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ABSTRACT
As societies grapple with increasing polarization and information
complexity, the need for constructive, inclusive, and well-informed
deliberation has reached an unparalleled level. At the same time,
AI agents, ranging from LLMs and multi-agent simulations and
systems to conversational assistants and reflective companions, are
rapidly reshaping how people communicate, reason together, and
form collective judgments. These technologies hold the potential to
scale democratic participation, foster inclusivity by bridging linguis-
tic and cultural barriers, and introduce new forms of collaborative
reasoning. Yet they also pose epistemic challenges to established
notions of authenticity, legitimacy, and human autonomy in civic
dialogue. This panel brings together leading researchers from Asia,
Europe and North America to examine how AI technologies are
transforming deliberation as both a social process and a design
problem. It interrogates AI’s role in shaping deliberative norms, in-
fluencing group dynamics, and redefining what it means to “reason
together” in hybrid human–AI spaces. Through interactive polling,
structured debates, and audience co-deliberation, the session in-
vites CHI participants to collectively explore how we can design
responsible, inclusive, and trustworthy deliberation interfaces that
preserve the democratic values of deliberation while embracing the
creative potential of AI.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Deliberation — reasoned, inclusive discussion among diverse in-
dividuals, has long been regarded as a foundation for democratic
decision-making and civic participation [15, 19]. Rooted in Haber-
masian ideals of communicative rationality [19] and further devel-
oped through deliberative democracy theory [3, 9, 13, 15], deliber-
ation emphasizes inclusive, reasoned dialogue among equals as a
means of reaching mutual understanding and consensus [5, 12, 17,
21].

Within Human–Computer Interaction (HCI), these democratic
ideals have inspired research on deliberation technologies: systems
designed to scaffold civic reasoning, reflection and equality. Early
studies explored online discourse design and deliberative platform
architectures [29, 40, 45], argument visualization [14, 22, 23, 30],
and civic engagement tools that support structured dialogue [11,
25, 26, 40]. Collectively, this body of work has shown how interface
design can shape participation, fairness [2], and reflection in digital
spaces [31, 41, 42]. Through careful design, HCI researchers have
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sought to foster empathy, bridge divides [38], and enhance the
quality of public reasoning.

However, the ongoing wave of AI-driven technologies, partic-
ularly large language models (LLMs) and multi-agent systems, is
introducing new dynamics that are transforming how deliberation
unfolds in practice. AI can now moderate discussions by filtering
or flagging content [24, 27], mediate conversations through sum-
marization or clustering [18, 20], generate arguments and narra-
tives [28, 34, 43], and even simulate deliberation through synthetic
agents modeling diverse social perspectives [35]. These develop-
ments promise to scale civic dialogue to unprecedented levels while
offering tools for multilingual translation [1], content simplification
[33], and deliberative reflection [38]. However, as these innovations
challenge traditional boundaries between human participants and
computational systems, they also introduce profound epistemic and
normative challenges: If AI agents can emulate human reasoning,
to what extent should they act as co-deliberators rather than mere
tools [10]? How might reliance on AI and algorithmic facilitation
affect trust, legitimacy, and autonomy in civic discourse [4]? How
can designers maintain transparency and accountability when AI
systems shape or even generate public arguments?

As the HCI community, situated at the nexus of technology, de-
sign, and society, is uniquely positioned to examine these tensions.
In designing AI deliberative systems that influence civic reasoning,
these questions have become both urgent and unavoidable.

The last CHI-wide engagement on deliberation took place dur-
ing the 2015 SIG on Online Deliberation, predating the AI revolu-
tion that has since transformed deliberation and civic discourse.
A decade later, the convergence of deliberation and AI demands
renewed collective inquiry. This panel seeks to catalyze a global con-
versation among HCI, communication, and AI researchers by exam-
ining how intelligent deliberative systems mediate public reasoning,
reconfigure human participation, and reshape the democratic val-
ues embedded in design. By bringing together empirical research,
design experimentation, and ethical reflection from around the
world, the panel offers a timely platform to define the contours of
a new research frontier: AI and online deliberation.

