
Article

Using Deliberative Democracy for Better Urban
Decision-Making through Integrative Thinking

Janette Hartz-Karp and Dora Marinova *

����������
�������

Citation: Hartz-Karp, J.; Marinova, D.

Using Deliberative Democracy for

Better Urban Decision-Making

through Integrative Thinking. Urban

Sci. 2021, 5, 3. https://dx.doi.org/

10.3390/urbansci5010003

Received: 31 October 2020

Accepted: 23 December 2020

Published: 27 December 2020

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neu-

tral with regard to jurisdictional claims

in published maps and institutional

affiliations.

Copyright: © 2020 by the authors. Li-

censee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This

article is an open access article distributed

under the terms and conditions of the

Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY)

license (https://creativecommons.org/

licenses/by/4.0/).

Curtin University Sustainability Policy (CUSP) Institute, Curtin University, Perth, WA 6845, Australia;
J.Hartz-Karp@curtin.edu.au
* Correspondence: D.Marinova@curtin.edu.au

Abstract: This article expands the evidence about integrative thinking by analyzing two case studies
that applied the collaborative decision-making method of deliberative democracy which encourages
representative, deliberative and influential public participation. The four-year case studies took
place in Western Australia, (1) in the capital city Perth and surrounds, and (2) in the city-region of
Greater Geraldton. Both aimed at resolving complex and wicked urban sustainability challenges
as they arose. The analysis suggests that a new way of thinking, namely integrative thinking,
emerged during the deliberations to produce operative outcomes for decision-makers. Building
on theory and research demonstrating that deliberative designs lead to improved reasoning about
complex issues, the two case studies show that through discourse based on deliberative norms,
participants developed different mindsets, remaining open-minded, intuitive and representative of
ordinary people’s basic common sense. This spontaneous appearance of integrative thinking enabled
sound decision-making about complex and wicked sustainability-related urban issues. In both case
studies, the participants exhibited all characteristics of integrative thinking to produce outcomes for
decision-makers: salience—grasping the problems’ multiple aspects; causality—identifying multiple
sources of impacts; sequencing—keeping the whole in view while focusing on specific aspects; and
resolution—discovering novel ways that avoided bad choice trade-offs.

Keywords: sustainability; deliberative democracy; mini-publics; integrative thinking; participatory
budgeting; Western Australia; Perth; Geraldton

1. Introduction

Life in cities, where the majority of human population now lives, is complex with a
myriad of influencing elements, many interrelated factors and unknowns [1]. Complexity
is a characteristic of a system whose components “interact in multiple, nonlinear ways
without direction” and although the outcomes of these interactions cannot be predicted,
particular patterns of behavior can be identified [2] (p. 5). The prevailing paradigms of
economic development, growth and consumption not only further exacerbate this urban
complexity but also contribute towards climate change, biodiversity loss, and ineffective
use of natural resources, ultimately making cities vulnerable and exposed to social and
environmental conflicts. This transforms urban complexity where possible solutions can
be sought from multiple and often conflicting perspectives, into wickedness in which
there is lack of agreement about the essence of the problems, approach for solving them or
responsibility because of many potential causes, stakeholders and implications [3]. Wicked
urban problems are compounded by the physical complexity of city life with the need to
re-incorporate the human and social dimensions into the process of finding solutions [4].
In fact, Conklin et al. [4] argue that wickedness is not about increased complexity, although
complexity continues to exist, but about a different type of challenge where developing an
agreement about the problem takes lead ahead of looking for possible solutions. According
to Bussmann [5], solving a wicked problem is fundamentally a social process in which
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complexity persists. Complexity arises from the dynamism during the identification of the
wicked problem’s nature and in the search for solutions, and is represented through the
array of stakeholders holding diverging, often conflicting, views and perspectives [6].

Sustainable development, including as delineated in the global Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals (SDGs) and SDG11 of Sustainable Cities and Communities, represents a prime
example of wicked problems. The search for solutions requires the human elements to
play a leading part in identifying the problems in order to direct the pursuit for possible
social, technological, economic and policy transformations. However, wicked problems
and specifically achieving the SDG11 targets in making human settlements more resilient,
inclusive, safe and sustainable, require a different way of thinking that breaks off with
the existing leadership paradigms and participation practices and looks for new forms of
direction rooted in the collective wisdom of the human race.

Complex and wicked issues, such as urban planning, cannot easily be pulled apart for
solutions to be put in place as people and events interact, are interconnected and constantly
evolve [7]. Within a sustainability agenda, such transformation needs to generate a transition
to better environmental, social and economic functions and performance of the cities. The
new thinking needed for dealing with wickedness, however, requires different mindsets,
ability to tolerate ambiguity, reassessment of expectations and an open-minded approach [7].
It is also described as intuitive and representing “basic common sense” [7] (p. 2). According
to Conklin and Weil [6] (p.3), this process of thinking looks “like a seismograph for a major
earthquake” with a pattern that appears chaotic, opportunity-driven and with unpredictable
leaps. However, what emerges is “a natural learning process” [6] (p.3), that is intuitive and
ultimately represents “basic common sense” [7] (p. 2).

Martin [8] describes the rational process used for finding solutions to complex or
wicked problems as integrative thinking. According to him [9] (p. 13), integrative thinking
is: “The ability to face constructively the tension of opposing ideas and, instead of choosing
one at the expense of the other, generate a creative resolution of the tension in the form of a
new idea that contains elements of the opposing ideas but is superior to each.” He further
explains that a linear approach in decision-making presumes that only one solution exists
while in reality, the world is more complex, with multiple options existing simultaneously.
With integrative thinking, solutions can be generated that do not require us to choose,
for example, between the economy and the natural environment or between ethical and
business values. According to Douglas [10], integrative thinking combines logic, intuition
and creative imagination to create holistic solutions while Benson and Dresdow [11]
emphasize that this process is enriched by common sense.

Integrative thinking exhibits four defining characteristics [12]:

(1) Salience—instead of seeing only a single aspect or component of the problem as
having primary, even overriding, importance, this type of thinking brings the attention
to several that deserve careful consideration;

(2) Causality—this thinking grasps the problems as not having a single, direct cause or
explanation, but instead being the result of multiple factors, each of which contributes
something substantial to their nature and shape;

(3) Sequencing—integrative thinking keeps the whole of the problem in view while
focusing on specific parts; it does not become preoccupied with the latter to the point
of losing sight of the overall situation that must be addressed or the overall goal to be
achieved; this allows for the specific aspects to be arranged in a particular way that
provides a better understanding of the whole; and

(4) Resolution—integrative thinking accepts that there is a downside to every potential
solution represented through costs, disadvantages, undesirable (and often unforeseen)
consequences; therefore reconciling competing values inevitably involves trade-offs;
however, it does not dwell on the trade-offs but instead tries to imagine solutions that
offer an acceptable balance between desirable and undesirable aspects, keeping the
worst at bay while achieving as much good as possible.
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There are two important aspects of integrative thinking that deserve some attention.
The first is its empirical foundations in pragmatism and the second is who is capable of
demonstrating such a mode of thinking.

