
ENCODE: Explicating the Norms of Collective Deliberation 

Summary 

From a country’s decision to leave the EU, to jury convictions in criminal trials, to friends figuring out where to have 
dinner: collective decisions are everywhere. But when are they truly democratic?  
 
According to a prominent view, democracy requires more than the aggregation of opinions. Citizens should engage in 
a discussion, justify and mutually adjust their positions, and eventually arrive at a consensus or meta-agreement on 
the decision problem at hand, before they vote. Such collective deliberation should moreover satisfy principles such as 
rationality, equality, and truthfulness, in order to count as democratic. 
 
This deliberative ideal is widely endorsed and even cited as a solution to the current crisis of Western democracies. 
However, there is no unified, mathematical model of deliberation that allows us to clarify exactly what deliberative 
democrats want and to check the joint compatibility of the various principles they endorse. This stands in sharp 
contrast with our understanding of opinion aggregation, which has made great progress due to the presence of 
mathematical models in social choice theory. 
 
The ENCODE project will fill this gap, by developing a formal framework of collective deliberation in which its 
components and dynamics are characterized with mathematical precision. Drawing on my expertise, the framework 
will be obtained by a novel synthesis of cutting edge techniques in philosophical logic and informed by state of the art 
work in political science, decision theory, and argumentation theory. Within this framework, I will study specific 
combinations of norms that regulate the deliberative ideal, in order to map out the tensions and trade-offs between 
them.  
 
Although its methods are rooted in analytic philosophy, ENCODE has great relevance for the general theory and 
practice of collective decision-making, which I will valorize by interacting and cooperating with political theorists, 
computer scientists, and local organizations that promote deliberative democracy. 
 

 

Research Proposal  

A description of the proposed research   

 

Overall aim and objectives 
 
State of the Art and Objectives 
 
Western politics is going through a crisis, as witnessed by the rise of extremist parties, the perverse impact of social 
media campaigns on elections, and growing mistrust in politicians and institutions among citizens. Some scientists warn 
us that democracies are hollowing out [79] or even dying [62]; others argue that democracy should be replaced with 
epistocracy [24]. In contrast, many political theorists maintain that democracy is the “lesser evil”, but that our 
institutions should be drastically reformed if we want it to thrive. My project contributes to the latter position, by 
critically investigating one of its guiding ideas: deliberative democracy.   

On the classical view, deliberative democracy requires an open discussion among rational, equal 
participants, fostering the construction and revision of opinions, preferences, and proposals, ideally resulting in 
consensus [38, 27]. Variants of this view were defended by Habermas [51] and Rawls [78]. More generally, there has 
been a deliberative turn in political theory since the 1980s [20, 35, 48, 29, 73, 40] which has been reflected in empirical 
studies [2, 41, 66]. This shift has also thoroughly influenced political movements in their search for institutional changes 
that promote participation [55]. Following Van Reybrouck [87], deliberative democracy is promoted by many political 
organizations in Belgium and the Netherlands, such as the AGORA party in Brussels and LOKAAL in Rotterdam. These 



organizations want representative democracy to be complemented by deliberative panels of regular citizens.  Finally, 
the deliberative turn influenced the field of e-democracy in AI, where scientists develop software to assist or simulate 
argument-based decision-making: examples range from Deliberatorium [56, 57] to IBM’s Debater project.1 Some of 
these applications have ancestors in argumentation theory and the study of multi-agent systems [45, 46].  
Table 1: principles and norms for deliberation 

  The concept of deliberation that underlies these trends is normative. It concerns fair and rational 
deliberation, in contrast to cases that do not meet this ideal. From the available literature, one can extract various 
norms, motivated by 
general principles (cf. 
Table 1). Although 
there are disputes 
over their precise 
form and 
importance, there is 
broad consensus that 
each of these norms 
play an important 
role in the 
deliberative ideal 
[47, 69, 70]. 
  There is, however, also a growing awareness of tensions and trade-offs between these norms. Some doubt 
whether, given a strong diversity of views, rational discussion alone gets us towards consensus [58, 75]. Also, allowing 
for a diverse input may well clash with relevance and efficiency considerations at the procedural level and the 
requirement of a complete and consistent output [71, 1]. Finally, recent work in formal epistemology suggests that 
individual and group rationality come apart [68] and that when individually rational agents communicate and update 
their preferences, the resulting group behavior may seem highly irrational from an outsider’s perspective [52].  
  So before we can call upon the deliberative ideal in an attempt to save democracy, there is an urgent need 
to find out exactly what we can, and what we cannot expect of deliberation. This is what ENCODE will do: 
 
My high-level aim is to uncover and explicate the logical relations, tensions, and trade-offs between norms that are 
taken to be characteristic of deliberative democracy. 
 