2 GROUNDWORK FOR PANEL DISCUSSION
2.1 Early Foundations in Digital Deliberation
Foundational work on argumentation systems, including Com-
pendium [11] and Deliberatorium [25], focused on structuring rea-
soning and visualizing arguments to support large-scale public
discourse. These systems illustrated how computational scaffolds
could make complex debates more navigable, highlight relation-
ships among claims, and facilitate collaborative sense-making. In
parallel, research on online forums and civic platforms examined
the social and procedural dimensions of deliberation, including
norms of interaction, moderation strategies, and design interven-
tions that enhance deliberative quality [8, 37, 39, 42]. These studies
collectively revealed that seemingly small design choices, ranging
from interface layout (e.g., [29]) and visualization techniques (e.g.,
[14]) to reflection prompts (e.g., [42]) and feedback mechanisms,
can significantly shape deliberative outcomes, influencing aspects
such as equality of participation, quality of argumentation, and
mutual respect among participants.

Together, this body of work established that deliberation is not
purely a social process but is tightly coupled with the technological
environments in which it unfolds. By demonstrating the profound
impact of design on reasoning, participation, and the cultivation of
shared understanding, these early efforts laid a critical foundation
for subsequent innovations at the intersection of HCI and online
deliberation.

2.2 The Rise of AI in Civic Contexts
The integration of AI into online deliberation technologies repre-
sents a new phase in the trajectory of digital deliberation research.
Earlier systems primarily sought to structure or visualize human
discourse (e.g., [14]); contemporary systems can now actively in-
tervene in the deliberative process. AI-driven deliberative tools can
moderate discussions [24], identify incivility or misinformation to
preserve discourse integrity [7], and assist in synthesizing complex,
large-scale conversations [20]. They are also employed to extract
key arguments, cluster viewpoints to enhance accessibility and
engagement [36], and even generate deliberative contributions that
mimic or complement human reasoning [33, 35]. This shift marks
a profound transformation, from tools that merely scaffold human
reasoning to agents that participate in shaping the environment
and direction of civic dialogue. The rise of LLMs and algorithmic
facilitation opens both unprecedented opportunities and complex
challenges for the quality, inclusiveness, and legitimacy of online
civic discourse.

However, as recent reviews suggest [36], much of this literature
remains oriented toward developing technical fixes for scale—optimizing
algorithms to handle more users or streamline debate, while of-
ten overlooking the more nuanced social, cognitive, and ethical
dimensions of high-quality deliberation. Emerging work has be-
gun to address this gap by incorporating reflective prompts and
self-reflection mechanisms designed to foster deeper reasoning and
mutual understanding among participants [41, 42, 46]. These efforts
signal a growing recognition within HCI that deliberation cannot
be “scaled” through efficiency alone; it must be cultivated through
design that values empathy, justification, and perspective-taking.

Contemporary research has also begun to distinguish between
three forms of AI involvement in deliberation: (1) AI-facilitated
deliberation, (2) AI-augmented deliberation and (3) AI-substituted
deliberation. In AI-facilitated deliberation, systems such as Delib-
eration.io 1 aim to identify common ground and facilitate deeper
conversations by employing automated argument analysis to sup-
port large-scale participation and enhance coherence across discus-
sions. In AI-augmented deliberation, initiatives like AI4Deliberation
Europe 2 employ AI tools for summarization, fact-checking, mod-
eration and hate speech detection to ensure safe, informative, and
manipulation-free discussions. Finally, AI-substituted deliberation,
as demonstrated in multi-agent simulations [35] uses AI stand-ins
to emulate deliberative dynamics in silico, offering a testbed for
understanding collective reasoning but also raising deep questions
about authenticity, agency, and democratic legitimacy.

Taken together, these developments mark a paradigm shift in
the design and study of civic dialogue. AI no longer serves merely

1https://deliberation.io/
2https://www.ai4dproject.eu/
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as an assistive layer that structures human input; it now acts as an
epistemic agent that can shape the contours of deliberation itself.
This evolution calls for renewed attention from the HCI community
to interrogate how AI-mediated systems can sustain, not supplant,
the human values at the core of democratic deliberation.

