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Abstract 
Earlier research assesses how different types of democratic innovations change citizens’ 
policy attitudes, political attitudes, process attitudes, behaviour, and capabilities. Even 
though a considerable amount of research has been done, there currently exists no 
overview of the effects for each type of democratic innovation on each type of effect. It is 
also not clear which effects prove robust across studies and which effects require more 
investigation. This paper aims to look at what we know and what we do not know 
regarding the effects of democratic innovations on citizens. In order to do so, we 
systematically collected empirical studies published between 1980 and 2021 and 
conducted a meta-analysis. Based on this analysis, we answer the following research 
questions: How thoroughly has each type of effect been studied for each type of 
democratic innovation? What are the gaps in our knowledge? And, most importantly, what 
do these studies tell us about the overall effects of democratic innovations on citizens? 
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Introduction 

Citizens in established democracies hold low and fluctuating levels of support for political parties 

and institutions, but a high and steady level of support for democracy as an ideal form of 

government (van Ham & Thomassen, 2017). Many citizens experience a disparity between their 

ideal form of democracy and how democracy actually pans out in practice. They perceive a lack 

of democratic ideals, or ‘democratic goods’, such as inclusiveness, popular control, considered 

judgement, and transparency. Analysts have therefore suggested that citizens demand more 

and deeper participation in the democratic decision-making process (Smith, 2009). 

In response, democratic theorists have envisioned several new ways in which citizens can 

be involved in modern democratic decision-making. These new forms of citizen participation, 

democratic innovations, are ‘[p]rocesses or institutions that are new to a policy issue, policy role, 

or level of governance, and developed to reimagine and deepen the role of citizens in 

governance processes by increasing opportunities for participation, deliberation and influence' 

(Elstub & Escobar, 2019, p. 14). Proponents of direct democracy emphasise the importance of 

including all citizens in decision-making processes in order to come to more legitimate 

democratic decisions (Saward, 2001). Theories of participatory democracy underline the 

educative benefits of active participation for citizens (Barber, 2003; Pateman, 1970). Deliberative 

democrats focus more on the exchange of reasoned arguments and promoting considered 

judgement amongst citizens, which will in turn result into more legitimate decisions (Gutmann 

& Thompson, 2004; Smith, 2009). 

Each of these conceptions of the role of citizens in democracy hints towards a distinctive 

kind of democratic innovation. Broadly, four types of democratic innovations exist. (1) Mini-

publics involve a random selection of citizens who come to a decision by getting informed about 

a policy issue and deliberating about it. (2) Participatory budgeting (PB) processes entail that 

citizens take decisions regarding public spending through aggregation. (3) Referendums and 

citizens’ initiatives are processes in which all citizens of a certain constituency are invited to vote 

on a policy issue and thus decide through aggregation. (4) An additional fourth category contains 

hybrid innovations that combine elements of several types. Such hybrid innovations are 

increasingly common (Elstub & Escobar, 2019).  

All these innovations reconceptualise the role of citizens in practice and each have the 

potential to realise some of the ‘democratic goods’ that are lacking in the eyes of disillusioned 

citizens. The question is whether these democratic innovations indeed realise these ‘democratic 

goods’ and thereby decrease the disillusion that citizens experience with how democracy works 
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in practice. A growing amount of research has been done regarding the effects of democratic 

innovations on citizens’ attitudes, behaviour, and capabilities (Jacquet & van der Does, 2020). In 

order to draw any conclusions about the impact of democratic innovations, however, a 

systematic comparison across studies is necessary. 

In her systematic review, Michels (2011) shows how different types of democratic 

innovations contribute to the realisation of different democratic goods and consequently affect 

citizens. She finds that participation in a democratic innovation increases topical knowledge, 

civic skills, and public engagement amongst citizens. Gastil’s (2018) overview of the impacts of 

deliberative innovations shows that taking part in a deliberative innovation often results in a 

policy attitude change, while increases in institutional trust and political tolerance occur. After 

participation, citizens are more willing to engage politically and to go voting. They enhance their 

topical knowledge, political self-confidence and internal political efficacy. Boulianne’s (2019) 

review suggests that participation in a mini-public increases policy-specific governmental trust 

as well as external and internal political efficacy. Van der Does & Jacquet’s (2021) analysis into 

the long-term effects of mini-publics on citizens demonstrates that participants often alter their 

policy attitude and their attitude towards deliberation. Participation causes citizens to engage 

more in political discussions, and to increase their topical as well as general political knowledge.  

These reviews form a good picture regarding the effects of democratic innovations on 

citizens’ attitudes, behaviour, and capabilities. However, these reviews mainly focus on the 

effects of mini-publics only. Moreover, not all studies employ a systematic search and analysis of 

all articles regarding democratic innovations’ effects on citizens. This paper adds to the previous 

reviews in two important ways. First, it takes stock of the effects that have been studied for each 

type of democratic innovation, and thereby lays bare gaps in the empirical literature. Second, by 

conducting a meta-analysis, it estimates the approximated extent and robustness of the effects 

of democratic innovations across studies. In doing so, this paper assesses democratic 

innovations’ potential to decrease democratic disillusionment amongst citizens. 

The next section describes the data and the methods used in this paper. In section 3 the 

data are analysed and our main findings are presented. In the concluding section, our findings 

are linked back to the problem of democratic disillusionment.  

 

Data and methods 

In this section we start by describing the data collection process. We then go on to explain how 

the meta-analysis is conducted. Lastly, the categorisation of the dependent and independent 



Marie-Isabel Theuwis et al. 

 
3 

variables is explained in detail. Data were gathered through a systematic search as prescribed by 

the PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses) 2020 

statement (Page et al., 2021). Our data stem from two main sources: database searches and 

citation searches. 

 

Database searches 

For our database searches, we first defined Boolean search terms based on previous reviews and 

theoretical works in the field. For the treatment variable, i.e. democratic innovations, four works 

were consulted: Elstub & Escobar, 2019; Jacquet & van der Does, 2020; Michels, 2011; Smith, 

2009. For the dependent variable, i.e. effects on individual citizens, six works were relied upon: 

Dalton, 2004; Goodin & Dryzek, 2006; Jacquet & van der Does, 2020; Mansbridge, 1999; Michels, 

2011; Smith & Tolbert, 2007.1 

The Boolean searches were consequently executed in the Web of Science database. This 

database was chosen as it contains 21,100 peer-reviewed, high-quality scholarly journals 

published worldwide in sciences, social sciences, and arts & humanities disciplines. The obtained 

1,992 search results were subsequently scanned based on their title and abstract for the 

following seven criteria: 

I) The study is published between January 1980 and January 2021. The year 1980 marks the 

starting point of empirical studies into the effects of democratic innovations (Jacquet & van 

der Does, 2020), while January 2021 is the month in which the searches were conducted. 

