Theory and Practice of Deliberative Democracy
Two-day Workshop
Australian National University, 7-8 February 2008

WORKSHOP PROGRAM
7 February 2008, Thursday
9.00am- 5.00pm: Coombs Building, Seminar Room D
9.00am -10.30am

1. Session: Theoretical Approaches to Deliberative Democracy
Chair: Selen Ayirtman
Pragmatism, Deliberative Democracy and Critical Theory, Craig Browne
Why discursive democracy? Ricardo Mendonca

10.30am- 11.00am
11.00am- 12.30pm

Morning Tea
2. Session: Measuring and Improving the Quality of Deliberation
Chair: Paul 't Hart
The Empirical Turn in Deliberative Democracy, John Dryzek
Deliberative Success in Large Groups: How to Measure and How to
Achieve It, Simon Niemeyer and Janette Hart z-Karp

12.30pm- 1.30pm
1.30pm- 3.00pm

Lunch
3. Session: Parliamentary Deliberation
Chair: Simon Niemeyer
Analysing Parliamentary Deliberation: why leaders favour 'dissensus
deliberation' John Uhr
Participation and Depth of Deliberation as Components in Measuring
Quality of Deliberation, Kathryn Kelly

3.00pm-3.30pm
3.30pm-5pm

Afternoon Tea
4. Session: Deliberation and Decision
Chair: John Dryzek
First Talk then Vote, Bob Goodin
Deliberative Legitimacy and the Governance of Biobanks
Susan Dodds and Rachel A. Ankeny
Deliberative Flickers at the Turbine Face: Transforming Energy and
Community Engagement, Richard Hindmarsh

7pm

Dinner
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8 Febr uary 2008, Friday
9.00am-12.30pm: Coombs Building, Seminar Room A
13.30pm-17.00pm: Coombs Building, Seminar Room D
9.00am -10.30am

5. Session: Deliberative Democracy meets Social Psychology
Chair: Ricardo Mendonca
What deliberative democracy scholars s hould know about group
dynamics? Paul 't Hart
Binary Deliberation. The role of social learning in divided societies
Bora Kanra
Deliberation processes and the emergence of a ‘new’ social identity
Katherine J. Reynolds

10.30am- 11.00am
11.00am- 12.30pm

Morning Tea
6. Session: Enhancing Deliberation
Chair: Bora Kanra
Reasoning Community Technologies for Deliberative Democracy
John Yearwood and Andrew Stranieri
Citizens’ Parliament Project
Lyn Carson, John Dryzek, Janette Hartz-Karp, Ron Lubensky, Simon
Niemeyer

12.30pm- 1.30pm
1.30pm- 3.30pm

Lunch will be provided in the Coombs Tea Room
7. Session: Problems and Prospects of Deliberative Practices
Chair: Kathryn Kelly
The Theory and Practice of Deliberative Polling: A Critique
Murray Goot
Can the market help the forum? The commercialisation of deliberative
democracy, Carolyn M. Hendriks and Lyn Carson
Multi-Stakeholder Deliberation in Global Politics: Prospects and
Problems, Terry MacDonald

