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FOREWORD 

August 1, 2026

Dear Reader:

The attached report is the first in a series to be issued under the auspices of a democracy project that 
is focused on identifying and evaluating possible innovations in democratic governance that might 
improve the resilience of Western democracies in today’s evolving technological, economic, and geo-
political landscape. The purpose of this project is to produce a corpus of work that sets forth the best 
possible ideas for how to adjust our political structures and decision-making processes in ways that 
are likely to improve the functioning of our democracies.
	 Over the last century, we’ve seen the rapid spread of democracy followed by an equally impressive 
backsliding of democratic governance. At the turn of the 20th century, only a handful of countries 
were democracies—most of the world was governed by empires, monarchies, or colonial rule. After 
decolonization and post–Cold War transitions in the late 1980s and 1990s, the number of electoral 
democracies surged, but since then, under almost every metric, democracies have been on the de-
cline. What is increasingly apparent is that today’s democracies are insufficiently resilient in the face 
of the challenges they are confronting. 
	 Even as citizens of Western democracies continue to affirm that representative democracies are a 
good way to govern, the majority are dissatisfied with how their democracy is functioning and do not 
believe their elected representatives care what they think.1 Perhaps the most obvious sign of discon-
tent is the number of incumbent parties losing elections globally.2 
	 This project seeks to understand and address the source of this dissatisfaction while recognizing 
that our democracies remain vulnerable to elected leaders with authoritarian tendencies who are 
able to take advantage of the real grievances that exist by using them to dismantle the democratic 
institutions that we rely on to keep their power in check. The result is that the existing institutions and 
processes through which decisions are made are perceived as less effective and less legitimate. 
	 As a starting point, the project is focused on five key trends facing Western democracies that 
extensive research and scholarship have identified as presenting challenges to democratic gover-
nance: (1) the current information environment, which is fragmented, privatized, and fueled by 
the development of transformative technologies; (2) regressive distributions of wealth and the 
increasing influence of money in politics; (3) growing global migration; (4) the rising influence 
of private-sector multinational institutions and individuals capable of contesting the state’s power; 
and (5) the increasing number of crises facing governments that have produced a significant gap 
between people’s expectations and what government is actually capable of delivering, which can 
provide a basis for the concentration and abuse of executive power.3 
	 For each trend, the plan is to bring together extraordinary and diverse thinkers and doers across 
a range of fields and disciplines to better understand the trend and its impact on democratic gover-
nance, and then to identify potential innovations that might offer structural correctives. After the five 
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trends have been discussed in separate fora, there will be at least one additional discussion that looks 
across the various challenges posed, considering proposals that are perceived as having the potential 
to address more than one. Although there is no single corrective action that will resolve every prob-
lem democracies face today, there are likely to be certain constellations of ideas that may promote 
a more effective and therefore more resilient system capable of addressing today’s landscape; this 
could bring us closer to a political system that can effect results more aligned with the interests and 
the values of the people it is intended to serve. 
	 In every case, I expect the experts gathered will discuss certain cross-cutting themes as they relate 
to each challenge being discussed, such as declining political and social trust; the relationship between 
human dignity, social coherence, and identity politics; the erosion of checks and balances; the growing 
desire for agency in our societies;4 and the diminished space for civil society and social interaction. Ev-
ery discussion will also undoubtedly be affected by the profound transformative impact that advances 
in artificial intelligence (AI) and its adoption in our society is likely to produce in the coming years. 
	 To help us think through the implications and potential advantages AI may provide, a digital de-
mocracy group has been formed. This group is able to submit proposals for each of the discussions 
held and sit in on each forum to ensure that digital democracy group’s thinking is represented in the 
discussion. If the project proceeds as planned, the convenings held on these different challenges 
will reveal a series of ideas worth pursuing, as we collectively seek to promote the evolution of our 
political systems so as to address developments that are distorting the functioning of Western liberal 
democracies while simultaneously reversing the degree to which existing political structures have 
legitimized certain regressive outcomes over time. 
	 The purpose of this project is to lay out the best possible ideas for innovating on today’s democratic 
systems and approaches, together with the pros and cons that should be weighed when considering 
implementation. To do this, each group of experts gathered will be asked, as they evaluate the pro-
posals under consideration, to set aside the question of whether those proposals are politically viable. 
Too often, discussions regarding democratic innovations are shut down because the political barriers 
to adoption appear insurmountable, yet the problems such innovations are intended to address often 
meaningfully limit the political space for producing change—creating a self-reinforcing dysfunction. 
Moreover, proposals that are likely to produce significant change also tend to require a supermajority 
to achieve, which is especially challenging in a politically polarized environment. 
	 Thus, in every forum, we will discuss all worthy ideas with the view that what is not politically viable 
today may be politically viable in the future. This is not simply based on a blind hope that one day an 
opportunity may arise—it is based on the idea that the potential for greater change in the future is 
high because the challenges we are discussing are intensifying. It is, therefore, plausible that they will 
lead to an increasing number of crises, some of which will create greater political space for change. 
When such moments occur, however they manifest themselves, it will be crucial that we have ideas 
to offer for how to improve our systems so that we are able to seize that precious and likely narrow 
window for making real change. 
	 For this first forum, I partnered with Nick Lemann, the Pulitzer-Moore Professor of Journalism and 
dean emeritus of Columbia University’s Journalism School. Not only is he an exceptional human being, 
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but he is also an expert who has written numerous articles on the information environment, as well as 
the author of Transaction Man: The Rise of the Deal and the Decline of the American Dream, a book 
about the forces that shaped American economic and social life over the course of the 20th century. 
I am grateful for Nick’s thought partnership, guidance, and hard work to improve this report. We in-
vited a relatively small group of people with a wide range of substantive and institutional perspectives 
to Columbia’s School of International and Public Affairs (SIPA) to explore the relationship between 
the current information environment and democratic governance, and to identify and evaluate con-
crete ideas for how to address the challenges posed. 
	 The attached report reflects the outcome of that discussion, which took place on February 20, 
2026. A list of the experts who participated in the forum and helped draft the report is included at the 
end, but the ideas and views contained in the report should not be attributed to individual participants 
or organizations unless they are specifically named. The report does, however, seek to specify relative 
support for various ideas or points of view expressed, ranging from individual observations to a con-
sensus view. As I think you will find, the discussion surfaced several fascinating and innovative ideas 
that have the potential to improve democratic governance. My hope is that this work does more than 
inform—that it spurs the kind of experimentation and action our democracies now urgently need.

Avril Haines
Carnegie Distinguished Fellow at the Institute of Global Politics (IGP)
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report is the first in a series to be issued on democratic innovation. Each report will summarize 
expert discussions focused on identifying, evaluating, and then proposing possible solutions to var-
ious challenges facing democratic governance today. This first report summarizes a discussion held 
in February 2026 on the contemporary information environment. The clear consensus of partici-
pants—both academics and practitioners—was that the current information environment presents 
serious challenges to democratic governance, challenges that are likely to be exacerbated by artificial 
intelligence, and that it was worth discussing how to mitigate or manage some of these challenges.
	 After the Introduction section, the structure of this report follows the sequence of the forum  
itself: It begins by summarizing the main insights regarding the challenge (Section III); it then provides 
an overview of the proposals discussed in working groups, along with pros and cons identified with 
respect to each (Section IV); and it concludes with views from the closing plenary, including which 
ideas were most promising (Section V).
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II. INTRODUCTION 

Thanks to the advent of the internet, we are living in the most free and open information environ-
ment in world history, in terms of both the ability to publish and the ability to have access. To say it 
this way sounds wonderful—but three decades in, few people still seem to regard the internet as the 
information paradise it was meant to be. It is home to a great deal of misinformation and outright 
hatred, which seem to poison the political environment. It has economically devastated some parts of 
the information environment, especially traditional newspapers. It has enabled the worldwide rise of 
populism, with not entirely positive results. A handful of the biggest companies in the world have fig-
ured out how to monetize the internet in ways that seem to incentivize them to make the information 
problem worse. The dreams of the designers of the internet have substantially come true: There are 
no more gatekeepers, and material from citizen journalists—both evidence and commentary—that 
the public previously would not have seen is now universally available. Although this means that good 
information that otherwise might not have been revealed is published, it also means that far too much 
information comes to all of us without the careful vetting that the traditional media at their best did, 
and that algorithms generally rank information and direct it to audiences in ways that not only pro-
mote a highly fragmented information environment but also exacerbate and reinforce existing social 
divisions, reduce the tolerance of audiences to different points of view, and ultimately erode trust in 
institutional information.5

