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Abstract

In contemporary Western democracies, the roletaferis is confined largely to that
of voting for elected public officials, and evemthole is on the wane. In Australia,
where voting is compulsory, growing numbers of ygustralians are seeking to
avoid mandatory voter registration. Some accoutiseo‘democratic deficit’
hypothesis hold that democracy’s institutions aread touch with its norms, and
that greater alignment between the two could béset if there were more oppor-
tunities for the public to participate in policyaggopment and decision-making.

In our hierarchical, technocratic systems of gosaoe, however, the space that
exists for people outside government tends to bemed by organised interests. In
large measure, this circumscribed role for citizetesns from the widely-held view
that, in a representative democracy, directly ficing the policy-making process
ought to be the bailiwick of technocratic expeoigianised interests, and elected
officials. This presumption, in turn, is buttresgadd rationalised) by a too-ready
acceptance of the contention that citizens arergépeninformed, unskilled, and
uninterested in the work of democratic self-goveenm

In this paper we propose that the principles amadtpres of deliberative democ-
racy can help build new relationships betweeneitizand demaocratic political
institutions, with the result that both governméatzcountability and legitimacy will
be enhanced. After a brief introduction to (andedeé of) the idea of deliberative
democracy, we take up the question of how it migghinstitutionalised. We examine
examples of institutionalisation from around therbdposome of which have been
sustained, others of which appear to have been tramisitory. We summarise the
lessons that have been learned and propose ontnatadustralia in particular might
experiment with institutionalising deliberative decnacy. Our purpose of proposing
such a plan is not to recommend a definitive patihgtitutionalisation but rather to
open space for constructive, collaborative disaussf this issue.
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The Theoretical Challenge: Defining ‘Democracy’

Upon first approach, the idea of democracy seemmplsi and straightforward
enough: Democracy is ‘a form of government in whigwer is held directly or
indirectly by citizens under a free electoral sgsfe ‘a government in which the
supreme power is vested in the people and exerbigeldem directly or indirectly
through a system of representation usually invgivoeriodically held free elec-
tions; ‘a form of government in which the supreme povgevested in the people
and exercised directly by them or by their elecaggnts under a free electoral
system®; a ‘form of government, where a constitution guéeas basic personal

and political rights, fair and free elections, amdependent courts of law'.

From such ‘dictionary definitions’ we may conclutleat in order for a political

system to be described accurately as ‘democratic*ao democracy’ certain

requirements or conditions must be met. People m&gagree over which

requirements or conditions should be on the list.#&xample, some might insist on
a guarantee of certain individual rights. Otherghmiargue for the institutional
separation of legislative, executive, and judiaiathority.

Probably most people, though, would agree thatfuhdamental characteristic of
democracy is that legitimate political authoritgices ultimately with ‘the people’
— with all individual citizens inhabiting a partiem locale, and, by extension, all
the groups those individuals freely form or with igth they freely identify.
Democracy, in other words, is a form of governmenivhich people collectively
govern themselves.

From the requirement that political authority residtimately with ‘the people’, it
is a small step to the requirement to guarantéeeni certain basic rights (of
movement, of association, of expression, etc.) @nénsure that the legitimate
political authority of the people is not rendered empty and impdigriheir lack of
effective politicalpower. Thus (and as most ‘dictionary definitions’ makeac), a
further requirement of democracy is that there henersal (or near-universal)
commitment to the periodic holding of free and flictions of those persons who
will represent ‘the people’ igovernment— i.e., in the governmental institutions
where legally binding and enforceable decisionsualtaws, rules, regulations, and
policies are made.

Even this expanded definition does not capturecihrecept of democracy in its
entirety. Rather it outlines a particuleonceptionof democracy: namely, the form
of democratic government usually termedepresentative democracy.

Representative democracy is an ‘indirect’ form ebcratic governance. The
people govern themselves indirectly, through repredives they elect to make
official decisions in their stead (albeit with thepermission, authorisation,

guidance, etc.). In contrast ‘direct democracy’pdisses with representation and
leaves decision-making in the hands of citizensdiess to say direct democracy is
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feasible only when the number of decision-makemamageably small as in the
paradigmatic cases of the New England ‘town megting Periclean Athens.

In discussing what democracy ‘is’ (or is not) stiinportant to recognise that we are
not simplydescribinga political practice or an arrangement of politicatitutions
— we areprescribing as well. The definitions we offer are ‘mgasive’ in nature. In
putting a particular definition forward, one implig states that democracy as he or
she understands it is good, or desirable, or righte arguedor a particular
conceptionof democracy because thenceptis contestable, and because it matters
whether others accept one’s definition as theirwels 1t matters, in turn, because
how democracy is conceived (and hence how it isttoated and how it operates)
affects other things one cares about: the valuesciples, priorities, norms,
freedoms, obligations, and so forth that prevaitha immediate environments of
one’s community and society. We are emotionallgcitéd to our prescriptions for
how to live, and we feel strongly about them. ltukbnot matter to us how we
define (and hence practice) democracy if we didaamé about such things as, for
example, the freedom of each person to expresgdtitgcal views without fear of
retaliation from government.

In the course of debating different conceptionsl@hnocracy, though, we (scholars
and ‘ordinary’ citizens alike) seldom state exglicour prescriptive commitments,
let alone offer carefully constructed argumentstipport of them. Not surprisingly,
such debates typically make scant progress tovemalution. In the present paper,
therefore, and before proceeding to the challenfésstitutionalising the practice
of deliberative democracy, we wish to offer an aedoof this conception of
democracy that includes our reasons for embrating i

What is deliberative democracy?

In political contexts the commonplace term ‘deldien’ usually has meant some-
thing like ‘the process used by juries, counciégidlatures, and other bodies that
make decisions after reasoned discussion’ (Gawtillaevine, 2005). Over the past
several years, though, ‘deliberation’ increasirtyhg been employed to characterise
a particular form of public discourse in concepsiari democracy that emphasise a
more substantial degree of participation in theitipal process by the largest
feasible percentage of ‘the people’ — i.e. ‘ordinaitizens. Definitions vary, but
generally speaking ‘public deliberation’ is widalyderstood to be a maximally
inclusive form of political discourse with a probiesolving orientation, a discourse
in which citizens collectively — even cooperatively- analyse a ‘problem’;
establishing criteria by which to evaluate pubksponses to it; identify multiple
options that reflect different sets of values oluegpriorities held by members of
the public; weigh arguments for and against eadiowpn light of the criteria
established previously; and, through an indefipiggiod of continuing discussion
(that may or may not include voting), approach sasuee of agreement that
(ideally) most participants can accept as a callectdecision’. Deliberative
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democracy is thus practice of democratic politicaithin a democraticystemof
government(i.e., an arrangement of institutions for the magkof policy decisions)
that emphasises a high degree of participationghdguality’ discussion, and
cooperation.

In her seminal bookBeyond Adversary Democradit983), Jane Mansbridge
discusses two contemporary models of democratidiqal practice. The more
familiar one which has dominated ‘Western’ politicalture since the 8century,

is essentially competitive: political actors try won in contests with others who
oppose their efforts. (It's revealing that in maogrliamentary systems, such as
Australia’s, the party not in power is called ‘t@pposition’.) Moreover political
actors do not shy away from making use of resoureesmoney, access to
government officials, marketing skills, adeptness raanipulating popular
perceptions and opinion, etc. — that generateipaliinfluence or power to obtain
from the political process outcomes that they @irtilients want, irrespective of
the substantive merits of their positions as thesald be judged by persons able
and willing fairly- and open-mindedly to undertakech an assessment.

But there exists as well a tradition representedtiens in the age of Pericles and
by the New England town meeting, that emphasisezens talking together to
achieve consensus. The idea déliberative democracy, in which public
deliberation (as characterised above) constitutessaential, salient, and pervasive
feature of demaocratic political culture and ingiitus, is the most recent expression
of the latter. It amounts to a nascent sociopalitimovement’, especially in the
democracies of Europe and the English-speakingdwarhere the desire for more-
constructive, more-productive public consideratioh political issues has been
stoked by frustration with the perceived inadegesiof competitive democracy.

Although at present there is no single, universabcepted definition of a
democracy that might be characterised as ‘deliberat (Macedo, 1999),
nevertheless in general we can say the following.

" It might be objected that there is nothing wrongen undemocratic about resorting to
influence or power in the pursuit of one’s politieads, provided that doing so is
permitted by law; and (perhaps) further, that whatlaw permits igpso factomorally
and democratically acceptable. Or it might be wtete: that constraining the use of
influence or power, at least beyond a certain poimines at too great a cost in terms of
other things we value (e.g., individual freedormights). Or it might be argued that, as a
practical matter, efforts to make democracy motibdeative simply aren’t feasible in
view of the scale of modern mass societies, octimeplexity of questions of public
policy, or the abilities, interests, and inclinatsoof citizens. But it is just these claims that
are in issue and that must be examined carefutlyirmdetail —whether or nobne
supports greater deliberativeness.