First, Martin [9] developed the elements of integrative thinking based on interviews
with successful leaders from industry, the arts and the not-for-profit sector arguing that
these people can simultaneously maintain opposing ideas in their mind in order to cre-
atively generate a superior solution. As with many concepts influenced by pragmatism
(e.g., [13–15]), the justification for integrative thinking is based on accepting evidence
that works [16]. With sustainability being characterized by wicked problems, integrative
thinking is able to integrate reason and logic based on empirical evidence and scientific
understanding but also imagination and ability to create a better vision for the future. If the
empirical evidence shows that integrative thinking works in finding solutions to complex
and wicked problems, then it should be highly encouraged. Furthermore, Poth [2] provides
a practical guide to integrative thinking as a research method to understand reality.

Second, the original work which recognized integrative thinking was based on identi-
fying such skills in leaders. Karakas and Kavas [17] see it as a most needed skill for the 21st
century managers. However, the size and urgency of the sustainability imperatives within
urban environment pose big challenges: do we wait for such leaders to come forward or
is it possible to create circumstances that encourage integrative thinking? According to
Kallio [18], interest in adult thinking has occupied a range of disciplines, including philos-
ophy, psychology and pedagogy. Despite the many theoretical and empirical difficulties
to explain mature cognition and intellectual capacity, she argues that at their core is the
capacity to integrate [18]. Alexander and Langer [19] (p. 27) define integration as a form of
thinking “that integrates several opposing systems into an abstract whole that contains
all particulars”. When people develop an understanding of a problem, from an episte-
mological point of view they coordinate different sources of knowledge, including expert
advice and personal experience [20]. In this process, different components of the psyche
are also integrated, such as emotion, thinking and conation [18]. Kallio [18] concludes that
integrative thinking is the most apt manifestation of adult development which takes place
in a social environment shaped by diverse paradigms and values [21].

If solving wicked problems is based on natural learning during the process of defining
the problems, is it possible that not only leaders (as claimed by Martin [9]), but also
ordinary people (as explained by Kallio [18]) can bring integrative thinking and experience
into decision-making processes that define the future of the urban environments where
they live? An essential question that arises then is related to what circumstances can
allow for integrative thinking to emerge. To make urban environments more sustainable,
it is important to create the conditions which trigger integrative thinking and lead to
improved sustainability.

The main aim of this study is to investigate whether initiatives in deliberative democ-
racy can stimulate integrative thinking and generate better decision-making for making
cities more sustainable. It uses two long-term Western Australian case studies, the analysis
of which generates a better understanding about how sustainability can emerge from the
wisdom of ordinary people who tackle complex problems with common sense. In essence,
it brings together complexity and wickedness with integrative thinking and deliberation to
create better decision-making in urban planning and governance.

Section 2 discusses deliberative democracy and outlines some of the methods it
employs. This is followed by Section 3 which explains the use of case studies as an inves-
tigative method and introduces the two Australian locations where they were conducted.
Section 4 presents the results from the case studies and Section 5 discusses these outcomes.
Conclusions and some final remarks about the opportunities presented by this approach
are given in Section 6.
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2. Deliberative Democracy

Deliberative democracy can be defined as a “form of collective decision-making about
policy issues, in which a group thoroughly analyses a problem, scrutinizes proposals that
reflect a variety of perspectives, and then chooses a well-reasoned solution” [22] (p. 275),
with the outcomes influencing policy development or decision-making [23]. It began as a
school of thought within political theory which argues that public deliberations of issues
should be a defining characteristic of democracy [24]. In fact, deliberative democracy is a
normative political theory that stipulates how political practice should occur, rather than
explaining it [25]. In order to demonstrate and facilitate public engagement through fair
and reasonable discussions and debates, deliberative democracy has now developed a
range of tools—methods and techniques, based on principles, such as representativeness,
deliberativeness and influence [26]. These various deliberative methods and techniques are
now applied across the globe, a phenomenon described by the Organization for Economic
Co-operation and Development [26] as a “deliberative wave”.

Deliberative democracy has become an established way of creating egalitarian spaces to
engage with citizens who represent the broader population of a place, by deliberating and
resolving issues of importance, with the outcomes influencing decision-making [22,23,27]. Suc-
cess is heightened when decision-makers publicly commit to the influence the deliberation’s
outcomes will have on policy development and decision-making. Respectful communication
and trust building are essential in order to work in partnership to deliver possible solutions
on complex issues [27]. According to Curato et al. [28], deliberative democracy is a realistic
way to handle tension in a democratic society and can be a way of engaging with all sections
across the community, including dealing with social division, marginalization and exclusion,
to produce pluralistic outcomes.

2.1. Deliberative Methods

Diverse methods are deployed to design, conduct and analyze deliberation. Standard
social science methods, such as surveys and interviews, are employed to set the scene
initially, and measure the shifts as a result from the deliberations (e.g., [27]). In terms of the
design and implementation of deliberative democracy initiatives, numerous innovative
public participation techniques have been developed aimed at achieving carefully reasoned
decision-making about a broad range of complex and wicked problems. They all allow for
decision-making outcomes to emerge and include among others citizens’ juries, citizens’
assemblies, deliberative forums and participatory budgeting [29]. Below is a succinct
overview of the deliberative methods used in the two case studies analyzed in this paper.

2.1.1. Deliberative Forums

Deliberative forums are convened to create a space for deliberation on issues of impor-
tance. The deliberation is carried out by a mini-public—a demographically representative
sample of the population affected by the issue on the agenda for the forum [30]. Typically,
the mini-public consists of citizens chosen through stratified random sampling to partic-
ipate in the forum, with a view to ensuring that those selected reflect the demographic
diversity of the larger population. When the forum is conducted in a physical (as compared
to a virtual) space, there may be limitations to the mini-public being statistically repre-
sentative of the population; however, diversity in terms of a stratified random sampling
including variables, such as age, gender, ethnicity, education etc., is maintained.

The deliberation usually involves several phases: (1) learning about the issue; (2)
considering and thoroughly discussing the issue and devising options for moving forward;
and (3) reaching informed, considered, collective decisions or recommendations [31]. For
example, after learning from experts and deliberating the issues between themselves, the
mini-public participants may be asked to compile a list of possible solutions to the problem,
discussing and identifying their pros and cons; then after determining the values that
matter to them regarding the issue at hand, they may be asked to weigh the options against
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the values, and rank them to arrive at a coherent way forward that is cogent enough to
influence policy-making decisions [32].

To enable the learning phase, experts holding particular knowledge, diverse perspec-
tives and/or representing stakeholders, inform the mini-public about the various aspects of
the issue. They offer facts and data and respond to questions, so building up participants’
knowledge and critical thinking skills. These learning sessions help to establish respectful
comprehension both of each other’s views and of the diverse experts. They also dispose
the mini-public participants to accept and acknowledge the tensions between viewpoints
and the necessity of deliberating—weighing the advantages and disadvantages of different
responses to the problem—in order to identify the solution that will best meet the concerns
and needs of everyone.