II) The study is written in English. By limiting ourselves to English we miss out on several studies 

(indeed, a number of non-English studies were excluded in the screening phase). However, 

if we were to include other languages we would create bias in our sample towards the 

countries of which the author speaks the language. We chose to limit ourselves to English as 

many relevant studies have been published in English. Moreover, English brings along the 

least selection bias as all over the world studies are published in English. 

III) The study is published in a journal. Published work entails a quality assurance because it has 

passed through peer review, but it also potentially causes publication bias which is a common 

issue in meta-analyses (Rosenthal, 1991). We therefore perform a failsafe-N test for each 

 

1 An overview of all Boolean search criteria with their results can be found in Appendices 1-3. 
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effect to check the robustness of our results (Rosenthal, 1979), an approach that will be 

further described in section 2.2.2. 

IV) The study is conducted in an advanced industrial democracy. These are countries that 

experience an increase in democratic disillusionment (Dalton, 2004). Practically, this means 

that we only include studies conducted in the continuously democratic OECD‐member 

nations as identified by Dalton & Wattenberg (2000).2   

V) The study contains a pre-test and/or a control group. As we are assessing the effects of the 

occurrence of a democratic innovation on citizens, we want to ensure that the effect 

observed is due to the democratic innovation and not some confounding variable. Therefore, 

we exclude all studies that do not perform a pre-measurement or have a control group. 

Studies that apply both a pre-test and a control group are able to establish a strong causal 

relationship. Studies that only apply either a pre-test or a control group are more exposed to 

confounding variables causing the observed effect, but they nevertheless have explanatory 

power. In order to check the robustness of the findings, we run a separate analysis with only 

those studies that apply both a pre-test and a control group and compare the results to the 

general analysis. 

VI) The independent variable is the occurrence of a democratic innovation. In this study we are 

mainly interested in the effects of participation in a democratic innovation. However, in our 

dataset we also include studies into the effects on non-participants. ‘Occurrence’ in this 

criterion entails that the democratic innovation merely ‘occurs’ in the area of our sample, 

independently of actual participation of the respondent. Hence, the treatment does not 

necessarily entail participation in the democratic innovation. Nevertheless, the effects on 

participants and non-participants will be analysed separately and subsequently compared 

with each other. 

Furthermore, we do not include simulated democratic innovations that have been 

conducted in a lab experimental setting. Simulated innovations are crucially different from actual 

innovations as their policy impact is non-existent. The decisions made in simulated experiments 

will not have any authority or influence on the policy-making process, which is at odds with the 

‘deepening the role of citizens’ aspect of democratic innovations and thus might affect our 

findings regarding the effects of democratic innovations on citizens.  

 

2 Australia, Austria, Belgium, Britain, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, 
Japan, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, and the 
United States. 
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VII) The dependent variable is attitude, behaviour or capability change amongst citizens. This 

criterion mainly causes the exclusion of studies into the effects of democratic innovations on 

policy-making (Jacquet & van der Does, 2020), which is beyond the scope of this paper. 

 

After scanning the abstracts of the 1,992 search results, 1,504 articles that did not adhere to the 

inclusion criteria were excluded. A further 44 duplicates were removed which resulted in a total 

of 440 articles that were identified through database searches. These articles were subsequently 

fully read and in more detail assessed for all seven inclusion criteria. Out of 440 articles, 41 finally 

adhered to all seven criteria and were added to the dataset. 

 

Citation searches 

During the reading phase, referenced articles that seemed to adhere to all selection criteria were 

also gathered. In doing so, # citations were identified and consequently screened based on their 

title and abstract. # of these studies did not adhere to the inclusion criteria, and # were 

duplicates. Of the remaining # articles, # could not be accessed. The final # articles were fully 

read and assessed for all seven inclusion criteria. In this process, another 2 articles were added 

to the dataset, which resulted in a final dataset of 43 studies.3 Figure 1 on the subsequent page 

summarises the entire study selection procedure. 

These articles were consequently coded for their independent and dependent variables, 

the features of the democratic innovation (see Elstub & Escobar, 2019; Karpowitz & Mendelberg, 

2011), whether they applied a pre-test, whether they included a control group, their statistical 

technique, their effect size proxies, and several other descriptive codes.4 In order to ensure 

internal consistency throughout the coding process, the researchers defined mutually exclusive 

and precise definitions based on the literature for each code. In case a question in coding arose, 

the researchers jointly refined the coding scheme. After the first coding round, all codes were 

double-checked by one of the researchers. As an ultimate robustness check, two more 

independent researchers double-coded 10% of the articles. 

 

 

3 All included studies can be found in Appendix 4. 
4 Part of the codebook can be found in Appendix 5. The complete codebook can be requested from the authors. 
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Figure 1: Study selection process (adapted from PRISMA flow diagram) 

 

 

Meta-analysis 

A meta-analysis is ‘the statistical analysis of a large collection of analysis results from individual 

studies for the purpose of integrating the findings’ (Glass, 1976, p. 4). In this paper, we will 

employ the meta-analytical techniques of ‘vote-counting’ for estimating the direction of the 
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effect, and of ‘combined tests’ for estimating the average extent of the effect for a given 

hypothesis (Geys, 2006; Smets & van Ham, 2013).5 

Vote-counting entails that each test of a given hypothesis is marked as a ‘success’ when 

the coefficient is significant in the expected direction, as a ‘failure’ when the coefficient is not 

significant, or as an ‘anomaly’ when the coefficient is significant in the unexpected direction. We 

have applied the two-tailed p < 0.05 as our cut-off point for significance. After having marked 

each test as a success, failure or anomaly, we calculate the success rate associated with this 

hypothesis. The total number of successes is divided by the total number of tests performed for 

that hypothesis (see equation 1). Higher success rates suggest the existence of a ‘true’ 

association between the dependent and independent variable. 

  

𝑠𝑢𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑠 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒 =
# 𝑜𝑓 𝑠𝑢𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑠𝑓𝑢𝑙 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑠

# 𝑜𝑓 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑠
∗ 100%      (1) 

 

However, one study often assesses the same hypothesis through several tests, and we can 

therefore not assign the same weight to each individual test. This is because results within the 

same study are highly correlated. Therefore, we categorise each study as either a ‘success’, a 

‘failure’, or an ‘anomaly’ in accordance with the majority of the study’s tests results.6 The success 

rate for a given hypothesis at the study level is the number of successful studies divided by the 

total number of studies that included a test for that hypothesis (see equation 2). 