2.3 Global Efforts and Research Gaps
Researchers are experimenting with how AI can expand and enrich
democratic participation. Across Europe, projects such as ORBIS 3,
MultiPoD 4, and iDEM 5 investigate how AI can scale participatory
democracy, facilitate multilingual translation, and simplify complex
policy language to promote inclusivity. In the United States and
Asia, parallel initiatives explore AI personas [6, 16, 44], digital twins
[32, 35], and reflective agents [41, 42] that support civic engage-
ment and foster deliberative reflection in online spaces. Together,
these efforts signal a growing global investment in AI-assisted civic
dialogue.

Yet, despite this momentum, the field remains fragmented across
disciplines and geographies. Few cross-regional venues exist for
comparing findings, aligning methodologies, or articulating shared
design principles. This fragmentation has resulted in persistent
conceptual and methodological gaps that hinder the formation of a
coherent research agenda for AI-mediated deliberation. Three key
gaps stand out:

• Ethical and normative ambiguity: Scholars and practi-
tioners lack consensus on the legitimate role of AI in public
reasoning, whether these systems should act as facilitators
that guide discussion, co-thinkers that contribute arguments,
or proxies that represent collective or synthetic perspectives.

• Design and evaluation standards: Existing HCI frame-
works have yet to adapt to the realities of human–AI co-
deliberation, including the presence of synthetic participants,
algorithmic mediation, and the need for transparency and
explainability in deliberative processes.

• Scalability–authenticity tension:While AI offers unprece-
dented potential to scale civic participation, it also risks dilut-
ing deliberative virtues such as empathy, equality, and self-
reflection that underpin meaningful democratic discourse.

Addressing these challenges requires global coordination and
intellectual synthesis. By convening leading initiatives across con-
tinents, this panel seeks to lay the groundwork for an integrative
research agenda, one that treats deliberation not as a fixed process
but as a living design challenge in the age of AI. Specifically, the
panel will open space for dialogue on foundational questions that
cut across disciplinary and regional boundaries:

• How should we design for human–AI collaboration in delib-
eration?

• What constitutes authenticity when AI-generated arguments
enter public reasoning?

• How can HCI frameworks uphold ethical legitimacy while
leveraging AI’s potential for inclusion and scale?

3https://orbis-project.eu/
4https://multipod-project.eu/
5https://idemproject.eu/

In bringing together researchers from Asia, Europe, and North
America, this panel bridges emerging work on AI-mediated deliber-
ation with broader HCI research in human–AI interaction, partici-
patory design, and democratic technology. Moving beyond the view
of AI as merely a facilitator, augmenter, or substitute for human
participants, the discussion will probe how AI systems reshape
civic reasoning, redistribute epistemic authority, and reconfigure
the democratic values embedded in design.

Ultimately, this panel aims to chart a unified, global research
trajectory for understanding and critically shaping the evolving
relationship between AI systems and human deliberation.

3 PANEL
3.1 Panel Format and Interactivity
The panel is designed as an interactive deliberation about delibera-
tion, modeling the very participatory and reflective practices under
discussion. The format combines short provocations, structured
debates, and audience participation, supported by live polling and
optional AI-facilitated interaction. Through this design, panelists
and attendees collaboratively explore the opportunities and risks
of integrating AI into civic dialogue.

3.1.1 Panel Structure (90 minutes).

(1) Opening Remarks (5 min): Moderators frame the session’s
core topic, introduce the panelists, and conduct the first live
poll to capture audience expectations and baseline attitudes
toward AI in deliberation.

(2) Lightning Statements (25 min): Each panelist delivers a 5-
minute provocation outlining a unique opportunity, ethical
dilemma, or design challenge arising from AI-facilitated de-
liberation.

(3) Moderated Debates (30 min): Moderators organize a struc-
tured debate among panelists and volunteer audience mem-
bers, optionally supported by AI agents. Participants are di-
vided into groups representing contrasting positions: No AI
at all, AI as facilitators, and AI as augmenters or substitutes.
Roles may include AI developers, researchers, policymakers,
regulators, civil society actors, and citizens. Pre-designed
debate questions guide each group, prompting discussion on
legitimacy, transparency, and agency.

