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ou have read what is wrong with American politics (E]. Dionne's Why

Americans Hate Politics, David Broder’s Democracy Derailed, William
Greider's Who Will Téll the People. The list goes on). They reveal the failings
of our democracy. In Healthy Democracy, Ned Crosby shows how ordinary
Americans can reclaim our political system and be on equal footing with
the powerful groups and individuals who now dominate politics for their own
selfish gain.

The reforms suggested in this book are based upon the Citizens Jury" process,
one of the most carefully designed and widely used participatory methods invent-
ed in the 20th Century. In a Citizens Jury, everyday citizens are empowered to
understand issues and candidates. The method has been used numerous times in
the United States and has spread to many other nations as well.

Comments about specific Citizens Jury projects:

“The Citizens Jury...Is a paragon of representative democracy.”
—William Raspberry, Washington Post

“It was a portrait of democracy the way democracy is supposed to be...the
whole thing was put together by the Pennsylvania League of Women Voters
and the Jefferson Center of Minneapolis, and a round of applause is in order
for both organizations.”

—Editorial, Philadelphia Inquirer

“We urge support for the Citizens Jury. It promises a new way for voters to
become involved in a meaningful assessment of candidates for major office.”
—Editorial, Pittsburgh Post Gazette

“The Citizens Jury process is a vital supplement to the American political
process. | urge the League of Women Voters to adopt the Citizens Jury process
nationwide.”

—Tony Faltesek, randomly selected juror from St. Paul, Minn.

“I think the Citizens Jury experience has been a privilege and one I recom-
mend. Every aspect of the process has been conducted in the highest, purest
form of a democratic process.”

—Karen Kling, randomly selected juror from Chehalis, Wash.

“I have been extremely thrilled and excited to have been chosen to be a part

of this very important political education process. I can't imagine that it won't

spread to every level of government, and produce “new” educated voters.”
—Cindy Schlegel, randomly selected juror from Lebanon, Penn.
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Introd uction

This Is ab ting dem The osal
is s : we me will Ame s to
speak with an informed and caring voice about the directions our

be going, and about which candidates are most likely to

Some will see this book as radical. It is. It proposes a new way for
ethe in
info on
ble, and then issue clear findings about what they have decided. These
findings will be empowered so that they play a major role in our polit-
ical life.

Some will see this book as conservative. It is that too. The new
methods suggested have been very carefully tested for more than two
decades. These methods should be mtroduced slowly, so we can be
sure that they work as intended. This book does not suggest the major
surgery on democracy so typical of a radical approach; instead, it
advocates a steady, responsible growth of new methods that will
enlighten our discussions of public policy and engage citizens in their
democracy.

Any book about politics should be about power as well. There is
no sense in promoting respectful discussions among citizens unless
these have enough political clout to make a difference. Part 2 lays out
several ways in which the new methods can be empowered so that the
wishes of everyday Americans become a major factor in the way our
democracy is run. If these methods are as successful as I believe they
will be, the game of politics in America will be made much healthier
than it is now.

A great deal of this book is about how the involvement of every-
day citizens in policy discussions can actually improve the quality of
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our public policy. Because many view this as counter-intuitive, whole
chapters are devoted to a review of how poorly constructed our cur-
rent governmental policies are. I then lay out in detail how the involve-
menl of a cross section of Americans, meeting in groups where they
can learn from witnesses and reason with each other, can improve
governmental decision making.

Because democracy is for everyonc, this book is intended for a
very wide audience. But this means that any specific audience may
find things they do not like. For my political science colleagues, this
book may seem like “politics lite"—too many stories, too few footnotes,
and too much about how people need to become active. For activists,
the book will drag—too many details, and not a strong enough call to
action. For those who are fed up with American politics today, the pro-
posals of this book will seem too slow, since it will take a decade or
iwo before they have their full impact.

This book says what I think needs to be done about American
politics, but these words count little without action. What really mat-
ters is that a relatively small group of people in some state take the
first step to carry out one of the reforms proposed in this book. Unless
implemented, this book is little more than a curiosity.

Why This Book?

American democracy is not in good health. Too much control rests
in the hands of too few. Special interests, wealthy individuals and self-
centered politicians have come together in various groupings to dom-
inate American politics. Of course there are some special interests,
wealthy people and politicians who work hard for the public good.
But the common sense and caring of everyday Americans have been

out o pol e and groups much

This to s that do no nt the
long-te n

Ne , ted and thoroughly tested over

er century, the tools our de cy

. If we can e some 0 sm and to

enact the reforms of this book, we can really make American democ-
racy something that approaches Abraham Lincoln’s dream of a gov-
ernment of the people, by the people, and for the people.
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The argument of this book is as follows:

* o regain control of our democracy, we need to introduce a
trustworthy voice of the people into the public dialogue. This
voice must be clear and strong enough so that it plays a sig-
nificant role at election time and helps shape public policies
that promote the common good.

*  Proven methods exist for creating a trustworthy voice of the
people. These methods bring together a microcosm of the pub-
lic in a setting where those gathered can hear witnesses, rea-
son among themselves and then report back to the public as a
whole.

¢ This book proposes ways for such a trustworthy voice of the
people to have a significant impact on elections.

* The best place to introduce these reforms is in those states
(mainly in the western United States) that have initiative and
referendum.

¢ This is not a utopian proposal. This book presents practical
steps that can be taken to place the views and concerns of
average Americans at the center of the political arena.

If you would like a more detailed outline of the book, read the
introductions given to Parts 1, 2 and 3. These give brief summaries of
each chapter in that part of the book.

WIIO Should Run the Show?

Imagine you and some of your friends want to talk about an
important political issue or social problem. You go down to Café
Politics, because that is where most such discussions take place.

You are seated at a table in a large room. It’s a little like a sports
bar in that there are large TV monitors everywhere. Right away you
realize it's not going to be easy to talk. Although there are many
tables with people like you seated at them, there also are special small
tables seated with people who obviously think they are special. They
are eating very fancy meals and talking in loud voices... so loud that
you can hardly hear the people at your own table.
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Not only that, but the “special people” are constantly giving large-
denomination bills to the maitre d’. Soon after that, their faces appear
on one or more of the monitors telling you about their political views.

When that , you anyone ur
All of a some e yours up e and
First a then a eople
have about. mike

and the TV monitors drone on.

more often!

Citizens Speaking with a Trustworthy Voice

to  ak up. If we find a to take make our
vo  heard, then are go  ostay th . We can’t
wait for laws to dampen the voices that are too loud; we just have to
find a way to speak up clearly and with authority, and to make our
voices heard.

But the analogy works only if the people at the table near us had
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that they are not just like all sorts of other people who want to tell us
what to do?

This gets to the heart of the reforms proposed in this book. Over
the last couple of decades methods have been developed that can
enable a microcosm of the public to speak with a clear and authorita-
tive voice on public policy matters. The following example will give
you an idea of these methods, which will be discussed in detail in
Chapter 2.

If you had visited New Haven, Connecticut, in the spring of 1994,
you could have visited a Citizen Jury put on by a group of Yale stu-
dents as part of a political science class. The topic was what to do
about the problem of at-risk children in the greater New Haven area.
Seated around a U-shaped table were 12 people who had been ran-
domly selected to be a microcosm of the population. Six people were
from the suburbs and six from New Haven itself. The group also
reflected the demographics of the area in terms of age, education, gen-
der, and race.

The 12 jurors spent four days listening to experts, and then dis-
cussed the problem among themselves. A key event happened on the
afternoon of the second day of hearings, when Professor Robert Dahl,
a prominent political scientist, dropped by. The person moderating the
hearings at that point was Fiona, a Yale senior, bright, savvy, and an
aerobics instructor on the side. She decided to “take the temperature
of the group” so that Professor Dahl could learn how things were
going. She went around the table, calling on each juror to give his or
her impressions. When she came to Victoria,' she got something she
was not expecting.