Facilitators (on small tables or small online groups) are used to enable the forum
deliberation to run smoothly with maximum engagement of all participants. They follow
well-established facilitation protocols (e.g., [33]). The demographic representativeness of
the mini-public would count for little if some perspectives were ignored, misconstrued,
met with skepticism or even hostility. For this reason, the facilitators ask participants to
adopt discursive norms that emphasize the entitlement of each to equal consideration and
respect from others as they attempt to explain and justify the perspectives to which they
subscribe. Of these norms, the most important is the one that asks participants to engage in
a dialogue rather debate—that is, to listen carefully to each other in an effort to gain clarity
and understanding rather than to contradict or refute statements in an attempt to secure
a rhetorical advantage. Dialogue encourages participants to understand and appreciate
the various values, concerns, needs and experiences that different perspectives comprise.
Facilitators often ask the participants to focus on “and” rather than “or” responses during
their conversations, enabling a safe environment for creative as well as critical thinking.

A report, entitled participant report, is produced at the end of the deliberative forum
which contains the results from each phase of the deliberation, and concludes with the
ways forward recommended by the participants. The aim is for the deliberative forum
to generate outcomes which the participants can then deliver to the respective decision-
makers for actioning.

Each of the techniques applied under the general heading of deliberative forum
focuses on a different way to achieve a deliberative outcome. In the two case studies, these
included citizens’ juries, citizens’ assemblies, deliberative polls, multi criteria analysis
deliberations and 21st century deliberations; and in the 2nd case study, also a particular
form of participatory budgeting [29].

2.1.2. Participatory Budgeting

The best known and most remarked upon invention of deliberative democracy is
participatory budgeting, now practiced in around 3000 places across the globe [34]. Par-
ticipatory budgeting involves civic groups devising proposals and the broad community
voting on their preferences to allocate a fraction of a local budget. This fraction can be
around 5% [35,36] or higher, with a larger number representing a more fundamental and
far-reaching change in the way the budget is developed and used. A variation of this
method, used predominantly when 100% of a budget is allocated by a mini-public, has
been termed the Australian Participatory Budgeting method.

In participatory budgeting processes, the involved officials may announce in advance
the degree to which or the ways in which the participatory outcomes will influence their
decision. Participatory budgeting can also be institutionalized as a public policy [34],
mainly at a local government level [37]; however, this is not the case in Western Australia.

2.2. Application of Deliberative Democracy

Many examples exist across the globe where deliberative democracy has delivered
better urban decision-making. In 2017, the Madrid City Council in Spain held its first
G1000 conference. From a pool of 10,000 households, with one person per household
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volunteering to participate, a randomly selected group of 30 to 50 persons was selected
to resolve either an issue of importance that the City’s government has been unable to
settle or one that participating citizens deemed to be of importance [38]. Though one-
off initiatives are useful, continuity of deliberative democracy in each urban setting is
needed to achieve consistently better sustainability decision-making. One example of this
is the State of Oregon’s (USA) Citizens’ Initiative Review (CIR) which is now a permanent
institution authorized by an act of the state legislature [39]. In the CIR, a panel is convened
each time a voter-instigated initiative succeeds in being placed on a ballot. Randomly
selected citizens query a broad range of experts and stakeholders and deliberate with a
view to composing the text of the official State Voter’s Guide containing the ‘pro’ and ‘con’
arguments concerning the initiative [40]. In the Australian state of Victoria, the 2020 Local
Government Act institutionalized deliberative engagement in the development of each
local government’s Community Vision and three major plans—Council Plan, Financial
Plan and Asset Plan [41].

The challenges of 2020 saw further expansion of deliberative democracy to tackle
issues, such as a post-COVID-19 world—deliberations conducted in Oregon via Zoom, and
France’s cutting of greenhouse gas emissions by 2030 [42]. In each example, the deliberative
democracy initiative has been aimed at resolving a complex or wicked problem. Drawing
on 289 successful cases, the OECD Report [26] concludes that when properly conducted,
deliberative democracy can deliver better policy outcomes, though it does not elucidate
exactly why this was the case.

Deliberative democracy initiatives have been described as a “trigger” to improve
reasoning and listening [43]. A question that may be raised is under what conditions delib-
erative democracy methods can deliver a different way of thinking among the participants
that results in success rather than failure in addressing complex problems. Previous re-
search shows that processes which put into effect the deliberative norms of being inclusive,
consequential and authentic improve participants’ ability to address the complexity of polit-
ical discourse [44,45], including integrative complexity [46] and deliberative reasoning [47].
According to Niemeyer [48], the key to improved reasoning and decision-making is the
quality of the deliberative norms being practiced. Hence the challenge is to design and
implement initiatives grounded in the above deliberative norms that engender informed
judgements based on open-mindedness, listening, learning, creative and critical thinking—
discourse that seeks common ground rather than a preoccupation with argumentation.

2.3. Deliberative Democracy and Integrative Thinking

Social sciences are yet to fully deal with wickedness; however, psychology has been
able to bring together complexity and integrative thinking in the concept of integrative
complexity—a measure of an individual’s style of thinking, including the way information
is processed, problems are solved and how decisions are made [49]. While complexity
analyzes the structure of a person’s thoughts, irrespective of their content, integration
examines the ability to perceive and make cognitive connections between different per-
spectives [50]. People with higher integrative complexity “construct more accurate and
balanced perceptions of other people, notice more aspects of the environment, use more
information when making decisions” [51]. However, research has also found that such
a way of thinking is not a stable personal characteristic and can be affected by many fac-
tors related to the situation or the social environment [51]. In fact, measuring integrative
complexity may help predict outcomes in extreme situations, such as wildfires [52] or
international crises [53].

It is important then to understand how integrative complexity manifests during
deliberative democracy exercises, such as deliberative forums and participatory budget-
ing. Previous research carried out in Sweden has categorically indicated that integrative
complexity increases as a result of participation in deliberative mini-publics [46]. The
participants demonstrated greater recognition of complexities, they acquired new skills to
deal with conflicting views and ambiguity, their mindset also was modified [46].
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What is of interest in this study however is not just the individual performance
of the participants during deliberative mini-publics, but whether as a discursive group,
they were able to produce better urban decision-making. The results from two Western
Australian case studies are discussed below from the perspective of the integrative thinking
which emerged during the deliberative processes and became reflected in the outcomes of
these deliberations.

3. Materials and Methods

This article analyses the application of deliberative democracy in two case studies
from Western Australia—one centred in the State’s capital Perth and its metropolis, and the
other based in the regional city of Greater Geraldton. According to Yin [54], case studies are
a powerful way to conduct an empirical investigation of a particular phenomenon within
its real-life context. George and Bennett [55] further expand this definition by emphasizing
that the investigator’s aim is to investigate a theory regarding the studied phenomenon.
Using a case-study approach is an established research design which is applied across a
broad range of disciplines [56], from medicine to social sciences and law. In this article, we
investigate the theory of integrative thinking by analyzing two case studies, both charged
with resolving urban sustainability challenges. A common characteristic of the real-life
circumstances of both case studies is that the problem solving, decision-making processes
embraced deliberative democracy.

