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ABSTRACT
This article examines the use of a Citizens’ Jury as a source of voter
information in the context of a government-initiated (top-down)
referendum. Several studies show the capacity of the Citizens’
Initiative Review (CIR) to enhance voters’ knowledge and capacity
of judgement in ballot initiative processes. However, similar
procedures have not been tested outside the U.S.A. or in the
context of government-initiated referendums. Our case is a
Citizens’ Jury on Referendum Options organised in the
municipality of Korsholm (Finland) in 2019. Even though the
referendum concerned a contested municipal merger, we find
that jury’s participants were nonetheless satisfied with the
deliberative process and found it impartial. A large majority of
voters in Korsholm had read the statement by the jury and
thought it was a useful and trustworthy source of information.
Based on a field experiment, we find that reading the statement
increased trust in the jury, factual knowledge, issue efficacy and
perspective-taking.

KEYWORDS
Deliberative mini-publics;
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Introduction

Most modern democracies include elements of direct democracy, usually in the form of
referendums. While referendums aim to capture the collective will of the people by giving
each voter an equal say on an issue (Tierney, 2012, p. 19), the problems of referendums
are rather obvious, as highlighted by the UK Brexit referendum. Referendums are prone
to manipulation by the elite (Lijphart, 1984; see also Qvortrup, 2017), and to the use of par-
tisan cues and shortcuts (LeDuc, 2002; Suiter & Reidy, 2013). Consequently, referendum
campaigns are often devoid of meaningful deliberation (Chambers, 2001; LeDuc, 2015).

In order to address such problems, there have been calls for measures enhancing
public deliberation in conjunction with referendums and other direct democratic pro-
cedures. For example, Barber (1984) suggested that initiatives and referendums should
always be combined with procedures such as town hall meetings that enhance citizen
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deliberation and reflection on the issue at hand. Ackerman and Fishkin (2002) have rec-
ommended that there should be a specific public holiday, a so-called ‘deliberation day’,
before every national referendum.

In this article, we study a particular mechanism of linking public deliberation with
popular votes (Gastil & Richards, 2013). Institutionalised in Oregon, the Citizens’
Initiative Review (CIR) entails a Citizens’ Jury in which a group of randomly selected
citizens deliberate and assess information concerning an initiative before it is put to the
ballot. The aim of the jury is to provide reliable and relevant information in order to
help voters make decisions on ballot initiatives. Previous studies (see, e.g., Már &
Gastil, 2020; Knobloch, Barthel, & Gastil, 2019) have shown that a CIR offers some
remedies to problems of popular votes by enhancing voters’ knowledge and capacity
of judgement.

The CIR was designed to address problems of ballot initiatives in the U.S.A. In this
article, we examine whether the CIR model can help voters to make informed and
reflected judgements in a very different institutional, political and cultural context.
The Citizens’ Jury on Referendum Options in Korsholm, Finland, followed the CIR
model by convening a jury to deliberate the pros and cons of the issue at hand, that is,
a municipal merger. The jury came up with a written statement that was sent to all
voters in Korsholm before the referendum.

The Citizens’ Jury in Korsholm differs from the CIR process at least in three important
respects. First, the referendum in Korsholm was an advisory referendum initiated by the
municipal council. In this respect, it belongs to the category of ‘top-down’, that is, gov-
ernment-initiated referendums, which are used at various levels of governance in several
European democracies (e.g., Morel, 2001). Second, unlike in the U.S.A., Finland does not
have a tradition of randomly selected court juries, which means that citizens are not
accustomed to jury work nor the institution of Citizens’ Juries. Third, the referendum
pertained to a complex and polarising proposal for a municipal merger, whereas CIRs
in the U.S.A. have usually involved more mundane policy issues that are less likely to
create lasting divisions in society.

All this entails that the Citizens’ Jury on Referendum Options in Korsholm provides
a hard test for the CIR model. We are particularly interested in the quality of the delib-
erative process, public awareness of the Citizens’ Jury and its statement, as well as the
impact of the statement on the public in Korsholm. By testing the CIR procedure on
this critical case, we can assess whether the model can be used to address the problems
of referendums more generally. In this way, our study also contributes to the discus-
sion on the prospects of democratic deliberation in the context of mass participation
(Chambers, 2009).

Our study uses three different sources of data, that is, a survey among the participants
of jury, a post-referendum survey among a representative sample of voters in Korsholm,
and a field experiment examining the effects of reading the statement. Our results indi-
cate that the Citizens’ Jury on Referendum Options constituted a deliberative comp-
lement to the referendum campaign. The jury and its statement received a great deal
of public attention. The results also suggest that reading the jury’s statement increased
voters’ trust in the jury. Even more importantly, reading the statement helped voters
make their decisions in the referendum by increasing their factual knowledge, their
issue efficacy and perspective-taking.
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The CIR as a Potential Remedy to the Problems of Direct Democracy

The Problem of Voter Choice in Different Forms of Direct Democracy

One of the key problems of all referendums or popular votes seems to be a low level of
voter knowledge. Following Downs’ argument of ‘rational ignorance’ (1957), because an
individual vote is unlikely to affect the outcome of a referendum, people are rarely motiv-
ated to delve deep into the issue at hand. Therefore, voters do not necessarily learn much
during referendum campaigns, and their understanding of the likely consequences of the
proposed measures remains limited (Tierney, 2012, pp. 27–28).