° Unless we note otherwise, throughout this discmsaihenever we use the term
‘deliberative democracy’ or ‘deliberative politicste mean a practice of democratic
public discourse characterised by dialogue, dedito@m, or both.
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As noted above, deliberative democracy is not dindisform of democracy.
Deliberation may characterise direct or indirectrfs of democracy, and different
sub-forms within each of these categories. Rattediherative democracy is way of
conducting democratic political discourse and acticSpecifically, public
deliberation by citizens supplements and enharee$ormal decision- and policy-
making procedures of democratic government — tistitutional structures and
processes through which members of the public eir trepresentatives make
politically authoritative, legally binding policyegtisions.

Like democracy in all its conceptions, deliberatdemocracy is rooted in the
democratic authority of all citizens, to whom uléitaly government decision-
makers must be accountable. Proponents of gredgbbérativeness’ in democratic
politics take especially seriously the question vafiere democratic authority
actually lies, refusing to assume that, becausle authority nominally resides with
the public (in the form of free and fair electiongplitics is necessarily democratic
in any but a formal sense. (Here is one instanoghiich the call for deliberative
democracy is prompted by the perception that copteary representative
government does not meet the expectations arougedhd promise of the
democratic ideal.) Deliberative democracy rests aeorcommitment to making
politics as inclusive and participatory as it rewdady can be expected to be — to
ensuring that all members of the political commyigite disposed as well as able,
should they so choose, to take part in decisionimgakn a basis of strict political
equality. ‘Ordinary’ citizens have a right to join; a stake in doing so; and an
indispensable contribution to make to the policykimg process.

Deliberative democracy is grounded in the convittibat, to the greatest degree
feasible, the conclusions at which citizens arréwel the rationales that support
those conclusions should be arrived at through atiytuespectful discourse, rather

than through competition among political elites arganised advocacy groups
whose influence is rooted in the crude currenciepawer (money; access to

official decision-makers; skill in manipulating geptions, attitudes, and desires;
the ability and willingness to inflict political deage on opponents and competitors,
etc.). Such discourse tempers and constrains #diness of elites and organised
groups to use their political power to achieverthéns.

As noted above, deliberative democracy is deliberah the sense that citizens and
policy-makers generate, support, and evaluate rdiftepolicy options by putting
forth reasons that weigh in favor of (and agaimstyh course of action actually
open to them. Policy decisions and their supportatgnales argustified if they
are presented to all people who are affected bsetldecisions in terms that, ‘given
a chance to reflect, they can accept’ (Dryzek, 200his means decisions are
democratically adequate — they carry sufficient deratic weight — if, first,

" Their contribution includes their real-world, dmetground experience; their perspectives
(different from those of political elites); theirggmatism; and their moral and political
authority to affirm shared values and to set vadtierities.
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people know they are based on reasons, and setdnely regard those reasons as
‘understandable’ or ‘not unreasonable’, even ifytlaee not personally convinced
by them (Gutmann and Thompson, 1990).

Why is deliberative democracy desirable?

In ‘Democracy as a Universal Value’, the Nobel Pnzinning economist, Amartya
Sen, argues that democracy is a value having wavealidity for human beings

(Sen, 1999). Democracy enriches the lives of atippes he writes, and in three
ways. First, democracy affords us political freeddtulitical freedom is an aspect
of human freedom in general. Having the ability apgortunity to participate in

the civic and political life of one’s community asdciety is an important element
of a fulfilling human life. Democracy thus has insic value for our well-being.

Second, democracy is instrumentally valualdemocracy enables us to express
our beliefs about how social life should be orgadiand to gain a hearing for those
beliefs with our fellow citizens and with our repeatatives in government who

have the authority to make official decisions tivdl affect us.

Third, democracy has a ‘constructive’ value in tihanables us, both individually
and collectively, to form our values, principlesjrposes, and priorities through
interaction with others. Democracy encourages uguistion, to think, to reflect,
and to learn. It teaches us skills, develops odgijuent, shapes our character, and
facilitates our growth as moral agents.

If Professor Sen is correct then it’s clear we $tholink of democracy not just as a
system of government but first and foremost as & wfalife. Specifically we
should understand democracy as a way of livingright relationship’ to others.
Even in its minimalist form, in which our moral guib others extends only as far
as respecting their rights, democracy embodiesralmpoinciple for living together
with the other members of our communities and $pcie

If democracy is a way of life built on a moral falaiion, what, then, are its
essential, indispensable features? What doesutreeqf us?

All conceptions of democracy assume some measurpolifical equality and
mutual respect. A minimalist view, for example, dwlthat all persons have the
same legal, civil, and political rights, and thabple are duty-bound to show one
another equal respect by not violating those riglt®eme conceptions of
democracy, however, go beyond the minimal requirgroé basic rights. On these
views, it is not enough to protect the libertieattheople’s rights afford them. They
raise the question whether a person’s freedomai$yrevorth much if he or she is
unable to take advantage of it. It thus matterstindrepeople have certain ‘powers’,
or capabilities, as well as opportunities to act.
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Among these ‘powers’ is the ability to contributetieely to shaping the values,
priorities, practices, policies, and institutiohsitt give substance to their commun-
ity’s or society’s quality of life. Equakuthorship of collective life, captured in the
aphorism, ‘When all will be affected, all must d#| is the essence of democracy.
By itself, simply being free from interference ineecising my rights does not
ensure that one can participate effectively inrttading of public decisions.

If personal authorship (the ability to affect trenditions in which one lives) is the
key test of a polity’s ‘democraticness’, then peoplust have an effective ‘say’ in
the politics of their communities and society, ¢inat is more substantial than they
can obtain solely through basic guarantees sutheasght to assemble, to speak
freely, and to vote in fair elections. For examjteDemocracy and Disagreement
Amy Gutmann and Dennis Thompson argue that dempceapiires acceptance of
‘reciprocity (Macedo, 1999, p. 7). Specifically, people mustept that they owe
one another an effort to provideciprocally acceptable reasorier their political
prescriptions (Macedo, 1999, p. 259). Such reaspaspublic’ in the sense that
anyone can recognise their relevance and prima fealidity, even if ultimately
one discounts their force or even rejects them ¢etely. It is a widely accepted
social norm — an unwritten rule — that we may expear fellow citizens to
provide us with reasons for their policy prescops, and that they in turn may
expect us to furnish them reasons for ours. We maty disregard or dismiss
requests from others for such reasons. The dutgive each other reciprocally
acceptable reasons does not mean citizens havgrée an which reasons are the
most important considerations, or on how much wedtjtierent reasons should be
assigned. It does mean people are bound to explain to febaw citizens, in terms
their fellows can understand, why a position thappmort (or oppose) should be
supported (or opposed) by others as well (Mace8®9.1p. 272).

In view of the importance we attach to reason-gjviwhy should we not seek to
ensure that all people enjoy access to the polialing process and can influence
both their fellow citizens and official decision-kegis, who in turn are open to
being influenced by the reasons people offer? Auireqnent to provide and

* Note that the ability to shape the social, cultysalitical, and economic environment in
which a person lives his or her life may be as irafige as the freedom to resist or to
insulate the person from the malign impact of exdeforces. In fact, possessing the
power to shape such factors may be more imporegduse rights and freedoms are
social creations the nature and extent (indeedveéhgexistence) of which depend —
especiallyin a democracy — on the existence of widesprepgat from one’s fellow
citizens.

" ‘Acceptable’ reasons are not reasons wilitbe accepted, but theanbe accepted. That
‘anyonecan accept them does not mean ‘everyone will'. ‘Prifaaie validity’ means
that anyone who makes an effort to consider a refsa perspective or position not his
or her own can see that it carries some forceseat lon first hearing. A reason with prima
facie validity makes sense ‘on its face’. Thus, wpeesented with such a reason, | might
respond, ‘yes, there might be something to thatthat’'s not an unreasonable point’, or
‘now the ball is in my court and | need to respond’
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consider reciprocally acceptable reasons in anrteffo influence the decision-
making process places the onus on proponents ofmalist approaches to
democracy to explain why the practice of democrpbtitics shouldnot feature

reciprocal reason-giving (i.e., deliberation).

Granted there are both theoretical and practicalsiderations that warrant
continued discussion of deliberation as an essecgiaponent of democracy. But
by now, 25 years after the publication of BenjaBarber’'s Strong Democragy
and almost 40 after the appearance of John RawvlsTheory of Justicea
substantial-enough case has been built in theitez in support of deliberation to
establish a presumption in favour of treating de=l@ion as an essential component
of genuine democracy, and hence to shift the burdénovercoming that
presumption to its sceptics and critics. In our owiew, the discussion
henceforward should focus on the practical chadenfjintegrating deliberative
elements into the existing machinery of democrgdernment.

The Practical Challenge: Institutionalising Publi®eliberation

By ‘institutionalising’ deliberation in democratipolitics and policy-making we
mean incorporating deliberative activities into thivic or political life of a
community or society. To illustrate what institutadisation so defined means in
practice, we begin by summarising examples of deditive democratic activities
that have been deemed successful but that to dat ot been sustained, either
formally or informally.