Victoria, an imposing African-American, sat very erect at the
table. When it was her turn to speak, she said, “How do I feel? I feel
really insulted, if you want to know. I had to sit here this morning and
listen to that witness from Hamden (a suburb of New Haven) tell us
that the problems of Hamden were creeping in from New Haven. She
meant that my people were creeping into her town and that’s why
they have problems. I don’t know why I have to sit here and listen to
stuff like that.”

' The names of the jurors have been altered to respect their privacy. The quotes
are based upon memory and notes made at the time, rather than from a tran-
script or a recording.
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Fiona gulped and continued around the table. About three people
down the line she came to Helen, a white nurse who worked in New
Haven but lived in the suburbs. Helen said, “Victoria is not the only one
who feels insulted. I had Lo listen to the black minister carly this after-
noon who talked about how no one from the suburbs cares about inner-
city kids. I know that I care about inner-city kids and so do a lot of my
friends. That minister should stop telling me and people likc me how we
feel about things.”

Fiona plunged ahead, determined to make it all the way around
the table. The third-from-last person to speak was Angee, an African-
American woman in her early 20s. She spoke quietly. “What I don’t
understand is why the people from the suburbs who have talked to us
think their kids have the same problems our kids do. Is there any way
for us to hear from some of the kids themselves about this?”

Although the Citizen Jury organizers had not thought of it ahead of
time, Angee’s idea was an obvious way to get relevant and helpful infor-
mation. Thanks to the diligence of one of the Yale students working on
the project, three high school students from Hamden were invited to
appear the next morning to answer questions about their lives. It was a
very lively session. At the end, Angee spoke up. “I guess those witnesses
from the suburbs were right,” she said. “Their kids do have the same
problems as ours. Not as broad and not as deep, but they are the same
problems.”

For the rest of their time together, the jurors spoke about “our chil-
dren” and worked together to come up with ideas about what could
be done for at-risk kids in the greater New Haven area.

Other dynamics of the group were more subtle. One common reser-
vation people express when first hearing about the Citizens Jury process
is that the session will be dominated by a few people. We point out that
a lrained facilitator makes sure everyone gets a chance to speak.
Facilitators are taught to keep the most forceful voices in check. But
people still wonder if quiet jurors will play an equal role. The answer is
not always, but sometimes quiet people play a very significant role.

It happened at the New Haven Citizens Jury. Maria was 17 years
old. She was shy and said little to other jurors as the process began.
When the time came for the jurors to introduce themselves, the facili-
tator asked them to give their names and to tell the group if they had
had any experiences with at-risk children.
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When it was Maria’s turn, she spoke in a voice so quiet that oth-
ers leaned forward to hear. “I think I do know something about at-risk
kids,” she said. “In the last year, 11 kids that I know have been shot.”
There was a stunned silence. Jurors realized they weren’t just there to
talk about an abstract problem far from their lives. Maria remained
quiet throughout the hearings, but her very presence and her shy dig-
nity moved the group to want to do more to improve the conditions
for people living in the poorest parts of New Haven.

Each person on the Citizens Jury brought her or his own gifts. A
graduate student was very skilled at reviewing policy options. Others
were eager to put together a plan that would be taken seriously by
decision makers. Two of the men on the jury spent time during breaks
calling the mayor'’s office in hopes of getting him to come and observe
what the group was doing.

This Citizens Jury was smaller than most that have been conducted,
and it was run largely by students rather than by professional staff.
Nevertheless, it provided a forum in which people could explore an
important issue and speak up about what they thought should be done.

Empowering a Voice of the People

The key proposal of this book for improving the health of American
democracy is that a trustworthy voice of the people be empowered in
the political arena. The best way to do this is to tie a voice of the people
to the most powerful thing citizens do in a democracy: vote. This book
proposes that the voice of the people should be expressed through citi-
zens panels, the generic term for the Citizens Jury process, created by the
Jefferson Center in Minneapolis.

Part 2 presents several ways in which citizens panels can study
either candidates or issues and let voters know what they found.
These methods are proposed to be run out of a special branch of gov-
ernment under a citizen board of commissioners. Then panelists’ find-
ings will be distributed to all voters through the voters guides found in
most larger states that have the initiative process. Two major methods
are proposed. The Citizens Initiative Review is a method for reviewing
each statewide initiative that has been placed on the ballot for the vot-
ers’ consideration. The Citizens Election Forum uses citizens panels to
rate candidates on their stands on issues. The ratings, and reasons for
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them, are then widely distributed at election time through voters
guides, the t and

These are b ens Jury projects tested in the
the o ns.?
years Th
this book are elaborations of these earlier tests, constructed so as to
ast the
eo pro-
e C not
n o} on
the ballot as an initiative. There is still a chance that funds may be
in ral rs s are
cts av for effort.

is discussed in Chapter 10.

Achieving Effective Governmental Policies

Think about any dream you have for America. Is it a first-class
educational system? A strong military attuned to the needs of a rap-

idly be leave to
our sop enough
to
pre out a healthy democ-
racy, we are unl . We expect
ernment to run from e toe
when it is ill. It is not so
sick that it a far cry from
and
, We

and hired a former commissioner of the IRS to handle our case.
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the vision of democracy our Founding Fathers held in the late 18th

century.

The reforms of this book are n

policy by en g the public in intelligent and influential discussions
of such policy. Chapter 3 uses the example of at-risk children to show
why this is so important. If we le
1 an
i rs
surprised that the resultant public policies are often poorly crafted.
Indeed, our government is now run in such a way that neither lib-
erals nor conservatives, no matter how hard they try to make good
public policy, are going to be happy with the outcomes over the long
run. For the last couple of decades a joke has become common
among legislators: There are two things you don’t want to watch
made—sausage and laws. It is high time that we take steps to make
our democracy work well again, so that jokes like this disappear.
Most of the standard reforms attempted in recent years have failed
to produce significant changes in how politics in America is conducted.
The reforms may cut back a little on the power of big money in elec-
tions, or they may get rid of a few legislators who have been around
too long, but they do not get to the heart of the matter. Reforming cam-
paign finance rules is like trying to dam a very powerful river: when
you get the dike high enough in one place, the water simply finds
another route to go where it wants

The reforms proposed in this book can bring about deeper changes

In the way politics operates in America. They will give voters trustwor-

thy information that is powerful enough to get different kinds of candi-

dates elected and that will enable average citizens to exercise a strong
voice in the public discussion of is

cy misd will

be al this is ong

as it does not stifle inventiveness. The idea of term limits goes back to
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into our democracy.

What is the Ideology of This Book?

political stance:

education.

Heal’chy Democracy
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I am to set er le ten-

favor ws of a ofa nity
that has had a chance to hold an authentic discussion of an issue and
reach its own conclusions.

Moving Toward Healtlly Democracy

There has always been a dedicated group of Americans who have
worked to keep our democracy healthy. But the time is at hand to
move beyond the standard reform efforts. Instead of concentrating on
passing laws to limit the powers of the strongest members of our soci-
ety, we should start thinking about what can be done to restore the

empowering the citizenry at large to per-
ly.

Ina od et kids a few
big kids all s that s can
adopt to restrain the big kids. But if the neighborhood is a free and
open place, these rules are going to have limited success. Bullies are
very inventive about how to get their way. Rules are nice, but unless
the quiet kids band together to take care of themselves, there will be
no major change in the dominance by the bullies.

This book proposes ways for the quiet people of America, the vast
majority of the citizens, to make their voices heard over the loud voice
that now dominate our political discourse. More importantly, the
reforms are designed so that the trustworthy voices created will have
a t on the . This is m just a
pl for the have been d and
efforts are continuing to move ahead to get one of the reforms adopted
In a western state in the near future.

My hope for this book is that it will stimulate people from all walks
of life to join together to make American democracy something we
can really be proud of again.






Fart 1
Creating a ﬂustwortlzy Voice

T he chapters lay the foundation for the reforms pro-
pos 2.

