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Over the last two decades, growing concerns abembdratic deficit in liberal
democracies have prompted widespread experimemtatth new public engagement
devices such as citizen juries and panels, advismumcils, stakeholder meetings, lay
members of professional review boards, representatt public hearings, public
submissions, citizen surveys, deliberative polliagljberative forums, focus groups, and
advocacy group representations (Cain, Dalton, aadr&v 2003; Smith 2005; Gastil and
Levine 2005; Fung 2006). The proliferation of thes& forums for engagement
suggests a growing demand for democratic renewhthange. However there is little
comparative assessment of the strengths and wesshetdifferent public engagement
tools for redressing distinct kinds of democragficits.

In this paper we aim to advance this assessméwbinvays. First, using the US
and Canadian political systems as our examplesjeveify the kinds of democratic
deficits the systems are likely to generate. Intamd we identify democratic deficits
likely to plague referendums, one common respomsieficits in representative
democracy. Each system is prone to different kofdeficits, for different reasons.

Both, however, have structural features that linéir capacities to capture and advance
citizen interests and demands. Second, we outtieedpacities of a particular type of
new institution—the Citizens’ Assembly—to supplemear received institutions in
ways that redress democratic deficits. We focuthoze institutional features—random
selection, learning and deliberation, and empowatm¢hat set the citizens’ assembly



model apart from other kinds of public engagemeatg@sses. Owing to these features,
citizens’ assemblies have capacities to supplemrasting institutions in ways that
directly address their areas of democratic deficit.

Defining Democratic Deficits

We define a democratic deficit as a misalignmemben citizen demands and
the capacities of existing political institutiorsdeal with those demands. Citizen distrust
of and disengagement from traditional politicatingions is a well documented trend in
the US and Canada (Pharr and Putnam 2000; Gidetrajil 2004). Scholars have offered
a variety of explanations for this phenomenon,uduig the poor performance of
political institutions (Pharr and Puthnam 2000; Dal2004); the increasing capacities of
new generations of better educated, more inforhesd,deferential citizens to be critical
of those institutions (Nevitte 1996; Dalton 200dglehart 1997; Norris 1999;
Mansbridge 1997); and a fundamental popular distastthe conflict-ridden messiness
of politics and a general disinterest in publicippdebates (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse
2002). While scholars disagree about the causdsengagement and distrust, these
arguments have in common the idea that politicgtitutions are failing to connect
citizen concerns with collective decision-makindeagitimate and effective ways.

We take this evidence as indicative. Our key metex@ primarily theoretical
and speculative, focused on those features ofigallinstitutions in the US and Canada
that are likely to produce particular kinds of dematic deficits. To define these kinds,
we ask a normative question: What should demociradictutions do? At the highest
level of abstraction, we believe democratic insitos should bénclusiveof those
affected deliberativein the making of law and policy, amgcountable€or the results.

Democratic institutions should, minimally, servarnolude the interests,
perspectives, and arguments of those affected lbgctiwe decisions. Inclusion depends
on political institutions that can respond to aietyrof intermediary institutions which
thematize and channel citizen demands to formasaeemaking structures.
Intermediary institutions, including political pes, lobby groups, social movement
organizations, policy networks and innovative palplarticipation forums act as the
connective tissue of democracy, defining the issumeksconnecting publics affected by
policies to decision-makers. Inclusion-based defigiay result from weaknesses in these
connections. Intermediary institutions that arersgron “thematizing” may be weak on
“channelling” and vice versa. Social movement oiz@ions and broad policy networks
may adequately capture the range of concerns aekgts in the public sphere, but may
have little capacity to channel those demands tiralecision-making processes.
Political parties and lobby groups may be stronglwmnelling capacity but may only be
weakly connected to broader public demands. Asiaauds below, formal political
institutions partly shape the channelling capagftintermediary institutions by
privileging particular kinds of resources and otigational forms. In this way, they can
produce systematic exclusions, which in turn resuttemocratic deficits.



Second, democratic institutions should have cap&uiintegrate citizen demands
into proposals and decisions, and provide pubtiomales for decisions. That is, they
should have capacities for the deliberative fororabf decisions. As we will suggest
below, political institutions in Canada and the &ffen create incentives and
accountability structures that place a premiumawessarial, winner-take-all politics,
which in turn makes considered, deliberative deaisnaking difficult. Citizen distaste
for this kind of politics is evident their in congnhts about the adversarial or polarized
culture of politics (E.g. Hibbing and Theiss-Mo&&02).

Second, democratic institutions should have cap&uiintegrate citizen demands
into proposals and decisions, and provide pubtiomales for decisions. That is, they
should have capacities for the deliberative fororatf decisions. As we will show
below, existing formal institutions in Canada ahd US increasingly lack the ability to
escape their structural adversarialism. Formaitirigins structured either to exclude
interests from decision-making or to block the gnégion and aggregation of interests
from decision-making. Both create incentives antbantability structures that place a
premium on adversarial, winner-take-all politicgther than deliberative decision-
making. Citizen distaste for this kind of politissevident in their complaints about the
adversarial or polarized culture of politics (Bibbing and Theiss-Morse 2002).