  

𝑠𝑢𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑠 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑖𝑒𝑠 =
# 𝑜𝑓 𝑠𝑢𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑠𝑓𝑢𝑙 𝑠𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑖𝑒𝑠

# 𝑜𝑓 𝑠𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑖𝑒𝑠
∗ 100%       (2) 

 

‘Vote-counting’ however does not allow for an estimation of the overall effect size. A more 

suitable meta-analytical technique to this end is the ‘combined tests’ procedure (Wolf, 1986), 

which consists of aggregating the effect sizes of all studies. However, we cannot apply this 

procedure to our data as the effect sizes are not consistently reported across studies. 

Nevertheless, we can apply a simplified version of the ‘combined tests’ procedure to 

approximate the average effect size (Geys, 2006; Smets & van Ham, 2013).  

Just as for the success rate, this can be done at the test level and at the study level. 

 

5 Hypotheses based on previous the literature for each combination of independent and dependent variable have 
been formulated in advance.  
6 In case of a tie, the modal category of a study is always coded conservatively. For instance, if a study contains six 
tests, three of which are a failure and three are a success, then the modal category at the study level is a failure.  
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To calculate the proxy effect size at the test level, we assign a weight of 1, 0 or -1 to each 

successful, failed or anomalous test, respectively. We then calculate the approximated average 

effect size at the test level by summing up all the weighted tests and dividing the result by the 

number of tests performed for that hypothesis (see equation 3). 

 

𝑟𝑎𝑣 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 =
# 𝑜𝑓 𝑠𝑢𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑠𝑓𝑢𝑙 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑠 − # 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑛𝑜𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑜𝑢𝑠 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑠

# 𝑜𝑓 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑠
      (3) 

 

In order to calculate the approximated average effect size at the study level, we first calculate 

the approximated average effect size at the test level for each study by summing up all the 

weighted tests in a study and dividing the result by the number of tests performed in that study 

(see equation 4). 

 

𝑟𝑠𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑦 𝑖 =
# 𝑜𝑓 𝑠𝑢𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑠𝑓𝑢𝑙 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑠𝑠𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑦 𝑖 − # 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑛𝑜𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑜𝑢𝑠 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑠 𝑠𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑦 𝑖

# 𝑜𝑓 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑠𝑠𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑦 𝑖
      (4) 

 

The approximated average effect size for a given hypothesis at the study level is consequently 

calculated by taking the average of the individual studies’ effect sizes (see equation 5). In doing 

so, each test within a study is also indirectly assigned a weight that is inverse to the amount of 

tests performed in that study. 

 

𝑟𝑎𝑣 𝑠𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑦 = ∑
𝑟𝑠𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑦 𝑖

# 𝑠𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑖𝑒𝑠
𝑁
𝑖=1       (5) 

 

The approximated average effect size lies between -1 and 1 and represents the approximated 

number of units of standard deviation that the dependent variable varies if the independent 

variable changes by one standard deviation. We subsequently calculate a 95% confidence interval 

around this statistic which enables us to assess whether there exists a statistically significant 

relationship between the independent and dependent variable for a given hypothesis. Last, in 

order to deal with publication bias, which is a common issue related to meta-analyses (Rosenthal, 

1991), we estimate the amount of test results necessary to render the overall significant effect 

insignificant. If we only need a few insignificant studies to nullify the effect found, then we could 

suspect that the ‘true’ effect is insignificant. If, however, we need a large number of insignificant 

studies to nullify our findings, then our confidence increases that the observed effect is indeed 

robust and not due to publication bias. 
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Description of variables 

The dependent variables used in this study are changes in attitudes, behaviour, and capabilities 

amongst citizens. We have also included studies that use a self-reported measure of change in 

addition to studies that use a pre-measurement and/or a control group. Self-report scales are 

prone to bias, but self-perceived change is equally valuable with regards to the impact of 

democratic innovations on citizens (Knobloch & Gastil, 2015). The tests that use these self-

reported changes will be analysed separately. 

Changes in attitudes are defined as ‘changes in how individuals perceive and evaluate the 

world’ (Jacquet & van der Does, 2020, p. 4). They are measured by attitude questions on a Likert-

scale. The attitude objects include the policy (i.e. policy attitude), the process (i.e. process 

attitude), or a political entity (i.e. political attitudes). Changes in policy attitudes are most 

frequently measured as net group shifts, but these measurements potentially cancel out 

individual differences when citizens change their opinion in opposite directions. Therefore, gross 

individual level opinion change has been employed more and more. Process attitudes largely 

entail measures of perceived procedural fairness or outcome satisfaction. They are important 

links in the causal mechanism through which citizens are affected by a democratic innovation, as 

they can influence other outcome variables. Political attitude change is measured by looking at 

shifts in evaluations of and affective orientations towards Easton’s five classical levels of political 

support (Dalton, 2004). Additionally, many studies look at shifts in attitudes towards other 

citizens and society. 

Behavioural changes are defined as changes in ‘the ways in which they [citizens] engage 

(or not) in various activities' (Jacquet & van der Does, 2020, p. 4). These changes are measured 

as either intended behaviour or actual behaviour change. Actual behaviour is more accurate in 

that it relies on objectively measured changes in behaviour. Intended behaviour change taps 

more into citizens’ perceptions of self-empowerment or increased engagement.7 Capability 

changes entail changes in ‘the extent to which they [citizens] are able to articulate their ideas 

and pursue their objectives’ (Jacquet & van der Does, 2020, p. 4). They mainly include changes in 

self-efficacy, knowledge, and attitudinal constraint. 

The independent variables employed in this study are the occurrences of democratic 

innovations. By occurrence we mean that citizens do not necessarily participate in the 

 

7 Tests that use different measures of behavioural change will be analysed separately. 
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innovation, but can also be affected by its occurrence in their area.8 The occurrences of 

democratic innovations have to be conceived of as ‘grand treatments’ (Luskin et al., 2002) that 

comprise numerous micro-treatments and together cause the observed effect. This ‘grand 

treatment’ is measured in two ways. Either a group that receives the treatment is compared to 

a group that does not receive the treatment or a different treatment, and/or the same treated 

group is measured before and after treatment. 

As mentioned earlier, these ‘grand treatments’ can be categorised into four big families, 

characterised by certain ineliminable features (Elstub & Escobar, 2019). 

(1) Mini-publics: participant selection happens through sortition or stratification, the modes of 

participation are discursive expression and listening, and the mode of decision-making is 

deliberation. Apart from these core features, mini-publics often entail several other features. 

Those include the reception of balanced information, an advisory authority, participants 

formulate approaches to a policy issue and prioritise certain approaches, experts are present, 

a moderator guides the deliberation, and a rather small number of participants as compared 

to the entire population (in this dataset on average 186 citizens participated).  

(2) Participatory budgeting: the modes of participation are voting and discursive expression, the 

mode of decision-making is aggregation, and the policy area is public spending. Besides these 

ineliminable features, PB processes often entail citizens formulating several policy 

approaches and choosing the preferable one(s), PB’s have a direct or co-governing authority, 

and the level of governance is local. 