Chapter 1 starts with a discussion of how much more sophisticated
the manipulation of the public dialogue has become over the last three
decades. Scientific methods have enabled candidates for public office
to fine-tune the techniques they use to manipulate public opinion. The
Irony is that as the level of education among the American people has
increased, they still find themselves at a huge disadvantage when try-
ing to learn what our candidates for public office really are like, and
what they really think.

Chapter 2 presents a way for everyday people to learn enough so
they can speak up with a voice that can be heard over the manipula-
tive messages that invade our newspapers and airwaves. The method
allows a microcosm of the public to become informed and to speak
and listen to each other with respect. Carefully designed steps are
taken to ensure that the process is conducted in a fair way. For this rea-
son it is called a trustworthy, or an authentic, voice of the people. The
method has been thoroughly tested and enthusiastically received by
the people who have participated in it. But public officials have tended
to ignore the process, since it does not provide them with votes or
money at election time. This chapter deals only with the method for
creating a deeper public understanding of issues; the tools for empow-
ering this new public voice are laid out in Part 2.

Chapter 3 uses the example of at-risk children to show the impor-
tance of creating and then empowering a strong and clear voice of the
people. In the Introduction, I made the point that neither liberals nor
conservatives are able to get effective public policy adopted given the
way the game of politics is played today. Chapter 3 shows how the
viable programs that exist for helping at-risk children are unlikely to
be adopted until we achieve informed public involvement.

13






Cl'zapter _Z

Public Dia/ogue and
How it is Manipu/atea’

The American people, true enough are sheep. Worse, they
are donkeys. Yet worse, to borrow from their own dialect,
they are goats. They are thus constantly bamboozled and
exploited by small minorities of their own number, by
determined and ambitious individuals, and even by exte-
rior groups. The business of victimizing them is a lucrative
profession, an exact science, and a delicate and lofty art.
H. L. Menken
Notes on Democracy, 1926

] ry

M
more than 75 years ago has only grown worse. Indeed, the “science of
manipulation,” which Menken only imagined back then, has become a
major element in modern politics. The tools of the social sciences have
now been successfully applied to marketing, meaning that those with
enough money can sell us candidates for public office in the same way
we are sold any other product.

We have been mired in manipulative politics for so long that many
of us ignore how bad it has become. Led by the media, we get more
caught up in the sexual perversions of our elected officials than we do
in the much more disturbing perversions of democracy itself. This
chapter first will describe how manipulation has become a science and
then will take a brief look at the kinds of people who are now driving
our political system.

Scientific Manipulation

Here is what might well be done by any of a number of election
consulting firms for a well-funded candidate.

16
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First, surveys are used to identify likely swing voters. Scientific
public opinion polling is really one of the major developments of social
science. The mathematics of statistics enables pollsters to use a sample
of only a thousand or so people to estimate within a few percentage
points how the nation as a whole is likely to vote. There are limits to
what surveys can show us about opinions on different issues, since
people’s views may not be clearly formed and the wording of ques-
tions can influence responses. But the weaknesses and misuses of
scientific surveys should not hide the fact that they can be very useful
in an election.

Focus groups are then used to learn what the swing voters care
most about and what symbols can evoke these concerns. The goal is
to find symbols or phrases (for example, “corporate greed,” “tax-and-
spend liberals,” “pro-life,” “pro-choice”) with enough emotional loading
so that they mighi actually change the way people vote. Can any pos-
itive symbols be attached to the candidate paying for the focus group
or any negative symbols to the opposition candidate? Another
approach is to learn what symbols are at the core of the swing voters’
perception of their own identity. This can then be used to create an
“us-versus-them” situation, linking “our” candidate to symbols that are
positive for swing voters and defining the opposition candidate as part
of “those people” the swing voters do not like.

The symbois and words gleaned from focus groups are used to
create ads. The ads are market-tested, again using methods from the
social sciences and scientific marketing. New focus groups composed
of swing voters can be used, or the ads can be broadcast and then
evaluated through follow-up interviews. Those ads that appear to be
the most effective are then selected for the campaign. But focus groups
can do to more than just shape ads. They can lead to the staging of
public events at which a candidate can associate himself with one or
more of the symbols that emerged from the focus groups. This is much
less expensive than producing and airing a set of ads and sometimes
just as effective.

The final aspect of planning a campaign is timing, which can be
critical. Millions of dollars can be wasted if an ad campaign is run at a
time when the swing voters may not be watching TV or when they are
not yet ready to hear a certain message. A careful analysis of attitude
shifts in past campaigns can indicate when the best time is to bring out
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Focus Groups

The focus group is an invention of the 1970s. Social scien-
tists developed methods to learn more about people’s attitudes
for academic purposes; these methods have been adapted so that
the focus group has become a powerful marketing tool.

If you have a product you wish to sell to people, wouldn’t it
be nice to get into their shoes and know how they really feel
about it? Focus groups allow you to do the next best thing. From
eight to twelve people gather in a room where you can sit behind
a one-way mirror and observe how they react to your product.
These people have been carefully selected to represent the pub-
lic to whom you wish to market your product.

A skillful moderator is able to get these people to relax and
discuss openly what they think and feel. It is quite surprising
how easily people come to feel at ease and openly discuss the
matters put before them.

What focus groups do well is get people to say what they like
and dislike about a product and to come up with symbols and
words to express their feelings. It is this emo-tional aspect that is
so valuable because it allows companies to build ads that tap into
these words and symbols. For as Bruce Barton, the advertising
pioneer, put it, you “sell the sizzle, not the steak.”

Recently the term “focus group” has come into common
usage and is used to describe almost any sort of meeting of a
small group lasting an hour or two. But its original purpose was
clear: to learn from a small group how best to market a product
to a larger audience.

the ads. There has been a tremendous amount of market research
done about how often ads need to be run to have the desired effect.
Surveys aid greatly in determining how many ads of what variety
should be run, where and when.

It would be wrong to imply that selling a candidate has become
nothing more than the careful practice of scientific manipulation.
There is still considerable art and bravado to it. Scientific means can
be used to test the likely effects of an ad, but no amount of science can
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remove the need for inventiveness. It will always be important to do
the unexpected to outwit your opponent. But these caveats do not
alter the fact that very sophisticated and successful methods of public
manipulation have been introduced, thereby making the game of pol-
itics a very different one from what it was before the age of TV and
modern marketing techniques.
In one sense the American public knows this very well. The sink-
n nt since the s the
for (in the Nove ele
only 51 percent of the voting age population voted; in November
1998, an off-year for presidential elections, the turnout was 36 per-
cent) show how few people feel that the act of voting can have a pos-
itive effect on their lives.
This lack of participation has led to an interesting reaction from

some reformers. There are still many pleasto  ens to turn out and
vote, as though this would somehow make politics better. Getting more
le to vote, when vo less is a classic
of trying to cure the e dis those who

are pulled into voting when they normally do not do so are the very
people most open to manipulative tactics.

The Vicious Circle

Although scientific manipulation is always directed at specific elec-
tion campaigns or specific issues, its cumulative effects on the political
are ous. cynical

ey n do t set off
spreads through much of the system.

1. Scientific manipulations work so well in the short run that
most candidates feel compelled to resort to these methods.
They rationalize it by deciding that the good they do in office
will outweigh any detrimental effects caused during cam-
paigns. Besides, the opponent is surely planning to use these
methods.

2. Increasing numbers of Americans know they are being
manipulated, even if they cannot describe exactly how it is
done. The result is increased cynicism about the electoral sys-
tem and a tendency to spend less time trying to make
informed choices among candidates.
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3. Newspaper editors discover that their readers, whether because
of cynicism or a TV mentality, tend to ignore in-depth reports
on the candidates’ abilities and issue positions. They cut back on
such pieces and cover the “horse race.”

4. The consulting firms that do the scientific manipulations
defend their activities on the grounds that it does little good
for a candidate to explore issues in depth, because issues never
get covered in the media (at least those media that most swing
voters pay attention to).