The main point of referendum campaigns is to win votes by mobilising as many voters
as possible, rather than engaging in serious deliberation on the pros and cons of the
different alternatives (Chambers, 2001). Just as in elections, voters in referendums also
encounter public discourse through various media sources. This stream of information
is, however, often characterised by strategic campaigning, filled with manipulation and
scaremongering. For this reason, referendums have been seen to exacerbate intergroup
tension, polarise the public opinion and even divide societies (Ford & Goodwin, 2017;
Stojanovic, 2006). In this respect, it seems appropriate to ask whether the use of referen-
dums can be compatible with the idea of deliberative democracy in the first place (LeDuc,
2015).

There are some differences with different types of popular votes, however. Originally,
the Citizens’ Initiative Review was developed to facilitate voters’ knowledge and judge-
ment in the context of the ballot initiative processes in Oregon. In the U.S.A., ballot
initiatives were originally introduced by the Progressive Movement in order to decrease
the powers of special interest groups and allow grass-roots civic activity (Smith, 2002, pp.
892–893). Although citizens’ initiatives provide channels of influence for otherwise
underrepresented groups (Boehmke, 2005), money and special interests are crucial for
initiatives to gather enough signatures and to be passed in popular votes (Reilly &
Yonk, 2012, p. 5).

While the CIR was designed to address these types of problems, we are interested in
the use of CIR-type procedures in the context of government-initiated or ‘top-down’
referendums. In many European democracies, including Finland, elected representatives
control the use of referendums (Setälä, 2006). The problem with these types of referen-
dums is that they are often used strategically by political elites rather than out of genuine
interest in improving the quality of democracy. Political elites’ motivations to use these
types of referendums may have to do with electoral calculations or divisions within gov-
erning parties (Morel, 2001).

Empirical literature on voter choice shows that voters often rely on partisan cues
and other shortcuts that shape information-processing and opinion-formation
(Lupia & McCubbins, 1998; Gastil, 2014; Leeper & Slothuus, 2014). Especially in
the case of ‘top-down’ referendums, public debate is likely to be dominated by par-
tisan political actors, and voters are likely to follow cues from those partisan actors
that they can identify with. However, in case of ‘top-down’ referendums, divisions
within parties may complicate voters’ choices. (LeDuc, 2002). All of this suggests
that it can be difficult for voters to find trustworthy sources on information to
learn more about referendum topics, which means it is hard for them to cast an
informed vote.
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The CIR as a Trusted Source of Information

There are various practices of providing voters with reliable information before referen-
dums and popular votes. Ireland has an independent Referendum Commission that is
expected to inform voters about the referendum proposals (e.g., Suiter & Reidy 2013).
Based on a parliamentary debate, the Swiss national government issues voter recommen-
dations on each issue submitted to a popular vote (Lutz, 2006). While a governmental
voter recommendation may appear to be a reliable source of information in Switzerland
where all major parties are included in a government, it would probably not work in most
representative democracies with a government-opposition divide.

The idea of the Citizens’ Initiative Review (CIR) is to address the problems of ballot
initiatives such as adversarial campaigning, voter ignorance and the influence of
moneyed interest groups (Gastil & Knobloch, 2020, p. 6). Since 2010, the CIR has
been regulated in the Oregon State Law. The CIR is organised by the non-governmental
organisation Healthy Democracy under the direction of the Oregon CIR Commission.
Similar CIR processes have recently been piloted in other US states, such as in
Arizona, Colorado and Massachusetts (Healthy Democracy 2020).

The CIR Citizens’ Jury consists of a group of 18–24 registered Oregon voters, selected
through a stratified random sample. Convening on four consecutive days, the jury is
tasked to evaluate information regarding a ballot initiative with the aim of helping citi-
zens make an informed and reflected decision (Warren & Gastil, 2015, p. 569). The Citi-
zens’ Jury hears advocates from both sides of the issue as well as independent experts as
witnesses. Based on its deliberations and information gathered, the jury evaluates and
develops factual arguments related to the ballot measure as well as arguments for and
against it. The most important arguments are summarised in a one-page statement con-
sisting of a description of the jury, its key findings, and the three most important argu-
ments for and against the initiative. The statement is included as a part of official Oregon
State Voter’s Pamphlet, which is delivered to all registered voters (Warren & Gastil, 2015,
p. 570).