	 The idea that the relationship between the information environment and the health of a society 
is complicated goes back at least to Plato’s cave (380 BC).6 When “mass media” emerged, 100-plus 
years ago, in the form of radio and then television, the impulse was to stave off the problems that 
might result by getting government into the picture, via either public media regimes (like the BBC) or 
regulation of the private sector (like the FCC). But the internet, a far more powerful mass medium 
because of its potential for two-way and point-to-point communication, arrived at a far more libertar-
ian moment.
	 What, if anything, should we do about this? Solutions are not easy to find. As often happens with 
major issues that cross several domains, the denizens of each domain tend to think one of the other 
domains should take the lead. Non-tech people are drawn to content moderation and other forms 
of regulation, but tech people are skeptical that this can work, especially in the age of AI, and it has 
obvious free-speech-limiting potential. Non-journalists are drawn to initiatives designed to enhance 
the trustworthiness of journalism, but journalists don’t see how this is possible in a world of radically 
shrinking resources. People who work in public-sector and nonprofit-sector institutions such as uni-
versities, think tanks, and intelligence agencies are drawn to mechanisms that protect the integrity 
of their work from political influence by, for example, reducing the degree to which elected officials 
have direct control over their work and funding, but these mechanisms may be unattainable or unen-
forceable. Moreover, although the current information environment is widely perceived as posing a 
challenge to democracy, it is not easy to evaluate with precision the impact that social media has on 
democratic deliberations. For example, it is often challenging to be confident that the negative effects 
on democratic governance identified are a result of the information environment itself, rather than a 
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combination of confounding variables that may be relevant to the environment but unrelated. Addi-
tionally, the technology is constantly evolving. Findings from a few years ago may thus no longer be 
relevant—and in many cases, sufficient time has not passed, or sufficient data has not been collected, 
to allow us to reach conclusions regarding the cumulative impact of the environment. Regardless, 
no one doubts the obvious crisis of democracy, so identifying possible approaches now, even if our 
evaluation of the problem and the likely effectiveness of possible solutions is imperfect, is better than 
waiting to learn more. 
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III. FRAMING THE CHALLENGE 

We discussed the most important challenges posed by the current information environment that 
negatively affect democratic governance, in order to provide a foundation for the discussion of pro-
posed interventions. As we did so, it became clear that although there was wide agreement among 
participants that the current information environment poses a challenge, there was not wide agree-
ment on the prioritization of the various challenges identified as relevant to democratic governance. 
Nevertheless, the key systemic issues that participants generally agreed on are as follows:

THE SHRINKING ROLE OF TRADITIONAL JOURNALISM, STATISTICS GATHERING, 
AND RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES 

We need durable institutions capable of producing and disseminating accurate, trustworthy informa-
tion and knowledge. Democratic accountability requires that citizens know what their representatives 
are doing so they can judge whether their actions serve their constituents’ interests. This is especially 
important in the case of local reporting that helps citizens evaluate the decisions being made by their 
local representatives on issues of local importance. Yet over the last few decades, the ecosystem  
responsible for producing and disseminating trustworthy information and knowledge, as imperfect as 
it may have been, has been significantly diminished.

	 As an initial matter, professional journalism has been devastated, and this is especially the case 
when it comes to local reporting. Employment in newspaper newsrooms within the United States has 
declined by roughly 80 percent, if one compares the average number of jobs in 1990 with the average 
number in 2024.7 Furthermore, almost 1,800 newspapers, most of them local weeklies, have closed 
since 2004.8 The demise of newspapers across the country is especially significant because they are 
traditionally where most American journalists worked, and where most original reporting was done. 
	 Moreover, the United States is not an outlier among Western democracies in this respect. Since 2005, 
the United Kingdom has lost 293 print newspapers; UK regional daily newspaper print sales dropped 
16 percent from 2023 to 2024 alone.9 Canada’s trajectory is even more extreme, with 603 local  

We need durable institutions capable of  
producing and disseminating accurate, trustworthy  
information and knowledge. The availability  
of good information is essential to the health of  
a functioning Democracy. 
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news outlets in 388 communities closing between 2008 and 2025, 73 percent of them community 
newspapers.10 The picture is more varied across Europe, but the trajectory is unambiguous. A 2024 
landmark study done by the Centre for Media Pluralism and Media Freedom spanning all 27 EU mem-
ber states found that the decline in local journalists was widespread across the European Union.11 In 
short, this is a problem facing most Western democracies today, one likely to get even worse with AI 
adoption. Most AI chatbot platforms already summarize information from news sources but do not 
send monetizable web traffic back to the publishers, which will continue to undermine local news 
revenue models.12 
	 Of course, journalism feeds on an ecosystem of public institutions and research universities that 
produce and disseminate accurate and trustworthy information. This ecosystem is also under pres-
sure. Public institutions that produce official statistics perform a critical and often underappreciated 
democratic function, creating the shared factual basis on which the public can hold the government 
accountable. Without reliable data, policymakers, journalists, academics, and citizens cannot evaluate 
the consequences of public policy. Yet we’ve seen, in a number of democracies, two related problems: 
a declining trust in official statistics and the degradation or elimination of official data. Trust in the 
US national government fell from 73 percent in 1958 to 24 percent in 2021, and Western Europe has 
seen a similar decline in public trust since the 1970s.13 More specifically, as this relates to statistical 
agencies, the Federal News Network reports that a national decline in trust in government directly 
corresponds with lower response rates for federal statistical surveys, creating a structural feedback 
loop in which distrust produces less data, which in turn limits the ability to produce reliable statistics 
that might be used to restore trust.14 This feedback loop is exacerbated by budget cuts and the po-
liticization of data, which are also responsible for the degradation or elimination of official data on a 
variety of important issues. Ironically, this is happening just when one would expect an increase in the 
dissemination of high-quality data from official sources, given technological advances in collecting and 
analyzing such data. 
	 For example, in the United States, the Department of Agriculture defunded its annual food security 
survey beginning with 2025 data, eliminating the ability to track household hunger.15 The National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration removed data tools that forecast the impacts of climate 
change and various other data projects that, for example, were used to monitor weather and track 
deadly disasters.16 And the Internal Revenue Service, which produces critical data that shapes tax 
policy, federal budgeting, and economic research through its Statistics of Income (SOI) program, 
suspended its Joint Statistical Research Program in 2026 because of a 29 percent reduction in staff.17 
These are just a few examples of what is a substantial and growing problem in the United States, exac-
erbated by the politicization of data, which was especially clear in the case of President Trump’s firing 
of the former commissioner of the Bureau of Labor Statistics based on a claim, without evidence, 
that an unfavorable jobs report she released had been “rigged.”18 This is a challenge not only for the 
United States, but also for other Western democracies, even though the story for why the availability 
of data is declining is different in different countries. For example, in the United Kingdom, the national 
statistics agency was forced to delay the publication of headline labor market statistics in 2023 owing 
to concerns over data quality; weeks later, the regulator revoked the official status of the underlying 
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labor force survey.19 In 2022, even the UK data on the size of populations of different nationalities 
was discontinued due to underlying data issues.20 This has been part of a trend dating back to at least 
2010, largely due to lower response rates that have increased volatility and uncertainty in the numbers 
but resulting in this headline from the Financial Times: “Britain’s statistics scandal means it cannot 
answer its most pressing questions.” 21 
	 Universities also play a crucial role in the production of knowledge and information. Unfortunately, 
the government funding that these institutions’ research relies on is no longer assured in the United 
States and elsewhere, without conditions that undercut their independence. Universities provide in-
frastructure for conducting systematic inquiry. They make it possible to generate knowledge that is 
cumulative, replicable, and subject to contestation. Mechanisms such as peer review, methodological 
transparency, and tenure are meant to insulate knowledge claims from the preferences of whoever is 
funding the research or holding political power. They play an indispensable role in generating technical 
knowledge that is usable by policymakers, journalists, and citizens. Yet by most metrics, government 
support for higher education and academic research institutions appears to be falling. In the United 
States, the executive branch’s budget request for fiscal year 2026 would cut funding for the National 
Science Foundation by a staggering 56 percent and for the National Institutes of Health by roughly 
40 percent.22 Even if Congress opts for a smaller cut, it is likely to be substantial, which is significant 
because together these agencies provide the largest share of federal research dollars in the United 
States. In Europe, the trend is less a decline in funding and more a shift toward funding with more 
strings attached.23 In both cases, the vision of independent academic research funded by the public 
no longer appears to rest on solid ground. 
	 We also discussed whether any or all of these institutions are as important to democracy as we 
think they are, given that professional journalism, independent statistical agencies, and research uni-
versities are largely 20th-century constructions that democracy predates. As one participant noted, 
the Founding Fathers did not discuss the importance of the institution of journalism, even as they did 
focus on the relationship between an informed citizenry and self-governance. Another participant 
pointed out that even the premise that citizens rely—whether through education or the media—on 
the information that they are taught or that they obtain when casting votes may be incorrect. Some 
scholarship indicates that people largely vote on the basis of heuristics rather than on the informa-
tion they read in the newspaper or online. Such voters might, for example, be guided by their daily 
activities and the information they glean from such activities, such as homeowners who learn about 
interest rates and workers who learn about trade policy, whereas others rely on social identities, party 
labels, and ideological cues.24 However, numerous studies also indicate that news does matter and 
certainly that accurate, trustworthy information and knowledge are crucial for purposes of policy-
making. Even beyond local coverage’s capacity to shape voter perspectives, studies show that citizens 
exposed to a lower volume of local coverage are less likely to vote,25 and another participant noted 
that we are often too focused on voting and not on what happens in between votes.
	 The consensus of this portion of the discussion was that (1) enhancing the capacity and indepen-
dence of organizations and mechanisms for producing accurate and trustworthy information and 
knowledge has the potential to improve democratic governance; (2) the capacity of such institutions 
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is eroding; and (3) although enhancing the capacity of such institutions will not alone address the 
challenges to democratic governance presented by the information environment, it is important. Par-
ticipants further noted that the degree to which AI tools might help or hinder the production of such 
institutional information is currently unknown. Thus, we focused on supporting institutional jour-
nalism in our discussions, as a key institution through which accurate, trustworthy information and 
knowledge is disseminated to citizens, often through social media platforms. At the same time, there 
was broad recognition that public institutional and university-derived information and knowledge also 
play a vital role in any ecosystem designed to promote decision-making that is effective and likely to 
achieve democratic outcomes. 