5. The candidates see the effectiveness of scientific manipulation
and work hard to raise more money so they can afford it. In
this way they become more beholden to special interests and
discover when they are in office how difficult it is to undertake
major initiatives without offending donors vital to their next
campaign.

6. The voters feel government does little to address our major
problems. Their cynicism increases and they become less
likely to vote...

7. 'The more cynical the voters, the more likely candidates are to
give up on any notion that a campaign is intended to inform the
public and to work with them to discover the directions the
nation should be taking. Therefore the candidates may as well
invest in the most effective means to get themselves reelected. ..

And the circle continues.

This vicious circle takes on a momentum of its own which is very
difficult to break out of. But to show how difficult it will be for the cur-
rent players to give up on the game, it is useful to look at the stories of
the two main consultants who managed the campaigns of the last two
presidents in the 20th century. I have chosen not to comment on the
people involved in the 2000 presidential election. Those events are so
fresh in our memories that we tend to forget how bad things were get-
ting even by the middle 1980s.

Bad Boy, Behind the Oval Office

Any mention of a “bad boy” connected with the Oval Office is likely
to be seen as a reference to Bill Clinton. But political insiders remem-
ber that the term was first used to refer to Lee Atwater, the man behind
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the election of President George H-W. Bush in 1988. Atwater d d
in s ss

He d

that included the signaturc song, “Bad Boy.” This is the title John Brady
chose for his biography of Atwater.

Behind the Oval Office is the title of the book Dick Morris wrote to
describe his role as consultant to President Clinton in the 1996 elec-
tion. If we are serious about improving American politics, then we had
best come up with a strategy powerful enough to mitigate the effects
of a “bad boy, behind the Oval Office.”

The contributions of these two men are usually ignored in serious
discussions of electoral reform. Perhaps that’s because we reformers
don’t like to think about what we really are up against.

John Brady’s Bad Boy often paints a sympathetic picture of

r. Nevertheless, Brady points out that Atwater was seen by
many abe of The m after
Micha acce the ation for ent in
1988, Atwater told a group of top Bush staffers, “I'm going to scrape
the bark off that little bastard.” He coined the term “strategic misrep-
resentation” to describe the way he bent the truth to fit his ends.

When Dick Morris emerged as the key strategist for the 1996
Clinton campaign, he already had the reputation of being willing to
switch sides depending on which way the wind was blowing and
where the money was flowing. Over a two-year period, he moved from
being a consultant mainly to Republicans to being the primary strate-
gist Clinton’s 1996 camp

ould these two taken sly by political reform-
ers? In 1989, after Atwater had become the head of the Republican
National Committee, the New York Times commented that he was the

pers the

was said,

sometimes solitary cooperation, Morris has overseen the virtual remak-
ing of the cy” Itis that and M

skills that the victo f the es they

These two men understood how to play an electoral game in
which their campaign skills pushed into the background any significant
consideration of the candidates’ abilities to govern the nation wisely.
There is every reason to think that such campaign managers will be
selected in the future. So let us take a closer look at what they did.
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Lee Atwater had a rule of thumb that any candidate with nega-
tives (a positive dislike by the public) over 35 percent was in deep
trouble. A Gallup poll taken at the end of May 1988 showed that Bush
had a negative rating of 40 percent and that Dukakis held a 16-point
lead over him, 54 percent to 38 percent. But Atwater was not about
to give up. He knew that focus groups held a month before showed a
Dukakis weakness that might be exploited. The focus groups consisted
of Democrats who had voted for Ronald Reagan in 1984, but were
now inclined to vote for Dukakis.

In Bad Boy, Brady describes how the group responded to leading
questions from the moderator:

What if Dukakis opposed capital punishment for mur-
derers? What if he had vetoed legislation requiring
teachers to lead school children in reciting the Pledge of
Allegiance? What if he had permitted murderers to
have weekend passes from prison? Quickly, the group
turned on Dukakis. Majorities favoring him became
majorities opposing him. Positive s were forgot-
ten. He was a liberal, he was red meat, he was a goner.

From this kind of analysis, Atwater concluded that the only hope
for Bush was to launch an all-out attack. Much of what followed was
not so much scientific manipulation as just plain old attack politics.
Atwater even assigned one man to be in charge of getting under the
skin of Dukakis. A whole variety of events were staged, from getting
the Boston police to endorse Bush, to having volunteers hold up
Bush/Quayle signs every time Dukakis went to the airport, to stirring
up rumors that required considerable time from Dukakis’s staff to
quash (Atwater denied any association with these).

Atwater discovered that Dukakis believed his lead was large
enough that he could ignore the ne attacks and that the voters
would reward him for not running a ne campaign. So Atwater
made sure that the major themes were pursued relentlessly. Dukakis
was portrayed as less than patriotic, as a “card-carrying member of the
ACLU,” and was tied to Willie Horton, who raped a woman in
Massachusetts while on a weekend pass from prison. Bush was not a
reluctant bystander to all of this. He threw himself vigorously into pro-
moting the lines given him by Atwater and his staff.

The result was that by October Bush pulled ahead in the polls and
won the election in November by a margin of 54 percent to 46 per-



22 Healt}ly Democracy

cent (426 electoral votes to 112). Atwater, as a reward for his efforts,
was appointed to head the Republican National Committee, which he
hoped to change from simply a money-raising organization to one that
would pursue his idcas about a “permanent campaign.” He might well
have succeeded in this, had it not been for his early and unexpected
death in the spring of 1991.

Dick Morris was a smoother character than Atwater. He carried
scientific manipulation to new heights. The Democratic loss of both
the House and the Senate in the midterm elections of 1994 was the
biggest loss suffered by Congressional Democrats since 1946. Clinton
knew he had to do something different, and he chose Morris to help
him do it.

Morris’s approach was brilliant. Instead of waiting until the sum-
mer or fall of the electoral year to start running ads, Morris had
Clinton start the ad campaign for the 1996 race a year and a half in
advance. This cost a great deal of money, meaning that Clinton and
Gore had to make extraordinary efforts at fund-raising. The lengths to
which they went raised many questions, with the controversy lasting
for much of Clinton’s second term.

What Morris did appeared on the surface much better for democ-
racy than what Atwater had done. Morris largely avoided attack poli-
tics and instead sought out issues on which to build a positive image
for Clinton. This would seem to be just what the good government
people were calling for. Morris used polling to find issues on which
Clinton stood a chance of looking better to the public than the
Republicans. Then he had TV ads prepared and ran them in a test
market. When he could see that certain key voters were moving in
Clinton’s direction, the ads were given national distribution.

What was unusual was the speed and secrecy with which Morris
carried this out. At key points, polls were conducted in an evening, and
the results were faxed to Morris before sunrise the next day. Virtually
all of these major ad campaigns were conducted away from New York,
Washington, D.C., and Los Angeles. Morris correctly assumed that the
major newspapers would not go looking around “the hinterlands” to
see what TV ads were running, and that the Republicans would not
catch on to what was being done.

The story Morris tells, and it has the ring of truth to it, is a good
one. Clinton complained bitterly about how hard he had to work to



1 Public Dia/ogue and How it is Manipu/ated 23

raise $10 million in the last half of 1995. Morris quotes the president
as saying, “You don’t know, you don’t have any remote idea . . . how
hard I have to work, how hard Hillary has to work, how hard Al has
to work to raise this much money . . .. You want me to issue executive
orders; I can’t focus on a thing but the next fund-raiser. Hillary can’t;
Al can’t—we’re all getting sick and crazy because of it.”

But the effort was made and Clinton began to gain support for the
stand he took on the budget (this was the year the Republicans tried
to force major tax and spending cuts on Clinton, to the point that the
federal government was shut down). Morris made certain that ads
were run to ensure that the public backed Clinton’s view on this issue.
When the shut-down occurred, a majority of the public backed Clinton
and the President came out the winner of the confrontation.