Finally, democratic institutions should be accobigdo citizens. Institutions
should offer citizens mechanisms to hold electdidiafs accountable for a variety of
actions, including the representation of pluratrasts, deliberation that seeks to weigh
and integrate diverse concerns, and producing @pblicy that is demonstrably in the
public interest (Warren 2008). As we will suggeskowv, US and Canadian political
institutions have differing strengths and weaknesgéh respect to representation and
policy accountability. While both the US and Camadelectoral systems allow citizens
to use the vote to hold elected officials accouletétr their performance, the Canadian
system enables voters to vote a government oufioEoEven though the Westminster
system is superior to the US system because it emnscstrong, retrospective
accountability, it is unable to connect citizen ieqwal or disapproval to specific policies
or performances. Indeed, the moments of accouitiabilriggered by confidence
votes—are decided by the elites of political pattie

Democratic Deficits in Canadian and US Political In stitutions

The Westminster parliamentary system used in Caaadats provinces as well
as the presidential system used in the United Staith have structural properties that
exacerbate the gap between citizen demands, existermediary institutions and
government action. But because the systems aexeiff, the institutional causes of
democratic deficits are also different.

In Canada, representation deficits are very likkg/consequence of the
Westminster parliamentary system combined withargi fractionalization. In
comparison with other kinds of democratic systetms Westminster system is relatively
exclusive of interests (Lipjhart 1999, Powell 200B¢cause the system is based on



single member plurality districts, it produces eyagted legislative majorities for
governing parties. And because Westminster systenifig powers, there are few
institutional checks upon the majority party, whinlturn means that minority interests
and perspectives have few institutional meansriibneénce. At the federal level, these
exclusionary tendencies are exacerbated by regsomaho party in Canada today can
aspire to more than about 40 percent of the popota. Since WWI, only three
governments have garnered a majority of the votel yet Westminster systems are not
designed for coalition governments. Parties workhenassumption that they will receive
legislative majorities and will therefore absolatetrol over the business of government.

Likewise, the tightly elite-controlled Canadian Wrasister system tends to
privilege exclusive forms of social capital—tighttgnnected networks of trusted
advisors. Because they do not have to worry almuti shopping by intermediary
agents, central actors may choose how widely tswgrand which actors to heed.
Nominal consultation tends to be open-ended andspigtad in Canada, but networks of
influence are often much more limited. A lack @frtsparency in the process for
connecting consultation with policy undermines ¢hedibility of consultation processes
as legitimate and effective forums for the expr@ssif demands. Canadian intermediary
institutions also lack the independent funding e to US organizations, perhaps in
part because Westminster institutions provide feypgrortunities for organized advocacy
and influence. And because many NGOs and commanggnizations have historically
relied on the various levels of government for fimggthey occupy a precarious position
as government watchdogs and agents of change.

The Westminster system is also relatively non-@elbve its formation of policy
(Steiner, et. al. 2004). Responsible party govemtrtimits parliament’s role in agenda-
setting and policy-making. Although at the feddeakl, the Canadian system is formally
bicameral, it is functionally unicameral, and cantcates power in the hands of majority
party leadership. Even cabinet plays less of aimtdhannelling interests and
deliberating about policy than it once did, withams now held the office of the prime
minister (Savoie 1999). Thus, the role of minopgrties in parliament—which typically
represent 60 percent or more of the electorateiniseld to opposition and adversarial
debate. These qualities sharpen the adversarialishe legislature, and precludes the
expression of a representative continuum of pudpiaion.

Finally, an advantage of the Westminster systethasit produces strong
retrospective accountability: if voters are unhapyn a government’s performance,
they have a clear agent to blame—namely, the ngjoairty in parliament. This kind of
accountability, however, is relatively crude: thstitutions do not allow for voters to
differentiate among agents when holding them acamle—to simultaneously express
approval of a government even if they disapprova lofcal representative, or vice versa.
A further problem is that voters are only able tddhgovernments to account
periodically, and thus have to weigh a competinmgeseof policy and candidate concerns
in exercising their power to hold lawmakers to asdoFinally, voters have no means for
holding elected officials accountable for policyideration in federal-provincial
negotiations. At the federal level, exercising astability is hampered by powerful



provinces with regional interests: policies arepfthe result of elite-brokered
compromises among the prime ministers of the temipces, which often fail to include
broader public interests and opinion. Voters maykmow which level of government to
blame, or if they do, may simply be unable to deatlers from other provinces.

Political institutions in the US are likely to gaate democratic deficits for quite
different reasons. With respect to representatitijnstitutions appear to be more
inclusive than Canadian institutions. Most obvigugthe US system is much less unlikely
to produce governments that fail to garner a mgjafi votes. In addition, because
political institutions have separate constituenaidszens have multiple opportunities for
representation—if not through the House or Serthén through the Executive. Finally,
because the US system separates powers, it pravigléple points of access for a
variety of interests to be heard and to influenalcyp. On the surface, a directly elected
executive, bicameral legislatures, a strong judycigould appear to create ample
opportunities for citizens to engage with governtrterpress their demands.

