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Abstract	
  
	
  
Public	
  delibera9on	
  involves	
  informed	
  discussion	
  by	
  groups	
  of	
  ci9zens,	
  represen9ng	
  
a	
   general	
   public.	
   Such	
   groups	
   are	
   some9mes	
   convened	
   by	
   decision	
   makers	
   or	
  
nongovernmental	
   organiza9ons	
   as	
   inputs	
   to	
   public	
   policy.	
   These	
   groups	
   have	
  
tradi9onally	
  met	
  face	
  to	
  face	
  (F2F),	
  requiring	
  considerable	
  9me	
  and	
  expense.	
  Online	
  
delibera9on	
  environments	
  may	
  provide	
  a	
  more	
  cost-­‐effec9ve	
  and/or	
  less	
  inhibi9ng	
  
environment	
   for	
   public	
   par9cipa9on.	
   But	
   do	
   online	
   delibera9on	
   methods	
   (e.g.	
  
discussion	
  boards	
  or	
   Internet-­‐enhanced	
  teleconferences)	
  bias	
  par9cipa9on	
  toward	
  
certain	
   individuals	
   or	
   demographic	
   groups?	
   We	
   compare	
   F2F	
   versus	
   online	
  
contribu9on	
   levels	
   of	
   par9cipants	
   in	
   a	
   large-­‐	
   scale,	
   random	
   assignment,	
   U.S.	
  
delibera9on	
   experiment	
   that	
   allows	
   for	
   within-­‐par9cipants	
   and	
   cross-­‐modal	
  
comparisons.	
  For	
  English	
  speaking	
  adults	
  who	
  were	
  required	
  to	
  have	
  Internet	
  access	
  
as	
   a	
   condi9on	
   of	
   par9cipa9on,	
   we	
   find	
   no	
   nega9ve	
   effects	
   of	
   online	
   modes	
   on	
  
equality	
   of	
   par9cipa9on	
   (EoP)	
   related	
   to	
   gender,	
   age,	
   or	
   educa9onal	
   level.	
   An	
  
asynchronous	
   discussion	
   board/forum	
   appears	
   to	
   have	
   improved	
   EoP	
   for	
   gender	
  
rela9ve	
   to	
   F2F	
   discussion.	
   The	
   data	
   suggest	
   a	
   dampening	
   effect	
   of	
   online	
  
environments	
  on	
  black	
  par9cipants,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  amplifica9on	
  for	
  white	
  par9cipants.	
  
Synchronous	
  online	
  voice	
  communica9on	
  EoP	
  is	
  on	
  par	
  with	
  F2F	
  across	
  individuals	
  
(measured	
   by	
   Gini	
   index).	
   But	
   individual-­‐level	
   EoP	
   is	
   much	
   lower	
   in	
   the	
   online	
  
forum,	
  and	
  greater	
  online	
  forum	
  par9cipa9on	
  predicts	
  greater	
  F2F	
  par9cipa9on	
  for	
  
indi-­‐	
   viduals.	
   Measured	
   rates	
   of	
   par9cipa9on	
   are	
   compared	
   to	
   self-­‐reported	
  
experiences,	
  and	
  other	
  findings	
  are	
  discussed.	
  	
  
	
  
Research	
  Ques.ons	
  
	
  
1.	
  Do	
  the	
  medium	
  (online	
  vs.	
  F2F)	
  and/or	
  modality	
  (speech	
  vs.	
  text)	
  have	
  effects	
  on	
  
equality	
  of	
  par9cipa9on	
  across	
  demographic	
  groups	
   (ethnicity,	
   gender,	
  educa9on,	
  
age)?	
  
	
  
2.	
   Do	
   online	
  methods	
   differ	
   from	
   F2F	
   on	
   individual-­‐level	
   equality	
   of	
   par9cipa9on	
  
(EoP)?	
  
	
  
3.Do	
  online	
  methods	
  differ	
  from	
  F2F	
  in	
  the	
  effect	
  of	
  group	
  size	
  on	
  EoP?	
  