Previous studies on the CIR show that it is well-designed deliberative process allow-
ing a thorough and even-handed examination of the pros and cons of a ballot initiative.
Participants of the jury process have been generally speaking highly satisfied with the
deliberative quality, facilitation and analytic rigour of the process (Gastil & Knobloch,
2010; Gastil, Broghammer, Rountree, & Burkhalter, 2019). An analysis by Knobloch,
Gastil, Reedy, and Walsh (2013; see also Gastil & Knobloch, 2010) shows that the
jury process enables building of a solid information base and that participants of the
jury learn a great deal about the subject at hand. Participants also become more
confident about their ability to make an informed decision about the issue. These
studies also found notable shifts in participants’ opinions during the CIR, which is
not an intrinsic goal of deliberation, but still shows that non-coercive opinion
change can take place.

However, the primary purpose of the CIR is to provide relevant and reliable infor-
mation for other voters. A precondition for this is that the statement of the Citizens’
Jury is distributed to all voters, who read it and find it a trustworthy source of infor-
mation. The fact that the CIR statement is formulated by fellow citizens, not by poli-
ticians or experts, seems to be an important factor when it comes to how it is received
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in the electorate. As Gastil (2014, p. 157) argues, the evidence on the CIR shows that ‘[…]
voters appreciate hearing concise issue summaries from their peers’.

One could argue that CIR statements are just another cue or shortcut for voters. For
example, Ingham and Levin (2018) have examined the signalling effects of mini-publics
in the presence of partisan cues. Their study shows that the signal from a mini-public
predominantly influences independents who are less likely to follow partisan cues.
However, their study assumes that mini-publics signal opinions on the proposed ballot
measure. While the CIR reports used to include a majority opinion on the ballot
measure, this is no longer the case. In this respect, CIR-type mini-publics are clearly
different from partisan cues.

Moreover, Warren and Gastil (2015) argue that voters’ trust in mini-publics is
different from trust in elected representatives based on party identifications. Trust in
mini-publics is ‘facilitative’ in the sense that it helps learning and deliberation among
voters. In other words, reading a statement by a CIR jury helps lower voters’ cognitive
costs of making political judgements, while not reducing their capacity of critical judge-
ment. Facilitative trust is based on voters’ perception that a mini-public succeeds to
deliver reliable and balanced information on the issue at stake (Warren & Gastil, 2015).

Previous studies from Oregon show that 42–55 per cent of likely voters reported to
have been aware of the CIR, and 29–44 per cent claimed that they had read the Citizens’
Statements (Gastil, Johnson, Han, & Rountree, 2017). Surveys conducted in Oregon
further indicate that a majority of those who have read CIR statements finds them infor-
mative (Gastil & Knobloch, 2010; Knobloch, Gastil, Richards, & Feller, 2014). Moreover,
surveys show that Oregon voters put more trust in the quality of judgements of CIRs than
the state legislature, and as much as in impartial bodies such as courts (Warren & Gastil,
2015, pp. 570–571).

Reading the CIR statement seems to help voters make better informed and reflected
decisions on ballot initiatives. A recent study by Knobloch et al. (2019) finds that
reading the CIR statement increases voters’ political self-confidence, especially initiat-
ive-related efficacy. Moreover, the CIR seems actually facilitate critical judgement.
Reading CIR statements has led voters to think that they would need to investigate
and reflect on the issue more carefully (Warren & Gastil, 2015, p. 570). Studies also indi-
cate reading the CIR statement can increase factual knowledge (Gastil, Knobloch, Reedy,
Henkels, & Cramer, 2018; Gastil & Knobloch, 2010) and even counteract effects of motiv-
ated reasoning (Már & Gastil, 2020). CIR-type processes also have a capacity to trigger
reflection on facts as well as pros and cons of policy options, including arguments that
seem to be supportive of ‘the other side’ (cf. Suiter, Muradova, Gastil, & Farrell, 2020).

Citizens’ Jury on Referendum Options in Korsholm

The Context: Referendum on Municipal Merger in Korsholm

Referendums are rare events in Finnish politics at the national level as there have only
been two advisory referendums initiated by the Finnish Parliament. More referendums
have been held at the municipal level. These referendums are also formally advisory
and ‘top-down’, meaning that the decision to hold a referendum is made by elected repre-
sentatives, who also make the final decision on the issue. There is also an opportunity for
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the residents of the municipality to make a motion for the municipal council to organise
an advisory referendum on a particular issue, but, even in this case, the municipal council
decides whether a referendum is to be held or not. Most municipal referendums have
dealt with plans for a merger with another municipality, although it is not mandatory
to organise a referendum on a municipal merger (Jäske, 2017)

Korsholm is a municipality on the west coast of Finland with a population of around
19,000 inhabitants. A majority of residents are Swedish speaking (around 70% of the
population compared to about 5% in the general population), while around 30 per
cent are native Finnish speakers. The prospect of a merger between Korsholm and the
neighbouring city of Vaasa has been debated for decades. In 2017, the municipal auth-
orities of Korsholm and Vaasa began negotiations on a merger agreement, which were
completed in January 2019. The municipal council of Korsholm decided to organise a
consultative referendum on the merger agreement in March of the same year. The
merger issue was not equally salient in Vaasa, and there was never any intention to
organise a referendum on the merger in the city.

