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[bookmark: _Hlk489170543]As the name suggests, democratic innovations are both innovative and democratic.  Yet of the two, there is an important sense in which democracy has got to have priority.  Referendums, deliberative polls, citizen assemblies, participatory budgeting and the like do not matter in and of themselves.  They are not intrinsically valuable.  Rather, they matter if and because they help improve the quality of democracy.
	Of course, this supposes that we already know what democracy is or how it ought to be defined.  In the absence of a clear definition, it would be hard to see what we could be aiming towards—or why an innovation should be regarded as an improvement on the status quo.  In its most basic sense, democracy means ‘rule by the people’.  This basic meaning stems from the Greek words demos (meaning ‘the people’, ‘polity’ or ‘citizen body’) and kratia (meaning ‘rule’ or ‘authority’).  Yet because the range of possible meanings that can be attributed to the terms ‘rule’ and ‘people’ are so numerous, a literal approach to defining democracy does not help us very much.  For example, ‘The People’s Republic of China’ suggests that the people rule, whereas in reality we know China is a highly authoritarian state (cf. He and Warren 2011; Warren 2009, pp. 4, 8). 
A second strategy for defining democracy is to examine political systems commonly called, or that call themselves, ‘democracies’ and to define the concept according to the core features of those systems.  For example, having observed a wide range of cases, one might conclude that democracies are characterised by respect for the rule of law, free and fair elections, a plural media environment, freedom of speech and association, independent courts and other related institutions.  Yet the problem with empirical approaches is that they can be highly arbitrary.  Since each researcher is likely to have their own ideas (or preconceptions) about what to look for, each is likely to come up with their own list of features.  The definition of democracy will vary, therefore, depending on whom you ask (Saward 1998, p. 8).
	There is, in fact, a more fundamental problem with empirical approaches to defining democracy.  Empirical approaches can tell us a great deal about how democracy works (or does not work) in practice.  But what they cannot tell us, or at least cannot tell us directly, is why democracy is worth pursuing in the first place.  As part of that, they cannot tell us which conception of democracy (liberal, republican, participatory, deliberative etc.) we should take as our normative model or ideal.  For example, elections can be organised in different ways.  Most obviously, there are different types of electoral system.  Yet while empirical considerations are obviously relevant when it comes to deciding which system to adopt, what ultimately matters are the larger goals and purposes we want our choice to serve (Goodin 1982, pp. 4, 7).  At that level, the choice is fundamentally about the normative theory of democracy we adhere to, and not merely what is likely to happen on the ground.  
	Exactly the same point holds for democratic innovations.  We cannot decide which innovation to adopt without first deciding on the larger democratic goals and purposes we want that innovation to serve.  The choice of democratic innovation is always implicated, therefore, in larger normative issues of democratic theory.  It is curious, however, that some prominent writers on democratic innovations have sought to resist this conclusion.  Indeed, some writers seem positively sceptical.  For example, Ken Newton (2012, p. 4) defines a democratic innovation as ‘a new idea that is intended to change the structures or processes of democratic government and politics in order to improve them’.  This definition is clearly circular: a democratic innovation is defined as an institution that brings about a democratic improvement.  Yet to a person who does not already know what democracy is, the definition says nothing: it fails to inform.  For such a person, the claim that institutional innovations can improve democracy turns out to be empty.
[bookmark: _Hlk520978577]In principle, the problem of emptiness can be solved by defining democracy in terms of some other words or concepts and, as part of that, by spelling out the normative or evaluative standards that are entailed.  With those standards to hand, we can then make sense of the idea that innovations can improve democracy.  Just as importantly, we can make sense of the fact that democratic innovations sometimes go wrong or fail to deliver on what they promise (cf. Spada and Ryan 2017, p. 774).  Yet according to Newton (2012, p. 4), definitional exercises of this sort are pointless because, as he puts it, ‘democracy is an essentially contested concept’.  Granted, there is a great deal of disagreement about what democracy means.  But accepting that democracy is an essentially contested concept does not imply, as Newton thinks, that normative definitions should be dispensed with; rather, what it implies is that our understanding of what constitutes an innovative improvement will be relative to our chosen definition of democracy.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Of course, this leaves open the question of why one definition should be preferred to another.  This question may inevitably have a subjective dimension to it (some people may simply find some definitions congenial and others not).  But, as an intellectual endeavour, the point of democratic theory is to show that some arguments are more rationally compelling than others.] 