Before we proceed with the description of the two case studies, it is important to
address how perceived limitations of this research method [56] are addressed. By selecting
case studies where deliberative democracy methods were used, we allow for similari-
ties/differences to be drawn in order to conduct a theory-led investigation. Transparency
in the urban planning and research processes was consistently maintained to expose all
participants to the same relevant and meaningful information and decision-making frame-
works. This added rigor to the interpretation of the outcomes from the planning processes.
All deliberations concluded with a tangible outcome. At the end of each deliberation
day, reports in participants’ own words were disseminated to all involved, as well as
a concluding Final Participant Report. This created transparency and trust, continually
allowing for verification of the data and planning recommendations.

3.1. Case Studies

The Perth case study was conducted between 2001 and 2005 and the Greater Geraldton
case study between 2011 and 2015. Though relatively old, these case studies were selected
both because of their distinctive and similar characteristics which make them particularly
useful to explore the relevance of integrative thinking to more implementable decision-
making regarding sustainability challenges.

3.1.1. Perth Case Study

The capital of Western Australia, Perth, with a population of around 1.5 million, is
an automobile-dependent city [57] which operates a commercial port servicing the State’s
resource-based economy. The port generates a large volume of road traffic causing street
congestion, noise and pollution. On the other hand, the port plays an important role for the
State’s economy as a major point of exports and imports in a place that is geographically
isolated. Additionally, urban growth, together with the continuing demand for single
dwelling housing has resulted in an increasingly sprawling metropolis and, given the car
dependency, has exacerbated urban unsustainability.

In order to resolve the conflict between the needs of the State’s economy, the road situ-
ation, and the provision of healthy urban environments in the Perth and the surrounding
Peel Region, the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure committed to using deliberative
democracy processes to improve the planning of the urban metropolis. A number of delib-
erative initiatives were undertaken between 2001 and 2005 to resolve complex planning
and infrastructure issues in the interest of achieving improved sustainability and livability
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in Perth and the surrounding region. These multi-year initiatives covered topical issues and
built on each other. The first was related to the use of road trains—long trucking vehicles
with several trailers or semi-trailers, transporting containers and other merchandise to and
from the port. It led to deliberative discussions about revising the freight network of Perth
and consequently, the entire design of the capital city. The latter deliberations were named
“Dialogue with the City” and addressed the fundamental question about what kind of
place Perth’s residents wanted to live in and how should Western Australian capital look
into the future.

All initiatives were based on convening mini-publics—randomly selected members of
the public demographically representing Perth’s population. Some also included repre-
sentative stakeholders and self-nominees responding to local advertisements, to ensure
all viewpoints would be considered. In each deliberation, participants were purposefully
seated to maximize diversity. Where stakeholders and self-nominees participated in the
deliberations, the randomly selected participants outnumbered the others; also, table facili-
tators were trained to ensure no one’s voice dominated. Feedback surveys conducted at the
conclusion of each deliberation, consistently showed high participant satisfaction with the
deliberative process, in particular with having a voice and being heard. The mini-publics
utilized multiple deliberative tools including technological platforms to collect all ideas,
theme, prioritize and conduct multi-criteria analysis and collaborative mapping. Prior
to a number of the mini-public deliberations, large scale surveys of urban residents were
conducted regarding salient sustainability issues. The results were made available to all
participants for them to understand the broader community’s views of the issues under
discussion. These mini-publics culminated in a large-scale 21st Century Town Meeting—
“Dialogue with the City”, with 1000 participants, deliberating in small groups, and using a
mapping game, to create the city they wanted. Each mini-public, including “Dialogue with
the City, resulted in a tangible outcome—planning solution recommendations—which were
then delivered to the Ministry of Planning and Infrastructure. An important condition for
the success of the deliberative decision-making was the prior commitment by the Minister
to adopt the outcomes from the deliberations or champion the findings in the Ministerial
Cabinet if there was joint responsibility for implementation.

3.1.2. Greater Geraldton Case Study

Located next to the Indian Ocean, 400 km north from Perth, is the City of Greater
Geraldton—an area covering the regional city of Geraldton together with the towns of
Mullewa and the historical Greenough, with a population of around 40,000. The region
has a resource-dependent economy dominated by mining and agriculture, which, together
with climate change, proffer significant challenges to the sustainability of the city-region.
Each year its local government faces the challenging task of allocating a limited annual
budget for different services and infrastructure needs of the city. Led by a sustainability-
oriented Chief Executive Officer (CEO), the local government wanted to involve those who
lived and worked in the region to participate actively in understanding the challenges of
developing a more sustainable city-region and finding ways to meet them.

A series of deliberative exercises were conducted between 2009 and 2014 which
helped determine the most salient sustainability issues pertaining to Greater Geraldton
and recommended ways forward. Prior to these deliberations, a large-scale survey of
city-region residents was conducted to determine the most salient issues facing Greater
Geraldton. Based on these results, a variety of deliberative techniques were used to develop
a new structure plan for the city and region, a strategic community plan, and participatory
budgeting for 100% of the local government’s budget.

3.2. Similarities and Differences between the Case Studies

The Perth and Geraldton case studies were selected for (a) their similarities in terms
of the ongoing use of deliberative democracy as a way to resolve a government’s sus-
tainability issues; and (b) their differences in terms of context, topic and methods used.
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In both instances, the government leadership determined that the cities had to change
direction towards greater sustainability; and to achieve this, the people needed to be far
more involved in understanding the problems/challenges involved and in recommending
solutions. Furthermore, in both instances, the leadership championed deliberative democ-
racy and publicly committed to the extent of influence of every deliberative democracy
initiative. The culminating issues that were addressed in each case study were wicked; and
importantly, the respective leaders expressed confidence that the empowered involvement
of everyday people in considered discourse would enable them to resolve and implement
solutions that had hitherto eluded them [58,59]. In each case, the very different form of
these culminated in high impact deliberations that arose from its context. The Perth case
study focused on involving very large numbers of participants to make the event too big to
ignore (as had happened to all city plans to that date). In the case of Greater Geraldton,
the mini-publics culminated in two in-depth deliberations—Australian 100% Participatory
Budgeting, one lasting for four and the other for eight weeks, providing the time needed to
resolve the highly contentious issue of the local government operational and infrastructure
budgets which were in deficit [27].

Both case studies adhered to the underlying principles of deliberative democracy—
representativeness, deliberativeness and influence (see Table 1). In addition, they both
applied principles of adaptive management—responding flexibly and reflexively when
unexpected sustainability challenges and opportunities emerged [60]. The latter approach
inevitably led to many of the differences in the case studies in terms of their subject, scope,
specificity and deliberative techniques adopted, as well as their methods of oversight and
analysis (see Table 2).

Table 1. Similarities between the two case studies.

Element Description

Method

Holding a series of different mini-publics leading up to
addressing a pressing wicked problem of that time. Each
mini-public was based on the same principles of
representativeness, deliberativeness and influence. Each outcome
built on the previous, culminating in a high profile, high value
initiative.