(4) Audience Statements (15 min): Attendees break into small
groups to discuss emerging themes and share short reflec-
tions. A second live poll captures shifts in opinion and high-
lights consensus or polarization.

(5) Panel Reflections (10 min): Panelists respond to audience
contributions, drawing connections to broader research and
practice in HCI, civic tech, and AI ethics.

(6) Closing Synthesis (5 min): Moderators summarize key ten-
sions, emerging principles, and open questions for the CHI
community. A final poll assesses attitude changes and cap-
tures commitments for future collaboration.

3.1.2 Audience Engagement Methods. Audience participation is
central to the panel’s design. Throughout the 90-minute session,
interactive polls will be used at key moments during the opening,
mid-discussion, and closing, to capture shifts in audience perspec-
tives and foster collective reflection. Structured debates will invite
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both panelists and attendees to deliberate from assigned stakeholder
roles, such as AI developers, policymakers, researchers, and citi-
zens, allowing participants to experience the tensions and trade-offs
of human–AI collaboration firsthand. To further model the affor-
dances of AI in civic contexts, AI-assisted facilitationmay optionally
be employed to demonstrate how agents structure, moderate or
summarize real-time discussions, showcasing how automation can
support or reshape deliberative dynamics. Audience members will
also engage inmini-reflection activities within small groups, sharing
concise insights or takeaways through moderators or digital plat-
forms. Hybrid Q & A participation will be encouraged through both
microphones and online question submissions, ensuring accessi-
bility and inclusivity for attendees in diverse settings. Collectively,
these methods transform the session from a traditional panel into
a live, participatory experiment in deliberative engagement.

3.1.3 Logistical and Accessibility Considerations. The panel re-
quires a standard audiovisual setup, including microphones for all
speakers, a projector for shared visuals, and live polling software
(e.g., Slido) to facilitate real-time audience interaction. Accessibility
is a key priority: live captioning will be provided to support multi-
lingual and hearing-impaired participants, and all visual materials
will be designed for readability and clarity. Moderators will coordi-
nate both on-site and online engagement, ensuring that audience
questions and reflections from hybrid attendees are equally rep-
resented. Optional AI agents may be used to assist in managing
discussion flow or summarizing audience input. These logistical
and accessibility measures aim to create an inclusive, participatory
environment that embodies the panel’s commitment to equitable
and transparent deliberation.

3.2 Panelist
There will be 5 panelists. Each panelist brings a distinct perspective
on the design, ethics, and implementation of AI in deliberative sys-
tems, representing expertise across academia, civic technology, and
industry. The organizer will introduce each panelist, who will then
discuss their experiences addressing the multifaceted challenges in
AI-facilitated deliberation, from conceptual framing and technical
development to deployment, evaluation, and long-term sustain-
ability. Collectively, the panelists’ insights illuminate emerging
intersections between human–AI interaction, participatory design,
and democratic technology, shaping an integrative research agenda
for deliberation in the age of AI.

There will be 3 moderators (2 Full Professors and 1 Postdoctoral
Fellow). All three bring extensive experience in facilitating focus
groups and stakeholder interviews on topics related to AI, civic
engagement, and deliberation.

ProfessorWeiyuZhang (Organizer,Moderator). is a Provost’s
Chair Full Professor at National University of Singapore, Depart-
ment of Communications and New Media. She leads the Civic Tech
Lab 6. Zhang’s research focuses on civic engagement, Information
and Communication Technologies and AI-augmented collective
intelligence, with an emphasis on Asia. She has pioneered empiri-
cal studies on multi-agent deliberation simulations, AI-supported
facilitation and digital democracy in Asia. She also led multi-nation

6www.civictechlab.org

projects on youth engagement, online deliberation, and civic tech
in Asia. Her current interest is to develop and examine civic tech
applications to facilitate citizen deliberation on science topics such
as artificial intelligence, Covid-19 vaccines, climate change, and
novel food. Zhang is the author of the book “The Internet and
New Social Formation in China: Fandom Publics in the Making”.
Her published articles have appeared in Journal of Communica-
tion, Communication Theory, Communication Research, Journal
of Computer-Mediated Communication, Information, Communi-
cation, & Society, New Media & Society, Computers & Education,
Public Understanding of Science, the ACM CHI Conference on
Human Factors in Computing Systems, and many others.