 
	 In fairness, Newton’s ‘contested concept’ claim appears briefly in an introductory chapter to an edited collection on democratic innovations (Geissel and Newton 2012).  We can, however, find a much more sustained critique of democratic theory in the work of Graham Smith (2009; 2011).  It is to that critique that we will turn in the next section.  As we will see, Smith thinks that it is unhelpful, and perhaps even counter-productive, to spell out in detail what exactly we mean by democracy or to say which model of democracy we think is best. Yet as we will also see, Smith’s own ‘ecumenical’ approach turns out to be far from theory free.  He may wish to dispense with theory, but his own definition of ‘democratic innovation’ is far from normatively neutral.  It is exclusive rather than ecumenical. 
	The second section of this chapter shows how different democratic theories prescribe or commend different innovations.  More specifically, I focus on three of the best known models—minimal, deliberative and participatory—and explore their implications for the choice of two of the best known innovations—deliberative polls and referendums.  
	The chapter concludes by reinforcing just why it is that democratic theory is so important to the study of democratic innovations.

The retreat from democratic theory

In my introductory remarks, I made that point that, in order to make sense of the idea that democratic innovations can improve democracy, we must first clarify what we take ‘democracy’ to mean.  In other words, we need a definition or, more elaborately, a theory that serves as our normative or evaluative guide.  Of course, our ideas about what democracy is or should be can change or evolve over time (Offe 2017, p. 146).  Yet the fact that our ideas may change only serves to accentuate the need for democratic theory: it is only when we have spelled out those new ideas and defended them that we can sensibly begin to talk about what sorts of innovation might actually be required.   
	In recent years, a number of prominent writers on democracy and democratic innovations—among them, Michael Saward (2000), Graham Smith (2009, 2011) and Mark Warren (2002, 2009, 2017)—have argued against this line of thought.  Since Smith in particular has written a great deal on the topic on democratic innovations, let us take a detailed look at what he has to say.  In what follows, I focus mainly (though not exclusively) on the argument as he presents it in his major book, Democratic Innovations (2009)
	According to Smith, the dominant, theoretical approach to democratic innovations is ‘deductive’ (Smith 2009, p. 9).  On this approach, democratic principles are deduced from religious or contractarian foundations, and democratic institutions are then deduced from those principles.[footnoteRef:2]  For example, one might (à la Rousseau ((1973 [1762])) start from the foundational assumption that people are naturally free.  From there, one might arrive at the principle that legitimate government exists only if citizens determine for themselves (i.e., directly) the laws and policies under which they are to live.  And from there one might conclude, finally, that innovations that enable citizens to assemble together and decide on the content of laws and public policy without the mediation of political representatives (e.g., town hall meetings, initiatives and referendums etc.) are to be preferred over innovations that merely seek to improve the transparency or accountability of representative institutions (e.g., parliamentary ombudsmen, freedom of information legislation etc.). [2:  Smith attributes this description of the deductive approach to Saward (1998, p. 162).] 