 
  ENCODE’s high-level aim is inspired by impossibility results in social choice theory, starting with the seminal 
work of Arrow [5]. Rather than excluding the possibility of democratic decision-making, these results allow us to map 
aggregation procedures in terms of how they deal with conflicting principles [63]. Formal models of aggregation also 
allow us to apply sophisticated tools from mathematics and computer science to democratic theory, as witnessed by 
the booming area of computational social choice [23]. At the same time, social choice theory raises puzzling 
questions concerning the relation between aggregation and deliberation: Is deliberation confronted with similar 
impossibilities as aggregation [64] or can it somehow sidestep them? Does it face other, equally troubling conflicts? 
Can deliberation shape our preferences so that they can be consistently aggregated [72, 58, 36, 65]? 

Answering these questions is impossible without specifying a model of collective deliberation. However, in 
contrast to the theory of aggregation, there is no consensus about how deliberation should be captured by a 
mathematical model. Three categories of candidate models have been studied: 
(i) models of opinion dynamics in formal epistemology, using weighted averaging [30, 61, 53] or iterative Bayesian 

updates [42];  
(ii) game-theoretic models of information disclosure in voting [7, 8, 9];  
(iii) protocols for deliberation dialogues in formal argumentation theory [71, 59, 21, 88]. 
While these models capture certain aspects of collective deliberation, they also have important shortcomings. Models 
of type (i) do not represent the argumentative aspects that are distinctive of deliberation. Models of type (ii) assume 
that participants in a debate are individual utility maximizers, which does not square well with the ideal of open, 
cooperative debate. Moreover, models of type (i) and (ii) assume that alternatives and preferences are exogenous, 
whereas political theorists emphasize how deliberation must also include the way we frame the collective decision 
problem [17]. Finally, models of type (iii) are much closer to the deliberative ideal, but lack a fine-grained 
representation of participants’ opinions and the agreements among them. 
 In sum, the existing models fall short, when seen from the viewpoint of ENCODE’s high-level aim. We need an 
altogether new framework for the explication of norms of collective deliberation. This framework should satisfy five 
key desiderata (D1)-(D5): 

                                                                    
1 https://www.research.ibm.com/artificial-intelligence/project-debater/. 

individual rationality each participant has consistent beliefs and preferences 

argumentation participant’s preferences are based on arguments 

higher-order rationality participants take each other to be rational 

pluralism any (rational) position can be endorsed by a given participant 

consensus deliberation leads to consensus 

completeness all private information is made public through deliberation 

mutual understanding deliberation leads to mutual understanding 

relevance interventions are relevant to the debate 

equality all participants are treated equally in a debate 

truthfulness participants only give true information in deliberation 



(D1) It should be firmly rooted in political theory, thus taking all the principles from Table 1 at heart, without 
presupposing that any combination of them is uniquely constitutive of deliberative democracy. 

(D2) It should provide an explicit representation of how arguments ground participants’ preferences and preference 
change. 

(D3) It should accommodate the openness of rational, fair deliberation: alternatives, preferences, and beliefs should 
all be open to revision in a debate. 

(D4) It should model deliberation as a stepwise process of information exchange and revision. 

(D5) It should deliver models of collective deliberation that are mathematically precise, thus enabling logical analysis 
and comparison of combinations of norms. 

With the proposed framework in hand, we will be able to pinpoint where and how different norms of collective 
deliberation are jointly (in)compatible. This will in turn make for a more informed choice between such principles in 
the design of political institutions and software for e-democracy [1]. So although ENCODE is a theoretical project rooted 
in formal philosophy, it nonetheless has important repercussions for the general theory and practice of collective 
decision-making, which will be valorized by interacting and cooperating with political theorists, computer scientists, 
and organizations that promote deliberative democracy (cf. Section 2b).  
 