Planning and I nfrastructure

The first example comes from Western Australia mehdinister Alannah
MacTiernan who was responsible for the state adgg&sraubstantial Planning and
Infrastructure portfolio, implemented deliberatdemocratic processes over a four-
year period. According to a recent study, ‘thenedequivalent in any other state of
Australia, and possibly in the world, where a singlolitician has embraced
[deliberative democratic processes] with such esitam during her term of office.
...This situation confirms the catalytic nature ofrdmning a skilled process
champion with an enabling leade¢Carson and Hart, 2007).

For each deliberative event, Minister MacTiernaguieed that an effort be made to
ensure inclusive, representative participationugtoeither a random sample of the
population or through a combination of one-thirchdam sample, one-third
stakeholders, and one-third respondents to adgeréints. Participants then listened
to different viewpoints, weighed considerations &d against different options,
and selected the course of action that best reflettteir shared judgment of how
best to respond. The Minister clarified in advatiwe extent to which the outcome
of the process would influence official policy; fexample, implementing the
recommendations on a trial basis (the Reid Highw#jzens' Jury); taking the
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recommendations to Cabinet (Dialogue with the Gitya 2£' Century Dialogue);
and adopting recommendations for which broad supgxisted (the Road Train
Summit consensus conferences).

Outcomes of the deliberative exercises in Westeunstralia included ‘Network
City,” a strategic plan for guiding the cities ofrth and Peel toward a sustainable
future; changes to building heights and densitgdastal nodes; altering the route
of a major highway; and sweeping new freight pekcihat have led to major
infrastructure development.

Despite such successes the WA Planning and Inidste portfolio has for the
most part fallen back into what might be calledntounity engagement business-
as-usual’. In part this relapse has occurred becdebberative processes became
difficult to sustain when the media, the partisppasition, and even the Minister’s
own party began criticising her for ‘too much demsmy’. Moreover, the key
governmental department, which had never felt cotalile with a change in
direction they felt had been foisted upon them, beithg beset by staff shortages
and inadequate time and money to pursue the datiberagenda, reverted to more
traditional community engagement. (This ‘businessuaual’ approach has been
reinforced following a change in Government.)

It would be a mistake, though, to view this outcoaseevidence that deliberative
democracy is unworkable. Change rarely occurs linear fashion. We are in an
early stage of experimentation with public delibiemra Deliberative initiatives such

as those in Western Australia should be viewedpdsts’ that are valuable for

innovating, testing and refining deliberative aitids, ‘rather like debugging a
software program before its widespread adoptionini@hy et al., 2007, p.255). In
fact, the WA did succeed in demonstrating to peaitileaders and public sector
management that public deliberation can lead taciaff decisions that, because
citizens are allowed to discuss the need, problamgpportunity in advance, are
more easily implemented than when government ersptlog conventional strategy
of ‘decide, announce, defend’. At the same timdibdmation creates additional
‘social capital’ in the form of citizens who are radrusting of both government
and each other, more willing to participate, andemmommitted to decisions once
they are made.

‘Pilot’ deliberative exercises have also providedrkers and set the direction for
others interested in improving democratic politesl government. For example in
the Western Australian Auditor General’s Reporcommunity engagement, of the
59 instances assessed, two initiatives (both frieenQepartment for Planning and
Infrastructure) were described as ‘being at thditepedge of public participation
practice’ (2007, p. 12). The exemplary efforts lod WA Department for Planning
and Infrastructure were cited subsequently totilite how deliberative democratic
initiatives could be applied in the New South Waleste Planning process,
including development of performance indicators amdliting of State Plan
performance (NSW Legislative Assembly Public Acdsubommittee, 2008).
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In another example, renowned scientist and futustan Fleay (2006)
recommended in a submission to an Australian Sengtery that:

The pioneering work on all-inclusive community astdkeholder dialogut find
solutions to complex problems as usethe Department of Planning and
Infrastructure in Western Australia gives a leaat tiheeds extending and
developing everywhere.Developed further, this pioneering approach caa be
powerful tool for coping with the changes arisingni declining oil supply, indeed
the only way. (p. 8)

From our perspective, the flow-on effects of ‘pifosuch as those we have cited
may at some point ‘nudge’ the political system tohiastitutionalisation.

Electrical Power Generation

A second example of a deliberative practice thatrtbel succeeded but did not take
root where it was introduced is the Deliberativédi™o In a Deliberative Poll™, a
large randomly-selected group of participants arked on their opinions prior to
and following extensive deliberation among themssivin Texas between 1996
and 1998, eight electrical power providers unddtbDeliberative Polls™ to find
out how their customers preferred that they meatréudemand for electrical
power. The public’'s clear preference for renewableergy surprised all the
(organised) stakeholders. This expression of suppas since translated into
legislative targets for renewable energy.

Yet despite its success, the Deliberative Poll™ hat been repeated. Why?
Perhaps its success in giving voice to the pubpesspective explains its demise.
Informed publics do not necessarily follow the pyplipreferences of elected
officials. Indeed, well-designed and well-conductiliberative processes are (to
policy-makers) disconcertingly unpredictable. Itkeéa considerable trust and
courage for a politician to share decision-makingharity with citizens if they
have strong views of their own about the direcpolticy ought to take.

Electoral Change

Another promising example of joining public delibgon with governmental
decision-making authority comes from the westermada province of British
Columbia. During the 2001 provincial election campathe Liberal Party in BC
promised to create a citizens’ assembly to consaenges to the provincial
electoral systerhlt also agreed that the recommendation of thenaisigewould be

put to the electorate in the form of a parliamentaferendum.

In 2003 the BC provincial government establishee tBitizens’ Assembly on
Electoral Reform,” which was composed of 160 ciizselected at random — two
from each of the province’s 79 electoral districgdus two ‘at-large® The
Assembly’s task was to evaluate the existing proginelectoral system and, if
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warranted, propose a new one. A pool of 15,800 samas created from the roll of
voters. Selection of participants in the CitizeAssembly took several months.

During the first half of 2004, participants wentdhgh a ‘Learning Phase’ in which
they listened to presentations by experts and pehldic hearings. In the autumn,
delegates to the Assembly deliberated. On OctoBeth2 Assembly voted 146-7 to
recommend changing the existing ‘first past thet' mystend for electing members
of Parliament to a ‘single transferable vote’ (ST8ystem, which lets voters rank
candidates within multi-member districts or consgiicies (Gastil and Levine,
2005, p. 277).

The recommendation of the Citizen’s Assembly was touthe electorate in a
referendum held concurrently with the 2005 prowah@lection. The referendum
required approval by 60 percent of all votes galsts simple majorities in 48 (60
percent) of the 79 electoral districts. The refdren failed on the first requirement,
with only 57.7 percent of votes in favor, thougldid obtain majority support in 77
of the 79 electoral districts.

From the standpoint of support for deliberation gablic policy-making, the
ultimate results of the BC Citizens’ Assembly aresagpointing, but also
unsurprising. The recommendation to change the repyesentatives to the BC
provincial parliament are elected — made by a ramdample of citizensvho
deliberated together for many houfand 95 percent of whom supported the
recommendation) — failed because slightly more tlwam out of tenvotersin the
referendum opposed it. The significance of a randample is that it provides an
indication of what the electorate as a whetauld decideif, like the members of the
sample, allvotershad a comparable opportunity to deliberate coricgrtine issue.
The ultimate failure of the BC electorate to apgrdive recommended switch to an
STV system makes clear that citizens who are agfbrthe chance to deliberate
together are almost certain to form a perspechuae differs from those who do not
have the opportunity. There is an important diffiees between the views of a
public formed through the act of collective deliberatiand those of a public
conceived as an aggregate of individual voters.

" The difference between these two types of ‘putgtimion’ can be significant.
Controversial issues seldom are as ‘black and Wtg@ollsters and advocates of
competing positions make them out to be. A delitaetgublicjudgmentcontains
nuances, shadings, and even contradictions thatnitrast to the artificially distilled
‘clarities’ of aggregated individual opinions, ydeh truer picture of what the public
values, expects, and will support.

A deliberated public judgment can also prove prdity advantageous to policy-makers
In the case of electoral reform, for example, igimiprove difficult for elected public
officials themselves to craft reforms in the pulititerest because they have, and would
be perceived to have, an inherent conflict of egein the matter. Similarly, in the case of
tax policy, legislators may prefer that citizensrtiselves propose new taxes or tax
increases, or that they recommend reforming thetracture itself, lest officials draw the
ire of those citizens whose taxes go up.
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The point worth noting here is that the BC CitiZeAssembly demonstrates that
public deliberation can fit into an institutionalrangement in a way that affords
citizens the opportunity to exercise substantillence on issues as fundamental
as the electoral process itself.

Examples of Sustained I nstitutionalisation

In contrast to the foregoing examples, democratlibdration has shown durability
and resilience in a number of places around thédwtar the considerable benefit of
both government and the community.