Leadership Willing to champion and implement deliberative democracy to
resolve tough sustainability issues as they arose

Charge
Urban sustainability, namely applying deliberative democracy to
address local urban sustainability issues, many of which were
wicked problems

Evaluation and analysis
Utilizing qualitative and quantitative participant evaluations;
qualitative evaluations with government officials; and external
reviewers’ reports

Community participation Inclusion of the broader community online and offline, as well as
issue stakeholders and experts

Facilitation
Both of small-group deliberations (6–10 participants), and overall
lead facilitation by Janette Hartz-Karp (first author) following
established protocols

Online platform

Using an online platform enabling all participant ideas to be
collected, prioritized by individual participants or groups, with
information collated into a Final Report in a number of
mini-publics, and both of the culminating deliberations.

Local newspaper press

Partnership with the local/State newspaper in each locale to
publicize the deliberative democracy processes with fair
even-handedness, having been given continued observation
status of all deliberations and access to interview participants if
the latter agreed
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Table 2. Differences between the two case studies.

Element Perth Metropolis
“Dialogue with the City”

City of Greater Geraldton
“100% Participatory Budgeting”

Aim and outcome

Recommending a planning
strategy for a livable
City/region (Perth and Peel),
developed and co-owned by
those involved, presented to
the State Government Cabinet;
it was accepted in total

Recommending and presenting to
Greater Geraldton Council the
reports for: (a) 100% allocation of its
10-year infrastructure budget, and
(b) 100% allocation of its
2014 operational budget; all key
recommendations accepted

Sustainability issue

The capital city’s need to more
sustainably respond to
population increases, reduce
city sprawl, car and truck
dependency, and create a
more livable city

A budget in deficit, and an
Administrative Tribunal directive
for the City to work with the local
community to develop a more
sustainable budget

Culminating
deliberation

“Dialogue with the City”
(1 day) —~1000 participants,
selected 1/3 via random
sample, 1/3 broad
stakeholder representatives,
1/3 self-nominations; (with
3 prior, separate 1

2 day
sessions for participants who
were Indigenous, young
people, and disabled)

100% Participatory Budgeting for:
(a) Infrastructure
budget—30 randomly sampled
participants, 4 days duration; (b)
Operational budget—40 randomly
sampled participants,
8 days duration

Deliberation techniques
21st Century Town Hall
Meeting with a
Mapping Game

21st Century Town Hall Meeting
with Multi Criteria Analyses

Online platform

Developed by a Western
Australian IT company with
the ability to integrate scores
of mapping designs

Developed by a US designer to
meet the needs of the Greater
Geraldton deliberations

3.3. Analyzing the Case Studies

The main method used to analyze the rich data produced during the two case studies
is theory-driven retrospective qualitative analysis. At the time when the various initiatives
were conducted in Perth and Greater Geraldton, the researchers were not testing any
particular hypothesis as the focus was on generating pragmatic outcomes for complex and
wicked urban planning problems. An advantage of the retrospective analysis approach is
that the outcomes have already occurred, and this allows us to investigate the theory of
integrative thinking for possible associations [61]. The relationship that this study retro-
spectively investigates is that between deliberative democracy and integrative thinking;
in other words: has deliberative democracy generated an environment where integrative
thinking emerges out of the efforts of ordinary people deliberating?

By having access to all data and documents produced during the deliberative initia-
tives, we were able to analyze whether the integrative thinking characteristics manifested
in the two case studies. This was essentially document analysis during which the data
were examined and interpreted “to elicit meaning, gain understanding, and develop em-
pirical knowledge” [62] (p. 27). The outcomes from the two case studies helped provide
a better understanding how deliberative democracy techniques can facilitate decision-
making related to urban environments by allowing for integrative thinking to occur during
the process.
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4. Results

The processes applied and outcomes achieved in these two case studies have stood
the test of time. In fact, the processes have been taken up elsewhere and the outcomes
are still relevant to increasing sustainability in their respective locales. Hence, they have
become instructive places for the examination of how sustainability outcomes emerged,
especially since the deliberative charges were not framed in terms of achieving transitions
to greater sustainability. The frames created by the government proponents were very
general—“Dialogue with the City”, and “City of Greater Geraldton Participatory Budgeting
Community Summit”.

Improving urban decision-making almost inevitably involves wicked problems, which
in turn, call for collaborative approaches if they are to be resolved successfully. However,
these issues are rarely dealt with as wicked problems. Rather, the issues tend to be
compartmentalized, following narrow streams of either/or thinking which inevitably
limits their successful resolution. In these case studies, rather than relying on leader with
extraordinary thinking and skills to resolve the issues, the approach was new. Deliberative
democracy initiatives were applied, starting with smaller issues and building to resolving
wicked problems. How everyday participants would achieve this was not the focus. It
was presumed that if they participated in quality deliberative democracy processes, they
would achieve implementable solutions. In short, although deliberative norms were
explained and encouraged, facilitators and organizers made no attempt to outline let alone
encourage participants to think any differently to their usual mode of thinking. It was only
through reflexive thinking by participants, facilitators, organizers and external observers
after the deliberations, that it emerged that together, the participants were exhibiting
integrative thinking.

In both case studies, it became clear that the participants deliberating as mini-publics,
together exhibited all the characteristics of integrative thinking as follows:

(1) Salience—they grasped the problems’ multiple aspects;
(2) Causality—multiple sources of impacts were identified;
(3) Sequencing—they kept the whole in view while focusing on specific aspects in order

to produce outcomes for decision-makers; and
(4) Resolution—novel ways avoiding bad choice trade-offs were discovered.

To explain how these results were achieved, a more detailed description of the methods
used in these two case studies follows.

4.1. Perth Case Study, 2001–2005: Culminating in Dialogue with the City

A series of deliberative forums were undertaken in and around the Western Australia
capital of Perth between 2001 and 2005. They began with consideration of a specific
transport problem, but moved on to increasingly complex issues, including, ultimately,
articulation of a consensual vision for the type of city people want to live in. Significantly,
at each stage, the participants themselves called for the continuation and broadening of
the discussions. Attempting to get to the bottom of specific problems and find possible
solutions consistently revealed that a broader, more complex issue had to be addressed.

The initial deliberative exercise aimed to solve the longstanding problem with the
running of exceptionally large and long road trains, driving down steep grades to the
city’s harbor. There was an announcement made by the State Minister for Planning and
Infrastructure that, if the parties affected by the problem could reach agreement on how
it can be solved, she would implement it. There were 150 participants who took part
in the deliberative forum—one-third were randomly sampled residents from along the
route in question; one-third consisted of other stakeholders, such as truck drivers, activist
groups, industry, government and community representatives; and the remaining one-
third comprised self-selected persons who responded to public invitations placed in shops,
community spaces and in the media. The latter group was a way to include grassroots
people who were interested in participating because of the existing newspaper publicity.
This one-day deliberation began with presentations of different perspectives, followed
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by question-and-answer sessions. It was followed by a lengthy discussion session that
emphasized listening in order to understand, not to debate. This raised awareness of the
problem’s multiple aspects (salience) and sources (causality). Next, the participants turned
to the identification of a range of strategies and actions for dealing with those aspects and
their sources (sequencing). They discussed which strategies were unacceptable, which they
could live with, and finally, those they favored (resolution).