 
Methods and Techniques 
 
My working hypothesis is that in the study of collective deliberation, a crucial role is preserved for logical 
formalization, beside critical literature review and conceptual analysis. Indeed, by representing the logical relations 
between the components of an agent’s views explicitly, we can fully understand and justify how agents may 
communicate and rationally revise their position. Moreover, by representing these relations in mathematical, exact 
terms, we get a grip on the complex dynamics that result from deliberation. Formalization inevitably leads to 
abstraction, but it comes with the benefit of solid results that can guide philosophical discussion and institutional 
design. 
Table 2: principles and subprojects 

  This hypothesis will be put to work in ENCODE’s four 
subprojects (SP1-SP4). The first three of these subprojects deal 
with specific principles that regulate collective deliberation (cf. 
Table 2). SP1 concerns the position of a single, rational agent in a 
debate. The resulting theory of positions provides the fundament 
for SP2-SP4, and will be continuously revised in view of the other 
subprojects’ needs. SP2 deals with norms for position profiles, i.e., 
tuples that associate a position with every agent in a group. SP3 
concerns norms for the way agents can communicate and update 
their position throughout a debate. SP4, finally, brings the 
conceptual and formal tools and results of SP1-SP3 together in 
order to tackle the high-level aim of ENCODE. 
 
 
 
SP1: A Theory of Positions (PI) 
 
The aim of SP1 is to develop a normative theory of positions that provides the foundation for the formal study of 
collective deliberation. My starting point is that an agents’ views about a collective decision problem must be seen as 
a combination of two components (cf. [31, 32]): 

(a) factive: which alternatives exist, what (relevant) properties they have 

(b) normative: what properties are required of alternatives, which properties are preferred to which  
 

In effect, arguing about the decision problem boils down to arguing about these two components. In order to make 
the rational revision of an agent’s views possible, both components must moreover be (partly) based on defeasible 
information: information that can be overridden by other, conflicting information. For (a), this information consists of 
fallible evidential cues; (b) is likewise based on soft, potentially conflicting normative constraints. As a first step in SP1, 
I will specify the argumentative relation between the defeasible information of an agent and the views based on it, in 
terms that make it amenable for formal treatment. Here I will build on my long-standing expertise with formal logics 

individual rationality SP1 

 argumentation 

higher-order rationality 

pluralism SP2 

consensus 

completeness 

mutual understanding 

relevance SP3 

equality 

truthfulness 



for defeasible reasoning and conflict-tolerant deontic logics [Van De Putte and Strasser 2013a, 2013b, 2014, Van De 
Putte 2013, Strasser and Van De Putte 2016, Van De Putte et al. 2020]. 
  Second, I will study rationality requirements concerning (a) and (b) and the way they are grounded in 
defeasible information. Examples of such requirements are: “an alternative either has, or does not have a given 
property”; “at least one available alternative has all the required properties”; “preferences derive from the soft 
constraints”. My aim here is to critically assess such requirements in view of the literature on reason-based preferences 
and preference change [25, 28, 32, 67, 74]. 
  Third, I will investigate the logical implications of these requirements and higher-order variants of them 
(governing one agent’s beliefs about another agent’s position). This will be done by translating the theory of positions 
into modal logics. More specifically, I will combine two frameworks that have so far been developed independently: 
 Evidence Logic: epistemic-doxastic logics that allow for the explicit representation of evidence in their object 

language [84, 13, 11, 80]. 
 Choice-theoretic semantics for deontic logics, in particular models in the tradition of STIT logic [18, 54], models 

featuring coarse-grained alternatives [Van De Putte 2018], and the choice-theoretic deontic logic from [33]. 
 
 
 
SP2: Position Profiles (PI) 
 