In practice, however, these multiple sites of iafiae create problems for
democratic inclusion. The very qualities of thetegs that provide for more access points
also place a premium on political resources—paddrtyymoney and organization.
Because citizens cannot vote for governments ip#nkamentary sense, the system is
more open to influence by powerful interests, nane to corruption, and less likely to
respond to broad public interests. Formal instidi arrangements also create incentives
and opportunities that shape the intermediary orgdéions that connect citizen demands
to government action. The combination of weak paréind personalized politics,
combined myriad congressional committees, hundoédgencies with rule-making
power, a strong and pluralized legal system, apdrsg¢ed powers creates incentives for a
professional influence and advocacy industry in Niuagton. These intermediary groups
could in principle function to connect broad soeiat public interests to policy-making.
Most (though not all) are organizations which retyprofessional lobbyists and experts,
and lack credible representative connections tadomnstituencies (Skocpol 1999;
Skocpol and Fiorina 1999). These qualities of §stesn multiply the value of
organization and money as political resources ltiagun a system that is highly
pluralistic, but also highly exclusive of those lwwithout political resources.

With respect to deliberation, the US system isrageore robust than the
Canadian system. A system with separated poweendepmore on bargaining and
persuasion than one with unified powers. The comemistructure of Congress likewise
provides more opportunities for deliberation antspasion. Yet because deliberative
influences mix with undue access for special irgesrand brokered deals that are not
transparent to the public, it is hard for citizémsell whether policies are the
consequences of deliberation about the publicesteor other kinds of influence.

The US electoral system provides retrospective @edility between individual
voters and representatives, but not between vatetsnstitutional performance. Owing
to the separation of powers, citizens do not haeeopportunity to vote governments into
or out of office. The same features produce a systewith multiple points of veto,



meaning that democratic majorities have difficidtyercoming well-organized interests
that are able to capture a veto point. In additiba,separation of powers can lead to
gridlock or veto cycles when each site is contbldg different parties or factions. The
result is often incremental or contradictory chatigd bears little resemblance to the
preferences articulated by citizens and interestigs. What accountability exists is
retrospective and weak.

We are arguing, then, that the US and Canadiatigablsystems are both plagued
by democratic deficits. The deficits are similathe broad sense that they both involve
disconnections between citizens and institutiong.iBsofar as the sources are
institutional, it is likely that the Canadian an& WJystems suffer distinct pathologies. The
deficits in Canada result from a political systdmattis structurally exclusive, non-
deliberative, overly centralized to the point oftaritarianism, while also ham-strung by
regional fractionalization. The centralized natof¢he Westminster system privileges
interests that can mobilize exclusive social c&psiacial networks that connect interests
to those actors in power. The deficits in the USteay stem from a system that is
fragmented by the separation of powers, penetiatedganized interests, and offers
unique institutional configuration of each polityeans that formal institutions produce
deficits in distinct ways. Table 1 summarizes thdgrns of deficit.

Table 1: Democratic Ideals and I nstitutional Deficits

Normative Institutional Deficits

Dimensions of )

pEN Y Canadian System US System

Inclusion Elite centred exclusion, Pluralistic exclusion: agendas
Regionalism, SMD produces | and outcomes biased toward
minority majority well-resourced interests
governments

Deliberation Non-deliberative: policy Semi-deliberative,
making centralized in PMO’s | undermined by non-
office transparent brokerage

Accountability Unified, Retrospective Dispersed, Retrospective
accountability accountability

Supplementary democracy?

The key features of US and Canadian political instins that generate
democratic deficits are not likely to change. Eiredeficit, they nonetheless work well



enough to avoid the broad constituencies and Ishgtenecessary for re-engineering—
with some exceptions in Canada in the area of@iaicsystem reform.

That said, democracies today are more like ecatapi@n “systems”—and, as
such, they can be patched, repaired, nudged, &ned in ways that fall well short of
the difficult business of institutional redesigrheladvantage of relating (if only
theoretically) the unsatisfied demand for democtagyarticular dimensions of
institutional deficits is that we can also identifie place in what patches and repairs are
likely to do the most good. Following this idea, meght conceive of the new
experimentalism asupplementary democracgnd we might judge these supplements by
asking whether they have capacities to addressfigpaeficits. Because most such
patches and repairs are ad hoc, brought into existley specific problems of
governance, they tend to be targeted at partipdbeies or issues; they are limited
rather than global; they are tools for specificsjoather than broad transformations of the
political system. Yet considered as a whole, tlteselopments could dramatically
transform the functioning of received democratstitations, even if they do not alter
their form (Warren 2003).

One kind of response to these democratic defigits turn some decisions
directly over to voters. In the relatively more pépt US, direct democracy in the form
of initiatives and referendums has long been pappkaticularly in the Western states. If
political representatives and the institutions thayare disconnected, citizens can make
policy themselves. In Canada, with its history efedence to elites, referendums are rare,
though there have been some important recent iretasuch as the national referendum
on the Charlottetown Accord and the recent refererslon electoral system reform in
Prince Edward Island, British Columbia and Ontario.