PROBLEMS EXACERBATED BY SOCIAL MEDIA 

The second key systemic issue involved social media. Participants broadly acknowledged that social 
media platforms are incentivized to engage as many people as possible for as long as possible to 
maximize advertising revenue, and that this creates systemic challenges for democratic governance, 
particularly when social media is enabled by AI.26 Social media platforms monetize attention through 
advertising, and what maximizes engagement tends to be content that promotes anger, outrage, and 
anxiety;27 novelty and surprise over accuracy;28 confirmation of existing beliefs over challenge;29 sim-
ple narratives over complex truths;30 and tribal identification over individual reasoning.31 Technology, 
furthermore, not only enables the degree to which social media is able to deliver content that pro-
motes these results but has systematically amplified their impact. Platform mechanisms operate at 
unprecedented speed and scale yet can provide an increasing amount of tailored content for individ-
uals.32 The result is that voters are increasingly affected by fragmented realities, reinforced divisions, 
declining tolerance, information overload, and an erosion of trust in institutional information.33 
	 For example, researchers have documented how social fragmentation has been exacerbated by 
the current information environment. Algorithms that optimize for engagement do so in part by 
showing us content similar to what we have engaged with before, which produces scenarios in which  
(1) different social groups are able to exist in different information environments;34 (2) the fac-
tual foundation for democratic deliberation may not be shared across such groups;35 and (3) the 
cross-cutting exposure to other perspectives and reasoning that might otherwise occur across such 
groups is algorithmically suppressed.36 The result is that not only do individuals’ perspectives remain 
relatively uncontested, but they tend to become more radicalized as algorithmic selection shows us 
the most extreme examples of opposing views. Further, as studies have consistently demonstrated, 
false information spreads more quickly than true information on social media.37 This is not to say that 
social groups have fully different realities, but even modest differences in information exposure—
combined with motivated reasoning and misinformation—can significantly distort perceptions of 
what is true or important.38 This social fragmentation and radicalization makes it harder for citizens 
in a democracy to evaluate the performance of politicians, make good decisions, and engage in  
constructive deliberation to reach compromises. 
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	 Similarly, this business model incentivizes the delivery of content that ultimately exacerbates divi-
sions and declining tolerance. For example, research shows that moral–emotional language results in a 
20 percent increase in the retweet rate for every moral-emotional word added, thereby substantially 
increasing the sharing of such language, which incentivizes moral extremism.39 As a consequence, 
more nuanced positions are ignored, extreme moral grandstanding is amplified, political discourse 
becomes performative outrage, and actual persuasion and compromise become far less likely. Fur-
thermore, the treatment of all content as equal erodes trust in institutions that produce and dissem-
inate accurate, trustworthy information and knowledge, such as traditional journalism, universities, 
research institutions, and the courts. This erosion of trust has led to further democratic disengage-
ment, and the abundance of conflicting claims has been found to produce cynicism and withdrawal, 
which can be observed in the form of lower voter turnout and diminished civic participation for  
certain groups and greater support for anti-system candidates, even as such mistrust can lead in some 
circumstances to increased engagement in particular information communities.40 Information over-
load is another pervasive consequence of today’s information environment and the business model 
that governs it, which produces a range of negative effects, at least one of which is directly relevant 
to democratic governance. Specifically, research demonstrates that information overload can lead to 
decreased accuracy, quality, and effectiveness in decision-making and the avoidance of information.41 

MALICIOUS ACTORS 

The third key systemic issue we recognized is that democracies are asymmetrically vulnerable, in the 
current information environment, to manipulation of political debate by malicious actors, including 
foreign governments, criminal groups, and other illegitimate actors that stand to gain from influenc-
ing the information environment in order to achieve specific political outcomes. Today it is easier and 
less expensive than it was several decades ago to attempt to influence the political debate in democ-
racies covertly at scale. In part this is because of the digital environment and in part it is because of 
emerging technologies, in particular generative AI and big data analytics, which have made it easier to 
produce seemingly authentic and tailored messaging more efficiently, at greater scale. This has led to 
an increasing number of foreign state actors and non-state actors engaging in information influence 
activities, including election influence activities. Additionally, there are more commercial firms today, 
such as the Internet Research Agency, through which such actors conduct these influence efforts, 

Social fragmentation and radicalization make  
it harder for citizens in a democracy to evaluate 
the performance of politicians, make good  
decisions, and engage in constructive deliberation 
to reach compromises. 
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enabling them to increase the sophistication of such activities while making attribution more chal-
lenging.42 The inherent openness of democracies makes them more vulnerable to interference than 
autocracies that can protect themselves by controlling information flows. And although considerable 
debate remains regarding the degree to which such influence campaigns are effective in manipulating 
the political debate in a democratic society for specific outcomes,43 there is clear evidence that disin-
formation and misinformation are so widespread that many Americans doubt basic facts and cannot 
reliably vet sources.44 Furthermore, research convincingly indicates that such manipulative activities 
are effective at exacerbating existing social divisions and increasing distrust in the information envi-
ronment, which creates challenges for democratic governance regardless of whether they are deter-
minative of a particular election outcome.45 Moreover, over time, such efforts are likely to become 
more effective, as the technology and its adoption improve. Consequently, it is worth considering 
the degree to which any proposed intervention is likely to affect the challenge of malicious actors 
attempting to manipulate political debate.
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IV. WORKING GROUP DISCUSSIONS

The forum participants separated into two working groups. The first group focused on proposals 
that were intended to change the current information environment. The second group assumed the 
current information environment would remain as it is or become more difficult, and it focused on 
proposals for changing the way we conduct decision-making in democracies to significantly reduce 
the challenges posed by the information environment. Both groups included a proposal that was au-
thored by Anthropic’s large language model, Claude, which is identified below as “Claude’s proposal.”