The aim of SP2 is to specify and formalize norms that concern position profiles. These norms can be divided into three 
main categories. 
  Pluralism and consensus both concern the attitudes on which the agents (dis)agree. For the theory of 
deliberation, a crucial distinction is that between basic agreement, e.g. having identical preferences, and meta-
agreement, e.g. common endorsement of values that underlie those preferences [72, 37]. I will investigate such 
distinctions in terms of the models from SP1, establishing semantic and axiomatic characterizations of agreement 
types. Secondly, I will establish links between such agreement types and specific classes of preference profiles that 
have been studied in social choice theory [22, 72, 36], in order to pinpoint when meta-agreement suffices to avoid 
social choice theoretic impossibility results. 
  Completeness requires that information that is distributed, i.e. scattered across a society of agents, is made 
public by deliberation. In order to specify this norm, we need to go beyond the standard notions of distributed 
knowledge and belief [39, 3], since we also want to accommodate information that consists of (possibly conflicting) 
evidence and constraints. Here I will build on my recent work on pointwise intersection or “pooling” of non-normal 
propositional attitudes [Van De Putte and Klein 2018]. 
  Finally, mutual understanding concerns the relation between the agents’ higher-order beliefs (i.e. their beliefs 
about other agents’ information state) and the actual information states of those other agents. It is here in particular 
that the modal logic account of positions from SP1 is promising, since it allows for a natural way to represent higher-
order attitudes. Likewise, building on SP1, we can make sense of the idea that agents understand each other’s 
motivations without fully agreeing, e.g. because they attach different priorities to certain pieces of defeasible 
information. 
 
 
SP3: Communication and Position Change (PhD) 
 
The aim of SP3 is to formalize norms that govern the way agents communicate and update their position in a debate. 
This will be achieved by applying tools from Dynamic Epistemic Logic, i.c. action models [12, 43, 16]. Content-wise, SP3 
will be informed by relevant work in various disciplines: the study of deliberation dialogues in argumentation theory 
and in pragma-dialectics [71, 59, 21, 88, 1]; procedural criteria from political theory [27, 4]; and procedural criteria 
used in empirical studies of deliberation [10, 81]. 
  Roughly, an action model specifies under what conditions a communicative action with propositional content 
X can take place (precondition), and what happens as the result of that action (postcondition). Applying such an action 
to a given model of the agents’ information states results in an updated model. A well-known example is public 
announcement of X, which requires that X is true and results in common knowledge of X. Baltag and Smets [14, 15] 
have investigated when sequences of updates induce full agreement, focusing on persuasive actions: all the agents 
believe X after the update.    
  From the viewpoint of deliberative democracy, full agreement and the persuasiveness condition are too 
demanding. We will hence develop and study other types of updates, using the fine-grained distinctions introduced in 
SP1 in order to specify the pre- and postconditions of deliberative communication. For instance, after an agent 
announced that it has evidence for X (cf. SP1), other agents may be required to accept that evidence (without thereby 
believing X). Also, agents may only be required to accept announced propositions when they are compatible with their 
current position, or if these propositions resolve conflicts between their current evidence or norms. We will investigate 



when such weakly persuasive actions result in specific forms of meta-agreement or mutual understanding (cf. SP2). In 
this context, recent accounts of (single-agent) evidence dynamics [84] will also be studied from the viewpoint of group 
deliberation. 
  An important norm that is largely absent in the study of action models is relevance.  Communicative actions 
cannot be random: they should (a) help resolve known conflicts among the participants, and (b) relate to the issue that 
is currently focal [59, 88, 71]. Both these preconditions will be specified in terms of specific aspects of the model. For 
(a), we will draw on the theory of propositional relevance in belief revision [76, 60, Van De Putte and Verdée 2012, Van 
De Putte 2016] to spell out when new information is relevant to current, commonly known disagreements among the 
agents. For (b), we will enrich the model from (SP1) with agent-relative awareness contents [85, 50]. 
  In order to formalize the notion of equality, we need to move to the level of communication protocols, which 
specify (permissible) sequences of updates. For instance, on one reading, equality requires that all agents can share 
their arguments before communication terminates [59]. Alternatively, equality can be implemented by allowing 
simultaneous forms of communication using concurrent updates [86], a topic that has been largely ignored in the 
literature on dynamic epistemic logic [83].  
 
 
SP4: Collective Deliberation in Action (PI, postdoc) 
 
SP4 brings the results and tools of SP1–SP3 together in order to achieve the high-level aim of ENCODE. I will employ 
two different methods in this subproject.  
  First, I will investigate the formalized norms analytically, using the tools developed in SP1-SP3. This work 
consists in establishing formal (im)possibility results concerning specific combinations of norms for collective 
deliberation. I will focus on two specific combinations in particular: 
 
  (1) individual rationality, pluralism, equality, and meta-agreement 

  (2) individual and higher-order rationality, completeness, mutual understanding, and pluralism 