	Now, as Smith (2011, p. 897) points out, because the deductive approach ‘gives priority to the articulation of a set of normative foundations or principles for a particular theory of democracy’, the choice of democratic innovation will be a secondary matter.  In short, on the deductive approach, the important question is not which innovation to adopt, but which principles or theory of democracy to subscribe to in the first instance.  Once that question has been answered, the choice of innovation should follow naturally.  
	So what, one might wonder, is the problem?  To begin with, Smith (2009, p. 10) thinks that the deductive approach ‘is likely to do disservice to the range of actually existing democratic institutions’.  Since the approach is mainly focused on foundational principles and theories, ‘there is little comparison of the strengths and weaknesses of different types of innovation and how they might be combined to complement and overcome the deficiencies of particular designs’ (Smith 2009, p. 10).  There is an important point here.  Theories of democracy are often couched in highly abstract terms and hence may offer little in the way of ‘real world’ institutional guidance (cf. Mason 2004).  They may fail to specify which institutions exactly we need to build or explain how tensions between different institutions are best resolved.  For practitioners interested in designing democratic innovations, this is obviously a major shortcoming of the deductive approach.
	But there is more.  As Smith sees it, the problem is not just that the deductive approach fails to provide a sufficient degree of practical guidance, but also that it tends to produce theories that are importantly incomplete.  More specifically, it tends to result in theories that foreground certain institutions while pushing other, equally important democratic institutions into the background—perhaps even discounting them altogether (Smith 2009, p. 10).[footnoteRef:3]  For example, the deliberative model of democracy is based on the idea that political decisions ought to be decided on their merits.  To that end, people engage in a free and open exchange of reasons in a shared endeavour to arrive at an agreed view or judgement (Miller 1992, p. 55).  Yet by placing so much weight on the importance of exchanging reasons—by, in effect, making it central to their definition of democracy—deliberative democrats minimise the value of other, equally important democratic institutions such bargaining or voting.  This is problematic since, in practice, an agreed view or judgement is likely to be out of reach and so bargaining and voting will almost inevitably be required (see Goodin 2008, p. 108).  Of course, this is not to suggest that deliberative theory has nothing to offer.  But it is to suggest that no one theory ‘can offer us all the necessary resources to evaluate different democratic innovations’ (Smith 2009, p. 11). [3:  For a recent major statement of this view, see Warren 2017] 

