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bridging An increase in mutual understanding and trust 
across divides, creating space for productive 
conflict, deliberation, or cooperation.
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diverse approval A positive response from a 
diverse group of people.







diverse approval ≈ reduced sorting
(political science, conflict studies)
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We know that certain types of contact can help.
(contact theory)

→ Recent advances in intergroup contact theory, Pettigrew et al. (2011)

A meta-analysis with 515 studies and more than 250,000 subjects demonstrates that 
intergroup contact typically reduces prejudice (mean r = −.21). Allport's original conditions for 
optimal contact – equal status, common goals, no intergroup competition, and authority 
sanction – facilitate the effect but are not necessary conditions. There are other positive 
outcomes of intergroup contact, such as greater trust and forgiveness for past 
transgressions. These contact effects occur not only for ethnic groups but also for such 
other groups as homosexuals, the disabled and the mentally ill. … Moreover, these effects 
typically generalize beyond the immediate outgroup members in the situation to the whole 
outgroup, other situations, and even to other outgroups not involved in the contact. They also 
appear to be universal – across nations, genders, and age groups.



diverse approval ⊃ surprising validation
(Cass Sunstein, Richard Reisman)

→ Breaking Up the Echo, Cass Sunstein (2012)
→ Filtering for Serendipity — Extremism, “Filter Bubbles” and “Surprising Validators”, Richard Reisman (2012)

Instead of…

“how predictable and uninformative that someone like
that would think something so evil and foolish”

…we respond:

“if someone like that disagrees with me, maybe I had better rethink”



Media Effects
(psychology; Strengthening Democracy Challenge)

→ Megastudy identifying effective interventions to strengthen Americans’ democratic attitudes, Voelkel et al. (2023)

● mere-exposure effect
● illusory truth effect
● experience effects
● anchoring
● learning new facts
● discovering new interests
● pressure to conform



‘Mere’ diversity is insufficient.
(Chris Bail)

→ Exposure to opposing views on social media can increase political polarization, Bail et al. (2018)



Lab Evidence
(Jason Burton, Max Planck Institute for Human Development)

→ Jason Burton (in progress)



YourView
(Tim van Gelder)

→ Cultivating Deliberation for Democracy, Tim van Gelder (2020)
→ Public Wisdom, Tim van Gelder (2020)



Polis
(Computational Democracy Project)

→ Polis: Scaling deliberation by mapping high dimensional opinion spaces, Small et al. (2021)



Twitter
(Community Notes)

→ Birdwatch: Crowd Wisdom and Bridging Algorithms can Inform Understanding and Reduce the Spread of Misinformation, Wojcik et al. (2022)



Comments with high positive motifs from a highly diverse audience — relative to 
those with high positive motifs from a non-diverse audience — were:

● 10.9x less likely to be reported
● 3.4-5.2x lower rates of violations than comments

At the user-level, people with a reputation for getting positive motifs from more 
diverse audiences were:

● much less likely to violate community standards,
● much less likely to be reported by other users for being fake, bullying, 

hate, or violence incitement

“Thus, reputations for garnering positive motifs are especially informative of the 
likely value of content when enhanced by the diversity of people engaging with 
that content.”

Facebook
(Facebook Papers)

→ 2020 H2 in Review: Diverse Positive Motifs Can Improve Civic Conversations, Facebook Papers (2021)



?



What we know
What we need

Connection to deliberation



What we know
What we need

Connection to deliberation



OPEN PROBLEMS
→ bridging.systems



1. Methods for implementation
2. Actual implementations
3. Metrics for evaluation
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CASE STUDIES
→ bridging.systems/case-studies/ (soon!)



EXPERIMENTS
→ talk to Jonathan, Ravi, Smitha, Micah, Luke …
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SURVEY OF METRICS
→ bridging.systems/metrics/



QUANTIFYING SORTEDNESS
→ talk to Luke



1. Methods for implementation
2. Actual implementations
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Bridging   ×  Deliberation
ProcessesProcesses



Underlying ‘ultimate goals’
● Bridging workstream: Processes that ‘bridge’ (instead of divide).

● Deliberation workstream: Processes that: 

○ Provide high quality & legitimate decisions

○ For issues where there may be significant conflict

○ At every scale, including transnationally and global

○ At the speed of technological change

Why? Consider AI: Low trust, significant conflict, every scale, 
extremely fast-changing. 

Improved deliberation processes can improve AI governance. 





Where does bridging fit into 
deliberation?

1. Learning from effective 
deliberation processes—
e.g. Citizen assemblies, 
deliberative polls, etc.—
and related conflict 
resolution/transformation 
processes
(cold vs. hold “deliberations”)



Where does bridging fit into deliberation?

2. Governing the baseline ‘bridging 
force’—determining the extent of bridging 
that is ‘subsidized’ by global & 
transnational infrastructure (e.g. online 
platforms)
● The extent to which our environment is bridging 

can influence the the level of pluralism across 
society. 

○ Corporate incentives, partisan incentives, and decentralized 
infrastructure can all encourage less bridgingness.

● Democratic deliberative processes provide a 
mechanism for collective self-determination—for 
democratically ‘tuning bridgingness’ across 
national boundaries, without paternalism.



Where does bridging fit into deliberation?

3. Bridging processes exist within a deliberative 
process 
● As critical components within a collective response system 

like Polis
● As part of the practice of facilitating a citizen’s assembly
● Through the development of semi-automated facilitation 

tools



Bridging × Deliberation

Current Projects



Current Projects: Deliberation

What are the ‘type signatures’ and key properties of 
deliberative processes?
Type signature ≅ the structure of the inputs & outputs.

InputsOutputs
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Output
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Aviv Ovadya •  @metaviv • av@aviv.me • @aviv@mastodon.online • newsletter.aviv.me

“Collective Response” Process

Inputs:

group, 
prompt
(a question)

Response Evaluation Distillation

Outputs:
representative 

distillation, 

raw & derived 
data (e.g. 

response map)All can respond 
(generatively) 
(e.g. free text, not 
multiple choice)

All responses are 
listened to

‘Best’/representative is 
selected /synthesized

Bridging-based ranking and 
Bridging systems with Luke Thorburn



Outputs

Current Projects: Deliberation

What are the ‘type signatures’ and key properties of 
deliberative processes?
Type signature ≅ the structure of the inputs & outputs.
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Outputs

Current Projects: Deliberation

What are the ‘type signatures’ and key properties of 
deliberative processes?
Type signature ≅ the structure of the inputs & outputs.

Combining via chaining Integrating within a larger process

Diagram via Marci Harris from popvox
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If you have frameworks, processes, examples, that you want to share—or if you are 
interested in doing this sort of mapping, contact me! aviv@aviv.me 

mailto:aviv@aviv.me


Current Projects: Deliberation

Critical Applications of deliberative processes 
for AI governance and alignment
Building on those types and properties

Outputs
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bridging.systems 
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