IDEAS FOCUSED ON IMPROVING THE INFORMATION ENVIRONMENT

One proposal from Steven Waldman was focused on reversing the collapse of local reporting by 
funding an increase in local reporters. Specifically, the proposal aimed to achieve a concentration 
of roughly 20 reporters for every 100,000 people and about one reporter for roughly every four 
local public bodies making decisions affecting public money and public welfare. The funding for this 
endeavor could be split, with two-thirds coming from a mix of philanthropy and public support, and 
one-third from the earnings derived from such local reporting.46 Another source of funding could be a 
fee assessed against the top social media companies (Meta, ByteDance, Alphabet, and X Corp.) equal 
to 0.5 percent of US advertising revenue. Whatever funding mechanism is chosen, it will be necessary 
to address concerns regarding whether the mechanism would successfully insulate local reporting 
from political pressure from either private or public actors, and the degree to which it would be re-
liably sustainable. Waldman pointed to certain public policy mechanisms either under consideration 
or being implemented that attempt to address these questions, while also acknowledging that none 
of them are perfect. Examples included (1) an Illinois pilot program that issues refundable tax credits 
for the retention and hiring of local reporters;47 (2) tax credits for small businesses that advertise in 
local news outlets;48 (3) fellowships that place subsidized reporters into local newsrooms—often 
administered by university journalism programs and subsidized by a US state;49 and (4) requirements 
in law that a significant percentage of government advertising spending go to local media outlets, as 
in the case of New York City.50

	 Another proposal, from Joel Simon, suggested that a new and independent public media system in 
support of local news be created with public funding and be tied to local needs. Specifically, the new 
entity would have a mandate to support and sustain civic culture and transparency through support 
for local news by tapping into the existing public media networks and emerging networks of nonprofit 
media, as well as other civic institutions. The new entity would be encouraged to make grants that 
equal less than 25 percent of any grantee’s operating budget, and preferably less than 10 percent. The 
one exception would be for innovation grants to support new forms of civic engagement, particularly 
those that intersect with emerging AI technology. With respect to this proposal, the point was made 
that the United States is the only Western democracy that has eliminated federal public broadcast-
ing support, and seems to have done so at a moment when the market failure in local journalism is 
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especially acute.51 This proposal would reverse that decision and bring the United States more in line 
with other democracies. One question that arose was how to protect such an entity from political 
pressure, given that it is publicly funded. In response, Simon noted that the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting in the United States, while unable to save itself from being defunded, was nevertheless 
able to withstand pressure from the government to influence news coverage. Also, it is worth noting 
that this proposal was particularly focused on local news, which participants agreed will not survive 
without public investment. Finally, Simon made the point that emerging AI systems rely on local news 
organizations to generate accurate responses to queries about specific communities, making them 
that much more important as the use of large language models becomes more widespread and rele-
vant to democratic decision-making.

	 Participants were generally supportive of these proposals—perhaps especially of Simon’s public 
media proposal—and viewed them as likely to be effective interventions. However, they found the 
social media challenges posed to be considerably more difficult to address.52 The six proposals that 
addressed this aspect of the challenge included policy ideas, technical ideas, and a mix of both. 
	 A proposal from Olivier Sylvain suggested that the US Congress narrow the liability protection that 
online services distributing third-party content currently enjoy under Section 230 of the Communi-
cations Act of 193453 in the United States, so that it protects such online services only if they take 
reasonable steps to address online abuse and harm, including implementing “reasonable content mod-
eration” guidelines. This would, Sylvain argued, return the doctrine to its focus on “good Samaritans” 
and exclude bad actors. Other options that Sylvain proposed included (1) making plain that the stat-
ute shields protected speech, rather than information more generally; (2) denying the protection 
to companies that are deliberately indifferent to unlawful content; and (3) specifying circumstances 
under which companies would never be able to invoke Section 230 protection. This proposal would 
almost certainly mitigate the degree to which false information was disseminated. It would not, how-
ever, address the challenges of fragmentation, confirmation bias, and declining tolerance driven by  
an algorithmic bias toward moral–emotional language. 
	 A proposal from John Wihbey recommended that a new digital regulator be established to facilitate 
industry scrutiny and transparency. Such a regulator could, for example, use new powers and tools such 
as public scrutiny, data transparency, and auditing to push platforms to (1) use algorithms focused on 
“long-term user value” rather than immediate engagement; (2) implement specific safeguards for press 
freedom and protecting journalists from online harassment and disinformation campaigns, recognizing 
them as special actors in the digital space; (3) establish renewed arm’s-length economic support for 
news production to reverse the “depreciation” of news as a democratic asset, which might include 

The United States is the only Western  
democracy that has eliminated federal public 
broadcasting support. 
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giving high-quality fact-checked content a higher weighting in ranking and recommendation algorithms; 
and (4) improve platform interfaces to provide prominent source information and contextual cues that 
help users distinguish between high- and low-quality information.54 This proposal could also mitigate 
the degree to which false information was disseminated and could resuscitate journalism, but would 
not directly address the challenges of fragmentation or declining tolerance driven by an algorithmic  
bias toward moral–emotional language. 
	 One participant suggested that certain proposals might be supplemented with other interventions 
that address the challenge of misinformation, and offered as an example a “prebunking” technique 
called psychological inoculation that has been pioneered by researchers including Jon Roozenbeek 
and Sander van der Linden. In short, individuals who are exposed to weakened “microdoses” of ma-
nipulation tactics can build up cognitive resistance or “mental antibodies” against online misinforma-
tion strategies across different cultures. Although this technique addresses only one aspect of the 
social media challenges discussed, it could contribute to a broader effort in combination with some 
of the proposals outlined here.55 
	 Jasper Doeninghaus proposed widespread access to a user-side tool called Myranda, designed to 
make algorithmic profiling and feed shaping visible, measurable, and steerable without requiring plat-
form cooperation or a regulatory change.56 Myranda reconstructs the user’s information diet across 
platforms in a weekly “Rewind” report covering creator concentration, topic drift, reliability of infor-
mation, and the gap between stated and revealed preferences. It runs entirely on a device, so raw 
behavioral data never leaves the user’s phone or laptop, which promotes privacy. It also equips users 
with a directed agent that browses content on the user’s behalf to influence the recommendation 
system and rebalance exposure, without the user having to manually retrain their feed. An early pro-
totype has been piloted with adolescents in collaboration with researchers at the Oxford Internet 
Institute and MIT Media Lab. Operating from the user’s side is the tool’s main strength and its main 
structural limitation. Adoption is self-selecting, so the tool cannot on its own reach the users most 
affected by fragmentation, and its coverage depends on platform data-export regimes, which vary 
in what behavioral data they include. Although the tool does not directly address the accelerated 
dissemination of false information, by rebalancing exposure, it may mitigate the impact of such in-
formation on any given user. Finally, Myranda could serve as a complement to the platform-facing 
proposals above, offering an independent audit channel and, where users opt in, a population whose 
information environments can be studied in ways platforms are otherwise unlikely to permit. 
	 Next, Daanish Masood Alavi made a proposal that included both technical and policy elements.  
He took as a starting point that ranking—how platforms order and prioritize publicly available infor-
mation for users—is, by its nature, not neutral. Consequently, his proposal was to require as a matter 
of policy or law that a certain process be followed for any ranking intervention that is deployed by  
platforms to rank online content. Before deployment, the ranking intervention would have to be audit-
able, tested, and evaluated to ensure it meets certain standards.57 This process would ultimately incen-
tivize algorithmic development to mitigate many of the challenges identified above—such as optimiz-
ing for: (1) engagement across clustered epistemic bubbles; (2) moral–emotional de-amplification,  
reducing the algorithmic reward for moral–emotional phrasing without suppressing content; and  
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(3) viewpoint diversity. To do so, it would be necessary for platforms to first implement tests that 
(1) reduce the potential for algorithmic bias; (2) ensure that any ranking interventions operate only 
in regimes within which they have been tested (and if not, turn them off); (3) ensure that any rank-
ing intervention will work only when the evidence being relied on for the ranking is sufficient; and 
(4) ensure the presence of safety limits on measurable risks including harassment amplification, ma-
nipulation, and destabilizing feedback effects. If a ranking intervention doesn’t pass these tests, the 
platform’s systems would be required by regulation or law to effectively prohibit the relevant ranking 
intervention. Furthermore, mandated auditable records would make it possible to check whether the 
systems were adhering to the new regime. And those same auditable records would make it possible 
for a third party to evaluate whether the ranking interventions deployed were in fact optimizing for 
the kinds of behaviors identified above, such as the de-amplification of moral–emotional content 
or cross-cluster engagement. Alavi made the additional point that deploying ranking interventions 
without adversarial pretesting, however well-intentioned such interventions might be, would not be 
responsible. Stress testing for gaming, manipulation, and destabilizing feedback effects is crucial to 
ensuring that such interventions do not amplify the very harms they were meant to reduce.
	 Of course, any approach to ranking is likely to be subject to critiques, as there is no objectively 
correct approach, but presumably there are ways to address the problem that are either more or less 
protective of democratic deliberation. One distinguishing feature of this approach is that it is inter-
vention-agnostic: Instead of advocating for a particular algorithmic reform, it provides the evaluation 
infrastructure against which other proposals could be tested before deployment. For example, the 
Citizen Boards of Governance proposal discussed below could be complemented with an audit and 
testing harness of this kind. Of course, platforms are likely to resist audit requirements for a number 
of reasons, including cost and disclosure of proprietary algorithms. 
	 Alavi referenced certain additional proposals worthy of consideration to address the social media 
challenges identified, including those associated with Aviv Ovadya and Jonathan Stray, as well as work 
done by Audrey Tang. Each of their ideas seeks to optimize for cross-cluster agreement rather than 
within-cluster engagement. Ovadya’s idea, as reflected in a paper titled “Can Algorithmic Recommen-
dation Systems Be Good for Democracy?”58 is that rather than “engagement-based ranking,” which 
prioritizes content that will lead a user to engage the most, recommendation systems should priori-
tize content that decreases the extent of algorithmically inferred societal divisions, hence prioritizing 
content that “bridges” the division across clusters rather than perpetuating it. Ovadya calls these 
“bridging-based” content recommendation systems. To be effective, however, it is necessary for an  
algorithm to effectively understand “local language” and non-textual forms of media such as audio 
and video, which leads him to conclude that it is critical to increase investment in developing technol-
ogy capable of such sophisticated bridging-based ranking systems. As Jonathan Stray’s work indicates, 
this effort is ongoing and shows considerable promise.59