Danish Consensus Conferences

The Danish parliament has incorporated into itsicgahaking a public
participatory process — the Consensus Conferendbat-makes use of a random
sample of the population. Similar to a CitizenstyJuthe Consensus Conference
has been well documented (Hendriks, 2005). Temvémty-five citizens engage in
facilitated deliberation for eight days over a pdriof three months. An external
advisory committee composed of academics, practit®y and topic experts
contribute their expertise and add credibility he process. Findings are presented
to a Parliamentary Research Committee, and thempassed into the institutional
mechanisms for crafting policy.

The impact of Consensus Conferences on Danish iaffigolicy-making is
maximised by conducting them in a building usedPlyliament and by scheduling
them when the topics have already emerged as isduasblic debate. Although
recommendations derived from Conference lay padmel® no statutory authority,
they have had a direct impact on the legislativecess. For example,
recommendations on genetic engineering in induatrg agriculture led to the
exclusion of transgenic animals from the first goveental biotechnology research
and development program. Similarly, following then@erence on the human
genome project, the use of genetic testing foruitoent and insurance claims was
outlawed by the Danish legislature.

" The Citizens’ Jury is designed to allow decisioakers to hear what the public truly
thinks about an issue. At the same time it provatespportunity for citizens to learn
about the issue and to deliberate together. Thgueradvantage of the Citizens Jury
process is that it yields citizen input from a grdhat is bothinformedandrepresentative
of the public.

The key characteristics of a Citizens’ Jury ar¢:Rdndom Selectiodurors are
carefully selected to be representative of theiputillarge. The members of the jury pool
are randomly selected through scientific pollinghti@ques. (2)nformed Witnessemre
persons who are knowledgeable about the issue. fiiogide information to the jury on
key aspects of the issue. The jury engages theeggas in a dialogue to ensure that all
guestions are answered. (B)partial Withessepresent a range of perspectives and
opinions. Testimony is carefully balanced to endaietreatment to all sides of the issue.
(4) Deliberation The Jury may deliberate using a variety of fosnat
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Municipal Government

Hampton, Virginia often has been cited as an exwept example of how
government officials and citizen volunteers can kvavgether to build a delib-
erative community (Gastil, 2008, p. 242). Hamptas been called a city in which
‘deliberation is not an event, but rather intedgoatleep reforms that have changed
government and governance, reweaving and strerigthéhe community’s civic
infrastructure’ (Potapchuk, Carlson, and Kenne@®)3 p. 255).

In the 1980s Hampton city officials realised thae' familiar models of governance
do not work because they depend on predictabgipproach problems piecemeal;
and presume experts can design workable solutionméet recognised goals’
(Innes and Booher, 2003. Quoted in Potapchuk et28D5). Officials turned to
collaborative deliberation strategies to addresdlehging problems the city was
unable to solve on its own. They teamed up witlgmaorhood leaders to advance
the goal of shared governance. (Gastil, 2008, b) ZBne of their significant
accomplishments — the ‘Neighborhood Commission’, 2&-member body
composed of government and community members — ooy makes
recommendations to municipal government, but r&swin budget and undertakes
its own initiatives® (Potapchuk et al., 2005).

Hampton city officials are unwavering advocatestfa principles and practices of
citizen-government collaboration (Morse, 2004, cha)p Nevertheless, they offer
words of caution to other communities that wishetaulate what Hampton has
accomplished. First, they point out, everyone nacsept that citizen-government
collaboration is often a messy, slow, uncertaing @aesource-intensive way to
conduct a community’s business. No city should adbpinless all elements of

government are fully committed to it from the otitse in particular elected

officials. Second, both citizens and city staff inbs prepared to learn from each
other and to grow together. Citizens and city @dfic alike must see results and
enjoy successes right from the beginning. Thirficials in Hampton realised that,
by empowering citizens, they have unleashed annemasly powerful force. As

Joan Kennedy, Hampton’s Neighborhood Office dingabmce observed, ‘It’s like

dancing with a bear — you don’t stop until the bsants to’.

The Tuscany Law on Participation (Law No. 69)*

The northern ltalian province’s, Tuscany Law ontiegration?® is particularly
interesting because Italy has not been a leadpaiticipatory citizen engagement.
(Indeed, this legislation, proposed by the Regidtrakident Claudio Martini in his
2005 election campaign, passed into law despit@sippn from his own party.)
Engaging the public usually has meant seekingntorm the public, or, where
necessary, initiating talks with stakeholder orgations and associations. The Law
aims to restore some of the lustre to the tarnidegdimacy of representative
politics by building relationships between admiratve bodies and the public,
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improving citizens’ trust in government, and thgrebgenerating ‘social capital’.
Significantly, the process by which the Law wasated exhibited exactly the sort
of citizen engagement it proposed, with Martini rpising participants that their
recommendations would be written into the drafidiegion.

The Law outlines two patrticipatory processes, arddrge infrastructure projects,
the other for local policy development and decigiaaking. In both cases, the Law
enables and supports citizen-led public participatiAn Authority, selected in a
bipartisan way by the Tuscan Regional Assembly,rsmes the Law. It is
responsible for its administration, and it has @erable discretion to guarantee the
impartiality and integrity of the process. Undee thaw, €1 million is allocated
annually (for the years 2008 and 2009) for its inpéntation.

The Authority evaluates proposals from the pulfliiter accepting an application it
solicits regional support and designates an experparticipatory/deliberative
practices who manages and facilitates the procesebalf of government. Once it
is satisfied that the process is open, inclusia&, find equitable, it endorses the
design. Upon completion, the Authority evaluatesgihocess and impact, including
the extent to which proposed actions have beentadop

For infrastructure projects to be considered byAtgnority, fundamental decisions
such as location must have not yet been made.eRsigres that participation by the
public is not perfunctory, and that sufficient tinseallowed for all parties to build
their confidence and competence. Irrespective aj paits forward the proposal, it
must be accompanied by a petition with the sigmstof at least 0.5 percent of all
Tuscan citizens. After the public engagement hagloded, the project proponent
may cancel or modify the project, or may proceei jifrovides the public with its
reasons for doing so. However, the Region assigiosity to projects that have
been deliberated in a participatory process.

For local projects over which it lacks explicit igdtiction the Authority offers
support if the process of developing it has beearadterised by openness,
inclusiveness, and impartiality. Support may ineludmethodological,
organisational, communication, or financial assisga To be considered, proposals
must be accompanied by a citizen-endorsed petitiith, the number of signatures
required varying from 0.5 percent to 5 percent,etheling on the size of the
population that will be affected. In return for igtance, local authorities must
postpone any decisions on the project until thelipubngagement process is
complete, and then either accept the outcomeseopttbcess or, if they choose not
to, state their rationale publicly.

Consistent with President Martini’'s view that ‘onannot order participation by
decree™® the Law avoids prescribing citizen participatidnstead it encourages
innovation in public engagement within guidelinpspviding support, assistance,
and legitimation. Substantial financial assistaice critical component. Other
important elements include a regional databasequéréences, and information and
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training for civil society at large to help growcalture of participation and develop
in citizens the skills to sustain it.

Participatory Budgeting

Porto Alegre, capital of the Brazilian state, Riafe do Sul, is a subtropical city
of 4 million residents. This city has achieved wlerde recognition for its
innovative and highly-successful practice of ‘pa@yubudgeting’ (PB), in which a
broad range of community groups play a key rolehiaping the municipal budget
(Heller, 2000).

Developing the city budget in Porto Alegre is atbwot-up process. The chief
innovation is the creation of district and city-widbudget councils composed of
delegates elected in open assemblies at the le¥else neighborhood and the
district. Over the years, the councils have complay an increasingly substantial
role in negotiating both the general aims and tbeits of budgetary allocations
(Abers, 1996, p. 39).

The sustained relationship between popularly-chasemcil delegates and Porto
Alegre administrators has helped bridge the dibieieveen the competing values of
technical knowledge and citizen participation. Cdfficials have addressed the
relative lack of technical capacity and skills prssed by council representatives
and their constituents by aggressively educatirgmtrand by assigning them
responsibility for learning and understanding budigtails (Abers, 1996, p. 45).
Government officials interviewed by Abers commendachow quickly participants
became proficient in mastering the details of thédget. They explained further that
constant scrutiny and questioning by citizens haded officials to improve the
budgeting process.

Popular budgeting has increased citizen parti@path public affairs generally.

Baiocchi (1999) has shown that, since its inceptible number of civil society

organisations in Porto Alegre has increased draadbti In short, participation in

the budgeting process has generated new oppoesiaitid incentives for citizens to
participate in public life.

The results have been equally impressive, Helld@esjrwith respect to expanding
the scope of democracy. Before popular budgetifigcations mostly reflected
patronage and were more or less fixed from yearetr. The introduction of PB
brought with it the principle of community-defingatiorities, and in each year
since, adjustments have been negotiated to meddtrilbdtive criteria and to
expand representation at every level of the budgidting process. In consequence,
the range of services now provided by the cityw@aened significantly.
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Popular Setting of Development Priorities.