(3) Referendums and citizens’ initiatives: participant selection happens through self-selection, 

participation entails voting, and decision-making occurs through aggregation. Apart from 

these core features, referendums and citizens’ initiatives often have an advisory or direct 

authority, they often concern salient topics i.e. topics that are widely discussed in the 

community, and they often have a large number of participants (in this dataset on average 

5,773,008 citizens participated). 

A separate category gathers the numerous hybrid forms that do not fall into any of the three 

categories above but that have been increasingly employed over the last years due to the 

combination of democratic goods that they can realise: 

(4) Hybrid: entails a combination of features, often caused by digital participation. Hybrid 

innovations have been inductively subdivided into:  

 

8 Tests that look at the effects on non-participants will be analysed separately. 
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(4.1)   National Issues Forum-style: participant selection occurs through self-selection, the modes 

of participation are discursive expression and listening, and the mode of decision-making 

is deliberation.  

(4.2)   21st Century Town Meeting-style: participants are selected through stratification, they vote, 

and decisions are made through aggregation. 

(4.3)   Public hearing-style: participant selection happens via sortition, participation entails 

observation, listening and discursive expression, and there are no decisions made. 

 

Analysis and findings 

In this section, the descriptive statistics and statistical analyses are presented. The descriptive 

statistics will allow us to assess which types of democratic innovations and effects on citizens 

are most thoroughly studied, and which gaps remain. The statistical analyses will allow us to test 

which effects of democratic innovations on citizens prove robust across studies.  

 

Descriptive statistics 

First, the descriptive statistics for the dependent variables will be discussed, followed by an 

overview for the independent variables. Lastly, a combination of the statistics of dependent 

variables per independent variable will be shown. Changes in citizens’ capabilities are the most 

frequently studied effects of democratic innovations (Figure 2), closely followed by changes in 

their political attitudes and changes in their attitudes towards the proposed policy. The effect of 

democratic innovations on citizens’ process attitudes and behaviour is less frequently looked at. 

This could be due to the fact that behavioural change is not immediately measurable and difficult 

to quantify. The scarcity of studies into process attitudes could be attributed to the fields’ focus 

on explaining process preferences as opposed to changes in those preferences as a result of 

democratic innovations. This possibility is supported by the fact that several studies that looked 

at process attitudes were excluded from this paper’s dataset as the independent variable was 

not the occurrence of a democratic innovation. The average number of tests per study is rather 

constant across variables.  
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Figure 2:  The number of studies and average number of tests per study per type of effect on 

citizens 

 

 

The family of democratic innovations that is most frequently assessed for its effects on citizens 

are the mini-publics (see Figure 3). This is not surprising as mini-publics are often set up in a quasi-

experimental way. Participants are randomly selected and several types of mini-publics such as 

Deliberative Polls have a pre- and post-survey built into their design. Studies into participatory 

budgeting processes on the other hand fail to adhere to our inclusion criteria. This could be 

explained by a general absence of a pre-test and/ or a control group in PB processes which makes 

it hard to quantify the effects of PBs on citizens (He, 2019). Another reason might be the 

confinement of this review to studies conducted in advanced industrial democracies and 

published in English, as PBs are frequently used in South-American and Asian countries, or 

studies are published in the national language. This observation points to a gap in our knowledge 

regarding the effects of PBs on citizens in advanced industrial democracies. 

Referendums and citizens’ initiatives are not widely studied in terms of their effects on 

citizens. Many large-N studies had to be excluded because they were conducted at the 

aggregate-level (i.e. state-wide availability of referendums) which made it impossible to trace 

individual-level effects. Additionally, many studies do not employ a pre-test and/or a control 

group but rather look at correlations between the availability of referendums or initiatives and 

political attitudes. Hence, in order to more definitively assess the causal effects of the 

occurrence of a referendum or citizens’ initiative on citizens, studies which employ this 

independent variable will have to shift their focus to individual-level measurements of change. 
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Figure 3: The number of studies and average number of tests per study per family of democratic 

innovations 

 

 

Lastly, the number of studies into the effects of hybrid innovations on citizens is also low. The 

National Issues Forum-style innovations are most frequently assessed, while public hearing-style 

innovations are rarely studied (Figure 4). Hence, the most ‘intense’ type of treatment, where 

participants deliberate, is most frequently studied, while less intense treatments, which entail 

aggregation, are less frequently studied. The average number of tests is very high for National 

Issues Forum-style innovations. The low number for public hearing-style innovations reflects the 

singly study that was conducted and not an average across several studies. 
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Figure 4   Number of studies and average number of tests per study per type of hybrid 

innovation9 

 

 

Most relevant for the statistical analysis is an overview of which effects have been tested and 

studied for which family of democratic innovations. We can see from the differently shaped 

graph for mini-publics as compared to referendums and citizens’ initiatives (see Figure 5) that 

the two families of democratic innovations are assessed for different outcomes. Studies into 

mini-publics focus much more on policy attitudes, as 29% of the studies measure policy attitudes, 

as compared to none of the studies into referendums and citizens’ initiatives. Studies into 

referendums and citizens’ initiatives, on the other hand, have a greater focus on process 

attitudes: 29% of the studies look at process attitudes, whereas only 4% of the studies into mini-

publics measure those attitudes. Both families of democratic innovations devote much attention 

to political attitudes and capability changes, whereas behavioural changes are less frequently 

studied.  

Amongst studies into mini-publics, the average number of tests per study does not 

fluctuate greatly across types of effects. Amongst referendums and citizens’ initiatives, 

however, more tests per study are executed for political attitudes and process attitudes as 

compared to citizens’ capabilities. Interestingly, studies into mini-publics combine dependent 

variables from different categories within one study, while studies into referendums and 

citizens’ initiatives often focus on one type of effect.  

 

 

9 The total number of types of hybrid innovations does not match with the total number of studies into hybrid 
innovations (see Figure 4). This is because two types of hybrid innovations were assessed within one study.   
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Figure 5   Percentage of studies and average number of tests per study per combination of 

independent and dependent variable10 

 

 

For the hybrid innovations, we can see from Figure 6 that only a small percentage of the studies 

looks at process attitudes. Changes in citizens’ capabilities, however, get a fair amount of 

attention within studies into hybrid innovations. The average number of tests per study 

fluctuates greatly, which is due to the low number of studies into hybrid innovations.   