Referendums, however, can produce their own kifidemocratic deficits. With
respect to inclusion, referendums are subject tdrobof the agenda by interests that are
well-enough organized and funded to place a prdpmefare the voters. In the US,
agenda-setters are usually hidden; voters comistiausk referendums as the agenda-
setters are exposed In Canada, the identitiesesfdegsetters are known, but the process
of agenda-setting has been closed. So voters knodistrust the agenda-setters. For
example, in the case of the Charlottetown Accdrd,agenda was elite-brokered behind
closed doors—and, not surprisingly, voters disedshe source and rejected the proposal
(Johnston et al. 1996).

Although referendums can instigate healthy pubdiibetration, the proliferation
of referendums in states such as California asde® much overload that few voters are
able to familiarize themselves with the proposillsreover, particularly when issues are
unfamiliar to voters, referendums are subject éorttanipulation of public opinion by
well-financed interests who are able to dominageitifiormation received by the public.
As we will discuss below, referendums also canrmeumined by a vacuum of public
debate, as was the case in the BC and Ontariodtefems on electoral reform.



With respect to accountability, referendums arengjrin terms of broad policy
accountability. Although voters may not contra genda (and thus, representation of
their interests in the formulation of policy), thég have an opportunity for a focused
“yes” or “no” decision (Bowler and Donovan 1998LutRBhis form of accountability
suffers from a problem that mirrors those of Weaster systems: voters may have a
strong moment of empowerment, but it is often umeated to what should be a
deliberative process of forming and assessing thpgsal.

Can Citizens’ Assemblies Redress Democratic Deficit s?

We believe another kind of democratic supplemene-eiizens’ assembly—
could play a key role in addressing the deficitmiified above, including deficits
associated with initiatives and referendums. Thieans’ assembly is a randomly-
selected, deliberative body charged with formuate@commendations, policies, or
referendum agendas. Citizens’ assemblies are metalls: they are costly and time-
consuming; they require specific mandates and aattomn; and they must address
issues that admit of relatively clear recommendgtior agendas. That said, citizens’
assemblies have some strengths in precisely thheas a which Canadian and US
political institutions are weak and initiatives uffscient: inclusive representation,
sustained deliberation focused on public interestd,accountability. And, interestingly,
though the causes of these deficits are quitendistihere are reasons to believe that the
citizens’ assembly model provides some remarkatmgdb solutions, assuming a fit
between the issue and the process.

The Citizens’ Assembly model was developed in BnitColumbia in 2003 at the
behest of the sitting provincial Liberal Governm@marren and Pearse 2008). After a
decade of fluctuating electoral outcomes, the lalsemade good on a promise to hold a
“Citizens’ Assembly” to address the question of thiee British Columbia should reform
its electoral system. The Assembly invited 160 wraadomly-selected citizens—one
woman and one man from each electoral districttasadmembers of First Nations—to
learn about electoral systems, hold public hearargsfinally deliberate on what system
would be best for British Columbia. Their recommatnoh would automatically be put to
a public referendum.

The BC Assembly convened at regular intervals fdamuary to November of
2004—a period of eleven months—and concluded tisabhgle Transferable Vote system
was preferable to the existing Single Member Pityralystem. The British Columbia
public was given the opportunity to vote on thewgosal in a May 2005 referendum.
While the proposal received strong support—57%efiote overall and over 50% in all
but two districts—it fell short of the required 608t by the government as the threshold
for legislating the proposal into law. However, 8teength of support persuaded the
Premier to commit to a second referendum schedateday 2009. The second
referendum will be supported with funds for puldducation and clearly delineated
boundaries for the new system. This referendurahieduled for May 2009. The
province of Ontario and the Dutch national governtsibsequently convened similar
Citizens’ Assemblies on Electoral Reform, modeladtee BC experiment.



The Citizens’ Assembly process belongs to a clasew collaborative and
deliberative institutions that empower citizengtgage in political decision-making,
similar to participatory budgeting, Chicago polmeersight boards and environmental
stakeholder groups (Fung and Wright 2003). Bug distinct from other public
engagement processes in three important ways, tiesassembly was constituted
through a process of near-random selection, corbfgata a deliberative poll (Fishkin
1995, Fishkin and Luskin 1999, Fishkin, Luskin, aavell 2002). Importantly, and
unlike many deliberative processes, the asseeMdiudedstakeholders—in these cases,
elected politicians and organized political intésesfrom the assembly itself.
Stakeholders were invited, however, to present tteses. These exclusions were
justified on the grounds that stakeholders haverdlict of interest with respect to the
public interest. Owing to these constituting prpies, looked very much like the people
of BC from a descriptive perspective, while holdmminterests that might compromise
their search for the public interest. Thus, theasdy hadepresentativeualities found
neither formal political institutions, nor in maonythe new democratic supplements,
namely, a claim to represent an inclusive publierest rather than the sum of organized
interests (cf. James 2008; Warren 2008)

Second, the long duration of the assembly prociess garticipants sufficient
time to learn and reflect on their own and othergferences in depth. The acquisition
and mastery of technical information and understandf their own and others’ values
enables participants to make sophisticated recordatiems that capture the nuances of
their preferences. That is, the assemblydeiberativequalities that are unusual in
formal political institutions, or in short-duratianstitutions such as public hearings or
even in deliberative polls. Finally, the fact tila assembly process is accompanied by a
public referendum raises the stakes of participatmmpared to short and unempowered
public engagement exercises. The referendum prewadengle point ohccountability
that creates important incentives for assembly nemto anticipate public judgment,
which in turn encourages them to integrate theieidie concerns into a consensus
recommendation. Table 2 compares the democratotomes of citizens’ assemblies with
traditional ballot initiatives and referendums.