The Korsholm referendum provided an opportunity to test whether the CIR model
could facilitate voter knowledge and judgement in the context of a ‘top-down’ referen-
dum on the contested and complex issue of a municipal merger. A bilingual team of
researchers from the University of Turku and Åbo Akademi University were responsible
for designing the Citizens’ Jury process and implementing it, from the recruitment of
participants to the mailing of jury’s statement to all voters. The authorities of Korsholm
and Vaasa were not involved in the organisation of the jury, except for providing the
town hall facilities in Korsholm for jury meetings. This approach was chosen in order
to ensure the impartiality of the process. At the same time, it also meant that the jury
did not have an official status in the referendum process.

In addition to potential impacts on people’s everyday lives, municipal mergers often
become issues of identity (see Zimmerbauer & Paasi, 2013). This was also the case in Kor-
sholm, where the debate on the referendum became polarised over several issues. A rural/
urban divide became a focal point in the debate since there were concerns over the effects
on the rural identity of Korsholm as opposed to the urban way of living in the city of
Vaasa. Language was also important since the Swedish-speaking majority in Korsholm
would become a minority in a merged municipality. The Finnish-speaking minority in
Korsholm and those living near Vaasa were more positive towards the merger (see
Strandberg & Lindell, 2020). In addition to these issues, concerns about local democracy,
municipal service provision and the long-term viability of the local economy were also
raised in public debate. Public debate on the merger was hot-tempered and even led
to harassment and threats (Yle News 2019).

As pointed out earlier, the case of Korsholm was thus a hard test for the CIR method.
While previous CIR juries have discussed controversial topics such as GMO farming,
casinos, criminal sentences and marijuana (Healthy Democracy, 2020), the CIR has
not up to date been used for identity politics where the results may create long-lasting
divisions in society. As the experience of EU referendums shows, identity questions
can lead to high levels of affective polarisation where people define their political identity
based on their issue position (Hobolt et al., 2020).

Compared to CIR processes in the US, the Citizens’ Jury in Korsholm had some dis-
tinctive organisational characteristics. First, while all CIR processes in the US have been
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held in English only, the Citizens’ Jury in Korsholm was bilingual. In order not to exclude
either of the language groups, the jury was prepared so that each participant could use
their own mother tongue. Materials were prepared in Swedish and in Finnish, and all
moderators were bilingual. Participants could use either language and interpretation
was provided when needed. The jury’s final statement was also written in both languages.

Second, while the CIR juries have been open to the public and the media, the Citizens’
Jury in Korsholm was conducted mostly behind closed doors. This was because of the
risk of social pressures on jury members, given the small size of the community and
the high polarisation of the merger issue. The organisers ensured the transparency of
the processes of participant recruitment and jury deliberation, but the public and the
media could follow only the advocate and expert hearings. Third, in order to help
people working on weekdays to participate in the jury, the Korsholm jury convened
over two consecutive weekends and not four consecutive days like the CIR.

Recruitment and the Composition of the Citizens’ Jury

The project began with a recruitment survey mailed to a random sample of 1400 adult
residents in Korsholm. In this survey, respondents could indicate whether they were
willing to participate in the Citizens’ Jury. The respondents were also informed about
the compensation of €500 for participants. The response rate to the survey was 23 per
cent (n = 320), and 23 per cent of those who answered (n = 73) volunteered to take
part in the jury. From this group of volunteers, a demographically diverse jury was
formed. The aim was to compose a jury that would represent the population of Korsholm
in terms of language, place of residence, gender, and age. In addition, the jury should be
balanced in terms of merger attitudes (there was a slight overrepresentation of people in
favour of the merger in the final jury). Of the 24 volunteers selected to take part, 21
showed up, and these individuals constituted the Citizens’ Jury on Referendum
Options. Basic information regarding the composition of the jury is presented in
Table 1.

The program of the Korsholm Citizens’ Jury followed the CIR model rather closely,
but minor adjustments were made due to the bilingual nature of the jury. During the
first day, the jury familiarised with local referendums and municipal mergers as well
as with the working principles of the jury. Participants learned about the rules and
norms of deliberation, and exercised evaluation of information by its reliability and rel-
evance. The day ended with opening addresses by advocates from both sides, that is, local
politicians supporting and opposing the merger. During the second day, participants

Table 1. Jury composition.
Characteristic Jury composition

Age Mean 47 years old (youngest 18 years old; oldest 65 years old)
Gender 9 women, 12 men
Language 14 Swedish-speaking, 7 Finnish-speaking
Place of
Residence

The participants were selected to represent all six areas of the municipality, albeit more populous
areas were overrepresented

Merger attitude How do you feel about the possible merger between Korsholm and Vaasa? Please answer using this
scale, where 0 means that you strongly oppose the merger and 10 means that you strongly support
the merger. Mean 5.67, SD 3.44
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gathered evidence by questioning advocates and several neutral experts. Based on the
information they had received, participants started to draft potential claims to be
included in the statement.