  The focus on (1) is motivated by debates in social choice theory, concerning the question whether deliberation 
induces (specific types of) meta-agreement [72, 58, 36, 75]. One central question here is whether the form of meta-
agreement that is reached (if at all) depends on the order in which agents get to speak, thus creating an “anchoring 
effect” [82].  
  The focus on (2) is motivated by agreement theorems in game theory [6, 42]. I will thus investigate which 
conditions have to be in place in order for deliberation to promote mutual understanding, without requiring full 
agreement among all the agents when deliberation terminates. 
  Second, together with a postdoctoral researcher, I will use agent-based models in order to study norms for 
collective deliberation empirically. Agent-based modelling is used in the social sciences in order to discern patterns and 
verify general hypotheses about the evolution of a society of diverse agents, as a result of complex, non-linear 
dynamics [49]. We will draw on this method following two strategies: 
 Top-down: we will start from the concepts and distinctions studied in SP1–SP3 to investigate if and how they can 

be implemented in agent-based models, and next whether such models shed light on specific combinations of 
norms from Table 1.  

 Bottom-up: we will review existing agent-based models of deliberation [19, 21, 77, 26]. The aim here is to provide 
a general comparative study of the existing work against desiderata (D1)-(D5), and to see where and how these 
models need to be changed to satisfy them. 

 
 
Innovative Character and Challenges 
 
The crucial innovation of ENCODE consists in the formal study of deliberative democracy, using state of the art tools 
from philosophical logic, in order to represent and investigate the norms that guide it.2 As argued above, all frameworks 
developed so far fall short from the viewpoint of this aim. With the framework I will develop, we can not only clarify 
what proponents of deliberative democracy want, but we can also check whether it can be had at all. This way, the 
project contributes significantly to our understanding of democracy. 

Group deliberation is a rich and complex phenomenon. As a result, models of it tend to be either too abstract 
to do justice to their target, or too rich to ground any robust conclusions. ENCODE will overcome this dilemma in the 

                                                                    
2 An attempt to model deliberation using dynamic epistemic logic was undertaken very recently, in [44]. However, Goldbach’s proposal 
cannot explicitly account for the role of justifications in deliberation and it represents deliberation as a single, all-at-once update. As a result, 
her model is much closer to aggregation than to deliberation. To the best of my knowledge, no one further pursued this research line since 
then. 



following way. First, I start from minimally rich models that satisfy desiderata (D1)-(D5). Thus, in line with the 
theoretical aims of the project, I focus on the logical and conceptual possibility of rational deliberation and revision. 
Second, following the methodology of social choice theory, I zoom in on specific combinations of norms, instead of 
aiming at a grand theory from the start. Successfully identifying tensions and possible trade-offs at this partial level 
already constitutes an important contribution to our understanding of deliberation. Third and last, this project does 
not start with empty hands. We draw upon a broad range of formal tools, many of which I have been working 
extensively with in past research. 
  ENCODE contributes substantially to science in various other ways. By representing the reasons for norms 
and preferences explicitly and grounding them in defeasible information (SP1), I will contribute to recent work in 
decision theory on reason-based preferences and make formal logic applicable to the booming, but mostly informal 
philosophy of rationality and reasoning [25, 34]. My project sheds new light on debates in political science concerning 
(meta)agreement and its relation to (im)possibility results in social choice theory (SP2). It builds bridges between 
Dynamic Epistemic Logic and political theory, using the former to investigate principles of deliberative democracy 
(SP3). Finally, it provides a critical study of agent-based models from the viewpoint of democratic theory, enhancing 
the further development of these models and enlarging their application potential (SP4). 
 
 
 

Research plan 
 
Table 3 below shows the envisioned timing of each subproject and expected output in terms of conference papers (C) 
and journal articles (J). Towards the end of the project I will write a monograph (M) based on SP4.  
  I will organize various project-related events: (i) weekly reading groups (cf. infra); (ii) a monthly, 
interdisciplinary research seminar; (iii) bi-annual project workshops; (iv) two editions of “Democracy Fest”, aimed at a 
lay audience (cf. 2b, “Knowledge utilization”). Finally, I plan two research stays at the London School of Economics 
(LSE), in order to collaborate with Christian List and other experts in decision and social choice theory: a two-month 
visit of myself (year 1) and a three-month visit of the PhD student (year 3). 
 

year 1 2 3 4 5 output 

subprojects SP1 (PI) (C),(C),(J),(J) 

SP2 (PI)  (C),(C),(J),(J) 

 SP3 (PhD) (C),(C),(J) 

 SP4 (PI, postdoc) (J),(J),(M) 

PhD    

postdoc     

events  Democracy 
Fest 
 

 Democracy 
Fest 

 

   

research 
stays (LSE) 

PI  PhD    

project 
management 

select PhD select postdoc Midterm 
evaluation 

 PhD defense  

Table 3: timetable 

 
 
Collaborations 
 
Local: see (2a3) for collaborations at Erasmus University of Rotterdam. As explained in Section (2b) I will also 
collaborate with the organization LOKAAL in Rotterdam. 
 