3.30pm-4.00pm
4.00pm-5pm

Afternoon Tea
8. Session: Concluding Remarks
John Dryzek, Bob Goodin, Craig Browne, Susan Dodds, Lyn Carson, Janette
Hart z-Karp, Paul 't Hart …
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ABSTRACTS
¦ Pragmatism, Deliberative Democracy and Critical Theory
Craig Browne, The University of Sydney
This paper aims to assess the contribution that the tradition of North American pragmatist
philosophy has made to the theory and practice of deliberative democracy. In particular, it will
examine how pragmatist understandings of the public and collective problem solving influenced
deliberative democracy. It will compare these normative assumptions of deliberative democracy
with those of some competing, as well as complementary, democratic models. Pragmatism has
similarly influenced certain civic republican positions and Honneth’s account of ‘democracy as
reflexive cooperation’. The latter account incorporates some of the typical objections that have
been made from the standpoint of a critical social theory to Habermas’s version of deliberative
politics, such as its alleged lack of sufficient differentiation from liberalism, its privileging of
political determination over social conditions, and its dependence on a notion of rational
communicative action which is divorced from the major characteristics of actual social practices.
¦ Citizens’ Parliament Project
Lyn Carson, The University of Sydney; John Dryzek, Australian National University ; Janette
Hartz-Karp, Curtin University ; Ron Lubensky, The University of Sydney; Simon Niemeyer,
Australian National University
The aim of this project is to establish and research an Australian Citizens’ Parliament, which will
be one of the most ambitious exercises in democratic citizen deliberation in the world so far. The
idea is to use the Citizens’ Parliament to generate some recommendations for reform of the
Australian system of government. The Citizen’s Parliament will be composed of one person
selected from each of Australia’s 150 federal electoral districts, constituting a diversity of citizens
reflective of the broader public. These citizens will gather in a series of online and regional
meetings that will culminate in a gathering of all 150 citizens over four days. Feeding into these
gatherings will be several other processes, including an Expert Group that will help frame the
issues for discussion, and structured opportunities for input from a broader public.
¦ The Empirical Turn in Deliberative Democracy
John Dryzek, Australian National University
A recent explosion of empirical studies confirms deliberative democracy as the site where the
estrangement between political theory and empirical social science is being overcome in most
effective fashion. Empirical evidence can speak to many of the tasks of deliberative democracy:
promoting a particular kind of communication, reflection upon preferences, legitimacy, policy
impact, problem solving rationality, tractability in social choice, political equality, social learning,
and citizenship. However, while empirical studies of deliberation are now common, empirical
studies of deliberative democracy are rarer; the latter require a more macro style of analysis. We
also need to guard against studies that conceptualize deliberation in ways untrue to deliberative
theory. These caveats aside, the empirical turn in deliberative democracy should be celebrated.
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¦ Deliberative Legitimacy and the Governance of Biobanks
Susan Dodds, University of Wollongong and Rachel A. Ankeny, University of Adelaide
Deliberative democratic approaches to public policy development promise to secure political
legitimacy through a process of deliberation to the best policy justification. In this paper we
explore the theoretical bases for claims to deliberative legitimacy and the implications of these for
development of public policy concerning human genetic databases (biobanks). On our account,
public policy on issues that are ethically contentious (such as the significant challenges to
prevalent health privacy and consent expectations that biobanks entail) is more or less legitimate
to the degree that it can use public reasoning processes to secure four overlapping aspects of
legitimacy: formal, participatory, deliberative and justificatory. Where ongoing contestation of
some aspect of the process remains unanswered, policy makers seeking to secure defensible
policy outcomes will need to accept the challenge of responding to the “unfinished business” of
deliberation.
¦ First Talk then Vote
Bob Goodin, Australian National University
In this paper, I advocate a rule of ‘first talk, then vote’. ‘First talk’, because talk is a good
discovery procedure. ‘Then vote’, because we ought not treat talk literally as our decision
procedure, given path dependencies to which it might be prone.
¦ The Theory and Practice of Deliberative Polling: A Critique
Murray Goot, Macquarie University
Public opinion polls, James Fishkin insists, model ‘what the public thinks, given how little it
knows’; deliberative polls, by contrast, model what the public would think if it had a more
adequate chance to think about the questions at issue.’ Originally designed to improve the quality