One of the key recommendations generated by the participants was for the State to
establish a freight network review which would optimize the movement of products to
the port (salience, resolution). To this end, a second set of deliberations were conducted
in the capital city and the regions, with the results of previous events being reported to
the participants in subsequent ones. Through this iterative process, a broad-based plan
was developed for transporting goods from across the State to its key port, relying less on
roads and more on rail. Thereafter, a plan of action was devised by a group of participant
volunteers and was accepted by the Western Australian government (sequencing, resolu-
tion). This plan was both innovative, e.g. proposing to establish inland “ports” in critical
locations to reduce road traffic, as well as implementable, i.e., the recommendations were
considered feasible by and acceptable to government (resolution).

The third deliberative phase involved a multi-criteria analysis to determine the best
route for solving a contentious and critical transport problem that remained: a section of
main road planned decades earlier that crossed and divided valued wetlands, causing an
unremitting public outcry. As part of the multi-day process, the broader public was given
information about concerns and opportunities (salience, causality) and were invited to
suggest alternative route options. Around 150 participants at the public deliberation then
discussed and selected from the suggested options and added their own, yielding a total of
29 options and 30 evaluative criteria (covering economic, social and environmental aspects).
A small team consisting of experts and participant representatives applied the criteria to
each option using both quantitative and qualitative information. Finally, the participants
weighted the options, and a computerized priority listing was produced (sequencing). The
Government adopted the participants’ top preference (resolution).

Notably, the forum participants also recommended a still broader, more complex
deliberation be undertaken to address the fundamental question of what the city-region of
Perth should look in the future. This process, called Dialogue with the City, commenced
with a community survey sent to 10,000 citizens (salience); newspaper articles published
on the front page of the daily newspaper over several weeks outlining problems and
viewpoints (causality); a one-hour TV program in prime time on a commercial channel
highlighting several growth options (salience, sequencing); and a series of options papers
inviting social media commentary (salience, sequencing).

The culmination of the prior processes was a deliberative forum with more than
1000 participants. They developed themes and prioritized them (causality, sequencing).
Another creative technique was a mapping game that enabled participants to develop a
group map of the City-Region in 2030 (salience, causality, sequencing, resolution). Sub-
sequently, almost 100 participant volunteers worked in small teams over a six-month
period to develop the plan for the City-Region. The resulting plan—called Network City,
transparently reflected the underlying principles and key directions forward recommended
by participants in the deliberative forum (sequencing, resolution). Significantly, the plan
was accepted by the State Cabinet. No such option had been seriously considered or even
put forward previously by the State Planning Department.

Moreover, Network City offers a more sustainable way for Perth to grow by limiting
urban sprawl and automobile dependence. It continues to be the plan driving the Perth
City-Region’s development today, over 15 years later. It has survived precisely because it
resolved the dynamic tensions of a wicked problem in a way that was both innovative and
implementable (sequencing, resolution) through integrative thinking.
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4.2. Greater Geraldton Case Study, 2009–2014: Culminating in 100% Participatory Budgeting

In the initial stages of the case study, the CEO placed sustainability clearly on the
agenda. However, what was surprising both to the CEO and the elected Council Members
was the push for the region to become carbon neutral—a concept that had not previously
been proposed or promoted at local government level. The Greater Geraldton deliberations
began with a deliberative poll. A comprehensive survey was sent out to 2000 residents
selected at random, 150 respondents agreed to also participate in a one-day deliberative
forum that followed. The day was spent learning about key issues from different perspec-
tives, achieved by querying experts who represented a range of viewpoints and through
facilitated dialogue in small-group sessions (salience, causality, sequencing). At the conclu-
sion of the day, the participants were asked to complete the same survey. An independent
analysis of the pre and post surveys showed a significant increase in the participants’ desire
for the Council to more proactively improve the City-Region’s sustainability, including
becoming carbon-neutral (resolution).

Carbon neutrality was taken up by the participants in a further stakeholder delibera-
tion involving representatives from all components of the national energy supply chain. Be-
cause the Geraldton region is extraordinarily well-endowed with solar, wind, geo-thermal,
bio-mass and tidal energy sources (salience, causality), the participants deliberated the
possibilities (sequencing). For the first time in Australia, a joint renewable energy plan was
developed, agreed to, and submitted to the Federal Government (resolution).

Further deliberation occurred around the development of new Structure Plans for
the city-region. A large-scale deliberative enquiry-by-design was conducted involving
250 residents, one-third randomly selected, one-third self-selected, and one-third invited
as representatives from diverse stakeholder groups. They deliberated over three days in
parallel with a multidisciplinary team of experts who translated the residents’ ideas into
six alternative plans (salience, causality). The participants then selected the elements from
those plans they wanted to keep and identified the ones they wanted to change (sequencing).
In response, the design team developed three options which were assessed and amended
by the participants until they agreed on a consensus favorite (sequencing, resolution). This
became the foundation of Greater Geraldton’s City-Regional Structure Plan.

Throughout these deliberative processes, participants once again surprised both the
elected Councilors and City administrators, by assigning priority to actions that first and
foremost protected and nurtured the ocean, rivers and mountain ranges (sequencing).
Next, they turned to sustainable city living by developing higher density urban nodes (to
prevent sprawl) that could support local employment and public transport. These plans,
too, differed substantially from those previously put forward by the City’s administration.
The participants had creatively resolved the inevitable dynamic tensions between social,
economic and environmental concerns (resolution).

As all local governments in Western Australia were required to develop a Strategic
Community Plan that would drive their budget, policies and planning processes, the
City of Greater Geraldton’s plan integrated the results of all prior deliberative democracy
initiatives, reflecting the basic principles, the importance and urgency of key strategies
and time-lines (salience, causality, sequencing, resolution). City officials and independent
assessors judged this plan, together with the projects included and supported through it, to
be more inclusive, integrated and innovative than prior plans and indeed those developed
by other local governments. In 2014, this process won the International Association of
Public Participation Project of the Year award for Australasia.

The culmination of the work in Greater Geraldton was the 100% participatory bud-
geting triggered by a court case of local residents against the City’s administration for
increases in rates and taxes to collect more revenue. As the people of Greater Geraldton
were already used to joint problem-solving and decision-making, they resented not only
the economic burden of higher taxes, but also what appeared to be back-tracking by their
elected members in terms of enabling empowered participation to resolve issues that
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mattered. The State Tribunal’s mediation process resulted in the City’s administration
committing to 100% participatory budgeting (PB).

Two PB panels were conducted—the first to allocate 100% of the City’s 10-year infras-
tructure budget, and the second to allocate 100% of its annual operational budget. This was
the first case in the world where randomly sampled participants determined 100% of both
the operational and infrastructure budgets of a government. Using a mini-public to deter-
mine 100% of a budget is now known as the Australian Participatory Budgeting method.

The first PB Panel consisted of a stratified random sample of 30 participants living and
working in Greater Geraldton. Its panel members deliberated over five Saturdays to make
recommendations on the allocation of over AUD$70 million representing the 10-year infras-
tructure budget. The panelists carefully considered infrastructure proposals put forward
by the City’s administration, residents and civic groups who had been invited to submit
proposals (salience, causality). All proponents were queried by the PB Panel regarding the
importance of their project, its rationale, timing and likely effectiveness in achieving the
desired result (salience, causality sequencing). Through extensive deliberation, the Panel
members determined the criteria they would use to prioritize the projects. Each criterion
was a combination of several, often opposing ideas (salience, causality). For example:

• The project supports future population retention and growth while maintaining af-
fordable living;

• The project supports our ‘Gero’ (a nick name for Greater Geraldton) lifestyle—big city
amenities while retaining a small-town feel; and

• The project yields substantial community benefit compared to the financial cost.