 

 

10 The total number of studies in this graph is calculated by adding up the number of studie into each effect on 
citizens. Since one study may test for several effects on citizens, the total number of studies for this graph can be 
higher than the number of studies per family of democratic innovation. The total number of studies into each effect 
on citizens for mini-publics is 48, whereas the total number of studies into each effect on citizens for referenda and 
citizens’ initiatives is 7. 
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Figure 6: The percentage of studies and average number of tests per study per combination 

of hybrid innovation and dependent variable11 

 

 

 

Statistical analysis 

In this section we will test the hypotheses for each family of democratic innovation’s effect on 

citizens’ attitudes, behaviour, and capabilities. We will do so both at the level of tests and at the 

level of studies. In case the approximated average effect size is positive and significant at the 

level of tests as well as at the level of studies, we can increase our confidence in the existence of 

a positive effect of (participation in) a family of democratic innovations on citizens’ attitudes, 

behaviour, or capabilities. However, as we have demonstrated in the descriptive statistics 

section, for many hypotheses we might lack sufficient data to test these hypotheses, especially 

at the level of studies. In that case, the main finding is that a gap in the current empirical literature 

exists and no claims regarding that effect on citizens can be substantiated. 

In our analysis we will separate self-report measures of change from studies that use a 

pre-measurement and/or a control group due to the different nature of the measurement (see 

 

11 The total number of studies in this graph is calculated by adding up the number of studies into each effect on 
citizens. Since one study may test for several effects on citizens, the total number of studies for this graph can be 
higher than the number of studies per type of hybrid innovation. The total number of studies into each effect on 
citizens for NIF-style innovations is 10, for 21st C. Town Meeting-style innovations it is 6, whereas for public hearing-
style innovations this number is 3. 
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section 2.3.1). Only one study applies this self-reported measure, which means it has to be left 

out of this analysis as no meaningful statistical analysis can be conducted.  

We further split up our analysis into the effects of participation and non-participation on 

citizens’ attitudes, behaviour, and capabilities. We start our statistical analysis by assessing the 

effects of participation in a mini-public, a referendum or citizens’ initiative, and different types 

of hybrid innovations on citizens. We subsequently assess the effects of non-participation in 

these democratic innovations.  

Mini-publics are expected to enhance citizens’ political attitudes. Citizens’ identity should 

become more inclusionary because they are incentivised to focus on ‘the common good’. 

Participants should become more trusting of and satisfied with political authorities after 

engaging with them (Nabatchi et al., 2012). Negative attitudes towards other citizens should 

decrease as participants enter into contact with other social groups and recognize the moral 

merit of their argument (Gutmann & Thompson, 2004). Being a participant in a mini-public would 

also make citizens more politically engaged as a result of their increase in political self-confidence 

(Dryzek, 2007). Participating in a mini-public would lead citizens to strengthen their capabilities 

as they are involved in a relatively long, cognitively demanding process (Warren & Gastil, 2015). 

Citizens would gain topic and political knowledge as well as internal political efficacy (Dryzek, 

2007).  

Table 1 shows the preliminary results of a statistical test of these hypotheses regarding 

the effects of participating in a mini-public on citizens. With regards to political attitudes, the 

existence of a positive effect of participation in a mini-public can be found at the level of the 

tests, and is significant only at the 10% level of significance at the level of the studies. More than 

half of the tests recorded a positive significant effect of participation in a mini-public on citizens’ 

political attitudes, and little less than half studies recorded this same effect. The approximated 

average effect size at the level of studies is moreover little significant. Hence, empirically we find 

no strong evidence for the hypothesis that participants in a mini-public become more satisfied 

with political objects. However, the variable ‘political attitudes’ comprises several different 

political attitude variables. It could be the case that attitudes towards more ‘local’ political 

objects such as the local government or local democracy positively change, whereas more 

distant political objects such as the EU or national politics remain unaffected or even decrease. 

This seems to be the case, as the majority of failed or anomalous tests can be attributed to 

changes in attitudes towards (supra-)national political objects and society.  
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Table 1: Statistical test for effects of participation in a mini-public 

Note: t-test with two-tailed significance levels. +p < 0.1, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. 

 

Only one study looked at process attitude changes, which is too little to conduct any meaningful 

analysis. With regards to behavioural change, the majority of tests proves insignificant. Those 

that are significant, are so in the expected direction. However, at the level of studies, there are 

too few observations to increase or decrease our confidence in the existence of a positive effect 

of participating in a mini-public on citizens’ behaviour. Not surprisingly, participants in a mini-

public seem to show a larger increase in intended behaviour as opposed to actual behaviour, as 

three-quarters of the tests are significant in the predicted direction. Nevertheless, also this 

observation fails to be confirmed at the study level due to a deficiency in studies.  
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Political attitude (+) 

Tests 46 24 19 3 Success 52.17 0.45 *** 

Studies 11 5 4 2 Failure 45.45 0.35 + 

Behaviour (+) 

Tests 16 5 11 0 Failure 31.25 0.31 * 

Studies 2 1 1 0 Failure 50.00 0.63 n.s. 

Behaviour (intended) (+) 

Tests 8 6 2 0 Success 75.00 0.75 ** 

Studies 2 1 1 0 Failure 50.00 0.67 n.s. 

Capabilities (+) 

Tests 89 55 33 1 Success 61.80 0.61 *** 

Studies 14 9 5 0 Success 64.29 0.74 *** 
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The only effect of participation in mini-publics that is significant at both the test as well 

as the study level is the increase in citizens’ capabilities. Almost 62% of all tests is positive in the 

predicted direction, which also applies to about 64% of all studies. The approximated average 

effect size is significant at both the level of tests and studies. Thus, our confidence that 

participating in a mini-public has a positive overall effect on citizens’ capabilities increases. These 

preliminary results regarding the effects of participation in a mini-public on citizens thus show 

some gaps in the empirical literature for process attitudes and behaviour, they fail to confirm the 

existence of a positive effect of participation in a mini-public on citizens’ political attitudes, but 

they increase our confidence in the existence of a positive effect of participation in a mini-public 

on citizens’ capabilities. 

Referendums and citizens’ initiatives in theory are expected to have an impact on citizens’ 

attitudes, even though the treatment of voting is often less intense as compared to the 

discursive expression that is typical for mini-publics. Barber (2003) has argued that direct 

democracy leads citizens to gain a more inclusive identity and feel more part of a political 

community. However, more recent scholarship has suggested that the aggregative element of 

referendums might lead to the ‘winners’ experiencing an increase in positive affect towards 

political objects, whereas ‘losers’ would decrease their support, especially if the policy issue is 

highly salient (Skitka, 2002).  

Procedural fairness theory challenges that view and posits that a decision-making process 

in which citizens have the final say should enhance political and process attitudes, even if the 

outcome of such a process is unfavourable. Additionally, the perception that citizens have a 

direct influence on the outcome strengthens feelings of political efficacy, regardless of the 

outcome (Marien & Kern, 2018; Tyler, 2006). In terms of behaviour, ballot initiatives are expected 

to have a spill-over effect on election turnout (Smith & Tolbert, 2004). Referendums and citizens’ 

initiatives, moreover, are to increase popular participation in government (Barber, 2003). 