During this whole time both Clinton and Morris worried about the
Republican response. As the months went by, they could not believe
that the Republicans did not counterattack. They were capable of
spending two to three times as much as the Democrats. Morris says he
is sure that they could have won the budget battle of ‘95 had they
advertised to the degree they could have; had they succeeded on this
in '95, he is sure they would have carried the presidency in *96.

So isn't this much more enlightened than the ne camp
Atwater instigated in 1988? Not really. There is no indication that the
ads stimulated any serious public discussion over this issue, nor was
there any indication on Morris’s part that this was a stand taken on prin-
ciple either by him or Clinton. This is not to say that Clinton did not
have strong beliefs about the position he was taking on the budget. But
Morris was adopting a strategy based on where he thought he could
make Clinton the winner. It was shaped by focus groups and ads whose
effectiveness was constantly monitored through diligent and timely
polling. One ad depicted the death of Medicare if the Republican pro-
posals were adopted; another showed a baby while listing all the cuts
the Republicans were planning in education. It would appear that the
success of these ads was independent of the truth of their claims.
Morris’s fear about a Republican response was based not on the
Republicans’ getting out the truth or coming up with better arguments,
but on the possibility that they might come out with ads of roughly the
same “quality” that would be run with two or three times the frequency.
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A Manipulated “Debate”

The manipulation of public discourse at election time can do
more than just help one candidate beat another. It can pervert the
whole public dialogue, influencing policy choices in profound ways
no matter who gets elected. Such was the case with health care.
Although this issue played an important role in the 1992 elections,
the manipulations undertaken during the campaign may have had
an even stronger effect on the health care debate for many years
thereafter.

Health care was one of the major political issues of the 1990s, cer-
tainly the main topic under discussion from 1992 through 1994. In
1992 Clinton made it one of the major issues of his campaign. Not
only was there strong pressure from the left to offer universal cover-
age to Americans, but there was strong pressure from those concerned
about the economic health of the nation to slow down the rapid
increase in health care costs. After his election, however, Clinton had
no luck in getting his health care reform adopted. His inability to get
his bill passed was widely seen as the greatest failure of his first term.

In reviewing the public discussion of a major issue, it is important
to remember that there are actually a number of discussions going on.
The discussion in Congress is elaborate and available to us all through
the Congressional Record. The major newspapers and news magazines
also provide extensive coverage. In the 1992—94 period, these sources
provided a great deal of information for those who were curious and
wanted to track what was going on.

The large majority of Americans, however, do not pay attention to
this information. They get their information from TV news or adver-
tising, or from bils and pieces of information they happcn to notice on
talk shows, or from friends who may pay more attention than they do
to the issues of the day.

In theory, the discussions in Congress and of the well-informed citi-
zens should shape the discussions of the rest of the public, which was not
as engaged. But, more and more, public relations campaigns funded by
wealthy interests dominate the political arena. In the case of health care,
a major public relations campaign conducted in 1992 changed the
debate. Players from the health care industry spent huge amounts of
money to limit the options for reform that any new president might con-
sider. The extent of this campaign is discussed in an October 1993
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O'Dwyer’s PR Services Report. O’Dwyer’s reported that in 1992, the top
31 PR firms with accounts in health care received over $140 million for
public relations on health care issues. Although some of the money went
to the promotion of individual products, O'Dwyer’s reported that the
debate over health care was a “bonanza” for health care PR firms.

The massive PR effort had its effects. At the beginning of 1992,
three approaches to health care reform were under discussion. The
reform favored by those on the left was the single-payer system. Like
the approach taken in Canada, it would provide universal health care
coverage to all Americans through a government-run (or government-
monitored and -mandated) insurance system. It would not be socialized
medicine because health care delivery would still remain in the hands
of private physicians. Another approach, more appealing to moderates,
was the pay-or-play reform. This would have required all corporations
in the United States either to offer a minimum package of health ben-
efits to their employees (they would “play” their role), or to pay a tax
that would be used by the government to offer the same package to
those Americans not covered at the work place (these corporations
would “pay”). The reform that was least objectionable to the health care
industry was managed care, in which Americans would be urged to sign
up with health maintenance organizations.

On October 10, 1992, the New York Times declared in an editorial
that “the debate over health care reform is over. Managed competition
has won. The outcome is as wondrous as it is surprising.” The decla-
ration by the Times that the debate was “over” was most interesting.
Certainly there were many people who still deeply believed in the
other two options. But the Times was correct in terms of public policy
options. Interestingly, this public relations effort was done so skillfully
that most commentators ignored it. There was no discussion of it at the
time by any of the national media. Even several years later, the effort
seems to have gone largely unnoticed. For example, Haynes Johnson
and David Broder in their book, The System,' started their analysis of
the health care debate in 1993, thereby overlooking the very signifi-
cant events of 1992.

Such a result as this casts a pall on the hope of reasoned discussion.
Why should you or I spend any time becoming informed on an issue if

' Haynes Johnson and David S. Broder, The System; the American Way of Politics at
the Breaking Point (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1996).
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we must sift through so much false or misleading information in order
to learn what is really going on? Even worse, why should I work to
inform myself and possibly influence a few friends when hundreds of
thousands, if not millions, are being swayed by powerful messages that
have hardly any basis in reason or fact? Few things are as damaging to
an empowered citizenry as the notion that powerful groups are con-
spiring to get their way and that there is little the average person can
do about it.

In Sum

Modern manipulative techniques, backed by the scientific method
and coupled with the electronic media, have done huge damage to the
integrity of the way politics is conducted in America. The more cynical
politicians become about what must be said and done to win elections,
the more likely they are to turn to people like Lee Atwater and Dick
Morris to get themselves elected. More and more politicians get to
thinking: “If the other candidate is going to hire someone like that, don’t
I need to do it too?”

This chapter makes no claim that all reason and good information
have been driven out of politics. There are still many good sources of
information and many people of integrity who work to make these the
key elements of political discussions. But much too often it is manipu-
lated information, promoted by clever insiders, that wins the day.

This chapter also makes no claim that all public relations and focus
group work is manipulative and up to no good. There are many hon-
orable people in public relations, and focus groups very often are used
for perfectly legitimate purposes. Also, it is not easy to draw the line
between properly used focus groups and those which are mappropri-
ately manipulative. The solution to the problems discussed in this
chapter lies not in attempts to draw the line between “good” and “bad”
PR, but in finding ways for trustworthy information to be presented in
a form that is easily used and that has a strong impact.

The power of these manipulative tools as a whole, and the vicious
circle thus created, means that it will be very difficult to change the
way the game of politics is played by starting with those who are
caught up in the game. That is why the next chapter presents a way
for the people themselves to get a handle on what is going on and
speak up about what they want.



C’Zzapter 2

Creating a ﬂustwortky
Voice o][ the Peop/e

Citizens Juries involvement in the decision making
process of government—what a novel idea. As we enter
the 21st century this could take us back to the process
developed by our foun thers! The Citizens Jury con-
cept of having 18 people meet for one week to focus on
important issues 1s a refresher course in government and
Civics.

Newell Chester, Coon Rapids, Minn., 1999"

the pub de is

efferson en of
the justification for public education has been that it enables future cit-
izens to carry out their civic duties more wisely. Organizations such as
the League of Women Voters have dedicated themselves to bringing
trustworthy information to voters.

The method presented in this chapter for enhancing the voice of
the people, although novel, is based on a very old idea. If a large group
finds it difficult to discuss a matter carefully, one obvious solution is to
appoint a committee to study the matter and report back its findings.
Of course commitiee members must be appointed in such a way that
the people as a whole feel adequately represented. And its members

' Newell Chester wrote this comment on August 6, 1999, after having partici-
pated in a Citizens Jury project sponsored by the Minnesota Department of
Revenue. He was one of the 18 randomly selected participants. The personal
comments made by the participants in Citizens Jury projects are one aspect of
the evaluation process, in which the jurors are told that anything they would
like to write about the process will be placed in the final report, as long as they
are willing to sign their name. These comments, almost all positive, are one of
the most compelling endorsements for the main citizen participation method
proposed in this book.