of decision-making in presidential primaries, deliberative polling has rapidly become a tool that
promises to enhance the quality of referendums and public opinion on issues more generally. This
paper offers a critique of Fishkin’s position. It raises questions about the reliability of deliberative
polls. It raises issues about what deliberative polls actually measure, in terms of information
gains, policy preference shifts, and the nature of the deliberative process itself. And it casts doubt
on his view that the results produced by deliberative polls are necessarily persuasive, whether
from the public’s point of view or that of politicians.
¦ Can the market help the forum? The commercialisation of deliberative democracy
Carolyn M. Hendriks, University of Canberra and Lyn Carson, University of Sydney
The market has conventionally been all that deliberative democracy is not. It encourages the
competition of self interested individuals and aggregates their preferences. Deliberative
democracy in contrast promotes the idea that public judgments should be based on forum type
interaction where participants come together to consider arguments in view of the common good.
Though democratic theorists present the market and deliberative democracy as worlds apart,
policy practice suggests otherwise. Since the late 1990s the label 'deliberative democracy' has
been applied in an expanding consultancy market bearing various brand names. This paper
explores what the implications of the commercialisation of deliberative ideals could mean to the
future practice of deliberative democracy. It presents two different scenarios on what this future
could look like. The first is a positive scenario where the market helps to spread the ideals of
deliberative democracy, making its practice more accessible, viable and familiar. The second
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scenario paints a more pessimistic picture where market forces encourage the proliferation of
processes that have limited deliberative capacity, legitimacy or impact. Under this scenario
consultants compete for a market advantage and cut procedural corners. Rather than predict the
future, the goal of the paper is to discuss some of the opportunities and challenges for deliberative
practice as its ideals become commodities to be bought and sold. It represents the starting point of
a proposed empirical research project, the key elements of which are outlined in the paper.
¦ Deliberative Flickers at the Turbine Face: Transforming Energy and Community
Engagement
Richard Hindmarsh, Griffith University
A push is evident for renewed expansion of the Australian wind industry for energy
transformations for climate change. With social conflict an enduring feature of wind farm siting,
wind proponents argue NIMBY groups pose a key barrier to expansion. A more accurate
assessment is that inadequate community involvement in siting and approval processes leads to
contestational groups, who may not necessarily be opposed to windpower per se. This
presentation will briefly overview policy responses informed by media analysis of community
perceptions, which highlights community engagement as a prominent issue. In evaluating policy
responses, we find they range from non-participation and tokenism of state approval processes to
a proposed federal National Code for Wind Farms along deliberative lines, which, however,
suggests a ‘deliberative-placation’ approach. Advanced English protocols offer more. However,
the challenge for all is to adopt ‘community engagement trust models’ that embrace strong
‘deliberative-partnership’ planning approaches to most productively achieve environmentally
sustainable energy transformations.
¦ Binary Deliberation. The role of social learning in divided societies
Bora Kanra, Australian National University
The aim of this paper is to outline a new framework based on an extension and of the current
theories of deliberative democracy. The framework, which I call “Binary Deliberation” emanates
from an analysis of the social learning phase of deliberative activity. Deliberation, in the theories
of deliberative democracy, is usually treated as a decision-making procedure. However, this
approach falls short to appreciate the full benefits of the deliberative process. Binary deliberation
argues for an analytical separation between social learning and decision-making phases of
deliberation in order to allocate a distinct sphere to those specific moments of deliberation
oriented to interpretation of differences rather than making decisions. I will develop the Binary
Deliberation Model on the basis of a cross -disciplinary approach communicating between
deliberative theory and the findings of some relevant research in social psychology, which have
been largely ignored by deliberative theorists so far.
¦ Participation and Depth of Deliberation as Components in Measuring Quality of
Deliberation
Kathryn Kelly, Australian National University
I will discuss the assessment of quality of deliberation in the context of deliberative democracy
by first identifying the variables involved in the content of deliberations, then focussing on
measures for assessing quality of deliberation in relation to participation and depth of