Kerala is a state on the tropical Malabar Coasipothwestern India. According to
Patrick Heller (Heller, 2001), the People’s Campaigr Decentralised Planning,
launched in Kerala in 1996, constitutes the boldasi most comprehensive
decentralisation initiative undertaken in India date. While the State Planning
Board has played a critical role, the People’s Caigiphas produced a high level
of direct participation.

Building on Kerala’s tradition of popular mobiligan, the Planning Board, assisted
by community-based organisations, has investediderable effort in encouraging
participation in Grama Sabhds— ward-level meetings presided over by elected
local Panchayat (village-level government) offisidin the Grama Sabhas, citizens
discuss and set priorities for development and télect sectoral development
committees charged with preparing an overall plafter completing a detailed
review of problems and recommendations, the dewedop committees elect task
forces that are charged with the actual desigrr@epts.

In 1996 the Planning Board estimated that overngilbon people participated in
the Kerala Grama Sabhas. More than 120,000 pessouasd on 12,000 task forces,
from which 100,000 projects emerged. The Peoplam@aign has also created and
empowered an intermediate layer of actors thatoperfthe critical transmission
function between direct (and necessarily intermtltecitizen participation and
government action. More than 100,000 trained veerg have played active roles
in the development committees, and some 13,00@eeld®anchayat officials have
seen their powers, resources, and responsibiitisly expanded.

Expansion of the scope of decision-making has leeprally dramatic. With the
devolution of unrestricted funds to local governtsedecisions that were once the
prerogative of state departments are now being rma@anchayats and their task
forces. The devolution of planning and financiaaerces to Panchayats has shifted
the balance of power from the bureaucratic statlvdal institutions, and thereby
brought government ‘closer to the people’. Siguaifity, with each passing year the
number of projects rejected on grounds of techniti@asibility by the Planning
Board has declined, and fund utilisation has irszda

The impact of autonomous local decision-making esthevident in the shift in the
prioritisation of budgetary allocations. For examghr greater resources have gone
to housing schemes, sanitation, and drinking waeaother noteworthy result has
been the mobilisation of local resources, in thenf@f both financial and labor
contributions. That citizens are giving their tiraed money in order to advance
local government initiatives suggests that ingtondl reform has created new
incentives and opportunities for local action.
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Lessons and Implications

What lessons regarding institutionalisation of loedative public participation may
we draw from these and other case studies? Lets beith some_benefits and

advantages

Collaborative governance strategies and participgtpublic deliberation can help
communities address challenging problems that gowent is unable to solve on
its own Such strategies create new opportunities andnfives for citizens to
participate in the public life of their communitiaad to take action in response to
problems and issues that concern them. As a rebgltnumber of civil society
organisations may increase dramatically, therebgrbging the effectiveness of
individual efforts. Moreover, collaborative govence and patrticipatory public
deliberation can mobilise community resources amdoerage much-broader
acceptance of responsibility for responding to pewis that may be complex and
deeply rooted in the conditions of social life.

Citizen participation may create and empower aarinediate layer of actors who
serve in the indispensable role of liaison betwiglentification and articulation of
community needs and concerns, on the one hand, candhe other hand,
government policy decision-making and implementatio

Public officials can ask people to take responsjbiior resolving controversial
issues that otherwise would leave officials in ‘thewin’ situation of being unable
to satisfy everyone, and hence having to displeass/one.

Constant questioning by citizens helps officialpiove policies and the policy-
making process. New ideas and solutions as welhescognised problems may
come to their attention. Moreover, official respes$o citizen concerns are more
likely to fit the specific, concrete circumstan@esvhich people find themselves,
and hence are more likely to prove effective, tivaue-size-fits-all’ policies.
Involvement by citizens also brings into play thiepiple of community-defined
priorities, thereby making it easier to overcome tsistance of special-interest
groups, and to enact necessary but unpopular eslgtich as increased traffic or
higher taxes.

Deliberative participation may ‘bring governmenbs#r to the people’. When
power is devolved and citizens gain the opportutgtyexercise real authority on
issues they consider important, their levels ofrdst of and hostility toward
government decline.

When decision-makers work alongside citizens, tsiegngthen both government
and the community. Accepting citizens as partnersoerages people to hold
government accountable, which in turn generatemgtmcentives for members of
the public to follow through on suggestions andonmemendations that might
otherwise fail for lack of sustained attention, o, and effort. When public
deliberation is embedded in public institutionsfiat is more likely to occur
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because it receives sufficient resources and afftrd ‘key players’ opportunities
to work together. Finally, when deliberation istindionalised so that it is practiced
repeatedly over time, the experience, knowledgd, skills of both citizens and
officials improve, enabling them to accomplish matith more partners.

Even if public deliberation does not lead to cosssnand action, it at least
encourages people to keep an open mind and tonsetelal understanding of their
respective needs, interests, and aspirations. ®deliberation is valuable even
when it does no more than help participants totiflethe reasons others have for
disagreeing with them, and to distinguish subjeetswhich they can agree from
those on which they are unlikely to reach accord.

Deliberative, collaborative governance strategiessthat the relationship between
government and civil society, and between sociabentents and formal political
institutions, is not ‘zero-sum’. Strained, hostite, dysfunctional relationships are
not inevitable, but rather an artifact of histoapd thus can be changed. There is no
barrier in principle to coordination and complenagity between the public and its
government.

Though institutionalising deliberative public paitiation yields considerable
benefits, it also carries with it certain costdfidilties, and limitations

Deliberation does not inevitably generate consengspecially in larger public
bodies such as big cities, states, provinces, atwns as a whole. (Gastil and
Levine, 2005) Although people frequently changeirtteews in the course of
deliberation, they seldom reach unanimity, at ledghe level of policy specifics.
Because disagreements persist in conversationst abmost all public issues,
action may be impossible unless there is some me&sha such as voting, that
forecloses further deliberation, at least for aetim

Good deliberation does not happen automaticallybwritself (Gastil and Levine,
2005) Instances of poorly organised public involeamevents and processes that
fall below the threshold of what most practitioneveuld consider sufficiently
participatory and deliberative remain all too conrmm®hey far outnumber skillfully
conducted public encounters in which participarisgeh to, and attempt to
understand appreciate, the reasons others givatiynative views and proposals.
In order to achieve high-quality deliberation, some must organise a discursive
process, frame the topic, recruit participantseateinethods and toolsestablish
agendas, prepare background materials or invitakgpe, supply facilities, and
raise the funds necessary to do these things. rEljisires expertise, experience,
time, and resources.

" No consensus exists about the best deliberatimmaph to take in a given set of
circumstances. Even though they profoundly shapéiqdiscussion, organisers of
deliberative processes can't be perfectly demacmatiheir decision-making. Thus,
although there’s a danger that deliberation wilififeienced excessively by skilled
organisers, the greater danger is having no compatiice and assistance whatsoever.
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In order to achieve a level of political and socgjnificance, public deliberation
initiatives must scaléout — they must include an ever-increasing number of
participants, even if the great majority are endagmly intermittently and
indirectly. (Gastil and Levine, 2005) In large pégiions, deliberation may require
the involvement of hundreds or even hundreds aighods of persons. One way to
make formal deliberation more salient, engagingl accessible to more people is
to increase the frequency with which occasionsdeliberation occur (multiple
sessions over time, multiple levels, etc.). Anotivay is to link deliberations to the
broader public debate through reporting in conwerati media such as television
news and newspapers. Additionally, online deliberatalthough still in the early
stages of development and yet to make a significapact on policy development
and decision-making, holds great promise in itseptal to scale ‘out’ public
deliberation.

In addition to including more participantpublic deliberation also faces the
challenge of scalingup' to address problems and policy issues of statéome,
and even international concergGastil and Levine, 2005) The great majority of
experiences with and accomplishments attributablpublic deliberation involve
local issues such as development and planningjgebucation, and the like. But
more and more aspects of daily life are affecteddaisions and actions that occur
far beyond the boundaries that define towns, st@atgsovinces, and even nations.
There have been a few noteworthy instances of eldilon about issues of a
‘supra-local’ nature (in Australia, the United ®®t England, and Denmark).
However, there has been little meaningful largéesqablic deliberation on the
world’s most pressing issues.

Even high-quality public deliberation does not reszgily lead to social or
political change Most public deliberations do not lead directly government
decisions and actions. Moreover, in their recentlstFagotto and Fung (2008)
found that deliberation seldom leads ‘average ez to mobilise and to take
action in response to matters of public concerdedd, many practitioners of public
deliberation have only recently turned their aiftemtfrom the question of
organising and facilitating public deliberationttwat of linking talk to action. For
the results of deliberative processes to mattexepiul actors must be encouraged,
persuaded, and even compelled to pay attentiohdsetdiscussions and to heed
their outcomes.