21
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must do their work with integrity and diligence. But if this can be done,
it can be a very powerful way for a large and unwieldy group to reach
intelligent solutions to problems that are too complex for the group as
a whole to discuss cffcctively.

Several methods for setting up such a committee of the people have
been created and tested in the last 30 years. We are going to focus on
the Citizens Jury process, which was invented in 1971 and which has
been tested and refined by the Jefferson Center in Minneapolis,
Minnesota, since 19742 It has been used over 30 times in the United
States and since the 1990s has spread to a number of other countries as
well. In Britain it has been used over 200 times, although the quality of
some of those projects is open to question.

The Citizens Jury process enables a randomly-selected group of up
to two dozen people to come together for four to six days to dig deeply
into a political issue, or to question and evaluate candidates in an elec-
tion. Witnesses from different sides of the issue make presentations,
and jurors are given ample time to question them and then discuss the
issue among themselves.

On the final day the jurors present their conclusions. In the case of
an issue-oriented Citizens Jury, jurors make recommendations to the
sponsors of the project about what should be done on that issue. In the
case of an election-oriented Citizens Jury, jurors rate candidates on their
stances on key issues, or they can evaluate initiatives and report to the
voters. In this way, randomly-selected citizens in the United States and
other nations have made recommendations that observers have found
to be informed and well-considered. Looked at as a whole, the Citizens
Jury recommendations do not follow any standard party line or politi-
cal ideology.

This book is not the place to engage in the discussion of whether
the Citizens Jury process is the best new democratic process to enable
citizens to engage in effective policy discussions. Those interested in
other new democratic processes can look at Appendix B, where the

Jury. The story of how I came to invent the Citizens Jury process is told in
Appendix A, Section 6.
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relative merits of some of the processes are briefly considered. The
point in this chapter is to show that the Citizens Jury process is reliable
and trustworthy enough to serve as the basis for the very significant
political reforms proposed in Part 2. If some other method proves bet-
ter, then it should be used instead.

What the Citizens Jury Process Delivers

Unless you actually see a Citizens Jury in operation, it is a bit hard
to understand why some people think the method is so great. So let
me start by trying to convey what it is that makes the participants
come away so enthused about the time they have spent discussing
public policy.

The Excitement of a Citizens Jury

One of the most surprising aspects of the Citizens Jury process is
the excitement that jurors often feel. During the 1990s, the American
media largely concluded that the average American was bored by pub-
lic policy discussions. But if you had attended the party after the
Citizens Jury on health care in Washington, D.C., in October 1993, you
might have thought you were attending the victory celebration of a
political candidate. You would probably have found it hard to believe
that the excitement you were seeing arose because 24 people had just
spent five very full days hearing witness after witness discuss whether
there was a need for health care reform in America—and, if so,
whether the Clinton proposal was the way to do it.

People were 1 and talking to each other with great animation.
As we looked around the group, we noticed that even John seemed to be
enjoying himself. We had been concerned about him during the hearings.
He had been quite reserved, and his body 1 was often stiff. He

had paid close attention to what was said, but we feared he
found the five days burdensome. So I went over to him and asked how
he felt about the event. To my amazement, he told me—with tears in his
eyes—that this was one of the most moving things he had ever done.

Another juror, an outgoing young man in his 20s, had breezed in
on the first day and made it clear that he was looking forward to five
days of easy living and fun. He had brought his tennis racquet along
so that he would have something to do in Washington to offset the
boredom he expected during the hearings. When I asked him how the
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tennis had gone, he laughed and said he had never even tried to find
a court. He said he had been fascinated by the witnesses and the dis-
cussions and had hung out in the evenings with the other jurors, dis-
cussing the events of the day and getting to know them better.

Certainly some of the excitement came from the well-known peo-
ple involved. Roger Mudd, the television reporter, attended the hear-
ings for a day. Ira Magaziner, head of the Clinton health care team,
spent an hour testifying before the jurors. Three U.S. senators testified
at the hearings: Sen. David Durenberger testified in favor of managed
competition, Sen. Don Nickles in favor of the Consumers Choice plan,
and Sen. Paul Wellstone in favor of the single-payer plan. Wellstone
even dropped by the party with his wife, so that he could introduce
her to these 24 Americans who cared so much about public policy.

But something more basic warmed the room, something we have
seen in most of the Citizens Jury projects the Jefferson Center has run:
24 average Americans had been treated as though their life experi-
ences and their considered judgments mattered. They rose to the occa-
sion and issued a thoughtful, well-reasoned report on America’s health
care crisis.

The contrast between Citizens Juries and virtually all other public
hearings in America is stark. In most public hearings, the experts or
policymakers sit behind a big table and citizens offer their testimony
almost as supplicants. But in a Citizens Jury, it is the people who sit
behind the big table and the experts who appear before them.
Witnesses know they have to tone down the jargon and acronyms.
They have to make convincing arguments based not on expertise
alone, but on what is best for the public.

Like America as a whole, the majority of the people on the health
care Citizens Jury had no more than a high-school education. Yet they
clearly understood the topic and the options for dealing with it. They
were able to discuss the different approaches and problems in an intel-
ligent way. Most important, they were able to come to a thoughtful and
well-informed decision about what the nation should do.

Making Rational Decisions

One of the oldest disputes in political philosophy, going all the way
back to Plato versus Aristotle, has been over the competence of aver-
age citizens. Those who think the public is capable of making good
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PoliCy Maker Comments on the
Citizens Jury Process

[ have long advocated a return to greater citizen
mmvolvement in the process by which we decide
who will represent society in policy-making posi-
tions, and the Citizens Jury process is an impor-
tant step toward increasing interest and opportu-
nities for such involvement . . . I applaud the
League of Women Voters, the Jefferson Center
and the participants in the Citizens Juries.
Arne Carlson,
former governor of Minnesota (R)

Many of you may not be familiar with the
Citizens Jury. You should be. Not only is it a great
method for Members to take the political tem-
perature of their districts, the Citizens Jury
empowers ordinary citizens and is a reallife
model of how our democratic process was
intended to work. The Citizens Jury performs a
unique service that can be especially valuable to
Members of Congress, letting us know how the
American public really thinks.
A “Dear Colleague” letter
to other Members of Congress
from former Representative
Tim Penny (D-MN)

decisions tend to support democracy, while those who believe that
common people are incompetent either oppose democracy or try to
place limits on it so that all decisions are made by well-informed insid-
ers. This dispute is so ancient, and people’s ideas about it so solidified,
that it is difficult to change anyone’s mind.

The Jefferson Center comes down on the side of Aristotle. Again
and again the staff of the Center have seen that when average

Iy
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Editorial Page Comments

Somewhere between candidates’ quick-hype television commer-
cials and their often unread position papers lies the road to an
informed and enthusiastic electorate. Campaign road signs in this state
are getting clearer, thanks to a remarkable enterprise conducted by the
Jefferson Center and the League of Women Voters of Minnesota.

Minneapolis Star Tribune
August 26, 1990

The process of deliberation, judgment and reporting of results dis-
tinguishes a Citizens Jury from an ordinary campaign debate.
New York Times
July 19, 1992

One of the two most interesting voter reform projects in the nation.
Washington Post
David Broder, December 27, 1990

These men and women were a microcosm of America, represent-
ing the whole range of class, age, and regional imperatives that make
fair budgeting so difficult. But when they undertook a responsibility
that went beyond their individual group interests . . . they managed a
surprising degree of consensus. There are lessons in that—including the
obvious one that this Citizens Jury has done what the Founding Fathers
intended the Congress to do.

Washington Post
William Raspberry, January 23, 1993

The Citizens Jury . . . is a paragon of representative democracy
Washington Post
William Raspberry, October 19, 1993

It was a portrait of democracy the way democracy is supposed to
be . . . the whole thing was put together by the Pennsylvania League of
Women Voters and the Jefferson Center of Minneapolis, and a round
of applause is in order for both organizations.