Professor Simon Tangi Perrault (Organizer, Moderator). is
a Full Professor at Telecom ParisTech, France. He was previously
an Assistant Professor at Singapore University of Technology and
Design, where he led the SHUAILAB, and has also served as a vis-
iting professor at KAIST, Korea, and as an Assistant Professor at
Yale-NUS College, Singapore. Perrault’s research focuses on Hu-
man–Computer Interaction and Human–AI Collaboration, with a
particular interest in how users engage with online content, includ-
ing social media. He study ways to help users identify potentially
harmful content, such as misinformation, while also supporting
self-reflection when they create their own content. As a computer
scientist, he designed systems that combine Natural Language Pro-
cessing, Large Language Models, Multimodal Models, and interface
design, emphasizing assistance that empowers users without taking
control away from them. He is also interested in information visu-
alization for spatial data, including cartogram, and in developing
AI-powered tools to support collaborative qualitative analysis.

Dr. Jiaxin Pei (Panelist). is a Postdoctoral Fellow at Stanford
Institute for Human-Centered Artificial Intelligence, where he is
also affiliated with the Stanford Digital Economy Lab, the Stanford
NLP group and the Institute for Decentralized AI. He obtained his
Ph.D. from School of Information at the University of Michigan.
In Fall 2026, Pei will join the School of Information at UT-Austin
as an Assistant Professor. His research focuses on LLMs, HCI, and
Computational Social Science. He develops systems including Delib-
eration.io to facilitate large-scale, open dialogues between citizens
and strengthen collective decision-making. His current research
directions include designing interfaces and systems to enable more
interactive, collaborative, and trustworthy AI agents; developing
standards and protocols for AI-driven digital infrastructure; build-
ing effective data pipelines for LLM training and evaluation; creat-
ing collective intelligence systems to support group collaboration
and decision-making; and investigating the impact of AI and tech-
nology on individuals, communities, and society. Pei received the
best student paper award at ACM Conference on Equity and Ac-
cess in Algorithms, Mechanisms, and Optimization (EAAMO), best
demo paper award at AAAI Conference on Human Computation
and Crowdsourcing (HCOMP), honorable mention award at Interna-
tional Conference on Computational Social Science (IC2S2) and best
paper award at the Workshop on Social Influence in Conversations.

Professor Anna De Liddo (Panelist). is a Professor of Human-
Computer Interaction at Knowledge Media Institute in The Open
University (UK). Her research focuses on the study of Collective
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Intelligence facilitated through new forms of dialogue and delibera-
tion. She leads the Knowledge Media Institute’s Intelligent Deliber-
ation Group IDea 7 which investigates theories methods and tools
accounting for the centrality of social interaction and discourse
in public engagement, urban informatics, e-democracy and social
innovation contexts. Anna’s research focuses on models of dialogue
and argumentation; models of crowdsourcing and participatory rep-
resentation; and the design, implementation and uptake of online
systems that seek to increase collective environmental awareness,
and collective capacity to make sense of complex issues, such as
social justice and environmental sustainability. In 2019, Anna was
awarded a prestigious individual fellowship from the Global Office
of Naval Research (ONR Global) to research and devise the next
generation of technological solutions for discussion-enhanced col-
lective decision-making. Anna has also lead the design and develop-
ment of 7 different Collective Intelligence technologies, including
ORBIS and MultiPoD, which focus on creating co-designed, AI-
enhanced tools for deliberative participation. In this panel, she will
explore a central question: Can deliberative democratic processes
scale across people, cultures, places, and environments, or are the
concepts of democracy and scale inherently in tension?