National: I will cooperate with various scholars in Dutch universities, with whom I am in close contact and who 
expressed their interest in the project: Martin van Hees and Catarina Dutilh-Novaes (VU), Jan Broersen (Utrecht), Sonja 
Smets, Alexandru Baltag, and Ulle Endriss (UvA), Rineke Verbrugge, Davide Grossi, and Marc Pauly (Groningen). The 
project seminars and workshops will be open to colleagues and students from the respective universities. For the 
reading groups I foresee three different tracks:   

 democracy and argumentation (with VU) 
 formal models of opinion and preference dynamics (with Utrecht, UvA, and Groningen) 
 social choice and deliberative democracy (MA and PhD students in Rotterdam) 



 
International: Several scholars have expressed their support for the project and will share their expertise on relevant 
topics: logics of rational interaction (1), social choice and judgement aggregation (2), deliberative democracy (3), 
argumentation (4), and agent-based modeling (5). These cooperation partners (Table 4) will be invited to participate 
to the project workshops and will contribute to a mid-term evaluation of the project. 
     

Leon van der Torre 1,2,4 Luxemburg 

Gabriela Pigozzi 1,2,4,5 Paris 

Christian List 2,3 LSE 

Peter McBurney 4,5 London (King’s College) 

Hannes Leitgeb 1 Munich 

Olivier Roy 1,2,3 Bayreuth 

Johannes Marx 2,5 Bamberg 

John Horty 1,4 Maryland 

Fenrong Liu 1,2,4 Beijing 

Table 4: cooperation partners 

 
 

Choice of host institute 
 

The Erasmus Institute for Philosophy and Economics (EIPE) at Erasmus University of Rotterdam (EUR) provides an 

excellent environment for this project. Within the EIPE, I aim at cooperation with Constanze Binder and Conrad 

Heilmann (decision and social choice theory), Jack Vromen (evolutionary game theory), Stefan Wintein (logic, social 

choice), and Francesco Guala (philosophy of the social sciences, cooperative game theory). There is common ground 

in the application of formal models to philosophy and ethics, but ENCODE also complements current research at the 

EIPE, given the project’s focus on democratic theory. 

 

The research master in Philosophy and Economics and the multidisciplinary Erasmus Graduate School of the Social 

Sciences and Humanities at EUR provide a unique chance to interact with top level MA and PhD students. I will seize 

this occasion by inviting those students to participate to the project-related reading groups and seminars. There is 

moreover potential for cooperation with the Research Section “Public Administration”, which hosts highly relevant 

expertise on the study of democratic innovation, citizen initiatives, and collaborative government. 

 

 

 

Knowledge utilization    

 
The ENCODE project is both relevant to society as well as to other fields besides logic and analytic philosophy. As a 
result there are ample possibilities for knowledge utilization. At the same time, the project’s central aims and methods 
are theoretical and the resources and time will be limited. Therefore, it is important to strike the right balance between 
knowledge utilization and (pure) research, both in terms of budget and time investment. My approach here is to go for 
a number of well-chosen actions aimed at specific target groups, that make use of existing tools, networks, and 
practices. 
 
 
Interaction with organizations that promote deliberative democracy 
 
As explained in Section (2a1), we are witnessing a growing dissatisfaction with traditional representative democracy, 
motivating the search for alternative forms of governance such as deliberative democracy and liquid democracy. At 
this turning point, philosophy plays a crucial societal role. First, philosophers can provide critical feedback, i.c. by 
helping to make the main actors of this trend aware of limitations, tensions, and trade-offs in the alternatives they 
propose. Second, philosophers can also provide constructive input, by providing the conceptual and argumentative 
tools that allow political actors to specify what they want a given innovation to achieve, and why they want this. Here, 



my aim is to show how tools from philosophical logic and social choice theory are relevant for our understanding of 
deliberative democracy, and to evaluate and develop those tools with that application context in mind. 
 