During the third day, participants developed and assessed various merger-related
claims in order to provide relevant and reliable information to other voters. During
the last day, the most reliable and relevant claims were selected and assigned into
different sections of the statement, that is, the key facts and the most important claims
for and against the merger. Specific language committees corrected the different language
versions and ensured that both languages versions of the statement were identical.
Finally, the jury approved the statement unanimously. Following the most recent
version of the CIR process, the final statement did not report the jury members’ position
on the merger issue. After a research period of one week, the statement was sent to all
voters in Korsholm and published online. The English translation of the statement can
be found in Appendix 2.

While the Korsholm Jury followed the CIR manual, the multidimensionality of the
merger issue proved to be challenging during the jury process. The participants spent
much of the time discussing the potential consequences of the merger on the status of
the region in Finland, local democracy, municipal service provisions, local economy, lin-
guistic rights and identity. Despite participants having strong and polarised views on
these issues, the CIR process ensured that the discussions were respectful and construc-
tive. Furthermore, largely thanks to the participants’ skills and motivation to work in two
languages, it was possible carry out the deliberations and write the statement in two
languages simultaneously.

The jury process gained quite a lot of attention in the media. It was covered about 30
times in the news media, most often in local newspapers. The media coverage largely
focused on the issues brought up in the press releases by the organisers, such as the pro-
cedures applied in recruitment and in jury deliberations. The statement by the jury was
published in a press conference where four volunteers from the jury read the statement in
both Swedish and Finnish. The statement was also covered in the local media, and the
locally dominant Swedish-speaking newspaper published the whole statement. While
the media attention mostly followed the organisers’ press releases, there were also
some critical reports on the process. There were doubts whether it was possible for
Finnish-speaking participants to fully participate in the jury dominated by Swedish-
speakers (Pohjalainen, 2019). Moreover, questions were raised about some participants’
close ties with the pro campaign (Vasabladet, 2019).

Table 2. Procedure and timeline: Citizens’ Jury on referendum options in Korsholm.
Time January February March April

Events Citizens’ Jury: Two weekends (9–
10 and 16–17 February)

Statement sent to adult
population (∼15,000)

Referendum on merger
plan (17 March)

Municipal council rejects
merger plan (2 April)

Data Recruitment survey
(n = 320)

Participant surveys (n = 21)
Field experiment: Treatment
group with statement (n = 97)
Control group no statement
(n = 77)

Post-referendum survey
(n = 244)
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The consultative referendum concerning the merger plan was held on March 17. The
result was that a clear majority of the voters, 61.3 per cent, rejected the merger. The
turnout in the referendum was 76.4 per cent. After the referendum (April 2), the munici-
pal council decided to reject the merger. Table 2 summarises the timeline of the key
events and the collection of data.

Research Questions and Empirical Study Design

In this article, we are interested in three aspects of the Citizens’ Jury process. First, we assess
the deliberative quality of the Citizens’ Jury by examining whether the participants perceived
that jury process was successful in dealing with the merger issue in a thoroughly and even-
handedly. Second, we examine the public reach of the jury’s statement by analysing the
extent to which voters had heard about the jury and actually read the statement. Third,
we examine the effects of reading the statement, most importantly, whether reading the
statement helped voters make more informed and reflected decisions on how to vote.

To assess the first aspect, we rely on 4 surveys that the 21 participants filled in the end
of each of the 4 days of the jury. These surveys were conducted to get feedback from the
participants regarding the jury procedure and to monitor learning, opinion shifts and
evolution of perspective-taking, among others. All 21 participants answered all the
surveys. While the CIR process is a result of years of research and development, this
data provides information on participants’ experiences in the case of Korsholm. We
examine the evaluations of certain key aspects of the deliberative process: daily assess-
ments of moderators’ work, opportunities to express opinions, and respectfulness of
deliberation. We also explore participants’ final evaluations of inclusiveness, impartiality,
and the overall quality of jury process.

For the second aspect, we examine whether voters in Korsholm were aware of the
jury’s existence and had read its statement. We here rely on a post-referendum survey
administered to the voting-age population in Korsholm following the referendum (n =
244, response rate 24.4%).1 We explore the following aspects: whether voters were
aware of the jury process, whether they had read the statement, and whether those
who had read the statement found that it contained useful information.

In order to examine the third aspect, namely the impact of the jury’s statement, we
examine whether reading the statement helped increase knowledge, trust, efficacy and
perspective-taking among voters. To this end, we make use of a field experiment con-
ducted right after the Citizens’ Jury had concluded its work, but before the statement
had been made public. We sent a survey with the statement to a randomly selected treat-
ment group, while a control group only received a survey. Both groups initially included
500 randomly selected respondents. The treatment group was asked to read the statement
before answering the questions. The questions in the survey pertained to knowledge
about and attitudes toward the merger, views about local politics, views of the jury
and the usefulness of the statement. The survey received by the control group included
the same questions apart from those concerning the statement. This approach makes it
possible to compare differences in responses caused by reading the statement.