Professor Efthimios (Themis) Tambouris (Panelist). is a
Full Professor of Information Systems and eGovernment at the
Department of Applied Informatics, University of Macedonia, Thes-
saloniki, Greece. Prior to that, he served at research centers NCSR
‘Demokritos’ and CERTH/ITI as well as the IT industry. His re-
search interests include eGovernment, eParticipation, eLearning,
eHealth and Information Systems. In the last 20 years, Tambouris
has initiated, coordinated and participated in numerous research
projects, including AI4Deliberation Europe, EURO-CITI, eGOV,
SmartGov, OntoGov, OneStopGov, LD-Cast, DEMO-Net, eGovPo-
liNet, EATrain2, WAVE, OpenCube, #ask, OpenGovIntelligence,
inGov and more. He has authored more than 170 research publica-
tions in eGovernment, eParticipation, eLearning. He is co-chairing
the International Conference on eParticipation (ePart) and is asso-
ciate editor of Government Information Quarterly (GIQ) and Digital
Government (DGOV) journals.

Dr. Francesco Veri (Panelist). is a Senior Researcher at the
Centre for Democracy Studies at the University of Zurich, a Senior
Researcher at the Department of Political Science and International
Relations at the University of Geneva, and an Associate at the Cen-
tre for Deliberative Democracy and Global Governance at the Uni-
versity of Canberra. Francesco’s work bridges political behaviour,
democratic participation, and deliberative democracy, with a grow-
ing focus on the intersection of AI and democratic governance. He
combines deep knowledge of representative and direct democratic
systems with methodological innovation, including discourse map-
ping, cultural consensus theory, and computational approaches to
reasoning. Francesco also leads work on the EU Horizon project
AI4Deliberation, advancing institutionalised, multimodal, gamified
mass deliberation through AI tools. Francesco major contribution
is the development of the Deliberative Reason Index (DRI), the sole
benchmark for deliberative reasoning, published in the American
Political Science Review.

7http://idea.kmi.open.ac.uk/

Professor Horacio Saggion (Panelist). is a Full Professor and
Chair in Computer Science and Artificial Intelligence at the Depart-
ment of Information & Communication Technologies, Universitat
Pompeu Fabra (UPF), Barcelona, Spain. Horacio currently leads
TALN Research Group and is the director of the Large Scale Text
Understanding Systems Lab of TALN where he works in several
areas of Natural Language Processing (NLP), automatic text summa-
rization, text simplification, NLP for Sign Languages, information
extraction, figurative language, sentiment analysis and related top-
ics. His work combines symbolic/linguistic approaches and novel
deep learning techniques. Horacio has published over 70 works
in leading scientific journals, conferences, and books in the field
of human language technology. Horacio is also the project coor-
dinator for iDEM 8, which develops AI language tools to support
marginalized groups, such as people with disabilities, older people
and migrants in the democratic processes. In this panel, Horacio
seeks to discuss the methodological approach for a more inclusive
democracy.

4 EXPECTED OUTCOMES & CONTRIBUTIONS
TO THE CHI COMMUNITY

This panel will make several contributions to CHI 2026 and the
broader HCI community:

(1) Conceptual Integration: It will synthesize fragmented re-
search on AI-mediated deliberation across HCI, communica-
tion, and political science, establishing a unified vocabulary
for human–AI civic interaction.

(2) Global Perspective: By bringing together Asian, European,
and North American teams, the session will foster interna-
tional dialogue on regional priorities, ethical frameworks,
and governance models for AI deliberation.

(3) Design Principles: Through debate and reflection, the panel
aims to articulate emerging principles for trustworthy delib-
eration interfaces, including transparency, inclusivity, reflec-
tion, and co-agency.

(4) Practical Outcomes: Panelists will co-develop a post-conference
summary brief and an online repository of tools, datasets,
and design guidelines to support AI deliberation research.

(5) Community Building: The panel will lay the foundation for a
SIGCHI special interest group or recurring workshop series
on AI and deliberation, sustaining long-term engagement
beyond CHI 2026.

(6) Pedagogical Impact: By modeling participatory deliberation
during the session, it offers attendees hands-on insight into
designing inclusive and reflective human–AI interactions.

Ultimately, this panel seeks to position CHI as a central venue
for shaping the ethical, technical, and social foundations of AI-
augmented collective intelligence, ensuring that deliberation re-
mains human-centered while being AI-enabled.
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