To achieve this aim, I will connect with organizations that promote new (deliberative) forms of democracy: LOKAAL 
(Rotterdam), the AGORA party (Brussels), and G1000 (Belgium). The aim here is to achieve a two-way communication 
with this target group: 
 From the organizations to ENCODE: How do these pioneering organizations and their representatives perceive 

deliberative democracy as an ideal? What norms are crucial for them, how do they look at specific trade-offs and 
tensions? How do they look at the classical ideal of deliberative democracy and where does their practice abandon 
it? 

 From ENCODE to the organizations: we will communicate the main aims and findings of the project and related 
research in philosophy and social choice theory. More generally, we will contribute to a critical, scientifically 
informed perspective on democratic innovation and the ideals of deliberative democracy. 

 
This interaction will be achieved by the following concrete actions: 
 Project staff will participate in and contribute to “masterclasses” and summer schools on deliberative democracy, 

democratic innovation, and argumentation techniques, organized by LOKAAL and G1000. 
 I will organize two editions of “Democracy Fest”, in collaboration with these organizations. These events are aimed 

at a broad public and will be widely advertised. They will consist of interactive workshops on collective decision 
making, presentations on the science of democratic innovation, and lectures by well-known philosophers, policy-
makers, and journalists.  

 Prominent members of these organizations will be asked to contribute to the bi-annual project workshops, in 
order to ensure that perspectives from practice are taken into account. 

 
I am currently already in contact with LOKAAL, who expressed their interest in the ENCODE project. I am also co-chair 
of the first Democracy Fest (25/04/2020, Brussels), on the theme of democratic innovation and representation. This 
event will feature i.a. workshops and presentations by AGORA and G1000, with whom I am in close contact. Other co-
chairs of this event are political scientists Anna Kern and Bram Wauters (Ghent University) and Karen Celis (Free 
University of Brussels). 
 
 
Contribution to other Scientific Areas: Political Science and AI 
 
As explained above, ENCODE has important repercussions for other sciences, most notably political science and 
Artificial Intelligence (AI). We will interact with these fields in the following ways: 
 At the project seminars and bi-annual project workshops, I will invite prominent scholars from these two fields 

with whom I have good connections, such as i.a. Johannes Marx, David Stadelmann, and Marc Pauly (for political 
science); Rineke Verbrugge, Peter McBurney, Davide Grossi, and Leon van der Torre (for AI). 

 Political theorists and computer scientists are also included in the cooperation board that will provide a midterm 
evaluation of the project (cf. Section 2a2, “Research plan”). 

 The project staff will present their work at international conferences in both fields (at least three presentations at 
conferences in each field). For political science, we will aim at the conferences of the International Political Science 
Association, the American Political Science Association, and the European Consortium for Political Research. For AI 
and computer science, we aim at the International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence, the conference of 
the Association for the Advancement of Artificial Intelligence, and the international conference on Autonomous 
Agents and Multi-Agents Systems. 

 We will organize at least one symposium or thematic session at such a conference: one on “formal models of 
collective deliberation” (in political science), and one on “norms for e-democracy” (in computer science/AI). 

 
 
Broader outreach and dissemination 
 
In addition to the above-mentioned targeted activities, I will also address a broader audience, consisting of anyone 
who is interested in philosophical and ethical issues related to democracy and democratic innovation: 
 I will create a project page on my ResearchGate profile, that will be regularly updated and report on the latest 

work resulting from the project. ResearchGate is a web tool that is commonly used in academia to share 
publications, data, and other research-related information in a uniform and highly accessible format. As a kind of 
“facebook for academics”, it has a bigger visibility than personal or project-specific webpages for academics. 

 I will invite master students from philosophy, political science, computer science, and AI (in Rotterdam, 
Amsterdam, Utrecht, Groningen) to participate in the project-related reading groups and monthly seminars. 



Students from EUR’s Research Master in Philosophy and Economics will be stimulated in particular to actively 
contribute to these events. 

 All publications resulting from the project will be made freely available for download (in their preprint form, but 
with all the required bibliographic data), both at my ResearchGate webpage and on Arxiv.org.  
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