	 Audrey Tang’s work on vTaiwan is similarly designed to facilitate constructive conversations and  
consensus-building among diverse opinion groups—by creating a separate public platform for delib-
eration that enables citizens to express their views at scale and enables government officials to deter-
mine where there is agreement and where there are differences. The vTaiwan platform provides an 
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alternative to social media platforms and relies on a mix of open-source tools for sharing information, 
soliciting opinions, and holding polls, but the key component is a machine-enabled software product 
called Polis. Polis facilitates the formation of a rough consensus among citizens who participate and, 
once consensus is reached, a livestreamed face-to-face meeting among key stakeholders and policy-
makers during which specific recommendations are drafted. Among other features, Polis effectively 
gamifies the process of finding consensus—encouraging users to propose and refine viewpoints to 
win greater support from all sides of a discussion, because the greater the consensus around a view-
point, the more attention it receives. The final viewpoints may not resemble any of the ones made 
at the beginning of the discussion, and the new consensus can be turned into laws and regulations.60 
More generally, Tang’s work seeks to create space for community-governed democratic tools, rather 
than those controlled by platforms—tools that can help neighborhoods, schools, and civic groups 
deliberate at scale. 
	 Erik Severson, drawing on work by Uğur Aytaç, a political philosopher and professor at Utrecht 
University, proposed an alternative approach that addresses some of the same issues focused on in 
Alavi’s proposal, but in a slightly different way. Specifically, Severson proposed the establishment of a 
Citizen Boards of Governance,61 which would be integrated into the governance of digital platforms, 
hear expert testimony, and be given the power to accept or reject algorithmic designs based on their 
potential societal, political, and economic impact. Such boards, made up of randomly selected indi-
viduals, would promote greater “citizen control” over the design of algorithms and potentially serve as 
a constraint on the current economic incentives driving platforms to engage as many people as much 
of the time as possible. Although the content of the discussion would be highly technical, there are 
certainly examples of public juries dealing with highly technical information through the provision of 
expert testimony and extensive studies regarding mini-publics that have resulted in informed, diverse, 
and high-quality deliberations related to technical matters.62 This discussion also led to the question 
of whether such boards might not be captured over time—that is, gradually come to serve the inter-
ests of those they are meant to oversee rather than the public’s—including by the experts who testify 
before them, who would presumably have considerable power to sway the citizens involved. Public 
hearings might help to mitigate such concerns, at least in part. Finally, such hearings, particularly if 
public, would likely require the disclosure of proprietary information; this disclosure would be vigor-
ously resisted by the platforms.
	 Claude’s proposal (the AI proposal) was to establish Algorithmic Accountability Juries (AAJs), which 
were quite similar to the proposed Citizen Boards of Governance, but had a few key differences. Specif-
ically, Claude’s approach was to have permanent, rotating panels of randomly selected citizens called 
AAJs that would have a narrower mandate than the Citizen Boards: to determine whether a plat-
form algorithm systematically distorted discourse on a specific policy or electoral question. AAJs also 
would not approve or reject algorithms but rather would make findings that could trigger mandatory 
referral to the FTC or FCC, which would then shift the burden to the platform to demonstrate com-
pliance rather than requiring regulators to initiate an investigation independently. Furthermore, AAJs 
would have the power to investigate and compel the disclosure of information from the platforms, 
under grand-jury-style confidentiality protections backed up by civil contempt authority, analogous 
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to securities disclosure requirements. The AAJs, as envisioned, would receive structured testimony 
from balanced expert panels and publish formal findings certifying whether distortion occurred, along 
with remediation recommendations. Any remediation efforts would be further monitored by an AAJ 
audit, which would create a public compliance record. As with the Severson proposal, the issue of in-
stitutional capture was raised, for although the random selection of members reduces the risk of such 
capture, risk is not eliminated. For example, the sampling frame, the expert panel selection process, 
and the facilitation infrastructure are all vulnerable to some form of capture by well-resourced actors 
with strong incentives to influence such chokepoints in the design. Finally, it is worth noting that the 
enforcement mechanism ultimately depends on regulatory capacity and political will, which may also 
be subject to political pressure.
	 Finally, one of the participants, Felix Beer, noted that these proposals largely accept as a given that 
the digital information environment will remain privately owned and are focused on how to “repair” 
the public square rather than asking how we might design it differently to support democratic gov-
ernance. Changing the frame of the question—asking, instead, what the ideal design, governance, 
and ownership structure would look like if we were focused on promoting democratic governance—
could lead to new ideas worth exploring. Beer further noted that the continued adoption of AI-assisted  
technologies is likely to make this question more urgent, because within a few years, people are likely 
to access political information almost exclusively through AI-mediated interfaces, such as personal 
assistants, chatbots, and synthetic feeds. These systems may become the new mediation layer through 
which citizens interpret events, understand disagreement, assess credibility, and decide what forms of 
collective action are possible. Work by Audrey Tang, discussed above, as well as others, points in this 
direction—providing an alternative infrastructure designed to support democratic governance and 
reduce the potential for private-sector capture of our information environment. 