	According to Smith, then, what is required is a more ‘ecumenical’ (Smith 2009, p. 12) approach to democratic innovations.  Central to that approach is the development of ‘an analytic framework that allows for comparison of innovations based on the manner and extent to which they realise desirable qualities or goods that we expect of democratic institutions’ (Smith 2009, p. 12).  That framework is founded upon four democratic goods in particular: inclusiveness (or, as Smith defines it, the degree to which each person has an equal right to participate and have their voice heard), popular control (or the degree to which people are able to influence the different stages of decision making), considered judgement (or the degree to which people are able to both understand the issues and see them from other people’s perspectives) and transparency (or the degree to which the proceedings are open to public view) (cf. Dahl 2000, pp. 37-38; Geissel 2012, p. 210).[footnoteRef:4]  Now, as Smith (2009, p. 12) sees it, ‘these four goods are particularly apposite for evaluating the democratic qualities of innovations because, arguably, they are fundamental to any theoretical account of the democratic legitimacy of institutions’.  Yet while he acknowledges that different democratic theories will interpret and order these four goods in different ways, he insists that no ‘reasonable’ account could do without them (Smith 2009, p. 12). [4:  To these four goods, Smith (2009, p. 13) adds two further requirements, namely efficiency (or the degree to which an institution is feasible) and transferability (or the degree to which an institution can operate in different social and political contexts).  Since these are not uniquely democratic goods (efficiency also matters to dictators, including those who would like to spread the word), I will say no more about them here.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk521070401]On the face of it, Smith’s framework is highly attractive.  It has the virtue of simplicity or parsimony.  It is also pitched at a level general enough to cover just about any democratic innovation and hence facilitate comparison.  However, while it may have broad reach, it seems not to have much in the way of depth.  For instance, using Smith’s framework, one might conclude that Facebook has uncertain implications for considered judgement.  However, that conclusion presupposes that we already know what considered judgement means.  According to Smith, considered judgement is the degree to which people are able to understand the issues and see them from other people’s perspectives.  However, that definition does not distinguish between strategic and cooperative behaviour (a savvy market trader will, after all, seek to understand your perspective in order to better undercut you).  Smith might say that this is entirely within the ecumenical spirit of his approach.  But the greater the range of possibilities that we allow in under the rubric of considered judgement, the harder it becomes to discriminate good from bad, better from worse.  That is, the harder it becomes to offer a telling evaluation.  	
Contrary to what Smith suggests, the four democratic goods that he identifies—inclusiveness, popular control, considered judgement and transparency—are not self-evident.  Each can be defined in different ways which, in turn, has important implications for evaluating democratic innovations.  We therefore need to be clear about what exactly we take these terms to mean.  We also need to be clear about the priority that we ascribe to them.  After all, different goods can easily conflict (inclusiveness and considered judgements are obviously in tension: the more people we include, the harder it becomes to appreciate everyone’s perspective) and so we need some means of deciding which good is more important and why.  It is only when we have settled such questions that we can decide whether or not a given innovation constitutes an improvement.
	What is true in theory is often true in practice.  To take a somewhat stylised example, both France and Britain are democracies.  However, they are also very different (see, e.g., Laborde 2000; Koopmans et al. 2005).  Each has its own political traditions of inclusiveness, popular control, considered judgement and transparency.  For instance, while both countries seek to cultivate an inclusive public sphere, the British approach is (or at least traditionally has been) far more pluralistic than the French.  And so an innovation that might win favour in Britain might, from a French perspective, have little if anything to recommend it.  
	The upshot is that we need democratic theories to guide us on our way.  Those theories may be incomplete and contestable.  But the alternative is a reliance on tacit assumptions smuggled into the analysis.  Smith may want to resist this conclusion, but his own words count against him.  
Take, again, considered judgement.  While Smith initially defines this good in fairly general terms, he introduces a more substantive definition later on.  As he explains, considered judgement is not simply about learning facts, though learning facts is obviously important.  Rather, is also about our appreciating 
the views of other citizens with quite different social perspectives and experiences.  Hannah Arendt offers one of the most compelling accounts of considered judgement, which she terms ‘enlarged mentality’.  This requires a capacity to imaginatively place ourselves in the positions of others, distancing ourselves from private circumstances that limit and inhibit the exercise of judgement (Smith 2009, p. 24).
If this is what considered judgement means, then there is nothing particularly ecumenical about it.  One could argue over whether this description is cast in the language of deliberative democracy or the language of civic republicanism (the reference to Arendt suggests the latter).  But it is certainly not cast in the language of liberal democracy with its emphasis on the right of each individual to decide for herself where her interests lie or, more obviously still, in the language of minimal or Schumpeterian democracy with its emphasis on ordinary people’s limited capacity of for political understanding.  Nor, for that matter, does is seem particularly compatible with the language of agonistic democracy with its emphasis on perpetual conflict and radical oppositional politics.
	So, while Smith might say that it is a mistake to rely on democratic theory, it seems that democratic theory is not that far below the surface of his own thinking.  This is, in fact, obvious from the definition of ‘democratic innovations’ that he provides on the opening page of Democratic Innovations: democratic innovations are ‘institutions that have been specifically designed to increase and deepen citizen participation in the political decision-making process’ (Smith 2009, p. 1).  But since ‘deepening citizen participation’ is a strongly normative, and indeed contentious, goal, he really should have spelt out what it is that this definition presupposes.  Should Smith be worried, therefore, about doing a ‘disservice to the range of actually existing democratic institutions’?  I do not think so.  As I said at the very beginning, in themselves, innovations are neither good nor bad.  What matters is whether they shift us towards or away from our larger democratic goals.

Which democratic theory?