The criteria exemplified the emphasis integrative thinking places on the creative man-
agement of diverse ideas rather than struggling to weigh trade-offs. They acknowledged
competing values and priorities and respected the different perspectives people hold. In
response, each made possible a novel solution in the form of an innovative option. De-
spite some opposition by the CEO to the use of such criteria, an independent statistician
determined that the results met validity and reliability requirements, and the PB Panel
resolved to retain them. The PB Panel also recommended that its criteria be applied to
only 50% of the final budgetary allocation, with the priorities of the City’s administration
accounting for the remaining 50%. Subsequently, the Council accepted all of the PB Panel’s
recommendations (resolution) delivering 100% participatory budgeting. The PB Panel’s
response thus illustrates how tensions between values, principles and priorities can be
resolved, providing conditions are established that are conducive to integrative thinking.

A second PB Panel made recommendations for the allocation of the 2013–2014 opera-
tional budget (also over AUD$70 million). It was charged with recommending a balanced
budget. A group of 40 residents constituting a stratified random sample of the local pop-
ulation deliberated for over eight Saturdays. To help the panelists understand not only
the complexities of operational budgeting, but also the costing of the extensive range of
services delivered, the City’s administration radically altered its presentation of budgetary
information. The participants wanted to see a pie chart of the costs of overall services, and
not the lists of costs submitted by the different administrative sections of the City. This task
took the City’s personnel, working with the assistance of external consultants, a month to
complete. Nevertheless, this method is now used for all budgeting carried out by the City
(salience, causality, sequencing).

The second PB Panel process resembled the first, but in this instance, the participants
queried the City’s officials responsible for each of its public services. They frequently
asked for clarification of the need for the service, the costs of its components, feasibility of
alternative modes of delivery and probable consequences of reducing or increasing funding
(salience, causality). Notably, a number of elected Councilors attended each deliberation
day of the Panel as observers. To support their requests for observer status, they explained
that, for the first time, they had begun truly to understand the City’s budgeting process and
the value proposition of the provided services (salience, causality). The elected Council
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accepted all recommendations by the PB Panel on whether to retain, reduce, increase or
discontinue services (resolution).

In both case studies, it becomes apparent how each deliberative initiative built on
the one preceding it, enabling choices and decisions with bigger scope and greater depth
than would have occurred had government alone undertaken to resolve each problem as
it arose. This occurred, not despite frequent changes in direction, but precisely because
deliberative democracy has the flexibility and staying power to adapt as economic and
political conditions change. Deliberative processes became the default mechanism for
responding to complex and wicked issues, largely because they enabled both citizens and
government officials to keep the broader picture in mind, and demonstrated their capacity
to help people develop systemic, sustainable solutions. Integrative thinking emerged from
the inherent characteristics of deliberative democracy.

5. Discussion

In scientific research, it is often the case that comparisons are made between cases of
success and failure or situations where deliberative techniques have been or not have been
used. It is assumed that such comparisons can help identify the contributing factors and
conditions under which deliberative democracy results in the emergence of the described
integrative thinking dynamics. Although this may appear logical, it is an unreasonable
expectation. As Rittel and Webber [3] (p.163) explained: “Every solution to a wicked
problem is a ‘one-shot operation’; because there is no opportunity to learn by trial-and-
error, every attempt counts significantly . . . One cannot build a freeway to see how it
works, and then easily correct it after unsatisfactory performance.” This is particularly the
case with large-scale projects [63] as was the case with the development of a future plan
for Perth and the allocation of 100% of the Greater Geraldton’s budgets. In this sense, the
planning initiatives in both, Perth and Greater Geraldton, are effectively irreversible. Any
changes would again require dealing with another suite of wicked problems. Furthermore,
all wicked problems are “essentially unique” [3] (p. 164) which means that despite any
similarities, “there always might be an additional distinguishing property . . . of overriding
importance” because of the social dimension of wickedness. Creativity in finding solutions
and judgement as to what is acceptable are at the core as of how wicked problems are
resolved [64].

On the other hand, the mere existence of sustainability challenges, that is of wicked
problems, indicates that the methods urban planners have employed in the past have
not delivered satisfactory development. From that vantage point, there is much more
merit in making historical comparisons for the same location and finding answers to
questions, such: how does the public prefer planning and policy decision-making to occur?
Would they prefer the most-used method where governments decide, having offered the
public the opportunity to have a say or would they prefer plans and decisions to be made
in partnership with government, e.g. via deliberative democracy? One indication that
partnering is a better way of approaching wicked problems is the duration of our case
studies, namely four years, in each instance at the request of the government leadership
with the backing of the public. Another indication is that the deliberative democracy
participants no longer saw the problem at hand as a siloed issue but rather as a multi-
dimensional matter that required further deliberative democracy initiatives in order to
resolve the broader aspects it raised. It is difficult to imagine wicked problems being
resolved if those involved do not grasp that what they are dealing with is “wicked”. Finally,
research in Greater Geraldton [27] and across the globe [26] has shown that publics do
indeed prefer a partnership relationship with government over other possible relationships.

Although these case studies have been previously analyzed [27,58,65–68], this is the
first time when we specifically applied a theory-driven interpretation from the perspective
of integrative thinking. In both case studies, deliberative democracy facilitated collective
integrative thinking and generated solutions to wicked problems. As explained by Chwal-
isz [69], this was a better urban decision-making because of the following characteristics:
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• The deliberations resulted in considered judgements by the micro-publics rather than
individual opinions—a wide-cross section of society (instead of self-selection) was
covered through the principle of representativeness; the deliberations allowed for
different opinions, as well as grievances, to be expressed, but they also became places
of learning and sharing of knowledge and experiences. The majority of participants in
Perth’s Dialogue with the City indicated that they had broadened their understanding
about the issues involved and about governance [65], and the following quote high-
lights the learning that occurred in Greater Geraldton: “I understand how hard they
[the Council] work . . . including the fact that they started this in the first place and they
were willing to give it a go” [66] (p. 8).

• The deliberations provided greater legitimacy for bold choices to be made, such as the
Network City plan for Perth and making Greater Geraldton carbon-neutral, which
otherwise would have not happened because of the fear of political deadlocks or cor-
ruption claims. The legitimacy of the Network City plan for Perth was acknowledged
by the Minister of Planning and Infrastructure [58] and the community vision for
Greater Geraldton becoming carbon neutral was expressed in a Smart Cities Challenge
submitted by the City’s Council [68].

• There was increased trust in both directions—by the public in the government and vice
versa—this was demonstrated exceptionally well during the design exercise for Perth
and the participatory budgeting for Greater Geraldton. The detailed analysis of the
mechanisms for repairing the political trust in Greater Geraldton [27] concludes that
this was possible because of the established partnerships through the participatory
budgeting initiatives. Similarly, Perth’s Dialogue with the City created conditions for
establishing trust by putting in place building blocks that synergistically delivered a
search for consensus or common ground from a diversity of perspectives as well as
the capacity to influence policy and decision-making [67].