Philadelphia Inquirer
September 30, 1992
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Americans, chosen at random, serve on a Citizens Jury, they routinely
make rational, well-considered decisions. This is difficult for many
political insiders to believe. But the Citizens Jury process is set up so
that the jurors concentrate on the important value questions while get-
ting information from a variety of experts. And on most issues, the
innate good sense of the American public leads the way, even on
issues as complex as the federal budget.

(For an example of the quality work that a microcosm of the pub-
lic can do, take a look at a report on a recent Citizens Jury from the
Jefferson Center at www.jefferson-center.org)

Some of the best examples of the rationality of a Citizens Jury come
from the way they deal with complicated budgetary questions. Take, for
example, the 1990 Citizens Jury on the Minnesota governor’s race.
During that race the Republicans claimed that tax revenues in Minnesota
were going to be $1 billion short of what the Democrats had predicted.
Governor Rudy Perpich, a Democrat, and the incumbent running for
reelection, claimed that there would be no budget shortfall at all.
(Perpich’s highly respected commissioner of finance, who appeared as a
witness before the jurors, said that there might be a shortfall of up to
$400 million, given the difficulties of estimating future tax revenues.)
After hearing testimony from both sides, a majority of the jurors chose
to believe that the Republicans were right. Three weeks after the elec-
tion (won by Arne Carlson, the Republican candidate), the state econo-
mist announced that the newest data indicated that tax revenues were
going to be $1.1 billion less than Governor Perpich had predicted.

Someone might say that this was just luck. The jurors had pretty
close to an even chance of being right. But the same ability to show
common sense when faced with budgetary questions was shown in the
1993 Citizens Jury on the federal budget. There, the staff set up the
agenda so that the jurors could make general comments about the
budget without having to undertake the more difficult task of actually
trying to create a balanced budget. To the surprise of the staff, the
jurors moved steadily toward the creation of a balanced budget, ignor-
ing the more general questions given them as too fuzzy and not help-
ful. Those who were impressed with the jurors’ dealings ranged from
our chief economics advisor, Tom Stinson (Minnesota State Fconomist
and professor of economics at the University of Minnesota), to William
Raspberry of the Washington Post (see quotes on page 32).
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Mutual Respect and Empathy

One of the delights of the Citizens Jury process is that it shows that
Americans actually like and respect each other. Driving to work at
rush hour may make you doubt this. But randomly select a microcosm
of commuters and put them in a room together where they can talk to
each other in a relaxed setting, and their good natures come out.

A 1984 Citizens Jury on Minnesota agriculture and water quality
illustrates the point. Of the project’s 11 sponsors, two were farm organ-
izations. Both organizations were reluctant to have the Jefferson
Center conduct a Citizens Jury in the Twin Cities, because there would
be no farmers among the jurors. Yet it turned out that of the five hear-
ings we held around Minnesota, it was the jurors from the Twin Cities
who were willing to see their taxes raised the most in order to help
farmers with their problems.

This is contrary to the way our current democracy, dominated by
interest groups, usually works. Under the present system, it is assumed
that unless you have your group represented, your cause will suffer. But
the jurors in the Twin Cities were able to empathize with the plight of
farmers. They learned how hard farmers work and how difficult it is for
farmers to take the necessary measures to protect water quality. In the
end, the jurors were willing to reach into their own pockets to help out
because they agreed it was important.

In Citizens Jury hearings, jurors often meet types of people they
have never met before, both as witnesses and as fellow jurors. Meeting
in small group settings, jurors are often able to empathize with people
whom they otherwise might regard with suspicion. These contacts help
the jurors make better judgments about which groups really need gov-
ernment help for a particular problem and which groups can deal with
the problem on their own.

Jurors move beyond partisan points of view and speak with a more
informed, authentic voice. There has been no typical position jurors
take on issues. At times they have voted for tax increases—doing this in
spite of conservative witnesses who told them it was a poor idea. At
other times they have turned down programs proposed by liberals—like
the Clinton health care program—because they felt the programs
weren't needed or wouldn’t work.
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How A Citizens Jury Works
Selection of Jurors

Jurors are approached at random, using a list of randomly gener-
ated telephone numbers or randomly chosen addresses as the method
for making the contact. Those who are willing to serve are put into a
large pool of names, referred to as the jury pool, from which the final
group of participants is anonymously chosen.

The jurors are chosen to be a microcosm of the state, community,
or region where the project is taking place. The goal is to have a group
of jurors that has the same balance of age, gender, race, educational
background, and geography (such as urban, suburban, or rural resi-
dence) as the population as a whole.

The participants may also be chosen to reflect people’s current
attitudes on the issue (or set of candidates) to be considered. For exam-
ple, suppose that polls show that 34 percent of the voters in your state
oppose your governor’s new taxation plan; 22 percent are in favor of
it; and 44 percent are undecided. In setting up a Citizens Jury of 24
people to evaluate this new tax plan, organizers would deliberately
select from the randomly chosen jury pool eight people who currently
oppose the plan, five who like it, and 11 who aren’t sure.

The number of jurors can vary between 12 and 24. Fewer than
12 is too small to create the proper mix of views; more than 24 can
hinder good dialog. Many of the Jefferson Center’s recent projects have
had 18 jurors. A group of this size is large enough to create a diversity
of views and small enough to encourage good dialog—yet significantly
less expensive than a 24-person jury. Jurors are paid from $100 to
$150 per day for their time, plus reasonable expenses for travel, food,
and lodging, if required.

Jurors’ Charge

Jurors are given a specific charge—a short list of brief, clear ques-
tions—at the beginning of their time together. The organizers of each
project have a major responsibility for designing this charge, which
guides the jurors’ work and shapes the testimony of the witnesses
(and/or candidates) throughout the hearings. This charge usually con-
tains a clear statement of the question(s) to be examined, as well as brief
follow-up questions to be answered by jurors during their deliberations.
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The aim of the organizers in setting the charge should be to frame
a question (or set of questions) that is fair to all parties affected by the
issue, provides a framework within which jurors can make good judg-
ments, and is satisfactory to the sponsors of the project.

Jurors are expected to consider, discuss, and respond to this
charge, and, by the end of the final afternoon, they are expected to
take a stand in relation to it. Because the process works better on value
questions than on technical issues, charges rarely ask jurors to make
up their own technical solutions.

Hearings
The main event of a Citizens Jury is a set of hearings during which
jurors are introduced to the topic at hand and then hear from a variety

Some Sample Charges Given to Citizens Juries

« US. Senate Race Between Lynn Yeakel and Arlen
Specter (Pennsylvania, 1992) On a scale of 1 to 10,
with 10 being the highest possible score, how would
you rate each candidate on the topics of jobs, health
care, and education?

+ Health Care Reform (National Citizens Jury, 1993)

1. What are the generally accepted facts important to
the health care debate?

2. What are the criteria by which to evaluate health
care reform proposals?

3. Is there a need for health care reform in America?
4. If so, is the Clinton plan the way to get it?
5. Why or why not?

«  Welfare Reform (Congressman Tim Penny, 1994)

1. What are our top three objectives for reforming wel-
fare programs in America?

2. What specific provisions should be enacted as part
of that reform?
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of witnesses. Witnesses include experts, interest group representatives,
and people who are significantly affected by the issue under discussion.
These hearings typically last five days.

When a Citizens Jury reviews candidates in an election, jurors hear
from both witnesses and candidates. Typically, this includes presenta-
tions from each candidate plus private question-and-answer sessions. In
one sense, these hearings resemble a Senate hearing more than a trial,
in that jurors are able to spend considerable time questioning the wit-
nesses and strict rules of evidence are not applied to testimony. Unlike
Senate hearings, however, a great deal of attention is paid to setting an
agenda which is fair to all parties, while a neutral moderator s
all discussions except (in some cases) the jurors’ final deliberations.