Table 2: Democratic Ideals and Supplementary Lrtgtits

Dimension of Outcomes of Supplementary Institutions

Democracy

Referendums & Ballot Citizens’ Assemblies

Initiatives

Inclusion Pluralistic exclusion: agendas Inclusive, Agenda-setting
set by well-resourced interests
(US) or elites (Canada)

Deliberation Inattentive citizens, low Information-rich, Robust
information, advantages for deliberation
organized interests

Accountability Unified, Retrospective Unified, Prospective
accountability accountability

The following sections provide more detail on hoitizéns’ Assemblies might
address these three areas of deficit.

Representation

From the perspective of representation, what ist stoking about the citizens’
assembly model is its constitution through neadeoan selection. In the BC, Ontario
Citizens’ Assemblies on Electoral reform and thedduBurgerforum on Electoral
Reform, participants were randomly invited fromsgtixig voters’ lists to participate in a
lottery to become a citizens’ assembly member. Beeaéhose who received invitations
had to agree to allow their names to be enteredarsecond lottery which would
constitute the actual assembly, the process incatpd an element of self-selection—
only those willing to serve entered the second doline assemblies sought to mitigate
the impact of economic circumstance on individudkcisions, however, by paying
participants a modest per diem. They also covergidtical costs including travel, hotel
and childcare. This level of support probably nated the effects of income disparity
and family status on self-selection.

The resulting assemblies were not, therefore, pedemographic snapshots of
the population: they over-represented those wittiEim language skills, European
heritage, stable housing, higher education and aamitgnparticipation experience.
(Warren and Pearse 2008). However, the assembdéiesswuch more demographically
representative than existing municipal, provinoiafederal legislative bodies. In
particular gender parity in the BC and Ontario Askkes’ enabled women to be at the
centre of deliberations and decision-making, withnven emerging as opinion leaders
and negotiators at key moments of each Assembétibatations. Owing to these design
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features, the Citizens’ Assembly stands up relbtiwell to the test of empowered
inclusion of some groups that are typically exchide underrepresented within current
political institutions, a finding that replicatebservations of other collaborative citizen
governance forums (E.g. Fung 2004; Fung and W&66B8; Baiocchi 2005).

With respect to the representation of opinion (@sosed to descriptive
representation), near-random selection made itylitkeat the assemblies were composed
of a representative sample of interests, perspestivalues, and life experiences. This
diversity was important for purposes of represérganclusion. Importantly, the
citizens’ assembly design then empowers this dityeloy providing the time, support,
and facilitation necessary for opinions to devdldpJames 2008). The Assembly
process equipped participants with the skills dredsense of self-efficacy to express
those preferences in deliberation with one ano#esuring that voices not accustomed
to competitive political debate were heard. In &ddj because the assemblies excluded
stakeholders, they were able to represent latehtiaformed public interests of the kind
that would have been suppressed by a body commpdsetnsely held and vested
interests. Thus, these bodies had the opportumitgrin and representgublic opinion
that was very likely different than the recommeratat that would have resulted from
bargaining among intensely-held interests—the fofmepresentation that is more likely
within elected legislatures and participatory pssss such as public hearings and
stakeholder meetings.

Finally, evidence from the BC Citizens’ Assembliggests that citizens tended to
view the assembly as representative of their isteravhich in turn led them to view the
assembly as trustworthy. The more citizens knewathe assembly, the more likely
they were to view the body as holding in view thieiests of “average” members of the
public. Projected levels of trust in the BC CitiseAssembly far exceeded typical levels
of trust in elected legislatures (Cutler et al. 208-a remarkable achievement for a
“political” body.

Deliberation

Because citizens’ assemblies are designed to ia@duntoad array of interests and
perspectives, perhaps the most interesting anidulifjuestion is whether citizens’
assemblies can transform this diversity into alsingctionable, near-consensus position
with a credible claim to represent the public iastr In this respect, the citizens’
assembly is a kind of political body that is qudtéferent from current institutions.

Neither the US congressional system nor the Canatfiestminster systems are flexible
enough to easily produce consensus or the acconmiooad multiple factions. In both
systems, legislators face accountability pressutegheir constituents, their funders, and
their parties—that too often call for adversaraher than deliberative and collaborative
politics. The strength of these pressures ofteweighs the incentive to engage in
deliberative and collaborative problem-solving watiher legislators.

In contrast to formal political institutions, thetiZens Assembly model places a
premium on learning, deliberation, and effectivelgem-solving. Although Citizens’
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Assemblies formally use majority voting, they assentially collaborative institutions
that strive to create consensus among all or alalbsf the participants. Participants
have a strong incentives to reach supermajoritiéglioconsensus because the best way
for their recommendation to carry weight with threder public to credibly encompass
the diverse concerns of its members, reflectednately, in the endorsement of
recommendations by most of the Assembly members.