In the last section, I explained why democratic innovations cannot be understood or evaluated without enlisting the help of democratic theory.  We need theory to make sense of the idea that innovations are meant to bring about improvements in the quality of democracy.  Of course, different theories of democracy will have different things to say about which improvements are required.  That is to say, different theories will prescribe or commend different innovations (though naturally there may be some overlaps too).  
	Unfortunately, we currently lack a major study detailing how different democratic theories bear on different democratic innovations—though badly needed, the task would, admittedly, be huge (see Fung 2007 for an important step in this direction).  Nevertheless, it is possible to get a sense of how such a study might proceed by considering some stylised examples.  While there is an indeterminate number of candidates, let us consider three widely known, but also strongly contrasting, democratic models by way of illustration: minimal democracy, deliberative democracy and participatory democracy.  For reasons of space, I will also confine my remarks to the implications of these models for referendums and deliberative polls only.

Minimal democracy

	As mentioned earlier, the minimal model is often associated with Schumpeter’s (1942) writing on democracy.[footnoteRef:5]  Famously, Schumpeter (1942, p. 269) defined democracy, or the democratic method, as ‘that institutional arrangement for arriving at political decisions in which individuals acquire the power to decide by means of a competitive struggle for the people’s vote’.  Of course, the idea that individual leaders and parties should compete for votes is, in itself, unremarkable.  Yet on this model, ‘the purpose of making government depend upon popular elections is not to guide the government in the choice of policies, but instead to provide an incentive for rulers not to become tyrannical’ (Weale 2007, p. 45).  According to Schumpeter (1942, p. 262) the fact that ordinary people are prone to ‘irrational prejudice and impulse’ means that elections cannot express a popular will.  But what elections can express, nevertheless, is a view on who should govern.   [5:  ‘Minimal democracy’ goes by a number of different names, including ‘leadership democracy’ (Mackie 2009), ‘competitive democracy’ (Shapiro 2017) and ‘protective democracy’ (Weale 2007, pp. 45-46). ] 

	On the face of it, this model might be thought to support the use of deliberative polls on the ground that polls effectively turn ordinary (irrational) people into (rational) leaders.[footnoteRef:6]  Yet on closer inspection, this argument does not hold.  On average, participants in deliberative polls learn a fair amount of policy relevant, factual information (Luskin et al. 2009; cf. O’Flynn and Sood 2014, p. 49).  Yet the point of deliberative polls is not to create leaders, but to discover what ordinary people might think if they had gone through the same process.  In other words, deliberative polling assumes not just that meaningful popular will-formation is a theoretical possibility, but that under the right conditions (including balanced briefing materials, moderated discussions and access to experts during plenary sessions) ordinary people can, in fact, engage to just that end.   [6:  As Gerry Mackie (2009, p. 135) notes, ‘Schumpeter holds that the judgement of a qualified leader is generally better than the pooled judgement of lesser beings, which is one reason why he so emphasises individual leadership’.] 

	The logic of deliberative polling jars, therefore, with the logic of the minimal model.  Consequently, supporters of the minimal model would be unlikely to adopt this particular innovation.  But what about referendums?  Is there any reason to think that an advocate of the minimal model might support their use?  On the face of it, the answer would appear to be no.  For example, in an explicitly Schumpeterian vein, Ian Shapiro (2017) argues that the best democratic system is one in which two parties compete with one another for the largest share of the vote.  When the system is working normally, the party that appeals most to the middle of the political spectrum will win the election and become the government.  However, referendums are far from ‘normal’ in that they ‘enfranchise intense single-issue voters who turn out at disproportionately high rates’ (Shapiro 2017, p. 82; cf. Lupia and Johnston 2001).  Consequently, they draw parties’ attention away from the middle ground by making them compete for votes at the extreme ends of the political spectrum.  
	Be that as it may, one has got to remember that referendums are not all of a kind (see, e.g., Setälä 2006, 705-707).  One might not expect an advocate of the minimal model to call for the introduction of the referendum (a vote of the electorate on an issue of public policy such as a constitutional amendment) or the initiative (a procedure which allows a certain number of electors to initiate a popular vote or to place it on the legislative agenda).  However, the recall (which allows a certain number of electors to demand a vote on whether an elected official should be removed from office) seems far more congruent.  As already noted, the democratic element in the minimal model lies in the people’s capacity to ‘throw the rascals out’ (Weale 2007, p. 45).  Since the recall serves this purpose, it might well be the sort of innovation that an advocate of the minimal model would praise or support.  Granted, the recall would need to be used sparingly, since otherwise it might open up party platforms to capture by vested interests (Shapiro 2017, p. 81).  But, in principle, the recall coheres with the logic of the model in a way that the referendum or initiate do not.