deliberation. These measures should be appropriate for assessing deliberation in differing
political contexts. Many authors have contributed to the discussion regarding deliberative
democracy and the deliberative process. From their work a number of process variables, such as
representation, facilitation, institutional and political context and time available for deliberation
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have been identified. Less research, however, has been done to date to provide detailed analysis
of the ‘practice of deliberation within an encounter’ and specifically on the assessment of quality
of deliberation. While Steiner et al’s DQI provides a valuable tool to assess the content of
deliberations, there are gaps or inadequacies in the tool and the overall assessment criteria which
need to be addressed in order to provide a more rigorous assessment of quality of deliberation
appropriate for differing deliberative contexts. These gaps include a measurement of depth of
deliberation and development of a more comprehensive coding for participation of deliberators.
¦ Multi-Stakeholder Deliberation in Global Po litics: Prospects and Problems
Terry MacDonald, Monash University
The idea of ‘multi-stakeholder’ deliberation has become familiar in recent years, from public
debates and policy frameworks focused on enhancing the legitimacy and democratic credentials
of global political actors such as International Organisations (IOs), Non- Governmental
Organisations (NGOs), and Transnational Corporations (TNCs). This paper begins by elaborating
a theoretical model of ‘multi stakeholder deliberation’, which grounds the concept in a coherent
set of democratic principles. In doing so, it argues that the idea of multi-stakeholder deliberation
can be more than a faddish policy slogan. Rather, it provides a theoretically appealing framework
for approaching various problems of democratic legitimacy that arise in our current ‘pluralist’
global polity – in which multiple political actors (IOs, NGOs, TNCs, as well as states) wield
power over overlapping populations. Having elaborated the theoretical framework for multistakeholder deliberation, the paper then identifies a number of practical difficulties which would
confront any attempt to institutionalise ‘multi-stakeholder’ democratic deliberation in global
politics, and reflects on some possible institutional solutions.
¦ Why discursive democracy?
Ricardo F. Mendonca, Uni Federal de Minas Gerals
The literature on deliberative democracy is both copious and diversified. Since the deliberative
turn on the early 1990’s, several scholars have attempted to re-define what democ racy should
mean today, by emphasizing the importance of non-coercive forms of communicative exchange.
Claiming for a more participatory approach, and searching for both concepts and institutions that
could accommodate citizens’ reasoning on decisions that affected their lives, these scholars put
the necessity of communication at the heart of democracy. There are however different
understandings among the so called deliberative democrats. Contemporary literature presents a
wide range of conceptions regarding the role, type and styles of communication that are important
to democracy, as well as different definitions about the sites where deliberations does (or should)
take place. This paper is a defense of one specific trend within these approaches, i.e. discursive
democracy as proposed by John Dryzek. I argue that Dryzek’s proposal is more accurate in
capturing the possibility of contemporary public deliberation for five reasons: 1) It is a more
encompassing approach, which is more keen to accommodate a wider range of discursive
formats; 2) It is better suited to understand the structuration of deliberative processes in several
interactional loci, as it does not focus on individuals; 3) It is more appropriate to understand
discursive exchanges in a way that is not exclusively chronological and that goes beyond face-toface interactions; 4) It enables to conceive reciprocity in non altruistic forms, which is essential in
reconciling deliberative and agonistic conceptions of democracy; and 5) It is better suited to
comprehend the pragmatic dimension of language. After discussing these points, I shall conclude
by raising one warning: although discursive democracy presents itself as a deep critique to liberal
democracy, it may lead to interpretations that support the existing institutions of liberal
democracies. I claim, nonetheless, that discursive democracy does not have to (and actually
should not) be interpreted in this way.
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¦ Deliberative Success in Large Groups: How to Measure and How to Achieve It
Simon Niemeyer, Australian National University
Janette Harz-Karp, Curtin University
This paper employs a particular measure of deliberative quality to assess the success of a
relatively large -scale deliberative process conducted in 2006 concerning the future of the
Fremantle Bridge. The transformations of the positions held by participants were tracked through
the deliberative process in terms of both their preferences (among 6 possible options for the
bridge) and subjective predispositions (via implementation of a Q sort). The quality of these