	
  
4.	
  Do	
  individuals	
  who	
  par9cipate	
  more	
  online	
  also	
  par9cipate	
  more	
  F2F?	
  
	
  
5.	
  What	
   is	
   the	
   rela9onship	
   between	
  objec9ve	
  measures	
   of	
   EoP	
   and	
   self-­‐reported	
  
experience?	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

Methods	
  
	
  
Community	
   Forum	
   experiment	
   delibera9on	
   methods	
   (run	
   in	
   four	
   U.S.	
   ci9es:	
  
Chicago,	
   Sacramento,	
   Silver	
   Spring,	
   and	
   Durham;	
   All	
   groups	
   received	
   educa9onal	
  
materials	
  beforehand):	
  
	
  
1.	
  Brief	
  Ci.zens’	
  Delibera.on	
  (BCD)	
  
Ø  24	
  groups	
  of	
  12	
  each,	
  on	
  average,	
  F2F	
  once	
  for	
  2	
  hours,	
  ac9ve	
  facilitator	
  
	
  
2.	
  Community	
  Delibera.on	
  (CD)	
  
Ø  24	
  groups	
  of	
  around	
  12	
  people	
  each,	
  2	
  F2F	
  sessions	
  of	
  2.5	
  hrs.	
  each,	
  with	
  a	
  week	
  	
  

of	
  access	
  to	
  an	
  online	
  asynchronous	
  discussion	
  forum	
  (Deme)	
  	
  between	
  
sessions,	
  ac9ve	
  facilitator	
  F2F	
  

3.	
  Online	
  Delibera.ve	
  Polling®(ODP)	
  
Ø  24	
  groups,	
  around	
  12	
  in	
  each	
  group,	
  convened	
  weekly	
  online	
  through	
  a	
  

synchronous	
  voice	
  interface	
  for	
  four	
  75	
  minute	
  sessions,	
  minimal	
  facilita9on	
  

4.	
  Ci.zens’	
  Panel	
  (CP)	
  
Ø  4	
  groups	
  of	
  24-­‐30	
  par9cipants	
  met	
  for	
  2.5	
  days	
  each,	
  three	
  ac9ve	
  facilitators	
  in	
  

large	
  group	
  mee9ngs,	
  plus	
  non-­‐facilitated	
  breakout	
  groups	
  
	
  
5.	
  Reading	
  Materials	
  Only	
  Group	
  (RMO)	
  
Ø  No	
  discussion	
  with	
  other	
  par9cipants	
  –	
  “control”	
  group	
  
	
  
Transcript	
  files	
  from	
  each	
  of	
  the	
  sessions	
  were	
  scraped	
  and	
  the	
  volume	
  (percent	
  of	
  
total	
   words	
   said,	
   not	
   including	
   facilitator),	
   frequency	
   (percent	
   of	
   total	
   uderances	
  
said,	
   not	
   including	
   facilitator),	
   and	
   average	
   contribu9on	
   length	
   were	
   compared.	
  
Addi9onally,	
  Gini	
  indices	
  were	
  calculated	
  for	
  each	
  group,	
  as	
  a	
  measure	
  of	
  inequality.	
  
	
  
Measures:	
   Frequency,	
   Volume,	
   Average	
   Contribu9on	
   Length	
   (ACL),	
   Gini	
   Index,	
  
Subjec9ve	
  Equality	
  Factor	
  from	
  post-­‐delibera9on	
  experience	
  survey	
  

Data	
  
Volume	
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p<.05	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  p<.001	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Conclusions	
  
	
  
1.	
  Online	
  effects	
  on	
  demographic	
  groups’	
  par5cipa5on	
  equality	
  
Ø  Gender:	
  No	
  consistent	
  effects	
  of	
  online	
  versus	
  F2F	
  EoP	
  
Ø  Ethnicity:	
  Online	
  segngs	
  appear	
  to	
  reduce	
  black	
  and	
  increase	
  white	
  

par9cipa9on	
  somewhat,	
  rela9ve	
  to	
  F2F,	
  even	
  when	
  controlling	
  for	
  age	
  group	
  
and	
  educa9onal	
  level	
  

Ø  Age:	
  Older	
  par9cipants	
  appear	
  to	
  contribute	
  rela9vely	
  more	
  online	
  than	
  F2F	
  
Ø  Educa9on:	
  Online	
  environments	
  do	
  not	
  appear	
  to	
  reduce	
  EoP	
  across	
  levels	
  

