MARGEM- Research Group on Democracy and
Justice is based in the Political Science
Graduate Program at the Federal University of
Minas Gerais, Brazil.
MARGEM is an interdisciplinary research group
involving scholars from political science,
sociology, communication studies and psychology. It has established various national and
international collaborations, including a continuous cooperation with the Institute for
Governance and Policy Analysis (University of Canberra) and the National Institute of
Science Technology for Digital Democracy (Brazil).
MARGEM’s research agenda is organized around five areas: (1) democratic theory; (2)
theories of justice; (3) contentious politics and social struggles; (4) participation and
democratic innovations; (5) language, technology and politics. The group conducts
conceptual and empirical investigations devoted to understanding the obstructions to
democratic advancement and the experiences of injustice pervading social practices and
institutions. Margem has a theoretical and practical commitment with the promotion of a
more just, inclusive, reflexive, egalitarian and plural society.
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Workshop Participants
Nardine Alnemr
University of Canberra
Nardine.Alnemr@canberra.edu.au
@nnemr

Carolyn Hendriks
Australian National University
Carolyn.Hendriks@anu.edu.au
@CarolynHendriks

Hans Asenbaum
University of Westminster
H.Asenbaum@westminster.ac.uk
@Hans_Asenbaum

Jonathan Kuyper
University of Oslo
Stockholm University
Jonathan.Kuyper1@gmail.com
@JonathanKuyper

Hannah Barrowman
University of Canberra
Hannah.Barrowman@canberra.edu.au
@H_Barrowman
Pierrick Chalaye
University of Canberra
Pierrick.Chalaye@canberra.edu.au
Wendy Conway-Lamb
University of Canberra
Wendy.Conway-Lamb@canberra.edu.au
Nicole Curato
University of Canberra
Nicole.Curato@canberra.edu.au
@NicoleCurato
John Dryzek
University of Canberra
John.Dryzek@canberra.du.au
Albert Dzur
Bowling Green State University
Awdzur@bgsu.edu
Selen Ercan
University of Canberra
Selen.Ercan@canberra.du.au
@selenAercan
Mei-Fang Fan
National Yang-Ming University
Mffan@ym.edu.tw
Dannica Fleuss
Helmut-Schmidt-University
Fleussd@hsu-hh.de

Ricardo Mendonça
University of Minas Gerais
Ricardofabrino@fafich.ufmg.br
@MendoncaRF
Niho Nakatani
Meiji Gakuin University
Nakatani@law.meijigakuin.ac.jp
Kei Nishiyama
University of Canberra
Kei.Nishiyama@canberra.edu.au
@KeiNishiyamauc
Emerson Sanchez
University of Canberra
Emerson.Sanchez@canberra.edu.au
Marta Wojciechowska
London School of Economics
M.Wojciechowska@lse.ac.uk
@wojciechowa
James Wong
Hong Kong University of Science and
Technology
jameskalei@ust.hk
@jameskalei
Tom Worthington
Australian National University
Tom.Worthington@tomw.net.au
Simona Zimmerman
University of Stuttgart
s.zimmermann@mailbox.org

Nikolai Gad	
  
Newcastle University
N.G.W.Sorensen1@newcastle.ac.uk	
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