Deliberative democracy

	Turning, then, to deliberative democracy.  Unlike the minimal model, the deliberative model starts from the assumption that irrationality and prejudice are not a permanent or ineliminable feature of political life.  On the contrary, as long as ordinary people have access to balanced information and the opportunity to reason about that information with people from different walks of life, the judgments that they reach can be both well thought out and considerate of the views of others (see, e.g., Fishkin 2009).  This might be taken to suggest that deliberative democracy is an empirical theory—a theory that tells us about the conditions under which various cognitive distortions can be overcome.[footnoteRef:7]  Yet while deliberative theorists are alive to the ways in which empirical evidence can, and indeed should, inform normative thinking, deliberative theory is in the first instance a normative theory of legitimate decision making (Habermas 1996; Manin 1987; Thompson 2008).  According to that theory, decisions are legitimate not when people have the power to throw the rascals who make the decisions out, but when the decisions are determined solely by ‘the force of the better argument’ (Habermas 1984, p. 25). [7:  One of the more widely discussed distortions is ‘motivated reasoning’ (Kahneman, Slovic and Tversky 1982) which occurs when people let their desires and emotions get the better of their critical faculties.] 

	Now, on one level, it will hardly come as a surprise to learn that deliberative theory supports deliberative polling (the clue is in the name).  Deliberative polls use random sampling which in turn means that participants tend to be statistically representative (Fishkin and Luskin 2005, p. 288).  This matters since it means that people from different backgrounds, who might otherwise never meet, get to listen to and learn from one another.  As such, participants are exposed to a broader range of reasons than might otherwise be the case.  Moreover, they are sent balanced briefing materials in advance and also have the chance to put their questions to a panel of policy experts and policymakers.  The result is that participants tend to learn a lot and opinion change tends to be information-driven (Fishkin and Luskin 2005, p. 291; cf. O’Flynn and Sood 2014, pp. 49-50).  Of course, this means that participants will no longer be representative of the general public at the end of the process (they will be better informed, will have engaged with a broader range of reasons etc.).  But the point of the process is to permit that (cf. Parkinson 2012, p. 156).  As indicated above, deliberative polls give us some insight into what people in general would think if everyone could be put through the same process—and that is something that is surely worth knowing. 
	On another level, however, the most serious problem with deliberative polls concerns ‘the “scaling up” dimension’ (Bächtiger and Wegmann 2012, p.127).  For one thing, policy ‘uptake’ is rare; policy makers tend not to act on polls’ results (Dryzek 2010, p. 170).  There are many reasons why this is so—for example, policymakers may find the results inconvenient, or they may worry about the general public’s objecting to having its views and opinions pushed to one side.  Perhaps more significantly, deliberative polls are individual events.  To date, we have little idea about their place in the broader ‘deliberative system’ (Mansbridge et al. 2012) or ‘deliberative network’ (Cinalli and O’Flynn 2014).  More specifically, we do not know much about how deliberative polls affect (or are affected by) the quality of deliberation in other forums or in society more generally (cf. Niemeyer 2014; Warren & Gastil 2015).  So, while it is tempting to assume that deliberative theory will straightforwardly support deliberative polling, that assumption needs to be handled carefully.  
	The relationship, therefore, of deliberative theory to deliberative polls is not as settled as one might presume.  In time, one would expect it to be settled positively, but much work remains to be done.  By contrast, the relationship of deliberative theory to referendums is much clearer—and generally much more negative.  For example, James Fishkin (2008) argues that referendums are fine so long as they are preceded by a national day of deliberation: the ‘yes’ and ‘no’ campaigns start by laying out their stalls in a national televised debate, and then small groups of citizens dotted around the country deliberate about what they have just heard.  In other words, Fishkin thinks that referendums are fine so long as they are undergirded by multiple concurrent deliberative polls.  It is entirely plausible that a scheme of this sort would lead to more informed decision making.  And Fishkin’s argument also represents a contribution to more systemic thinking.  Yet the basic problem remains that standard referendums preclude something that is intrinsic to, and vital for, deliberation—when people are faced with choosing between two options, they cannot shape solutions that are considerate of one another’s views.[footnoteRef:8]   Standard referendums crystalise divisions rather than transcend.[footnoteRef:9]  Indeed, as Maija Setälä argues, this can be true not just for ordinary people, but also for elected representatives.  As she (2006, p. 714) puts it, ‘opportunities for parliamentary deliberations are pre-empted by the populist demands that parliamentarians should simply follow the result of the referendum’ (cf. Weale 2017).  [8:  The distinction between referendums, initiatives and recalls seems to make no difference in this respect.  For example, while the wording of an initiative might be arrived at through a deliberative process, from that point on voters are forced to choose between two exclusive options, foreclosing further opportunities for mutual accommodation or compromise.]  [9:  See also Offe 2017, p. 19; Parkinson 2001, p. 136; cf. Henderson and Tierney 2018.] 