Regarding citizen capabilities, referendums and citizens’ initiatives should stimulate political 

interest and facilitate learning about politics (Smith & Tolbert, 2004). The referendum campaign 

would educate citizens on a permanent basis (Barber, 2003). 

Table 2 shows the preliminary results of a statistical test of these hypotheses regarding the 

effects of participating in a referendum or citizens’ initiative on citizens.  

 



A Meta-Analysis of the Effects of Democratic Innovations 

 
20 

Table 2: Statistical test for effect of participation in a referendum or citizens’ initiative 

 Note: t-test with two-tailed significance levels. +p < 0.1, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. 

 

Almost 72% of the tests into political attitudes is a success, i.e. citizens grow more positive 

towards political entities such as the government or local politicians. The approximated average 

effect size is significant at the level of tests. At the level of studies, we find that this effect is 

confirmed as the approximated average effect size is large and significant. We however have to 

be careful with drawing any definite conclusions as these analyses are based on only two studies. 

Hence, our confidence in the existence of a positive effect of participation in a referendum or 

citizens’ initiative on political attitudes is moderately increased. Similarly, with regards to process 

attitudes, the success rate of about 63 percent and the significant approximated average effect 

size indicate that referendums and citizens’ initiatives positively affect citizens and make them 

more satisfied with the referendum’s procedure. However, the quantity of studies is insufficient 

to test this hypothesis meaningfully across studies.  
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Political attitude (+) 

Tests 39 28 11 0 Success 71.79 0.72 *** 

Studies 2 2 0 0 Success 100.00 0.74 * 

Process attitude (+) 

Tests 19 12 6 1 Success 63.16 0.58 ** 

Studies 2 2 0 0 Success 100.00 0.75 n.s. 

Capabilities (+) 

Tests 4 2 2 0 Failure 50.00 0.50 n.s. 

Studies 2 1 1 0 Failure 50.00 0.50 n.s. 
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Only one study measured behavioural changes. As no meaningful conclusion beyond this 

study’s context can be drawn, these results were left out of the current analysis. Lastly, half of 

the tests into capabilities reported a lack of significant increase, i.e. a failure. The same can be 

observed at the level of studies. However, both of these statistics are insignificant. Due to the 

lack of observations, we can again not make any inferences about the effect of participation in 

a referendum or citizens’ initiative on citizens’ capabilities. Hence, to sum it up, there are 

indications at the level of tests that referendums and citizens’ initiatives could have positive 

effects on citizens’ political and process attitudes. However, more studies are needed to test 

these effects more deeply across contexts. 

 

Participation in a hybrid innovation 

There are only six studies into hybrid innovations which renders a meaningful analysis 

challenging. We will nevertheless formulate some expectations and discuss one result. National 

Issues Forum-style hybrid innovations combine the discursive expression and deliberative 

decision-making elements of mini-publics with the self-selection element of referendums and 

citizens’ initiatives. They are very accessible types of innovations as they often take place online 

or in a hybrid form. Their authority is often more advisory, and the process not so much focussed 

on decision-making but rather on finding and prioritising approaches to policy issues. Often a 

moderator is present to guide the discussions. We could thus expect that this type of hybrid 

innovation has similar effects on citizens as mini-publics, as they share many features.  

  The fact that participants are self-selected could influence the strength of the effect in 

two ways. First, a slightly different demographic as compared to sortition and stratification of 

more politically interested and knowledgeable citizens might attend (even though sortition and 

stratification in practice also entail self-selection as chosen participants decide to participate or 

not) (Karpowitz & Mendelberg, 2011). This could dampen the overall effect, as people with 

stronger pre-held attitudes are less likely to change their attitudes (Krosnick & Petty, 1995). 

Second, the legitimacy of the self-selection mechanism could affect the experience of the 

innovation and thus the effect it has on citizens. However, Christensen (2020) has shown that 

citizens perceive no significant difference in legitimacy between stratification and self-selection 

as participant selection mechanisms.  

The fact that many of these innovations take place online or in a hybrid form could decrease 

the strength of the effect as the intensity of engagement and the amount of cues is lower as 

compared to face-to-face discussions. The anonymity that marks online interactions could also 
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facilitate polarisation. However, as Min (2007) notes, a moderated online discussion could 

approach the ideal deliberative setting as patterns of individual dominance are less easily 

sustained and textual arguments are central. We therefore hypothesise that participation in a 

National Issues Forum-style innovation has a positive effect on citizens attitudes, behaviour, and 

capabilities. 

 

Table 3: Statistical test for effect of participation in a National Issues Forum-style innovation 

Note: t-test with two-tailed significance levels. +p < 0.1, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. 

 

All effects except for the effect on citizens’ capabilities lacked a sufficient amount of studies in 

order to conduct a meaningful analysis. With regards to the effect on citizens’ capabilities, we 

can see that about 57% of the tests proved successful with a significant approximated average 

effect size. At the level of tests, we can increase our confidence that participation in a National 

Issues Forum-style event has a positive effect on citizens’ capabilities. However, this finding 

cannot be convincingly confirmed at the level of studies as it is based on only three studies. To 

conclude, we do find some indication at the test level that participation in a National Issues 

Forum-style innovation has a positive effect on citizens’ capabilities, even though we are unable 

to make any claims about the cross-study effects on citizens due to a lack of available data. 

21st Century Town Meeting-style hybrid innovations combine the participant selection 

mechanism of mini-publics with the voting and aggregative decision-making of referendums and 

citizens’ initiatives. Participants often receive balanced information and a moderator is usually 

present. 21st Century Town Meeting-style innovations sometimes take place online or in hybrid 

form. Apart from voting, participation often entails discussing and listening to others, even 

though decisions are taken by vote. These decisions have a more advisory role. We could 
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therefore expect that this type of hybrid innovations has effects similar to mini-publics and 

referendums on citizens. We hypothesise that citizens enhance their attitudes, behaviour, and 

capabilities after participation in a 21st Century Town Meeting-style innovation. 

Unfortunately, we were unable to test these hypotheses as there are no sufficient empirical 

data available. Again, we conclude that this type of hybrid innovation requires more empirical 

assessment in order to substantiate any claim regarding its effects on participating citizens. 

 

Conclusion 

In this study we systematically collected studies into the effects of democratic innovations on 

citizens in advanced industrial democracies and subsequently tested the robustness of these 

effects in a meta-analysis. Theoretically, participation in a mini-public is expected to have a 

positive effect on citizens’ political attitudes as they engage with other societal groups and 

political authorities during discursive exchanges. Our analysis failed to confirm this hypothesis. 