At least this is the idea. The challenges facingsemasus decision-makers are
well-known: seeking consensus may involve suppngasnportant conflicts of interest
(Rothschild-Whitt 1979; Snyder 2003). As Jane Maiagje (1983) has argued, groups
that are invested in consensus decision-making dféee a difficult time switching to
other decision-making techniques that recognizelegitimate divergent interests, such
as bargaining, turn-taking, majority rule, and pngjnal distribution of benefits. These
difficulties can lead to processes that involve ipalation and the outright exertion of
social pressure to force a minority to go alonghwiite majority position.

However, public forum organizers have suggestetdiigdberative institutions
can indeed be designed to mitigate the tendensyppress real conflicts of interest. One
approach would include a practice of “dynamic updgtthat regularly assesses the state
of interests in play in deliberations (Karpowitzaviansbridge 2005). A second
approach would aim to generate a “confluence” tdrigsts, rather than consensus, and to
frame deliberation as problem-solving that seektbprovisional common ground
(Kadlec and Friedman 2007). By positioning citipamticipants as primarily problem-
solvers rather than interest-bearers, they becesponsible for producing legitimate and
effective recommendations that are in the publierest, rather than advocacy on behalf
of private interests.

A key challenge for Citizens’ Assemblies is whettiezy can manage to shift
between the recognition of real conflicts of instrand the pursuit of common ground.
The BC and Ontario Citizen’s Assemblies in fact eama remarkable degree of
agreement about their proposed electoral systeittsgach Assembly voting over 80%
in favour of the recommended system, and voting 80%ver in favour of putting the
proposals to a public referendum.

How did these citizens’ assemblies manage thid [veonsensus without,
apparently, suppressing differences of interestagmdion? The two assemblies
approached the problem of building a consensusrregvhat different ways. While both
the assemblies followed a format of identifyingegalues they would use to compare
different electoral systems, their perceptionsheirtinterests as voters and the fault lines
within each Assembly meant that the dynamics oatkediffered within each Assembly.

The BC Assembly staff and participants used theérghat the Assembly
members as voters shared the same interests (I087g €h. 4). These interests included
increasing voter power over candidate selectionpatitical parties, an idea that as it
developed, led the members to prefer the candiozded Single Transferable Vote
system. However, the BC Assembly also containeadhadvocates for a variety of
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particular interests and concerns. These includead representation, aboriginal
representation and women'’s representation. Themslyemembers dealt with these
concerns in a classic consensus—building mannexy $hught to find a system that
allowed them to address theedsarticulated by claimants, although not always the
positionsthat they espoused. For example, rural advocaigsdbe convinced by STV
proponents that it was as capable of meeting ttesds as the status quo, which some
rural Assembly members initially preferred. Althdugpme members of the Assembly
were not as open to addressing all the concerssdanotably women’s representation
(Lang 2008), the general approach of the Assendbblywhole was similar to the
problem-solving approach described by Kadlec ametdfran (2007). There is only
limited evidence that the BC Assembly used sodiesgure to suppress disagreements.
This appeared to be the case when a few membexgrdex with the basic principles a
super-majority of Assembly members had agreed upqgmarticular the value of
proportional representation. Those who felt theings of view had not sufficiently been
addressed by others did not appear to feel thisramded the process as a whole (See
Lang 2007, Ch.4 for an extended review of this enak).

The Ontario Assembly framed its decision-makingemms of bringing together a
plurality of interests. In the lectures to the Aabdy as a whole, the Assembly’s learning
staff framed voters’ interests as plural and paddigtcontradictory. While the Ontario
Assembly members identified three common principdestructure their deliberations,
they divided over the relative importance of théksee points as well as another issue,
the “salability” of their system to the general pabOne group was concerned about
limiting the increase to the size of the legislaturelieving the Ontario public would not
accept a system that gave themoftepoliticians.” A second group favoured maximizing
the amount of proportionality within their proposggtem. A third group was vocal
about maintaining the province’s level of local iegentation — something of particular
importance to Assembly members from rural areas.

The fact that the Assembly contained strong adwesciar each principle made it
difficult to find a common position. But this cincistance meant that there was less
danger of suppressing conflicts of interest. Eddhese strongly-held preferences made
it difficult to create a system that fully met theeference of another camp. A Mixed-
Member Proportional (MMP) system that maximizedgamionality and local
representation would necessarily mean increasigite of the legislature. An MMP
system that maximized proportionality but kept $iee of the legislature the same would
mean cutting the number of local seats in halfygtesm that maximized local
representation while limiting the number of seatant that proportionality would be
limited.

In the end, the Assembly members developed a campegposition that gave
each faction some portion of what it wanted. Thetesy the Assembly chose increased
the number of seats in the legislature to 129dmlihot exceed the maximum number of
seats Ontario had historically. The proposed systginthe number of local seats from
103 to 90, which maintained local representatio, iacluded a 39—seat proportional tier
that maximized the correspondence between seatga®sl by allowing the province-
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wide distribution of votes. While the spirit of tliECA’s agreement consensus-building
differed, the practical outcome was similar to B@ Assembly—the near-unanimous
endorsement of their recommendation by a supermagrAssembly members.