Although the surveys conducted among voters suffer from low response rates, the
respondents on most accounts resembled the general population, as shown in
Appendix 1.2
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The field experiment makes it possible to explore the actual effects of reading the state-
ment compared to deciding with the otherwise available sources of information. Since
the treatment and control groups were randomly selected, in principle any difference
can be attributed to reading the statement. Here we focus on four central aspects of
how reading the jury’s statement may plausibly improve the possibilities for the voters
to make a considered judgement:

1. Trust in the Citizens’ Jury: If the Citizens’ Jury managed to issue a statement including
reliable and relevant information, reading the statement should make voters more
trusting of the jury. To measure this aspect, we use a single item where respondents
indicate their level of trust in the Citizens’ Jury on a scale 0–10 (mean = 5.5, SD =
2.4).3

2. Factual knowledge: Reading the statement should improve voters’ factual knowledge.
Our measure of factual knowledge is based on 10 factual questions (Five true and five
false, all shown in Appendix 3), where all respondents for each question indicated
whether they thought it was ‘definitely not true’, ‘probably not true’, ‘Don’t know’,
‘probably true’ or ‘definitely true’. Each question was coded 0 = ’Very certain and
wrong’, 1 = ’Somewhat certain and wrong’, 2 = ’Don’t know’, 3 = ’Somewhat
certain and correct’ and 4 = ’Very certain and correct’. Hence the index simul-
taneously captures knowledge and certainty, since this is also an important criterion
for being able to make judgements based on solid evidence. The combined index
varies between 0 and 40 with higher scores indicating truer and more certain knowl-
edge (mean = 25.0, SD = 5.5).4

3. Issue efficacy (the extent which respondents feel capable to comprehend the merger
and the issues involved): The statement should give voters a feeling that they are com-
petent to make decision. The measure for this is based on answers to two questions
where respondents on 5-point Likert scales indicated (Strongly disagree–Strongly
Agree) indicated the extent to which they agreed with a statement on their perceived
competence (I think I am competent enough to make a decision regarding the merger
between Korsholm and Vaasa) and their perceived understanding of the issues (I have
sufficient understanding of all things related to the merger between Korsholm and
Vaasa). The index varies between 0 and 8 with 8 indicating stronger efficacy (Mean
= 6.3, SD = 1.9).

4. Thinking about others’ perspectives: The statement should make voters think about
the issue from different perspectives. To measure this aspect, we use an index con-
structed based on three questions measuring time spend thinking about other
people’s perspective when deciding how to vote: 1.Howmuch time did you spend eval-
uating proposals, values and worries among people who OPPOSE the merger before
deciding how to vote? (five categories 0–1, 0 = no time at all, 1 = very much time);
2. How much time did you spend evaluating proposals, values and worries among
people who SUPPORT the merger before deciding how to vote? (five categories coded
0–1, 0 = no time at all, 1 = very much time), and 3. How sympathetic were you
towards people whose life situation is completely different from yours? (five categories
coded 0–1, 0 = not at all, 1 = very much). The index was recoded to vary between 0
and 1 with 1 indicating a higher degree of perspective-taking (Cronbach’s alpha =
0.76, mean = 0.50, SD = 0.23).
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The methods of analyses depend on the aim. For the first two aspects, we rely on
descriptive percentages of experiences and evaluations. For the final aspect of the
impact of the statement, we use linear regression analyses to determine differences
between the treatment and control group.5 The results are shown in figures to ease
interpretation, but all results are available in Appendix 4.

Results

We start our presentation of the results by an examination of participants’ evaluations of
the Citizens’ Jury. Table 3 provides information on how the participants experienced and
evaluated the jury proceedings.

According to the daily evaluations, the participants generally felt that they had chances
to express their views and their views were respected during the jury process. Moderators
were also found impartial. There were only few occasions where participants had felt
pressures to agree. Open responses by the participants show that the pressures were
due to the tight schedule of the jury process; peer pressure was mentioned only once.
In addition, final evaluations show that participants felt that they had learned during
the process, that diversity of opinions were heard in the jury, and that different views
were treated in an impartial manner. In this respect, and despite the challenges described
earlier, the deliberative process in the Korsholm jury seemed to have worked well.

The next aspect to be examined is the public awareness of jury process and the extent
to which voters had read the statement and found it useful. Table 4 shows sheds light to
the public at large perceived the jury and its statement.

Table 3. Evaluations of the Citizens’ Jury by participants (n = 21).
Day-by-day evaluations Day 1 Day 2 Day 3 Day 4

Did moderators favour either side? (% did not) 100.0 95.2 100 100.0
Did you have enough chances to express opinion? (% probably/absolutely had) 100.0 100.0 100.0 95.2
Did others treat you with respect (%often/almost always) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Did you feel pressure to agree with others (% never/rarely) 85.7 95.2 71.4 85.7
Evaluations following final day
Did you learn enough to make a knowledge-based decision about merger (%
probably/definitely did learn)

95.2

How satisfied were you with the Citizens’ Jury? (% satisfied/very satisfied)* 100.0
How satisfied were you with the impartiality of the Citizens’ Jury (% Satisfied or Very
satisfied)*

95.0

How diverse did you find the opinions heard during the Citizens’ Jury (% Somewhat/
very diverse)

95.2

Note: Entries are percentages for each question. *Answer from 1 respondent missing.