DEMOCRATIC INNOVATIONS THAT ASSUME THE INFORMATION ENVIRONMENT 
WILL NOT CHANGE SIGNIFICANTLY 

The first two proposed interventions for the second working group focused on creating an informa-
tion infrastructure that would engage citizens across different epistemic communities, disseminate 
high-quality information from trusted voices, and promote greater communication between the pub-
lic and elected officials.
	 One proposal, presented by Kris Rose on behalf of the Digital Democracy Group, suggests estab-
lishing a new institution called a Signal Forum, which would deploy a community AI sensing tool—an 
AI system that aggregates and clusters input from residents, gathered through everyday community 
touchpoints, to identify and prioritize emerging topics of concern—to reveal topics of interest. The 
Signal Forum, composed of community pillars, such as public libraries and chambers of commerce, 
would then create content on the topics of interest, which would then be shared with citizens through 
the community’s preferred, trusted information channels. This proposal also suggests setting up a 
Civic AI platform, which would foster deliberation based on this information by deploying pedagogical 
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agents designed to surface alternative perspectives and thereby avoid confirmation bias. The final 
piece of this proposal suggests pairing these two entities—the Signal Forum and the Civic AI plat-
form—with a government-backed AI-facilitated deliberation platform. This platform would make it 
possible to convene community members, facilitate deliberations, and feed advisory recommenda-
tions to elected officials. 
	 John Gastil put forward the idea of establishing a public digital infrastructure that would similarly 
promote a shared epistemic reality, while also promoting “high-quality public engagement” at the 
state and local level to address the concern that officials do not have effective ways to understand 
public needs, priorities, and trade-offs in today’s information environment. Furthermore, although a 
shared epistemic reality will not necessarily lead to a consensus, it is at least more likely to refine gen-
uine disagreements and promote understanding. Gastil’s proposal suggests creating digital tools with 
which citizens can share experiences, concerns, and ideas between elections with elected representa-
tives, giving such officials real-time insight into the needs and interests of the public with a feedback 
loop in which elected officials would report to the public on how their input influenced decisions. 
	 Both the Rose and Gastil proposals to establish digital platforms that promote quality information 
and engagement run the risk of being captured by a particular political perspective, or of being per-
ceived that way, either of which would undermine their legitimacy and reduce their value as a tool 
for promoting inclusive democratic engagement. Although both proposals are tied to community or 
public institutions intended to reduce this concern, the potential remains and would need to be ad-
dressed in any effort to establish such a platform. Therefore, some method for monitoring the degree 
to which they are being used by a representative cross-section of the community might be useful, as 
a way of determining whether they are in fact serving their purpose. Deliberative bodies (discussed 
below) could potentially assist in monitoring.
	 Two other proposals focused on citizens’ assemblies and citizen juries, respectively—that is, mech-
anisms by which a relatively small,63 demographically representative group is randomly selected, given 
access to high-quality information, and offered the opportunity for structured deliberation to pro-
duce well-informed policy recommendations, which are ultimately presented to elected officials and 
the broader polity. Citizens’ assemblies and citizen juries are both well-tested democratic innovations, 
and consequently considerable data is available for evaluating the effectiveness of these options.  
Different variants of citizens’ assemblies have been deployed more than 700 times internationally in 
multiple countries on constitutional, parliamentary, and regulatory matters, including in the United 
States, and citizen juries have been conducted for over 50 years.64 
	 Although the data demonstrates the degree to which citizens’ assemblies and citizen juries, when 
well-constructed, can result in informed and high-quality deliberations and recommendations that 
carry enhanced legitimacy, there was discussion regarding the challenge of obtaining participation, 
of the cost associated with such efforts, and how—or whether—to scale such efforts. In particular, 
on the question of participation, one member of the discussion noted that critics argue that although 
sortition—the random selection of participants, as with jury duty—helps reduce the biases observed 
in purely participatory bodies, the mechanism often (depending on how it is established) entails an 
element of self-selection, in that invited participants may still refuse to participate. Random selection 
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also relies on scale to obtain a representative sample, and stratification can help reduce the risk of 
over- or underrepresentation but still requires the identification of relevant strata. Of course, these 
challenges can be mitigated in various ways, which is also discussed in the literature, and these chal-
lenges are not unique to mini-publics. Furthermore, various incentives can be deployed to encourage 
the participation of those selected through sortition, such as paying people for their time, or by  
making participation compulsory.65 
	 Marjan H. Ehsassi discussed citizens’ assemblies, indicating that they are most usefully deployed 
when the government (1) has a public problem that is perceived as a pressing issue; (2) is seeking 
meaningful input from a cross-section of voices within a community; and (3) is committed to taking 
into account the recommendations developed when engaging in policy reform. Ehsassi stressed the 
importance of the learning phase of citizens’ assemblies, which allows participants to learn about the 
topic area on which they are going to deliberate from a diverse range of experts, community stake-
holders, and those with relevant lived experiences. This process provides an opportunity for a shared 
epistemic reality as a basis for discussion and is critical to the later consensus-building phase, in which 
the participants agree on a series of policy proposals addressing a given issue through open delibera-
tion oriented toward the best interests of the community as a whole.66 
	 Kyle Bozentko presented a proposal on citizen juries, which typically follow a prescribed process 
in which: (1) 15–24 jurors are drawn by a stratified random sampling that attempts to ensure that 
those selected resemble the community in characteristics such as age, education, geographic location 
of their residence, race, and political affiliation; (2) expert witnesses, including those with competing 
views, present to the jury and answer questions; (3) trained moderators facilitate jury deliberations; 
(4) the jury develops concrete recommendations or options for decision-makers; and (5) a formal re-
port is provided to the commissioning body, with the jurors expressing final recommendations in their 
own words. In response to questions about scaling, participants familiar with these mini-publics noted 
that it is not necessary for them to be used across every system or geography. Instead, appropriate 
scaling of these might be envisioned as targeted deployments when the right conditions are met.
	 No one argued that either citizens’ assemblies or citizen juries should become the dominant or sole 
mechanism for making binding decisions, but rather that they should be deployed alongside existing 
political structures.67 This is in line with a fair amount of survey data that indicates most citizens view 
mini-publics as attractive institutional innovations that promote a fairer, more democratic, and more 
legitimate outcome that facilitates, for example, better communication between citizens and leaders 
but should not serve as a replacement for their existing democratic infrastructure.68 Even those cit-
izens who have participated in such mechanisms do not, as a rule, prefer binding mini-publics over 
advisory ones; however, there does appear to be increasing support for mini-publics to play a new 
complementary role, perhaps blended with representative institutions in various ways.69

	 A related proposal from Jennifer Forestal focused on providing discrete institutional spaces in which 
citizens can make use of information for structured discussion for the purpose of making meaning-
ful decisions in the course of everyday life, distinct from structured deliberative fora such as citizen 
assemblies or citizen juries. Forestal highlighted recent work in psychology and political science that 
makes clear that people’s reasoning is shaped by the groups they are members of. Consequently, she 
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focused less on the problem of information quality or formal deliberative spaces and more on the 
ways that one’s ordinary social groups are organized, which she explained can have profound effects 
on how and why individuals’ reasoning unfolds. Intentionally creating space for collective discussion 
and deliberation that is linked to existing political decision-making in local communities, both on-
line and offline, would enhance our societies’ capacity for more tolerant and effective democratic 
decision-making. This approach is, perhaps, especially complementary to the scholarship regarding 
the importance of “discursive infrastructures” that promote diversity in opinions as well as rational 
and civil interactions within interpersonal networks and other venues for civilized interaction in the 
public sphere that can provide a better foundation for democratic discussion and deliberation of  
all forms.70