Participatory democracy

	Finally, then, what might be said about participatory democracy and its implications for the choice of democratic innovation?  Much like deliberative democracy, participatory democracy is an outlook comprising many different strands.  Yet for present purposes, it will suffice to focus on Carole Pateman’s (2012) widely discussed conception of the model.  According to that conception, participatory democracy has a ‘politically active citizenry’ at its centre (Pateman 2012, p. 7).  Of course, participatory democracy is not unique in this respect—as we have already seen, deliberative democracy is also concerned with giving ordinary people a greater say in decision making.  Yet what marks participatory democracy out as a distinct model of democracy is its emphasis on deep structural change.  Participatory democracy is not fundamentally about reforming representative government.  Rather, it is about the deep structural changes that are needed to create a truly participatory society—that is, a society in which ordinary people are empowered to make political decisions directly for themselves in their everyday lives as well as in the broader political system (Pateman 1970, p. 20; 2012, p. 10; see also Barber 1984, pp. 151, 261-311).  As Pateman (2012, p.10) recently put it, participatory democracy is about ‘democratising democracy’.  It is about democratic transformation up, down and across.
	There are probably enough hints in what I have just said to recognise that a participatory democratic in the Pateman mould would be unlikely to agitate for the use of deliberative polls—and this notwithstanding the fact some deliberative democrats claim that deliberative democracy is a form of participatory democracy (e.g., Goodin 2008, p. 266; Thompson 2008, pp. 511-512).  According to Pateman (2012, p. 10), the basic problem with deliberative democracy is its emphasis of ‘the process of deliberation inside deliberative forums’.  As a result, deliberative democrats tend not to be concerned with structural features of the wider society and the relationships of power they embody.  One could dispute this claim—for instance, Nicole Curato and her colleagues (2017, p. 31) argue that, far from neglecting the question of power, deliberative democrats have a nuanced view of it—as they note, deliberative democrats ‘recognise that coercive power pervades social relations but that certain kinds of power are needed to keep order in a deliberative process, to address inequalities, and to implement decisions’.  Nevertheless, the point remains that, from a participatory perspective, deliberative polls are not radical enough.  While they allow some people to participate, they do not allow everyone to participate.  More fundamentally, while they may sometimes influence policy, they are not a vehicle of radical democratic transformation.  They leave too much of the existing structure of authority in place.
	In short, participatory democracy is a theory about the conditions under which ordinary people are able ‘to “control” the social forms and spheres in which their lives take place, thereby guaranteeing their equal condition’ (Floridia 2017, p. 34).  One such sphere is the workplace, about which Pateman (1970) has much to say.  However, it is not hard to imagine an advocate of a position like hers supporting the use of referendums—a major instrument of direct democratic.  Of course, referendums are open to abuse, particularly to ‘capture’ by politicians and vested interests.  But as another leading participatory democrat remarks, ‘it is foolish to think that a nation can be rescued from the manipulation of elites by reducing the potentially manipulable public’s input into the democratic process.  One might as well combat crime in the subways by keeping the public at home’ (Barber 1984, p. 283).  Of course, in the light of what was said above, the participatory democrat is unlikely to endorse referendums on their own.  No single institution is capable, on its own, of securing the pervasive social and political transformations that Pateman calls for.  Instead, what is required is an entire suite of participatory-inspired democratic innovations—along with the change of democratic mindset that such institutions would require.  Yet while these requirements might lead one to conclude that participatory democracy is the least feasible of the models considered here, the point remains that model has distinct implications for the choice of democratic innovations, whatever one might think about the merits—normative and empirical—of the model itself.