transformations is captured using Intersubjective Consistency (IC), which measures the
consistency between subjective and preference positions across the group (without implying the
need for simple consensus). The application of this measure to the Fremantle Bridge case study
reveals a significant increase in IC. This implies that, as a deliberative group, participants
successfully integrated the relevant issues, deciding collectively those issues that were important
(metaconsensus) and how these should inform their positions. The results compare favourably
with those achieved by much smaller deliberative forums, where quality deliberation ought to be
more easily achieved. The reasons for this success are considered and developed as design
features to be used in the development of large-scale deliberative processes.
¦ Deliberation processes and the emergence of a ‘new’ social identity
Katherine J. Reynolds, Australian National University
The deliberative poll is assumed to move people from a position of “rational ignorance” to one of
considered opinion and engagement. However, the processes through which such shifts occur are
less well understood. Building on work in social psychology, in particular, self-categorization
theory (e.g., Turner et al., 1994), it is possible that deliberation enables participants to define the
‘self’ in new ways. Findings from the 2002 Deliberative poll on the ACT Bill of Rights suggest
that the nature of the poll itself created a meaningful social identity for participants. The
deliberative poll fosters an environment where people feel like valued members in the political
process because there is provision of respect and an opportunity for voice. These factors have
been demonstrated to affect group identification creating greater cohesion, consensus and mutual
influence. It is argued that “poll treatment” increases identification as a participant and through
this process affects political engagement.
¦ Analysing Parliamentary Deliberation: why leaders favour 'dissensus deliberation'
John Uhr, Australian National University
Theorists of deliberative democracy favour models of 'consensus deliberation'; they are wary of
mainstream parliamentary or legislative deliberation, which tends to reinforce 'dissensus
deliberation' through the cultivation of political difference, sometimes to the point of deadlock.
Yet many deliberative theorists also acknowledge the importance of 'agonistic democracy' by
charting practices of challenge and contest, especially where minorities respond to a ruling
majority's policy reasoning with dissident political rhetoric. It is possible that parliamentary
institutions are diverse enough to accommodate both 'consensus deliberation' (eg, committee
hearings) and 'dissensus deliberation' (eg, legislative debate). This paper starts at the top and
investigates Question Time in the Australian Parliament as an example of parliamentary
deliberation. Most conventional approaches to parliamentary deliberation treat such theatrical
exchanges as 'low quality' deliberation and focus instead on the search for 'high quality'
deliberation away from the bright lights of the contest between government and opposition (eg,
Steiner, Bachtiger, Sporndli and Steenbergen, /Deliberative Politics in Action: analysing
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parliamentary discourse/ 2005). My aim here is to link Australian empirical research to an early
theme of international deliberative theorists which was leadership rhetoric, or the rhetorical forms
of political deliberation as practicised by political leaders in deliberative assemblies (see eg
Bessette' s 1994 /The Mild Voice of Reason/). My method is to compare three debating forums
where Australian parliamentary leaders display their deliberative styles: Question Time in the
House of Representatives, in the Senate and, by way of a non-parliamentary control exercise with
greater potential for 'high quality' deliberation, the Leaders' Debate during the 2007 Australian
election. The larger aim is to identify the distinctive character of parliamentary deliberation
practised by the political elite who set the ('low quality'?) institutional tone for parliamentary
deliberation down the line.
¦ Reasoning Community Technologies for Deliberative Democracy
John Yearwood and Andrew Stranieri, University of Ballarat
A deliberative democracy forum can be regarded as an instance of an assembly known as a
reasoning community. Like other reasoning communities, its processes comprise engagement,
individual reasoning, group coalescing and decision making phases. Viewing deliberative
democracies in this light enables the specification of information and communication
technologies that can appropriately support participants operating in each phase. For instance,
technologies that ensure participants have ready access to relevant background information are
particularly important for the individual reasoning phase of a deliberative community.
Technologies that encode explicit knowledge schemes for the organisation of divergent assertions
and conflicting evidence are particularly important for the group coalescing phase.
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