	 Finally, Claude’s proposal went in a different direction. The preceding proposals focused on ways to 
mitigate the challenges posed by the current information environment; Claude’s proposal, in contrast, 
attempted to change the incentive structure created by the information environment for political 
candidates—making them less likely to produce content calibrated to inflame the electorate. In other 
words, Claude’s proposal tried to target the upstream supply-side challenge of inflammatory content 
and instead incentivize politicians to produce higher-quality content not playing to an extreme. The 
proposal noted that partisan primaries in the United States, for example, are decided by small, highly 
activated bases. In most legislative districts, the effective primary electorate is less than 15 percent 
of registered voters, skewing sharply toward the most ideologically committed.71 This incentivizes 
candidates to produce content that appeals to that slice of the electorate. The proposal thus sug-
gests that conventional partisan primaries be replaced with a process in which stratified, randomly 
selected citizen panels drawn from the general electorate of given districts convene over a structured 
weekend to hear candidates, deliberate in facilitated small groups, and select the party’s nominee. In 
accordance with this structure, the panel’s ranked-choice voting would determine the party’s official 
nominee, and all candidate presentations, facilitated discussion summaries, and AI synthesis outputs 
would be published in full. The party’s nominee would then run in the general election under the 
normal process. This proposal has many shortcomings, not the least of which is that it does not ad-
dress the underlying fragmentation of the information environment, it assumes that candidates are 
primarily responsible for the majority of moral–emotional content, and it does not take into account 
the potential for problematic content being created by malicious actors interested in influencing the 
outcome of any particular election. Additionally, it would require both parties to agree to conduct 
primaries through the process outlined, which they are likely to resist.
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V. CONCLUSIONS 

When participants reconvened in a plenary session, they shared the outcome of their deliberations 
in the working groups and also provided their thoughts on proposals that were not reviewed by the 
working group to which they were assigned. A number of points emerged from this discussion, on 
which there was an apparent consensus:

•	� There is such a thing as verified, trustworthy information; not everything is a matter of opinion or 
perspective. Furthermore, the availability of good information is essential to the health of a function-
ing democracy, even though citizens do not make decisions solely on the basis of such information. 

•	� Finding ways to produce and preserve high-quality, balanced, and trusted information, which is 
usually best produced in institutions by trained professionals and is insufficiently supported by the 
market, is critically important and requires public support. 

•	� It is vital to sustainably support local reporting, which is both especially diminished and essential to 
democratic accountability, in ways that would insulate such reporting from political pressure.

•	� Promoting opportunities for two-way communication between voters and elected representatives 
is important, specifically in order to improve elected officials’ understanding of their constituents’ 
needs and priorities, while also allowing elected officials to directly explain their thinking.

•	� Social media platforms are incentivized to engage as many people as possible for as long as possible, 
which promotes the dissemination of information in ways that undermine productive collective 
democratic decision-making based on verified, trustworthy information. There was no consensus 
on how important this is to democratic governance and there was a fair amount of skepticism about 
the likelihood that any intervention likely to significantly improve the situation would be adopted. 
Nevertheless, most agreed that some form of regulation would be desirable and that any of the op-
tions discussed would be an improvement over the current situation. Furthermore, any algorithmic 
interventions intended to reduce the challenges posed by social media platforms should be audit-
able, should be stress-tested in an adversarial manner before deployment, and should be subject to 
rollback if they fail defined safety conditions.

•	� Creating space for structured deliberation that includes knowledgeable individuals with a diverse 
range of viewpoints who reflect a cross-section of voices, trained moderators facilitating delibera-
tions, and the opportunity to have an impact on policy can be an effective way to mitigate today’s 
information environment challenges. Such opportunities promote the development of effective 
and legitimate public policy decision-making and increase the potential for collective decision- 
making—but ideally such efforts should be integrated as reforms into existing political structures 
rather than being seen as a replacement for them. 

•	� Effective space for structured deliberation could be created through the use of a series of tools, 
including by promoting the widespread development of discrete institutional spaces, as suggested 
by Forestal’s proposal, that allow citizens to sort, process, and make use of information within 
their polity, alongside mechanisms that facilitate the deployment of mini-publics when the right 
conditions are met for doing so in support of decision-making linked to such deliberation. All these  
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mechanisms, importantly, promote collective learning, deliberation, and agency—while also con-
necting citizens to government.

•	� Interventions that improve the information environment must be linked to democratic innovations 
that increase the agency of citizens to make use of such information. More generally, there is no 
one-size-fits-all solution.

•	� Many, but not all, participants were of the view that it is important for us to think about not just 
incremental changes but radical options to address the challenges we face. 

•	� Metrics for monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of various options would be useful, even as 
they will almost certainly be contested. 
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with partners in the US, Canada, UK, Australia, Malawi, and Thailand. Bozentko has advised teams 
and governments on deliberative engagement projects and initiatives in Argentina, Australia, Canada, 
Japan, Portugal, Scotland, Singapore, South Korea, and Switzerland. He served on the International 
Association of Public Participation – USA (IAP2 USA) Board of Directors from 2015 to 2018, the  
MNsure (Minnesota) Health Industry Advisory Committee from 2016 to 2018, and the Bloomberg 
New Economy Health Committee, and is a member of Semafor Principals. He has contributed to ar-
ticles and research featured in the Brookings Institution, Real Clear Policy, GOVERNING, the Journal  
of Medical Internet Research, the Journal of Medical Ethics, the Journal of the American Medical  
Informatics Association, and Springer Nature. Bozentko received his MS in gerontology from St. Cloud 
State University and his MTS from the Boston University School of Theology.

Jasper Doeninghaus
Jasper Doeninghaus is a master in public policy candidate at the Harvard Kennedy School. He is one 
of eight social innovation and change fellows at Harvard and the cofounder of Myranda, a social  
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enterprise that helps users track their information diet, control their algorithms, and stay private so 
their data works for them, not against them.
	 Doeninghaus is a second-time founder and successfully exited his first startup, CarbonTag, which 
focused on tracking CO₂ emissions along the food supply chain. He studied philosophy, politics, and 
economics at King’s College London, with a focus on public policy and behavioral economics. He has 
worked as a public-sector consultant at PwC on strategic information management and as a research 
associate to Professor Armin Steinbach, Germany’s chief economist, at HEC Paris, focusing on eco-
nomic and financial policy. His current research, in collaboration with SPRIND, focuses on how to 
bring an ARPA-style breakthrough innovation model to the European context.

Marjan Ehsassi
Dr. Marjan H. Ehsassi is a leading democracy advocate and sought-after expert on citizens’ assemblies 
and their transformative impact on civic engagement. As the executive director of FIDE – North America,  
Ehsassi combines her extensive academic background with practical experience to advance institu-
tional reform. Holding a doctorate from Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International  
Studies (SAIS) and a law degree from McGill University, she is the author of Activated Citizenship: 
The Transformative Power of Citizens’ Assemblies (August 2024), which explores how citizens’ as-
semblies can promote democratic renewal and social cohesion and can build mutual trust between 
elected officials and their constituents. Her book introduces the term voice insecurity to spotlight one 
of the drivers of political grievance. Prior to leading FIDE – North America, she held positions at the 
World Bank and the National Democratic Institute, where she led governance programs in Asia and 
the Middle East. She is a member of the OECD Innovative Citizen Participation network and serves on 
the Advisory Committee of the Democracy R&D Network. She is a frequent speaker at fora like the  
Athens Democracy Forum and the American Democracy Summit, and has been featured in pres-
tigious publications, including the New York Times, Toronto Star, and the Boston Globe. Based in 
Washington, DC, Ehsassi is fluent in English, French, and Farsi.

Diane Feldman
Diane T. Feldman was born in Washington, D.C. in 1953 while her father worked on Capitol Hill and 
her mother worked in the Department of Labor. Within a year, the family returned to New York City, 
where Feldman grew up. For a while, Feldman turned away from the political interests that had ab-
sorbed her family. She graduated from Washington University in 1974 with a degree in psychology and 
then obtained a PhD at SUNY Binghamton (now Binghamton University) in experimental psychology 
and quantitative methods in 1979, followed by postdoctoral research at Yale University and Haskins 
Laboratories. Feldman’s research during that period was in cognitive psychology—specifically the 
differences between verbal and pictorial information processing. She would leave academia but retain 
an interest in how people approach and process information.
	 While in New Haven, Feldman regained her interest in the political process and managed a couple 
of local campaigns. She accepted a second postdoctoral fellowship at Duke University in science and 
public policy, hoping to unite her political and research interests. The second year of that experience 
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was a congressional science fellowship. She stayed on Capitol Hill for a brief period as a legislative 
aide. She then joined a local advertising and communications company as director of research with 
local political and commercial clients before landing for an extended period on the practice of political 
polling, beginning as a senior associate at the Analysis Group.
	 In 1989, Feldman founded her own political research firm, first as Feldman & Lester, and then as  
The Feldman Group, based in Washington, DC. For 30 years, The Feldman Group helped elect mem-
bers of Congress, US senators, governors, and local elected officials from Oregon to New York, south to  
Mississippi and north to Vermont, with concentrations of clients in southern California, Minnesota, 
Ohio, Wisconsin, and the South. The Feldman Group also worked with unions, associations, and 
not-for-profit groups and was on the research team for Democratic presidential general election 
campaigns in 1992, 2000, 2004, and 2012. In 2025, the University Press of Mississippi published her 
first book, Borrowed Land, Stolen Labor, and the Holy Spirit: The Struggle for Power and Equality in 
Holmes County, Mississippi. 