A second challenge for Citizens’ Assemblies hagatavith managing
complexity: can lay citizens gain sufficient exjss and confidence to make good
decisions? The assemblies were designed to transitizens into experts—first by
including a significant period for learning abole issues, and then by enabling
members to learn from the public and from one agratinsubsequent stages of public
interactions and assembly deliberations (Pears8)200the BC, Ontario, and Dutch
cases, participants did gain the knowledge, dediber capacity and self-efficacy to
voice a distinct perspective on the issue of etatt@form. For example, in contrast to
electoral systems scholars, both the BC and Onfeasemblies emphasized voter
choices as a key criterion for choosing an eletsystem (Blais, Carty, and Fournier
2008). The BC Assembly members further emphasingel power over candidates as a
key criterion for evaluating electoral systems, levtihe Ontario Assembly members
privileged simplicity as a criterion. These distiodteria were important deciding factors
in the systems chosen in each Assembly. Over thessemf the Assembly process, many
participants gained the confidence to speak otltdw communities and to the media on
the issue of electoral reform. During the referendiampaign, members from the British
Columbia Assembly became active spokespersonidobingle Transferable Vote
system, with several continuing to take part inaretl electoral reform organizations. In
the final analysis, the assemblies transformeaii@ggens into sophisticated and
competent experts (Blais, Carty, and Fournier 26@&rse 2008).

In summary, the fear that collaborative instituomill suppress real conflicts of
interests was not borne out in the case of theGamadian Citizens’ Assemblies. Each
Assembly had to find a recommendation that met @mg@ — and at times conflicting —
interests. Each Assembly forged common grounddiffarent way, with one Assembly
framing their decision in terms of a unitary votenserest and the other framing
decision-making as a compromise among factionswkaghed electoral system features
quite differently. Rather than a “dynamic updatirnigat periodically recognized and
legitimated conflicts of interest, the Assembliapproach to consensus was similar to the
problem-solving approach outlined by Kadlec an@diman (2007). The Assemblies
encouraged individual members to bring forward eons and sought to find a solution
to the “confluence” of interests articulated oves tourse of the Assembly’s learning,
public hearings and deliberations.

Accountability

The US political system is particular is weak wiéispect to accountability to
citizens. It is true that politicians may be votad of office as individuals. But American
voters have little control over the system as ale/had the policies it produces.
Discontent must build to a very high level befooters are able to remove a sufficient
number of politicians to shift policy (Burnham 197The Canadian system provides
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stronger retrospective accountability, but onlysise in the manner of a referendum on
the government’s overall performance.

The BC and Ontario citizens’ assemblies providéfarént kind of democratic
accountability, primarily because they were emp@ddo set referendum agendas—
itself an unusual feature of new forms of democradyich are usually advisoryOwing
to this design feature, the standard accountalmigghanism that works though the
removal of individual representatives was replaeogdccountability of the assemldg a
wholeto the public, for a particular product—thus regting for the public as a whole
the functions of the vote of confidence in Westrtensystems. The fact of
empowerment oriented citizen assembly members tbti@ir responsibility: they
crafted their proposals knowing that they wouldumged by the public. Individual
members are not accountable to specific constisaenthether they are voters or
campaign contributors or lobbyists—which frees therask, simply: What policy is in
the public interest? What policy will the publiccapt? This kind of accountability is
clean, transparent, and policy-specific.

The accountability defect in these particularzeitis’ assembly models had to do
with public awareness of the referendum issueshbéyime of the referendum in BC, for
example, scarcely 60 percent of voters were awfaifgedssue; the level of awareness in
Ontario was somewhat higher (Cutler, et. al. 2008us, the problem of transferring the
knowledge developed within the mini-public of thezens’ assembly into the broader
public remains a challenge for the citizens’ asdgmindel of accountability. For this
reason, the results of a public education campgaigm to the second BC referendum in
May 2009 will be telling.

There is, however, a second important sense inhadgcountability is at work in
the citizens’ assembly model. As suggested abavmgoto the initial process of
constitution, citizens’ in BC placed a relativelgih degree of trust in the Citizens’
Assembly. A survey conducted in the period befbegereferendum suggested that many
voters treated the CA as a trusted proxy: theyd/taethe CA proposal not because they
understood it, but because they judged the CAsadated from special interests, and
representing the public interest. For these ai8zdirect accountability via the
referendum was mediated by the citizens’ assentdd¥fi Their vote reflected a trust-
based judgment about the interests representdalyssembly, namely, that the interests
of citizens were encapsulated in the interesth®fssembly. The important lesson here
is that under some circumstances direct accouittatén be replaced (or supplemented)
by institutions that are designed to be trustwodiwng to the interests they represent.
Citizen judgments that the CA was trustworthy wasdoubt, closely related to its initial
exclusion of stakeholders, leaving citizevithout vested interests judge the public
interest.