It seems that the effect of participation in a mini-public on political attitudes is ambiguous and 

potentially depending on the type of political object that is measured. It is furthermore 

hypothesised that citizens feel more politically capable after participating in a mini-public as they 

grow more self-efficacious during policy deliberation and decision-making. This hypothesis has 

been confirmed in our analysis, which entails that we can more confidently claim that 

participation in a mini-public leads citizens to feel more politically capable. The hypotheses that 

citizens would increase their political behaviour and become more satisfied with political 

processes could not be meaningfully tested due to a lack of sufficient data. Studies into mini-

publics could therefore focus more on changes in citizens’ behaviour and process attitudes. 

We found no studies into PB processes that adhered to our selection criteria. This might 

partially be due to the restrictiveness of those criteria, but it has been observed before that there 

is a general need for more studies into PB’s that apply a pre-test and/or a control group with the 

eye on assessing PB’s effects on citizens (He, 2019).  For referendums and citizens’ initiatives, it 

is hypothesised that citizens would become more politically active after participation, increase 

their capabilities, and become more satisfied with political objects and the referendum process. 

There are indications at the level of tests that referendums and citizens’ initiatives could have a 

positive effect on citizens’ attitudes. Nevertheless, we have been unable to rigorously test these 

expectations across studies as there is limited empirical work into referendums’ and citizens’ 

initiatives effects on citizens. Most existing studies are conducted at the aggregate level and 

look at correlations between the use of referendums and citizens’ attitudes, rather than 
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individual-level change. With regards to hybrid innovations, significant positive effects on 

participants’ attitudes, behaviour, and capabilities are generally expected in the literature. Only 

for National Issues Forum-style innovations did we find indications at the level of tests that 

participation in such an innovation could have a positive effect on citizens capabilities. However, 

again there exists a lack of empirical data to confirm or disconfirm any hypothesis regarding the 

effect of participation in a hybrid innovation on citizens.  

This study has some limitations. First, the aggregation of different variables into one 

overarching variable eliminates some of the nuance regarding what is being measured. This is 

not unusual in meta-analyses, as they are by definition the integration of a large amount of 

findings. The researcher’s task is to find the right balance between aggregation and 

differentiation. The aim of this paper was to provide an overview of what we know regarding 

the effects on citizens. We therefore opted for a higher degree of aggregation and are confident 

that our findings are meaningful. In those cases where our findings needed further nuance, such 

as was the case for the effect of participation in a mini-public on political attitudes, we provided 

such differentiation. 

The second limitation is that our statistical test is conservative. By not relying on the 

reported effect sizes but on a categorical proxy based on the 0.5% significance level, we again 

took away some nuance that could have led to more precise estimates of the overall effect. We 

have opted for this conservative test because of the heterogeneity in the studies and our focus 

on understanding whether democratic innovations affect citizens rather than to what extent 

they do so. Moreover, it is known that the effects of democratic innovations on citizens might 

be subtle and perhaps hard to quantify (Mansbridge, 1999). We therefore refrained from making 

any definite claims regarding the extent of an effect on citizens but rather focussed on exploring 

and testing whether the existing evidence for certain theoretical claims is convincing. 
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Appendix 1: Search terms for the independent variable identified from literature 

ID Search term Reference 

1 Popular assembly  (G. Smith, 2009) 

2 Open assembly (G. Smith, 2009) 

3 Town meeting (G. Smith, 2009) 

4 Neighbourhood meeting (G. Smith, 2009) 

5 Participatory budgeting  (Elstub & Escobar, 2019; G. Smith, 2009)  

6 Participatory policy making (Michels, 2011) 

7 Mini-public (Elstub & Escobar, 2019; G. Smith, 2009) 

8 Citizen jury (Elstub & Escobar, 2019; G. Smith, 2009) 

9 Consensus conference (Elstub & Escobar, 2019; G. Smith, 2009) 

10 Deliberative poll (G. Smith, 2009) 

11 Deliberative opinion poll (Elstub & Escobar, 2019) 

12 Citizens’ assembly (Elstub & Escobar, 2019; G. Smith, 2009) 

13 Planning cell (Elstub & Escobar, 2019) 

14 Mini-populus (Jacquet & van der Does, 2020) 

15 Deliberative survey (Michels, 2011) 

16 Deliberation   

17 Direct legislation (G. Smith, 2009) 

18 Popular referendum (G. Smith, 2009) 

19 Popular initiative (G. Smith, 2009) 

20 Constitutional referendum (G. Smith, 2009) 

21 Constitutional initiative (G. Smith, 2009) 

22 Referendum (Elstub & Escobar, 2019) 

23 Citizens’ initiative (Elstub & Escobar, 2019) 

24 Direct democracy   

25 E-democracy (G. Smith, 2009) 

26 Internet discussion forum (G. Smith, 2009) 

27 Online deliberative poll (G. Smith, 2009) 

28 Online direct legislation (G. Smith, 2009) 

29 Online town meeting  (G. Smith, 2009) 

30 Digital participation (Elstub & Escobar, 2019) 
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31 Collaborative governance (Elstub & Escobar, 2019) 

32 Interactive governance (Michels, 2011) 

33 Democratic innovation   

 

 



A Meta-Analysis of the Effects of Democratic Innovations 

 
30 

Appendix 2: Search terms for the dependent variable identified from literature 

ID Search term Reference 

1 Policy attitude  (Goodin & Dryzek, 2006) 

2 Preference shift (Michels, 2011) 

3 Opinion shift (Jacquet & van der Does, 2020) 

4 Policy legitimacy (Goodin & Dryzek, 2006) 

5 Political attitude (Dalton, 2004) 

6 Political support (Dalton, 2004) 

7 Candidate evaluations (Dalton, 2004; Smith & Tolbert, 2007) 

8 Trust in politicians (Dalton, 2004) 

9 Party identity (Dalton, 2004) 

10 Performance judgements (Dalton, 2004) 

11 Output expectations (Dalton, 2004) 

12 Government support (Dalton, 2004) 

13 Government responsiveness (Smith & Tolbert, 2007) 

14 Institutional trust (Dalton, 2004) 

15 Evaluation of rights (Dalton, 2004) 

16 Satisfaction with the democratic 

process 
(Dalton, 2004) 

17 Democracy best form of 

government 
(Dalton, 2004) 

18 Democratic values (Dalton, 2004) 

19 National pride (Dalton, 2004) 

20 Group identity (Dalton, 2004) 

21 Project attitude   

22 Project legitimacy (Michels, 2011) 

23 Behaviour (Jacquet & van der Does, 2020) 

24 Voting behaviour (Jacquet & van der Does, 2020; Smith & 

Tolbert, 2007) 