Concluding remarks

In this chapter, I have sought to make the case that democratic theory has a vital, indeed inescapable, role to play in discussions about democratic innovations.  We need a democratic theory to make sense of the claims that an innovation has brought about an improvement in the quality of a democracy.  After all, an improvement is not just any old change away from the status quo, but a change in a normatively desirable direction.  
	Of course, democratic innovations are not normally invented or designed by democratic theorists.  Instead, they tend to be sponsored by governments, local authorities or political parties seeking to cultivate greater levels of public engagement in policymaking (Warren 2009; Weale 2011; cf. Núñez et al. 2016).  Perhaps most famously, participatory budgeting was first developed in Porto Alegre in the 1980s by the Brazilian Workers’ Party, partly in response to demands by the Union of Neighbourhood Associations for a greater say in the municipal budget (Baiocchi 2001, pp. 45-46).  Yet the fact that democratic innovations are not normally designed by democratic theorists should not be viewed as signalling a radical divorce between the two (cf. Smith 2009, p. 10; 2011, p. 899).  While democratic theory can be pitched at a very abstract level, this is not true across the board.  In particular, some democratic theorists are very much alive to the importance of learning from practical experience.  For example, Dennis Thompson draws our attention to the ways in which empirical research can expose tensions within a democratic theory, and in particular between its core values, that otherwise might not be obvious (Thompson 2008, p. 511).  At the same time, however, Thompson (2008, p. 513) insists that while empirical research may ‘pose some challenging questions, and even offer some provocative answers … it does not have the last word’.  On the contrary, if democratic values stand in conflict, ‘we still have to decide under what conditions which value should have priority, and which combination of the values is optimal.  That decision depends partly on considerations that are not primarily empirical’ (Thompson 2008, p. 513; cf. Smith 2011, p. 898).  In other words, decisions about how to reconcile conflicting values are never merely practical or pragmatic, but inevitably bring larger normative questions and concerns into play.
	Of course, there is an indeterminate number of democratic theories and in this chapter we have only been able to consider a small number of them—three, to be precise.  Much less have we addressed the question of which democratic theory one ought to favour and strive, in practice, to achieve.  My own sense is that most people who write on democratic innovations have something like deliberative democracy in mind, even if this commitment is never made explicit (or, in some cases, explicitly denied).  This is a real shame since it hinders discussion about the larger goals and purposes democratic innovations are meant to serve.  Every democracy tends to form, and probably must form, a conception of its own identity—how it understands democracy, how it sees itself as differing from others, the direction in which it sees itself developing etc.  Some conceptions may be located towards the Schumpeterian end of the spectrum, while others may be located towards the participatory end.  There are real differences here—differences that are likely to endure (cf. Fung 2007, p. 456).  But since there are real differences, it is vital that we spell them out.  Failure to do so is likely to hinder the cause of democratic innovation.
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