Table 4. Public awareness of Citizens’ Jury and the readership of the statement.
All respondents %

To what extent were you aware of the Citizens’ Jury in Korsholm (% Somewhat/Very aware; n = 238) 59.2
Have you read the statement from the Citizens’ Jury? (% Yes; n = 241) 76.4
Only those who read statement
Do you think the statement was helpful when deciding how to vote? (%somewhat/very; n = 184) 63.0
How much new information did you get when reading the statement (some/a lot; n = 183) 55.7
How trustworthy did you find the information in the statement (Somewhat/Very trustworthy, n = 182) 72.0

Note: Entries are percentages for each question.
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A majority of respondents (59.2 per cent) were somewhat or very aware of the exist-
ence of the Citizens’ Jury, which indicates that many had followed the process, e.g., via
local media. While 23.1 per cent of respondent claimed they were not very aware of
the jury, only 17.6 per cent of respondents were not at all aware of it. Notably, as
many as 76.4 per cent of respondents said they had read the statement. Although
this result may be somewhat biased because those who had read the statement may
have been more likely to respond to the survey, it seems safe to conclude that the
jury’s statement gained the attention of most voters in Korsholm. Furthermore, we
can observe that a clear majority (63%) of those who had read the statement found
it useful, and a majority (56%) also felt that they had got new information by
reading the statement. 72% of all readers considered the statement to be a trustworthy
source of information.

All this shows that the statement of the jury succeeded by most accounts in gaining
public attention and providing information that most thought was credible. This is
also supported by a mean trust in the Citizens’ Jury score of 5.5 on a scale from 0 to
10. While this score may seem unimpressive in absolute terms, it is only behind trust
in independent experts (mean 6.2) and ahead of politicians supporting merger (4.7),
civil servants in Korsholm (4.9), local media (5.1) and politicians opposing merger
(5.2). This is remarkable considering that the Citizens’ Jury did not have an official
status in the process and that this kind of a Citizens’ Jury process had never been used
in the Finnish context before.

This still leaves unanswered the third question of whether the Citizens’ Jury had the
desired impact, that is, enhancing knowledge and judgement among voters. In what
follows, we report how reading the statement affected the public’s trust in Citizens’
Jury, knowledge, efficacy and perspective-taking based on the treatment and control
survey. The extent to which the Citizens’ Jury has succeeded in its task to provide reliable
and relevant information should be reflected in voters’ evaluations of the jury. First, we
compare levels of trust in the jury in the treatment and in the control group. Figure 1
shows these results.

The treatment group reports a higher score compared to the control group, the differ-
ence being about 1.1 on the 0–10 index (B = 1.13, SE = 0.36, p = 0.002). This suggests that
reading the statement increased trust in the Citizens’ Jury, compared to the control
group, where respondents did not read the statement. Reading the statement produced
a perception of the jury as a trustworthy source of information. Hence, reading the state-
ment may have defused some of the doubts about the Citizens’ Jury process that were
raised in the media during the process.

Next, we examine whether reading the statement improved voters’ levels of knowledge
about the merger. Figure 2 displays the results.

The results show that respondents on average reported a 3.4 points higher score in the
treatment group (B = 3.39, SE = 0.87, p = 0.000), meaning that reading the statement
clearly increased factual knowledge about merger-related issues and knowledge certainty
among voters.6

However, increased factual knowledge is not necessarily reflected as an increase in the
sense of internal efficacy, understood as confidence of being capable of making an
informed choice in the referendum. Figure 3 shows the differences in this regard.
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Reading the statement also improved issue efficacy, since people in the treatment
group on average report a 0.81 higher score on the 0–8 index (B = 0.81, SE = 0.31, p =
0.010). Hence reading the statement also made people feel more competent to make
an informed decision concerning the merger.

Figure 1. Differences in trust in Citizens’ Jury between treatment and control group.

Figure 2. Differences in factual knowledge between treatment and control group.
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According to the theory of deliberative democracy, it is important that voters consider
the issue, not just from their own, but also from the perspective of others affected by the
decision. This kind of judgement is particularly challenging in case of polarising and

Figure 3. Differences in issue efficacy between treatment and control group.

Figure 4. Differences in perspective-taking between treatment and control group.
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divisive issues such as the municipal merger of Korsholm. Figure 4 shows the extent to
which reading the statement helped voters to consider the perspectives of those who have
different views on the merger.

Again, reading the statement before answering the survey made it more likely that
people reported thinking about the issues from the perspectives of those with opposed
views. On average, people reading the statement reported a score on the 0–1 index
about 0.10 higher than those in the control group (B = 0.10, SE = 0.04, p = 0.005).
This shows that reading the statement, including the key facts and arguments from
both sides, helped people think more about the perspectives of those with different
views before deciding how to vote.