2.	
  Online	
  effects	
  on	
  individual-­‐level	
  par5cipa5on	
  equality	
  
Ø  Synchronous	
  voice	
  delibera9on	
  on	
  par	
  with	
  F2F	
  as	
  measured	
  by	
  Gini	
  indices	
  
Ø  Op9onal	
  online	
  forum	
  (Deme)	
  in	
  CD	
  strongly	
  increased	
  Gini	
  index	
  over	
  F2F,	
  

including	
  the	
  CD-­‐F2F	
  environment	
  that	
  included	
  the	
  same	
  par9cipants.	
  

3.	
  Online	
  environments	
  and	
  group	
  size	
  effects	
  
Ø  Online	
  environments	
  (ODP	
  and	
  CD-­‐Deme)	
  eliminated	
  the	
  group	
  size	
  

amplifica9on	
  of	
  inequality	
  seen	
  in	
  BCD	
  and	
  CP	
  methods	
  

4.	
  Online	
  pos5ng	
  as	
  a	
  predictor	
  of	
  F2F	
  par5cipa5on	
  
Ø  Deme	
  forum	
  posters	
  in	
  the	
  CD	
  method	
  outpar9cipated	
  nonposters	
  on	
  all	
  three	
  

contribu9on	
  measures,	
  indica9ng	
  that	
  the	
  tendency	
  for	
  an	
  individual	
  to	
  
par9cipate	
  is	
  correlated	
  across	
  online	
  and	
  F2F	
  contexts.	
  

5.	
  Rela5onship	
  of	
  self-­‐reported	
  experience	
  to	
  measures	
  of	
  par5cipa5on	
  equality	
  
Ø  Gini	
  indices	
  for	
  frequency,	
  volume,	
  and	
  ACL,	
  as	
  measures	
  of	
  individual-­‐level	
  EoP,	
  

were	
  good	
  predictors	
  both	
  of	
  each	
  other	
  and	
  of	
  the	
  subjec9ve	
  equality	
  factor	
  
Ø  But	
  black	
  par9cipants	
  rated	
  all	
  but	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  methods	
  more	
  equal	
  than	
  did	
  

white	
  par9cipants,	
  even	
  when	
  they	
  par9cipated	
  less	
  by	
  volume	
  than	
  white	
  
iden9fied	
  par9cipants	
  did	
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Mode	
   Method	
   Size	
   Age	
   Gender	
   Educ
a.on	
  

Hispa
nic/
La.no	
  

Na.ve	
  
Ameri
can	
  

Asian	
  
Ameri
can	
  

Black	
   White	
   Other	
  
Ethni
city	
  

Online	
   ODP	
   -­‐.25	
   .20	
   -­‐.02	
   .16	
   -­‐.07	
   .04	
   -­‐.02	
   -­‐.13	
   .19	
   -­‐.13	
  
Online	
   Deme	
   .01	
   .11	
   -­‐.03	
   .15	
   .01	
   -­‐.07	
   -­‐.07	
   -­‐.06	
   .12	
   -­‐.07	
  
F2F	
   CD	
   -­‐.20	
   .05	
   -­‐.06	
   .14	
   -­‐.05	
   .02	
   -­‐.03	
   .03	
   .00	
   -­‐.04	
  
F2F	
   BCD	
   -­‐.14	
   .09	
   -­‐.15	
   .14	
   .04	
   .04	
   -­‐.06	
   -­‐.13	
   .15	
   -­‐.00	
  
F2F	
   CP	
   -­‐.12	
   .02	
   .00	
   .19	
   -­‐.01	
   -­‐-­‐-­‐	
   -­‐.07	
   .03	
   .01	
   .01	
  

0	
  

0.02	
  

0.04	
  

0.06	
  

0.08	
  

0.1	
  

0.12	
  

0.14	
  

0.16	
  

0.18	
  

	
  
BCD	
  

 CD	
    CP	
   	
  
ODP	
  

 Forum	
  

Average	
  Volume	
  of	
  Contribu9ons	
  Across	
  Methods	
  

Nonwh9e	
   White	
   African-­‐American/Black	
   Male	
   Female	
  