25 Engagement in political talk (Jacquet & van der Does, 2020) 

26 Wider discursive engagement (Jacquet & van der Does, 2020) 

27 Civic engagement (Smith & Tolbert, 2007) 
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28 Citizen interest group activity (Smith & Tolbert, 2007) 

29 Political engagement (Michels, 2011) 

30 Capabilities (Jacquet & van der Does, 2020) 

31 Issue knowledge (Jacquet & van der Does, 2020; Michels, 2011) 

32 Political interest (Michels, 2011; Smith & Tolbert, 2007) 

33 Political knowledge (Smith & Tolbert, 2007) 

34 Feeling of being a public citizen (Michels, 2011) 

35 Willingness to be active in public 

life 
(Michels, 2011) 

36 Ability to debate public issues (Michels, 2011) 

37 Ability to lead a public meeting (Michels, 2011) 

38 Readiness to exchange 

arguments 
(Michels, 2011) 

39 Internal political efficacy (Jacquet & van der Does, 2020; Smith & 

Tolbert, 2007) 

40 Attitude change   

41 Better citizens (Mansbridge, 1999) 

42 Effect    

43 Democratic malaise (Dalton, 2004) 

 

 

  



A Meta-Analysis of the Effects of Democratic Innovations 

 
32 

Appendix 3: Boolean searches 

 

The search terms used for the Boolean searches were made up of a combination of search terms 

for the independent and dependent variables. This was done by combining each independent 

variable with all dependent variables: ‘(independent variable x AND (dependent variable 1 OR 

dependent variable 2 OR dependent variable n))’. As there were 33 independent variables, 33 

Boolean searches were conducted.  

For the dependent variable, the original search terms were combined into Boolean search terms 

that together cover each individual term. For instance, ‘preference shift’ and ‘opinion shift’ were 

covered by ‘Preference shift OR Opinion’. In the end, the following terms were added to each 

independent variable’s search term after ‘AND’: DEPVARS = Policy attitude OR Preference shift 

OR Opinion OR Legitimacy OR Political support OR Candidate evaluation OR Trust politician OR 

Party identity OR Performance judgement OR Output expectation OR Government 

responsiveness OR Institutional OR Rights OR Satisfaction Democracy OR Democratic value OR 

Pride OR Identity OR Behavior OR Voting behaviour OR engagement OR Activity OR Capabilities 

OR Knowledge OR Political interest OR Citizenship OR Willingness OR Ability OR Readiness OR 

Internal political efficacy OR Attitude change OR “Better citizens” OR Effect OR “Democratic 

malaise”. 

The aim of the Boolean searches was to find as many appropriate (adhering to inclusion 

criteria I to IV) articles by scanning as little articles as possible. Therefore, the Boolean searches 

were conducted on all fields (‘ALL’, i.e. title, abstract, key words, etc.). Subsequently, the first 

fifty search results were scanned for their appropriateness. In case the results turned out to be 

of low appropriateness, the search was repeated for the title only (‘TI’), which lowered the 

number of results but increased their rate of appropriateness.  

The ‘Hits WoS’ column indicates the number of search results that were found on the Web 

of Science database. The ‘Selection Abstract’ column indicates how many articles were selected 

based on their abstract. The ‘Cumulative’ column shows the cumulative number of selected 

articles. Out of a total 1992 search results, 488 articles were selected of which 440 remained 

after eliminating duplicates. 
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Boolean searches, number of search results, number of selected articles based on abstract 

# Search terms Hits 
WoS 

Selection 
Abstract 

Cumu-
lative 

Date 

1 ALL=(“popular assembly” AND (DEPVARS)) 24 0 0 26/01/2021 

2 ALL=(“open assembly” AND (DEPVARS)) 32 0 0 26/01/2021 

3 ALL=(“town meeting” AND (DEPVARS)) 35 7 7 26/01/2021 

4 ALL=("neighborhood meeting" OR 

"neighbourhood meeting" AND (DEPVARS)) 
3 0 7 26/01/2021 

5 TI=("participatory budget" OR "participatory 

budgeting" AND (DEPVARS)) 
89 24 31 26/01/2021 

5b ALL=("participatory platform*"  AND (DEPVARS)) 74 6 37 29/01/2021 

6 ALL=("participatory policy-making" AND 

(DEPVARS)) 
45 10 47 26/01/2021 

7 ALL=(mini-public AND (DEPVARS)) 36 20 67 26/01/2021 

8 ALL=("citizen jur*"  AND ()) 42 7 74 26/01/2021 

9 TI=("consensus conference" AND ()) 58 0 74 26/01/2021 

10 ALL=("deliberative poll" AND ()) 30 27 101 26/01/2021 

11 ALL=("deliberative opinion poll" AND ()) 1 1 102 26/01/2021 

12 ALL=("citizen* assembly" AND ()) 46 20 122 26/01/2021 

13 ALL=("planning cell" AND ()) 10 0 122 26/01/2021 

14 ALL=(mini populus AND ()) 0 0 122 26/01/2021 

15 ALL=("deliberative survey" AND ()) 3 0 122 26/01/2021 

16 TI=(("deliberation"  OR "deliberative")  AND ()) 533 199 321 27/01/2021 

17 ALL=(("direct legislation")  AND ()) 36 12 333 28/01/2021 

18 ALL=(("popular referendum")  AND ()) 29 2 335 28/01/2021 

19 ALL=(("popular initiative")  AND ()) 72 5 340 28/01/2021 

20 ALL=(("constitutional referendum")  AND ()) 66 8 348 28/01/2021 

21 ALL=(("constitutional initiative")  AND ()) 3 0 348 28/01/2021 

22 TI=(referend*  AND ()) 212 53 401 29/01/2021 

23 ALL=("citizens’ initiative" AND ()) 39 4 405 29/01/2021 

24 TI=("direct democracy"  AND ()) 109 41 446 29/01/2021 

25 TI=("E-democracy"  AND ()) 14 0 446 29/01/2021 

26 ALL=("Internet discussion forum"  AND ()) 35 1 447 29/01/2021 

27 ALL=(online deliberative poll  AND ()) 11 5 452 29/01/2021 

28 ALL=(online direct legislation  AND ()) 63 1 453 29/01/2021 

29 ALL=("online town meeting*"  AND ()) 1 0 453 29/01/2021 

30 ALL=("digital participation"  AND ()) 131 12 465 29/01/2021 

30b TI=("digital democracy" AND ()) 10 1 466 29/01/2021 

31 TI=("collaborative governance"  AND ()) 21 0 466 29/01/2021 

32 TI=("interactive governance" AND ()) 5 2 468 29/01/2021 

33 ALL=("democratic innovation" AND ()) 84 20 488 29/01/2021       

TOT 
 

1992 488 
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