Discussion

The aim of this article was to examine whether the CIR model could also work outside of
the U.S.A., in an institutional and political context that differs in several respects from
where the process was initially conceived. In addition to assessing whether the CIR
can help voters make informed and reflected choices in ‘top-down’ referendums, our
case of Korsholm constituted a hard test of the viability of the CIR procedure in a
polarised and deeply divided context.

Our results have a number of important implications concerning the viability of the CIR
procedure. Based on the day-by-day evaluations and the final feedback given by the 21 par-
ticipants, the Citizens’ Jury on Referendum Options succeeded in dealing with the various
aspects of the merger issue in a thorough and respectful manner. Almost all participants
reported that they were satisfied with the impartiality of the process and the diversity of
opinions voiced during the four-day deliberations. These findings resemble participant
evaluations of the deliberative quality of previous CIRs in the U.S.A. Despite the lack of
meaningful discourse, distrust and even hostility between different sides of the issue, the
Citizens’ Jury was able to offer a venue where participants were exposed to the arguments
of the other side and had a chance to rigorously weigh information and viewpoints. In
addition to these important findings, the fact that the Citizens’ Jury was carried out bilin-
gually shows that the process can be adapted without sacrificing the deliberative quality.

The Citizens’ Jury was also warmly welcomed by the general public. Although some
reservations regarding the jury were expressed, e.g., in the media, our results generally
suggest that there was high awareness of the jury, most voters had read its statement,
and a majority of the readers found its information useful. Public awareness in the Kor-
sholm case was actually very high compared to the CIRs conducted in Oregon (Gastil
et al., 2017). These differences may be due to several reasons, such as the high salience
of the merger issue and the extensive coverage of the jury in the media.

Finally, our results also show that reading the statement increased trust in the jury
and, most importantly, increased voters’ factual knowledge, their sense of issue
efficacy, and made them consider the merger issue from different perspectives. These
effects are in line with the findings from CIR processes in the U.S.A. This is remarkable
because Korsholm was deeply divided regarding the merger, and opinions were both
polarised and segregated.

Our results show CIR-type processes can help provide trustworthy information that
help voters make informed and reflected choices in polarised top-down referendums.
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In addition, CIR-type processes can work even in a context where there is no prior fam-
iliarity with a jury system, as is the case in Finland. We can therefore conclude that the
CIR model seems to ‘travel’ quite well, and it could be used to address problems of refer-
endums on various issues and in different institutional, political and cultural contexts.

Notes

1. Appendix 1 contains a comparison of socio-demographic characteristics forKorsholm and all
surveys. Despite the low response rate, the respondents resemble the general populationwhen
it comes to gender, language and place of living. Since the deadline for returning the survey
related to the field experiment was rather short, the response rates were lower than the other
surveys (77 respondents or 15.4% returned the survey in the control group, and 97 respon-
dents (19.4% in the treatment group). This could cause systematic differences between the
treatment and control groups, which could invalidate the experimental design and observed
outcomes. Comparing mean scores between treatment and control group suggest that they
are similar when it comes to age, language and place of living, but small differences existed
when it comes to gender (treatment group mean = .54, SD = .05, control group mean =
.41, SD = .06; t(171) = –1.68, p = .0475). We also found differences between the treatment
and control group for level of education (treatment group mean = 2.02, SD = 0.14, control
group mean = 1.64, SD = 0.15; t(160) = –1.86, p = 0.0324). To take these differences into
account in the analyses, we in the reported results adjust for gender and education, although
further analyses show similar substantial results when not doing so,meaningwe are confident
that these differences do not affect our conclusions. Since the differences compared to the
general population are negligible, we do not weight the data when reporting the results.

2. A total of 130 responses were received in the control group, but 53 were returned after the
release of the statement and since we cannot be certain that the respondents did not read the
statement, these were excluded from the analyses. Additionally, we received 30 more
responses in the treatment group after 1 March 2019, but since a considerable time
elapsed since the release of the statement and there were rapid developments in the
public opinions during this time, we excluded these to be certain that opinions and attitudes
were not affected by factors other than the statement. Preliminary analyses suggest similar
differences for other specifications of the groups.

3. We also measured trust in politicians opposing and supporting the merger, local media,
experts and public servants in Korsholm. However, an exploratory factor analysis indicated
that the trust items should not be combined to a single dimension and we therefore chose to
focus on a single item with a clear-cut interpretation.

4. We obtain similar results when recoding the questions to focus only on factual knowledge
and disregard the degree of certainty.

5. This is identical to an ANCOVA approach where group means are compared while control-
ling for covariates.

6. When instead examining only factual knowledge by coding the answer to each answer as
leaning either true or false and combining them to an index ranging 0–10, the treatment
group scores 1.1 higher on average. Analysis of the individual questions also shows that
as might be expected, knowledge tend to improve on the items where the correct answer
can be found in the statement.
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