• The deliberative processes energized the local communities and strengthened their
integrity and willingness to counteract polarization and disinformation—among
other things, these qualities were demonstrated with the continuous engagement in
Greater Geraldton and the large level of participation (more than 1000 participants)
in Dialogue with the City in Perth. The analysis conducted on Greater Geraldton’s
participatory budgeting shows that the gap between expectation and satisfaction from
public participation was substantially reduced through the proper design and use
of deliberative techniques [66]. Similar responses emerged in Perth with Dialogue
with the City establishing an implementation team with six working groups and three
liaison teams who coordinated the development of the new Network City planning
strategy adopted by the Western Australian Government [67].

This research builds on two theoretical concepts to influence sustainability outcomes
within urban environments. The individuals who participate in the mini-publics represent
a microcosm of the whole population [70]. Any changes that occur at an individual level in
the way of thinking in order to generate group outcomes are important. However, when it
comes to sustainability it is the nature of the outcomes that matters more than individual
shifts. To date, the importance of integrative thinking in addressing complex problems
collectively through deliberative democracy has been an unexplored area. These two case
studies demonstrate that the overall group outcomes resulted in major shifts towards more
sustainable urban environments.

This change was brought about through deliberative democracy, a citizen-government
partnering methodology, whose underlying principles and methods provide fertile ground
for the development of integrative thinking. These two pioneering deliberative democracy
processes in Western Australia offer grounds for entertaining a future scenario in which de-
liberative democracy enables more integrative public thinking and decision-making about
sustainability issues. Potentially, this could foster the catalytic innovation in governance
needed to help turn the curve toward greater sustainability.
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The power of deliberative democracy to deliver integrative thinking is manifested
through the following aspects:

• Representativeness ensures that every perspective on the problem being addressed is
guaranteed the opportunity to find full expression;

• Discursive norms during deliberation emphasize the entitlement of each to equal
consideration and respect from others as they attempt to explain and justify the
perspectives to which they subscribe. Of these norms, the most important is the
one that asks participants to engage in dialogue rather debate as this expands the
integrative complexity of their thought processes;

• The four characteristics of integrative thinking, namely salience, causality, sequencing
and resolution, are manifested through group deliberations. Small group deliberation
promotes mutual understanding and appreciation. This helps participants recognize
that difficult public problems may have no complete, clear-cut, or universally ac-
ceptable solution, but at most can be mitigated and managed. Comprehension and
acknowledgement of problem complexity and the mixed nature of the goods people
desire help participants refrain from adopting a ‘zero-sum’ mentality, and instead
pursue a pragmatic solution acceptable to all parties;

• For the public, knowing that the outcomes of their deliberation will influence pol-
icy development or decision-making encourages mini-public participants to move
beyond narrow self-interest to take into account the good of the larger community.
The prospect of contributing to a solution that works for ordinary people disposes
participants to consider opposing ideas and to seek a way forward that incorporates
elements of all positions but is superior to each on its own.

Each of these deliberative democracy initiatives inherently uses integrative thinking
when participants understand the varying viewpoints, develop options, identify the trade-
offs between them, weigh the consequences of each against the values that matter to
them, and arrive at a coherent way forward that is cogent enough to influence policy-
making decisions regarding complex urban issues. Such deliberative processes have
proven effective [71] and are exerting an impact on policy-making (e.g., [72]). As the two
case studies show, when used over time, they are able to deliver better and more sustainable
urban solutions.

It is important to emphasize that a defining factor for deliberative democracy initia-
tives to be successful is for them to be conducted adhering to the norms of being inclusive,
consequential and authentic [44]. Inclusiveness refers to a wide spectrum of interests
related to the particular issue being discussed and this was achieved in both case studies.
Being consequential means that the outcomes from the deliberation will have consequences,
in other words, they will have an impact on the making of policy decisions. Again, this
was the case for both case studies. Authenticity describes deliberation processes that are
non-coercive, stimulate reflection, exhibit reciprocity in presenting arguments in a way that
others can accept, and connect particular claims to a more general picture and more univer-
sal principles [73]. This was the deliberative style in the case studies. If such deliberative
norms are not being followed, any processes that claim to involve deliberation are unlikely
to stimulate integrative thinking and be effective in generating positive outcomes. Both
cases studies analyzed here strictly followed these deliberative norms in their design and
engagement with participants and policy makers.

Another question that may be raised is whether the participants in the deliberations
were individually socialized to adopt integrative thinking, in other words, whether the
deliberative procedures made them behave in a way that was acceptable and encouraged
by the particular settings. In these case studies, there was no purposeful attempt to
encourage participants to think differently or in any particular way; yet it appeared that
by thinking together while applying deliberative norms, integrative thinking occurred.
Additional research is needed to further understand this. Additionally, it is interesting to
know whether the participants individually shifted to a more integrative way of thinking
following their participation in deliberative initiatives. These areas require further research
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since the two case studies analyzed here examined only the collective outcomes from the
deliberative processes.

6. Conclusions

To address the challenge of rapid urbanization of populations that is exacerbating
problems of unsustainability, and to transition to more sustainable settlements, we will need
to adopt new ways of thinking and new ways of participating in building and maintaining
livable cities. Integrative thinking—the creative resolution of tensions between competing
values and priorities—offers a useful standard to guide us in resolving complex sustainabil-
ity issues. The analysis of two cases from Western Australia—Perth, 2001–2005 and Greater
Geradton, 2009–2014, in which deliberative democracy initiatives were continually used to
resolve emergent sustainability challenges, shows that this form of partnership between
the general public and decision-makers generates integrative thinking and delivers better
urban solutions. The experiences and results of these two long-term participatory pro-
cesses suggest that the principles and practices of deliberative democracy provide better
decision-making through the spontaneous appearance of integrative thinking.

This mode of thinking explains to a certain degree the fact that deliberative democracy,
through the collective intelligence and decision-making of mini-publics [42], has been able
to deliver better policies to some of the most-pressing problems of this century which
require value judgements, trade-offs and long-term vision [26]. The development and
adoption of the Network City plan for Perth which fifteen years later remains the main
planning document for the metropolis is a prime example. In the case of Greater Geraldton,
deliberative democracy delivered the aspiration for the region to become carbon-neutral.
Creating opportunities to scale out this methodology to ordinary citizens is a far lower-risk
strategy for addressing sustainability challenges than waiting and hoping for effective
leadership with the needed outlook and skills to save the day. This study demonstrates
that deliberative democracy delivers better urban decision-making. However, to catalyze
innovation capable of dealing with wicked problems and turning the curve toward greater
sustainability will require deliberative democracy to become institutionalized, that is,
for deliberative activities to be embedded in the rules of public decision-making and
governance structures “in a way that is legally-constituted so as to establish a basic legal or
regulatory framework to ensure continuity regardless of political change” [74], (p. 122).
This will make deliberative democracy the “business as usual” way of resolving complex
sustainability challenges.
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