The results of deliberation are most pronounced amedmost readily sustained
when organisations and institutions adopt delilbezapractices internally and
invest their own resources or political capitalaim effort to respond to publicly-
deliberated outcomes. However, this has seldomrosduas illustrated by the
continued citing (in this paper as elsewhere) ef tame celebrated cases, such as

" With growing concern about global climate chartgere is emerging a growing interest in,
and commitment to, organising public deliberatibow this issue on the scale of entire
nations, and even internationally. See, for exapnigte://www.wwviews.org.
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Hampton, Virginia and British Columbia. (For dission of this point, see the
following section.)

Citizen-government collaboration is often a mes$yw, uncertain, and resource-
intensive way to conduct a community’s businBsslevel of government should
adopt it without being fully committed to it fronmeé outset. The commitment of
both elected and appointed government officialsrigcial. Everyone must be
prepared to devote time, energy, funds, and patiemthe process, and be prepared
to learn from one other and grow together.

Officials must overcome their scepticism aboutdhdity of ‘ordinary peoplé to
deal effectively with complex issues and problekssexperience repeatedly shows,
it is possible to bridge the gap between the comgevalues of technical
sophistication and citizen participation. Officialeed to accept that people can
master the technical aspects of problems and isgitiesurprising alacrity.

Citizens and city officials alike must see resatigl enjoy successes right from the
beginning Failed attempts at deliberative collaboration ¢en worse than not
making the attempt at all because of the debititagffects of raising expectations
and then not delivering on them.

Government officials must recognize and accept, thiaempowering citizens, they
are unleashing an enormously powerful for@dorse, 2005, p. 5). They must

prepare themselves for a very different, and memahding, way of serving the

public interest. Once in the embrace of a newlysed and energised public, there
is no letting go.

Institutionalisation of Public Deliberation in Austalia

The experience of pioneering efforts in delibemtilemocracy in the Planning and
Infrastructure portfolio in Western Australia (asellvas initiatives in other
countries) suggests that reform is not only possibut is quite feasible - the
political will is there. Nevertheless, there exispediments to public deliberation
that must not be underestimated.

Obstacles

Government in Australia, like government elsewhel@es not have a good track
record of involving citizens in policy-developmeantd decision-making. Although
communityconsultationhas been ensconced in rule and regulation, edlyenighe
environmental and planning portfolios, the resuisve been overwhelmingly
disappointing. Rather than enabling citizens to adtle to the policy-making
process, consultation often has backfired, leaviegticipants feeling misled,
‘used’, or more apathetic and cynical than befamed leaving public servants
feeling hapless, cynical, or ‘burnt-out’.
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It is not difficult to see why consultation hasléa so far short of expectations.
Community consultation has been tacked on to amiecratic, managerial system
of democratic government. In part, consultation ais afterthought because
Australian society, like advanced techno-economieties throughout the world,
has become so meritocratic, specialised, and fdcuse the acquisition of
credentials that the public has unquestioninglydednover much of the necessary
decision-making to ‘experts’, to whom implicitly weave assigned the ability to
determine what counts as knowledge and what doesThas policy-makers too
readily accept their own views as sound, but tifeatviews of ordinary citizens —
even in regard to matters properly withireir realm of ‘expertise’, such as values
and priorities — as mere ‘preference’ and ‘opinion’

Most forms of community consultation attract chieflersons and groups having
narrow interests that, simply by being ‘particulakist in some degree of tension
with the public interest as the public would defiaad articulate it through
deliberation. The ‘uninterested’ public generalfsmeither incentive nor capacity
to participate effectively in an arena best suitedhe staking out and defense of
pre-formed policy positions. In part this is beeatise ‘uninterested’ public does
not havea pre-deliberative view, as interest groups dae phblic’s ‘interest’ must
emerge from intra-public deliberation. Moreovere thublic’s interest is not just
another interest, one that is ‘on all fours’ witther interests. By definition, it
includes those interests. Consultation fails to weetogether a genuine public
perspective and to define an authentic public @siebecause it is not designed to
do so. Indeed, it rests on conceptions and assangpthat make such notions well
nigh impossible even to conceive.

There are many obstacles to institutionalisingbdehtive democratic practice, and
they have been discussed at length elsewfiéhe cannot address them adequately
here. However, we do wish to draw attention bridflythe question of public
officials’ beliefs and attitudes concerning delié@sn with citizens.

George Frederickson of the University of Kansas Wegten that although it is
perfectly evident to officials that current formkinteraction between themselves
and citizens are inadequate to the task of solwiagy problems and resolving
many issues, few believe there is a need for adomahtally different type of
relationship with the public (Frederickson, 199Bhis view, Frederickson argues,
is rooted ultimately in officials’ self-conceptioasrepresentatives of the pulilic

First, government officials see effective governasysomethinghey achieve and
maintain through ‘leadership’ exercised through #ughority of the institutional
roles they occupy. In turn, they understand ledudpras devising and promoting
solutions that most constituents will accept. Hethey tend to regard listening as a
chance to hear opinions and already-held policyitipos — to learn where
individuals and groups stand on issues — and tw tééking as the opportunity to
explain matters to members of the public and tsymste them.
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Second, from their institutional perspective, dffis see the public as an aggregate
of constituencies: neighborhood associations, legsiand civic clubs, professional
associations, interest groups, government depatsiveerd agencies, and blocs of
voters. They have little understanding of the pulii any sense other than as a
collection of persons and groups with narrowly dedi interests and circumscribed
perspectives. Viewed through this lens, the comtgu@r the public)as suchis
difficult for officials to discern.

Third, officials’ acts of listening and talking tmembers of constituencies are
policy-specific, having to do with particular prebhs or issues. They see public
discourse as primarily policy discussion for thepgmse of problem-solving. It is
not unusual, therefore, for the elected or appdintdficial to regard public
ambivalence, apathy, conflict, or frustration afumction of the peculiarities of a
particular policy matter, rather than as an indécathat therelationshipsthat make
up the ‘civic infrastructure’ of a community aretras robust or resilient as they
could or should be.

Fourth, officials know that issues rooted in ideastlooks, values, and principles
usually are harder to resolve than interest-basskes because the latter are more
susceptible to bargaining, and hence mutually dabép compromise. Pragmatic
officials understand interests and know how to dei#th conflicts between them.
Value- or principle-based issues, in contrast, apm@s no-win headaches, and
efforts to resolve them seem to be a thankless famkjust this reason, officials
(like constituent groups) seek institutional resiolu rather than resolution within
the community or between the community and govermmstitutions. From their
perspective, institutions produce clear, definits@utions because outcomes are
justified not on the basis of an ill-defined, elisiconsensus, but on the basis of
votes, or an ‘objective’ administrative calculatioihcosts and benefits.

Less charitably, we would add to Frederickson’s laxation of officials’
understandable reluctance to engage citizens ibedlation an observation on the
seduction of political power. Because power inasdm a democracy, chiefly as a
function of enhanced authority) as one ascenddatihgers of administrative and
elective government, the gateways to decision-ngakire strongly and jealously
guarded. Citizens possessing extra-ordinary inftaeifstemming from extra-
ordinary status or resources) may be admitted & dhcision-making arena.
Ordinary citizens, however, are excluded not onbnf decision-making, but also
from access to information that might provoke th@maction. The community is
frequently cajoled to ‘have a say’, but then fimurticipation is not linked to
influence over decision-making. The institutionaéfehders of ‘representative
government’ typically contend that government isnderatic if the public has its
‘say’ at the ballot box on election day. Of coursech ‘democracy once every three
or four years’ works to the advantage of candidatélso can rely on ‘mass
marketing’ to portray themselves as ‘listeningttieir constituencies.
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Opportunities

Despite the plethora of obstacles to instituticsialj deliberation as part of the
policy-making process, there are also some encowagjgns that the cause of
public deliberation is making headway. For goveosaim Australia (or anywhere)

to become more democratic, collaborative, and ddditive, governments and com-
munities must alter the nature of their interactioBovernments, of courses, are
institutions, and institutions are notoriously it resistant to change, and ‘behind
the curve’ in relation to social and political clgas occurring in the environment
they inhabit. Yet the time may well be ripe for paband government to start

moving in the direction of greater democracy, dmliation, and deliberation.

One of the authors (Hartz-Karp) had the opportutityparticipate in the recent
2020 Summitin his opening remarks, Prime Minister Mr. Rudgbressed a view
that received much media attention: ‘Governmengspective of its political
persuasion, does not have a monopoly on policy amsd Subsequently, in the
introduction to the2020 Summipreliminary report, the Prime Minister urged that
we make the question of reform a matter for wideaprmublic consideration:

The challenges facing Australia are great and afitfalians need to think about
how we meet them. Our discussions this weekenddimad be the conclusion of
the national conversation that has begun to devalepthe past 10 weeks, but
rather a stimulus to engage an even larger nunfbugiralians on the questions
we have debated.