Jennifer Forestal
Jennifer Forestal is an associate professor of political science at Loyola University Chicago. Professor 
Forestal’s research and teaching interests are in the area of political theory. Her research focuses 
on questions of social media platform design and governance, digital culture, institutional design, 
and democratic theory. Her first book, Designing for Democracy: How to Build Community in Digital  
Environments (Oxford, 2022), on the role of design in building more democratic social media plat-
forms, was awarded the 2023 APSA Information Technology and Politics Best Book Award as well as 
the Don K. Price Award for best book in science, technology, and politics. Her work has also appeared 
in outlets like the American Political Science Review, Journal of Politics, American Behavioral Scientist, 
and The Washington Post. 

Archon Fung
Archon Fung directs the Ash Center for Democratic Governance and Innovation and is the Winthrop 
Laflin McCormack Professor of Citizenship and Self-Government at the Harvard Kennedy School. He 
examines policies and practices that aim to deepen democracy, especially through public participa-
tion, deliberation, and transparency. His books include Empowering Affected Interests: Democratic 
Inclusion in a Globalized World (edited by Archon Fung and Sean W.D. Gray, Cambridge University 
Press), Full Disclosure: The Perils and Promise of Transparency (Cambridge University Press, with Mary 
Graham and David Weil), and Empowered Participation: Reinventing Urban Democracy (Princeton  
University Press). He served as academic dean of the Kennedy School from 2014 to 2018 and was its 
acting dean in 2015. He holds a PhD in political science and SBs in physics and philosophy from the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

John Gastil
John Gastil (PhD, University of Wisconsin-Madison) is a distinguished professor in the Department 
of Communication Arts and Sciences, Department of Political Science, and School of Public Policy 
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at the Pennsylvania State University. Gastil also serves as senior scholar at Penn State’s McCourtney  
Institute for Democracy. Gastil’s research focuses on the theory and practice of deliberative de-
mocracy, group decision-making, political communication, and public opinion. He has published 
over 130 peer-reviewed articles and academic book chapters on these subjects in outlets such as  
Political Communication, Journal of Deliberative Democracy, Journal of Politics, PLOS ONE, Journal  
of Computer-Mediated Communication, and Small Group Research. The National Science Foundation  
has supported his research on the Oregon Citizens’ Initiative Review, the Australian Citizens’  
Parliament, jury deliberation, cultural cognition, and democratic innovation online. His most recent 
books are Hope for Democracy (Oxford, 2020) with Katherine R. Knobloch and Legislature by Lot 
with Erik Olin Wright. His current Democracy Machine project focuses on rebuilding the digital infra-
structure that connects government with the public. 

Shanto Iyengar 
Shanto Iyengar is the William Robertson Coe Professor of American Studies and Professor of Political 
Science at Stanford University. Iyengar’s areas of interest include the role of mass media in democratic 
societies and the psychology of public opinion. Iyengar has authored or coauthored multiple books, 
including News That Matters (University of Chicago Press, 1987), Is Anyone Responsible? How TV 
Frames Political Issues (University of Chicago Press, 1991), Explorations in Political Psychology (Duke 
University Press, 1995), Going Negative (Free Press, 1995), and Media Politics: A Citizen’s Guide 
(Norton, 2022). 

Samara Klar
Samara Klar is Melody S. Robidoux Professor of Political Science at the University of Arizona School 
of Government and Public Policy. Klar studies how individuals’ personal identities and social surround-
ings influence their political attitudes and behavior. She has published two award-winning books 
and dozens of articles in peer-reviewed journals, including Science, Nature Human Behaviour, and  
American Political Science Review. Her research has been supported by grants from the National 
Science Foundation, Time-Sharing Experiments for the Social Sciences, the Social Science Research 
Council, and other organizations. 
	 In 2025, she was named Scholar of the Year by the University of Arizona’s College of Social and 
Behavioral Sciences. Klar earned her PhD in political science from Northwestern University and also 
holds degrees in political science from Columbia University and McGill University.

Kristopher Rose
Kris Rose is a tech governance leader whose career has spanned roles in public-sector institutions 
such as the Central Intelligence Agency, the White House and the US Congress, and major companies 
like Meta and IBM. He has led research programs at the intersection of technology and governance, 
and designed and operationalized AI-enabled initiatives to build more responsible, trusted technology. 
These have included the development of Meta’s Oversight Board and large-scale public consultations 
across dozens of countries that have shaped AI and platform policy.
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	 Rose now leads efforts to govern enterprise-wide AI transformation at IBM, focused on acceler-
ating responsible AI across IBM’s global footprint. He is a term member with the Council on Foreign 
Relations and a Georgetown University McCourt School of Public Policy Tech & Public Policy Visiting 
Fellow. Rose holds a bachelor’s degree in political economy from Spring Arbor University and an MPP 
from Georgetown.

Erik Severson (absent from discussion but submitted a proposal)
Erik Severson is a PhD candidate in political science at the University of British Columbia studying 
democratic theory. His dissertation, titled The Crisis of Attention in Democratic Politics, provides a 
framework for understanding and contending with various transformations in our contemporary at-
tentional landscape, including the attention economy. Severson also has ongoing projects concerned 
with language use as well as informal political representation.

Joel Simon
Joel Simon is the founding director of the Journalism Protection Initiative at the Craig Newmark  
Graduate School of Journalism, part of the City University of New York. He is the author of four 
books, including The New Censorship: Inside the Global Battle for Media Freedom and The Infodemic: 
How Censorship and Lies Made the World Sicker and Less Free with Robert Mahoney. He writes on 
press freedom issues for The New Yorker and other publications and produces a monthly column on 
press freedom issues for Columbia Journalism Review. From 2006 to 2021, Simon served as executive 
director of the Committee to Protect Journalists.

Olivier Sylvain
Olivier Sylvain is a professor of law at Fordham University and a senior policy research fellow at  
Columbia University’s Knight First Amendment Institute, where he researches information and com-
munications law and policy. His most recent work is on the regulation of consumer-facing online 
services like social media, commercial surveillance, and AI. His recent book, Reclaiming the Internet:  
How Big Tech Took Control—and How We Can Take It Back, came out in March 2026. The National 
Science Foundation and the John S. and James L. Knight Foundation have awarded him grants to 
support this work. He was a senior adviser to the chair of the Federal Trade Commission from 2021 
to 2023.

Steven Waldman
Steven Waldman is the founder and president of Rebuild Local News. He is also the cofounder and 
former president of Report for America, a national service program that places journalists in news-
rooms across the country. Before becoming an advocate for local journalism, Waldman was a jour-
nalist covering national politics for Newsweek, US News and World Report, and Washington Monthly. 
Later, he wrote a report for the Federal Communications Commission, outlining the information 
needs of communities.
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John Wihbey
John Wihbey is director of the AI-Media Strategies Lab (AIMES Lab) at Northeastern University and 
an associate professor of journalism and media innovation in the College of Arts, Media, and Design. 
He is a special adviser for AI initiatives in the Chancellor’s Office and director for administration and 
operations at the Institute for Information, the Internet, and Democracy (IIID). He is also an affili-
ate associate professor in the Khoury College of Computer Sciences and a faculty researcher in the 
Ethics Institute. 
	 His latest book is Governing Babel: The Debate over Social Media Platforms and Free Speech—and 
What Comes Next (MIT Press, 2025). Wihbey has served as a research consultant for foundations, 
government, and social media companies. From 2019 to 2024, he directed Northeastern’s graduate 
programs in media innovation and data communication, journalism, and media advocacy.  
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