! The Dutch Assembly faced an administrative proaegber than a referendun©n December 14, 2006
the Dutch Burgerforum submitted its report to thimister of Administrative Renewal and Kingdom
Affairs. The proposal was discussed within the stiigiand the current minister has announced itlveill
rejected. (Personal communication, H. Van Der Kolk)
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Citizens Assemblies on Ballot Initiatives

With the benefits of enhanced inclusion, deliberaand prospective
accountability in mind, scholars and democratiomaers have proposed that Citizens’
Assemblies be used to sidestep democratic deiiiciesferendums and ballot initiatives—
in effect supplementing direct democracy with acpss that is more representative of
interests and perspectives and more deliberatiagémda-setting.

John Ferejohn (2008) has proposed that Citizensédblies be used to avoid the
problems of capture of the initiative process bilmuofficials or private interests. In his
proposal for the state of California, a Citizenss@mbly would be called to review and
amend any initiative. It would be demographicadipresentative, have the power to call
witnesses, and given the time to develop sufficexpiertise to draft a proposal that
would be put forward to the public. He argues tlmatvening a Citizens’ Assembly
would increase the likelihood of the initiative peg because the Assembly’s
modifications would make it closer to the mediatevis wishes. It would also deter
special interests from abusing the initiative psscand proposing initiatives that address
only a narrow interest.

In a similar vein, democratic reformers Ned Croahy Pat Benn have
established The Citizens’ Initiative Review (CIRyjanization in Washington State. The
Citizens’ Initiative Review builds on Crosby andriBés work using Citizens Juries to
deliberate on policy issues (Crosby and Nether8062 The proposed CIR process is
smaller in scale and duration than the Citizensehsbly, with 24 randomly selected
jurors meeting over the course of 5 days to heguraents for and against proposed
initiatives. But the spirit and purpose of the G$Rsimilar to Ferejohn’s proposal — “to
help Washington citizens make sound voting decgsand to strengthen the voice of
average citizens in the initiative process....[It]lwrovide evaluation and analysis that
reflects in-depth consideration from different geiof view. The mix of citizens from
around the state will help the panelists focus batis good for Washington as a
whole.” In January 2007, 18 state representatives and stige senators co-sponsored a
bill instituting the CIR in the Washington statgidature, but this bill did not receive a
hearing. The CIR website reports that plans arewwaly to introduce further legislation
in Washington State in 2008. Theoretically, thesgppsals for “initiative assemblies”
have the promise to address the representativeeirative deficits in ballot
initiatives.

Conclusion

We have argued that deliberative and collaboratitieen institutions like the
Citizens’ Assemblies on Electoral Reform have tbteptial to redress the democratic
deficit by improving the connection between citigeinterests and government policy-
making and other outputs. Citizens’ Assembliesna® institutions that may help
citizens to formulate and advance their concerhgyTalso may do a better job than

2 Information retrieved fromhttp://www.cirwa.orglon March 31, 2008.
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adversarial representative institutions at integgaa wide variety of interests and
concerns into public policy. And they promise a @laand robust direct form of
democratic accountability. Citizens’ assembliesrartecure-alls: they require time and
money; they will be less effective when stakehddesld (and choose to exercise) veto
powers over policies; and because they are poticyded, they are probably best
convened in those areas where policy trade-offsdefined in ways that admit of
relatively clear public judgment.

Within these constraints, however, citizens’ asdeslmay have the potential to
outperform existing institutions on at least fourds of public problem areas. First, as
discussed earlier, citizens’ assemblies may protadet initiatives that do better on the
criterion of “integration of views” than existingitiative processes that allow lobby
groups or public officials to frame the questionl @et the terms of public debate.
Second, where political actors have vested inteiiast policy issue, as in the case of
electoral, campaign finance or other kinds of tnsbnal reforms, citizens’ assemblies
are likely to produce recommendations that betteapsulate the public interest. Third,
citizens’ assemblies may also do better on gemgyginlicy on other quasi-constitutional
issues, such as the appropriate fiscal balancesketfederal and provincial jurisdictions,
overhauling key social programs such as healthmasecial security, or tackling major
challenges such as climate change, or balancingiseand liberty concerns in an age of
terrorism. Finally, citizens’ assemblies may bedyeior issues that cross political
jurisdictions. These include issues that cross ggayc jurisdictions, as in the case of
natural resource management, or issues that decsaodlination from multiple levels of
government and social agencies, such as urban besmelss.

The citizens’ assembly concept still faces chakengf implementation,
empowerment and connection to the general pubBsefblies are expensive and time-
consuming processes. This fact alone suggest#higyashould be considered scarce
resources, and used only when they can be targetethtively clearly defined areas of
democratic deficit. Citizens’ assemblies also fpehtical problems: they usurp political
actors’ control over policy, which creates a dismnitve to formally empower them. Even
where they are formally empowered, as was theioaB€ and Ontario, political neglect
and a lack of public funding to educate the puabout the Assemblies’ proposals
assisted in the defeat of the Assembly proposalsegpolls. These experiences
underscore the need for improved means of conrgeClitizens’ Assembly deliberations
with the general public. Improved communicationatsigies during Assembly
deliberations, as well as clear plans for dissetiunaf their recommendations should be
part of any future Assembly design. That said, guimtwo key features—random
selection combined with learning and deliberativara long duration—enable the
citizens’ assembly model to address a remarkaldig wpectrum of democratic deficit
problems, and to so within systems that generdteitdefor quite different reasons.
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