To be sure, the PM’s remarks about ‘throwing og®s windows of democracy’
and ‘turning to you, the people of Australia,” whiheady stuff, did not signal the
advent of a new stage in the evolution of demacrgtivernance. After all, the
Summitwas hardly a ‘people’s convention’; it was ratlcyser to a meritocratic
conclave of the ‘best and brightest — as one contater noted, ‘a gathering of
people selected on indeterminate grounds of genetatandingness®” Moreover,

it is a telling commentary on the state of demogréoday that the PM’s
observation — that elected officials do not havets answers and must to look to

It is worth noting here that a nonprofit organisatnewDemocracyrecently secured an
Australian Research Council grant to convene amdlysin ‘Australian Citizens’
Parliament’ ACP). At time of writing (November 2008), th&CP has just commenced.
The task of the randomly selected Citizen Parligarams is to produce a set of
recommendations — ones that can be implemented\wrgment — about how the
Australian system of representative democracy esstiengthened to serve the people
better. Ideas from the ‘Governance’ stream of2020 Summiwill serve as a source of
input. Participants will be expected to arriverdbimed decisions after thoroughly
assessing the strengths and weaknesses of what#iagroptions they devise. Although
they need not reach agreement, they will be askegbtk toward consensus so that they
can both find common ground and clarify issues ttaynot resolve. They will be
encouraged to understand and acknowledge eachsodiféering views, and to treat their
effort to do so as a means to identifying a ‘di@ctor ‘way forward’ that serves the
interests of all Australians to the greatest expassible.
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the public for assistance in finding them — waselipteted widely as being
profound(and, in some quarters, profoundly mistaken).

Such realism notwithstanding, tf8immitmay prove in retrospect to have been
what one participant called a ‘sentinel event'.{Bmh events are essentially one-off
events that at the time of their occurrence areahways recognised as significant.
‘They throw light on the settings in which they accand help identify the
direction of system changes'. In this instance,di@nge is perhaps in the direction
of greater inclusion and openness, albeit withm Ithnits of the current structural
capacities of the political system. It is the lafteint that is of interest here; for any
real strengthening of the role of citizens to ogcdumust be accompanied by an
increase in the structural capacities of the systéhe question is whether the
public can either drive change in public institagoor create ‘parallel institutions’
that government must heed.

A Proposal for an Australian Experiment and Model

Historically Australia has been a leader in demticnaform, having invented the
secret ballot and becoming one of the first natimnstroduce women’s suffrage
and a democratically-elected upper house. As elemylihough, real reform has
stagnated. There has been much commentary on Hiendjion of contemporary
adversarial democratic systems that emphasisesgastiip and contention, which
enervate or even render representative governnmepotéent in the face of the
critical challenges of our time.

Unease about the state of democracy today was esanifi several of the
discussion streams at t2020 Summitin fact, it was the governance stream that
sounded a clarion call for ‘collaborative goverranre- revolutionising the way
governments and communities interact’. Whether dail6 portends a new era in
which Australia once again leads the way in dentacraform — this time by fully
and effectively institutionalising deliberative deanacy — depends on whether the
nation can gain traction on the rocky road thattrbedraveled.

What follows is a modest proposal, a proposal mot revolution but rather a
‘radical’ (in the sense of ‘going to the root’) imgyement to our current system of
representative democracy. Representative demoaanybe significantly more
relevant, responsive, and effective if it is augtednwith citizen-government
collaboration and public deliberation.

Criteriafor collaborative, deliberative participation

Decision-making must be moiaclusive and representativef the demographic
characteristics of the population. To the extenat tiparticipants are truly
representative of the larger population from whibhy are drawn, it is possible
(with varying degrees of accuracy and confidenoepter the probable conclusions
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of the population as a whole, were everyone abtietiberate together in the same
manner as participants.

Decision-making must be modeliberative It will take all views into account and

weigh the reasons for and against different coun§gmlicy action consistent with

those views. A deliberative outcome will providemare precise, more nuanced,
and more reliable guide for official policy-makirtgan does the comparatively
superficial and shifting contemporary alternatipeiblic opinion’.

The contributions of ordinary citizens must be mioriduential. Decision-makers
should indicate at the outset of the process thenéxo which the outcomes of
deliberation will influence policy development andecision-making. The
presumption should be that institutional decisicakers will take direction from
those outcomes and will bear the burden of expiginvhy they cannot in good
conscience allow their actions to be guided thereby

Practical requirements for embedding deliberativatigipation In order to
institutionalise deliberative participation by g&nhs, a number of practical
requirements will have to be met. Here are twayikmes:

Institutionalisation will not occur in the absen@# commitment from all
stakeholders. ‘Buy-in’ depends on persuading evesyathat deliberative
participation will not place their particular inésts at a disadvantage vis-a-vis the
interests of others with whom they find themseliescompetition. In short,
institutionalisation requires that deliberativetii@pation be equipartisan’. A key
indication that political partisans view delibevatiparticipation as ‘equi-partisan’
would be its appearance as a ‘plank’ in party elattplatforms. Parties should be
able and willing to compete not only on the badighe quality of their policy
proposals, but also on the basis of how much treeyodcreate civic space for
participation and deliberation, and on how respanshey are to the public voice
that emerges from that process.

At the same time, institutionalisation must henpartisan. In its design and
execution, deliberative participation should setkie public interest: the stake
everyone has in healthy political institutions apihctices. Serving the public
interest is a precondition for widespread accemarialeliberative participation as
a legitimate extension and expression of the fotiodal, universally accepted
values and principles of democracy, such as paliteguality, accountability,
transparency, and responsiveness.

? Inclusiveness — ensuring that all perspectivegepeesented — is one way to affirm the
non-partisan character of deliberative participatidnother is to make participation
mandatory — asking citizens to accept a duty ttiggpate. A requirement to participate
would apply to citizens ‘called’ to serve, justibapplies to citizens called for jury
service. Citizen deliberators, like jurors, migktdxcused for sufficient cause (which
citizens ought to have a hand in specifying whéndhestion is addressed). Because
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Outline of an initial experiment
Here is a broad sketch of an initial test of ingiitnalised deliberative participation:

First, an independent group — perhaps a universityuniversities, perhaps a
collection of non-governmental organisations, ete.volunteers to serve as a
convener and organiser of a deliberative eventracgss that will take place during
an election campaign period. (For the sake of coewee, let us call this group
‘the  Commission’.) The Commission asks political rtigg to choose —

collaboratively or independently, as they are déggo— one or more important
issues they believe citizens can and should hedplve through deliberative

participation both within the public and betweetizeins and policy-makers. The
Commission plays the role of ‘honest broker’ in @#ding concerns and resolving
disagreements that might prevent the parties fnirjg the experiment.

The political parties state clearly and unequiviycide extent to which, if elected,
they are prepared to act on the findings and recamdistions of the citizen
deliberation. This commitment may range from metaking note of the outcome,
to constructing a referendum on which the publicy wate, to adopting the
recommendations on a trial basis (perhaps by empé&sunset’ provisions in the
authorising legislation), to working jointly withtizens to design, implement, and
evaluate specific policies.

With financial support, chiefly from government,ettfCommission oversees the
tasks of ‘framing’ (defining, describing, characserg) the issue(s) to be
deliberated; generating a range of options congistéth the full range of public
perspectives; and assembling arguments for andnsigaach option. The
Commission ensures that these tasks are carrieith @st non-partisan a fashion as
possible, and that the resulting information iseptable to and accessible by both
stakeholders and members of the general public.Cdmemission also assembles a
design team of practitioners, scholars, politidggufes, and citizens to study and
recommend the methods and tools best suited tddliteeration of each issue.

participating in deliberations concerning issuepuflic policy is not essential to the
operation of the political system in the way segvim juries is essential to operation of
the legal system, it ought to be rather easiepéwsons to be excused from the former.
Nevertheless, for the purpose of constructing geement and model, there ought to be
a strong expectation that most citizens will pgptte if selected. This expectation might
be accompanied by incentives that help offset uidabbe costs of participation that
approach or exceed those citizens are expecteshtothen serving on a jury.

Non-partisanship can be demonstrated as weltdyiging citizen deliberators with
access to independent sources of advice and assistancerning the framing of
guestions, process design, facilitation, oversigiunitoring, articulation, evaluation, and
identifying areas for modification and improvement.
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Using voter rolls or other suitable lists, the Coission oversees the drawing of
samples of the population that collectively areslltyg representative of the public’s
demographic diversity. It sees to it that people ‘@alled up’ randomly for the

‘civic duty’ of deliberating on behalf of their felw citizens. Participants are
afforded instruction and practice in deliberatimgtbat differences in individual

confidence, skill, and other key factors are misieai.

During the campaign period, the Commission adnenssthe deliberative process
and then aggregates and synthesises the findingsresommendations of the
deliberative sample.

At election time, voters evaluate the parties astien part on the question of how
well they have heard, understood, and respondettheoexpressed the public’s
concerns, values, priorities, ideas, and recomnienmda as these have been
identified, formulated, and voiced by members & fublic who have deliberated
together on the public’s behalf.

The Commission monitors the efforts of the partiesth in office and out, to
incorporate the conclusions and recommendatiorthefdeliberative sample into
policy and practice.

The Commission evaluates the deliberative procedgeoposes improvements for
the next election period. In light of the initiakperiment and prospects for the
future, it also recommends ways to ‘scale up’ awdle out’ deliberative participa-
tion, and to enlarge the structural capacity of ibétical system to introduce and
sustain such deliberation as a continuing featfidemocratic government.

In order for the experimental process outlined aboy demonstrate the full
potential of deliberative public participation imet policy-making process, it should
be supported by the same ‘enabling efforts’ thdt & needed to sustain such
participation over time. Here are three especiafiportant steps that should be
taken:

Foster the growth of positive public beliefs abant attitudes toward deliberative
citizen participation by providingexperiential civic education that enables all
citizens, adults as well as youth, to develop tkidssthey require to deliberate
cooperatively and to participate effectively.

Create mechanisms to support collective inquiry aodperative learning as
precursors to deliberative participation.

Publicly recognise and provide financial supportifmovation in the public sector that
makes room for deliberative citizen.
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Conclusion

In contemporary Western democracies, the role tiferis is confined largely to

that of voting for elected public officials, andegvthat role is on the wane. In
Australia, where voting is compulsory, growing nwerdof young Australians are
seeking to avoid mandatory voter registration (9i2001). Some accounts of the
‘democratic deficit’ hypothesis hold that the demzmy's institutions are out of

touch with its norms, and that greater alignmemivben the two could be achieved
if there were more opportunities for the publig#rticipate in policy-development

and decision-making (Hill 2003).

In our hierarchical, technocratic systems of goseoe, however, the space that
exists for people outside government tends to lbamed by organised interests. In
large measure, this circumscribed role for citizetesns from the widely-held view
that, in a representative democracy, directly erficing the policy-making process
ought to be the bailiwick of technocratic expedrjanised interests, and elected
officials. This presumption, in turn, is buttresqedd rationalised) by a too-ready
acceptance of the contention that citizens arergipeininformed, unskilled, and
uninterested in the work of democratic self-goveznin

Whatever the merits of this contention — and they rot insubstantial— it is
nevertheless difficult to disagree with the conidnsDelli Carpini (1999) reaches

*

In its 1999 study, ‘America Unplugged: Citizensldrheir Government’, the Council for
Excellence in Government reported that public d@dfgcin the U.S. see too many people
who are impatient, emotional, intolerant of ambiigaind complexity, ill-informed, con-
cerned only with their narrow, immediate intereats] unwilling to face up to and accept
unavoidable costs and tradeoffs. They seldom emew labout, let alone sympathise
with, the struggle of officials to deal with intrand intergovernmental conflict and
differing (sometimes overlapping) areas of resgalityi and authority. Ordinary citizens
tend to focus on solutions that would address thesiticular concerns in their particular
situation, whereas government officials must alwthysk in terms of policies that apply
equally and fairly to all persons in all (relevgrglmilar) situations. Moreover, citizens
don’t appreciate that the amount of effort needeitn around government once it has
embarked upon a particular course is draining dieh @emoralising.

Public officials express strong reservations alieeitability and desire of citizens to
participate in the policy process. A common themdiscussions of their relationship
with the public is captured in the comment, ‘Thagm®l public is not interested in
delving into issues...". (Harwood, 1989, p. 15) Tlaeg convinced that citizens have too
many other demands on their time—at home, in thekplace, and elsewhere—to get
involved. Few citizens, they believe, are inter@stepublic issues and are willing to find
the time required to deal with them competentlyess their interests are in direct and
immediate jeopardy.

A third reason policy-makers give for doubting ttia public can contribute much to
the crafting of public policies is that typicallyety hear only from citizens who belong to
groups that choose to be vocal on an issue. Padjhiespecial interests, however, often
turn public meetings into opportunities to makdrthiews known, and to try to sway
public opinion and the policy process in their fav@ublic meetings then turn into
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after completing his survey of the literature congggy the importance to a
democracy of informed voters:

In his later years, [U.S. President] Thomas Jeffersften lamented the lack of trust
most of his contemporaries had in the general puldfhile he agreed that people
often fell short of the civic ideal, he argued ttia political systemy minimising
what was expected of citizemgiaranteed the nature of their public behavidfe ‘
think one side of this experiment has been longughdried, and proved not to
promote the good of the many; and that the other hat been fairly and
sufficiently tried’ (emphasis added) (Jefferson399p. 31).

| share Jefferson’s concern about the lack of tiuthe people themselves. | also
share his beliefs that an informeitizenry is the only true repository of the public
will; that, given the incentive, education, and ogpnity, the general public is
capable of exercising political power in an enlegied way.

There are many ways in which a more participatorgre collaborative, and more
deliberative democratic politics might be achievadAustralia and elsewhere.
Theorising about the exact shape of an institutised practice of deliberative

democracy is helpful, but by itself it cannot answlee question of what shape
would be best. We need to begixperimentingwvith forms of citizen-government

collaboration and participatory public deliberatitmat will yield the evidence

required for empirical description and analysis. ¥da then identify best practices
and begin the work of transforming our democrady & set of institutions that are
adequate to the tasks we need them to performthatdre genuinely responsive to
the will of an increasingly alienated, disaffecteahd restive people. While ‘one
cannot order participation by decree’ we can craatenvironment more conducive
to deliberative citizen participation and collaktora governance.

Finally, in our conversations and discussions oemvhwhere, and how to bring
citizens into the public decision-making process$,us bear in mind that the stakes
are of the highest order. Democracy — and probanigh more — hangs in the
balance. A

contests between competing groups. Policymakerthegyfind it nearly impossible to
obtain input from the public as a whole.

Even when they think their interests are at stal&ials maintain, citizens have a poor
grasp of the complexities involved. They questidrether members of the public can
offer ‘informed’ input on issues, and they saysitifficult for them to translate those
issues into more-accessible terms. Even if theyttey are disinclined to do so because
simplifying complex matters often distorts themcitlizens can’t get a handle on such
matters, then they can't offer informed input.gfues have to be ‘dumbed down’ to the
point where the information the public providesésponse is not helpful, there is no
point in doing so.

Some policy-makers say the public must face umtbdeal with the inherent trade-offs
that action in one area entails for what governnecantdo in other areas. But policy-
makers don’t know how to help citizens confront areigh these trade-offs.
Consequently, genuine deliberation is rare.
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NOTES

! http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Democracy Retrieve8 March 2009.

2 http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/demogr&etrieved 18 March 2009.

® http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/democraegrigved 18 March 2009.

* http://ww.democracy-building.info/definition-derracy.html Retrieved 18 March 2009.

® In the study, a wide range of approaches to finstefeliberation were considered, including
Citizens’ Juries, Consensus Forums, 21st CentuajoBues, Multi-Criteria Analysis
Conferences, World Cafés, Enquiry-by-Design Diaksyiand Deliberative Surveys.

® The Deliberative Poll™ was developed by Stanfonivirsity scholar James Fishkin. See
Gastil, 2008: 201-204 and James Fishkin and Cyithigar in Gastil and Levine, 2005:
68-77.

"http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Citizens’_Assembly_dBlectoral_Reform_(British_Columbia),
August 2008.

® The BC Citizens’ Assembly is an example of theilehtive Poll™. See note 5, above.

® This mechanism for electing a public official adsthe contest to the candidate who wins
more votes than the other candidate(s) (a simpJerityain a two-candidate contest, a
plurality in a multi-candidate contest).

9 In Denmark, Conferences for the most part haveesded issues of technology: e.g.,
genetically modified foods; the future of fishirtigleworking; information technology in
transport; air pollution; human genome mapping; @eaetic engineering in industry and
agriculture.

™ One of the oldest municipal participatory struetuin the U.S. is the system of ‘district
councils’ created more than 30 years ago in Stl, Réonesota.
http://www.stpaul.gov/index.asp?NID=1859

2 The following description is based on an artigfd_pn Carson and Rodolfo Lewanski
(2008), Fostering Citizen Participation Top-Dowmternational Journal of Public
Participation Vol.2, Issue 1.

Bhttp://www.regione.toscana.it/regione/multimedia/@icuments/1210079040449 _scheda
_illustrativa_inglese.pdf

4 Carson, L. and Lewanski, R. (2008). The quotedmfBobbio, L.(2007) ‘Regione
Toscana. Partecipazione per una legge sulla ppatgone’, in Dipartimento della
Funzione Pubblica (2007), in Bobbio, L. (eddmministrare con i cittadiniRubettino,
Soveria Mannelli, p. 93.

15 See, for example: Ryfe, David. 2005. ‘Does Detlitiee Democracy Work? Annual
Review of Political Scienc&ol. 8: 49-71; Bohman, James. 2002. ‘The Comirgge
of Deliberative DemocracyJournal of Political PhilosophyVol. 6 Issue 4; Farrelly,
Colin. 2004. Chapter 7: ‘Deliberative Democradh Introduction to Contemporary
Political Theory.Sage Publications: London; Lukensmeyer, Carolynd.Torres, Lars
HasselbladPublic Deliberation A Manager’s Guide to Citizen Engagement
http://www.businessofgovernment.org/pdfs/Lukensmi@gport. pdf

'8 David Burchell The Australian28 April 2008.