The hearings are carefully structured to present a balance of view-
points among the witnesses. Also, care is taken to design hearings that
are enlightening and not confusing to the jurors. Small group discus-
sions are commonly used to give jurors time to reflect and discuss wit-
ness testimony they have heard.

Deliberations and Reports

Jurors are given adequate time to discuss and deliberate the issues
(or candidates’ positions) among themselves. Usually they have a full
day for deliberations. This may be spread throughout the hearings, or
it may take place only after all of the testimony has been given. Jurors
usually have the option of holding their final deliberations in private.

At the end of their deliberations, jurors issue a report containing
their conclusions, plus relevant background information on the project.
In the case of an election campaign, jurors rate the candidates on their
positions on three major issues and offer reasons for their ratings.
They do not make any judgments about which candidate they like
best. Jurors are always given the opportunity to review and approve
the wording of their findings and recommendations.

Fairness and Trust

Since its inception in 1974, one of the operating principles of the
Jefferson Center has been to minimize the influence of its staff on
jurors and potential jurors. Eliminating bias completely is surely impos-
sible. But 25 years of experience has shown that biases can be kept to
a very low level.
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At each project’s conclusion, jurors are given the opportunity to
evaluate the project. This evaluation includes at least one standardized
question on the fairness of the proceedings, so that comparisons with
other Citizens Jury projects are possible. Thus far, Citizens Juries have
routinely received very high ratings for fairness and trustworthiness.

This is not just a matter of having an elaborate set of rules.
Guidelines are important, but equally important is the careful training
and nurturing of the people who organize and run the process. A
healthy and honest working environment must be maintained by the
staff if the process they administer is to be effective in improving the
health of democracy.

A variety of steps can be taken to make the process more open to
public scrutiny. When the agenda is set for the hearings, it is typically
done in consultation with an advisory committee which represents a
wide range of views. The conduct of the survey and the selection of
the jurors can be made open to public examination. In a 1995 project
on hog farming in Rice County, Minnesota, neither environmentalists
nor the farming community were sure that they could trust the
process. Their suspicions were largely overcome when they were able
to spend two hours observing exactly how the jurors were selected
from the jury pool. Further steps for making the process trustworthy
are discussed in Chapter 4 and in Appendix A, Section 3.

Some History

The Jefferson Center was founded in 1974 with the goal of con-
ducting research and development on novel democratic tools. The
Jefferson Center experimented with the Citizens Jury process and with
an “Extended Policy Discussion,” the purpose of which was to clarify
disagreements between experts on public policy matters, doing this in
a way that would be useful for legislators.

The first decade of the Center’s existence was devoted to experi-
ments and reflections on democracy. The first Citizens Jury on an issue
was held in 1974 and the first on an election in 1976. In 1984, a
Citizens Jury was used for the first time with governmental sponsors. By
the end of 1990, the question for the Center was no longer “Is the
Citizens Jury an effective democratic method?” but rather, “How can we
get Citizens Jury projects widely used?”
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Table 1: Summary of Bias Ratings of Citizens Jury Projects

The following are the ratings given to projects in response to the question:
“One of our aims is to have the staff and volunteers of the Jefferson Center
conduct the project in an unbiased way. How satisfied are you with their per-
formance in this regard?” (Slight variations in the question were used in some
projects.) Five of the projects did not use the ratings: the first two projects,
done in the 1970s, two conducted in Rochester, Minn., in the early 1990s,
and a demonstration project on organ transplants in 1986.

Very Dis-  Very Dis-
Satisfied ~ Satisfied Neuiral satisfied satisfied
1981, “Peacemaking” 33% 67% 0 0 0
1984, Agriculture / Water Quality 40% 60% 0 0 0
1987, School-based clinics 88% 12% 0 0 0
1990, Minnesota Governor’s Race 949, 6% 0 0 0
1991, Hennepin County Budget (1) 55% 10% 30% 5% 0
1992 Pennsylvania Senate 82% 15% 3% 0 0
1993, Federal Budget (2) 92% 4% 0 0 0
1993, Clinton health care plan 83% 12% 0 4% 0
1994, At-risk children, Conn. (3) 75% 8% 8% 8% 0
1994, Welfare system, Rep. Penny 78% 22% 0 0 0
1995, Traffic Congestion, 46% 29% 12.5% 12.5% 0
1996, Minnesota state budget (4) 84% 4% 4% 0 0
1996 Comparing Envir. Risks 55% 45% 0 0 0
1997, Electricity futures, Minn. 81% 13% 6% 0 0
1997, Dakota County, planning (5) 71% 25% 4% 0 0
1998, School bond, Orono Minn. 88% 4% 4% 4% 0
1998, Assisted Suicide (St. Olaf) 67% 33% 0 0 0
1999, Property tax reform 22% 50% 11% 11% 0
1999, Chatfield School District (5) 61% 28% 11% 0 0
2001, Citizens Initiative Review 71% 25% 4% 0 0
2001, Metro Solid Waste 83% 17% 0 0 0
2002, Global Climate Change 89% 11% 0 0 0

1. Project not run by Jefferson Center.
One juror did not vote.
One juror did not vote because taken ill.

‘Two jurors absent at end.

ot W

One juror did not vote because of withdrawing from the project.
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Some Past Citizens Jury Sponsors

»  League of Women Voters: Minnesota, Pennsylvania and

Washington state

« Health and Human Services Committee, Minnesota
Senate

«  Department of Ethics, Politics and Economics, Yale
University

+  Minnesota Department of Revenue
« Izaak Walton League

«  Center for Urban and Regional Affairs, University of
Minnesota

+  Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs, University of
Minnesota

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
+ U. S. Environmental Protection Agency

The 1990s brought both excitement and disappointment. The
Citizens Jury project in 1990 on the Minnesota gubernatorial race was
a great success. It was conducted in conjunction with the League of
Women Voters of Minnesota with the goal of rating candidates on their
stands on issues. A review of print media from June to November
showed that half of the articles in the state written on issues were stim-
ulated by the Center’s project.

This was a seminal project for other reasons as well. It received the
highest rating in terms of fairness of any of the Citizens Jury projects.
All the jurors but one were “very satisfied” that the staff and volun-
teers had run the project in an unbiased way. The other juror was “sat-
isfied.” The personal comments of the jurors were almost too good to
be true.
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Personal Comments by Jurors in the

1990 Gubernatorial Project

The Citizens Jury process is a vital supplement to the
American political process. I urge the League of Women
Voters to adopt the Citizens Jury process nationwide. (Tony
Faltesek, St. Paul, Minn.)

I am extremely proud to have a part in the Citizens Jury
process. (Cheryl Dusek, Eagan, Minn.)

Being a member of the Citizens Jury has been an exciting
learning experience of great value for me. (Jean Bottke,
Faribault, Minn.)

I am very proud to have been a part of the Citizens Jury. Even
though I read the newspaper every day and attempt
to keep well informed on the issues, I have been surprised to
discover how little I really knew about each candidate and their
position on various issues. I only wish that there were Citizens
Juries working on other important races to provide me with
mnformation and guidance so that I could vote more responsibly.
(Thomas Holden, St. Louis Park, Minn.)

I believe the Citizens Jury idea is wonderful, but I think it’s
going to take time and experience to find the best unbiased
way of getting the information to the public. (Dee Oberle,
Lonsdale, Minn.)

This led the Center to search for other states interested in a trust-
worthy way for citizens to evaluate candidates. In 1992, the League of
Women Voters of Pennsylvania teamed up with the Jefferson Center
to conduct a Citizens Jury focused on the US. Senate race between
Arlen Specter and Lynn Yeakel. This project was even more successful
than the 1990 project, bringing high praise from editorials in the
Washington Post, Philadelphia Inquirer, and Pittsburgh Post Gazette.
Indeed, the Philadelphia Inquirer, which endorsed Yeakel, called the
project “a portrait of democracy the way democracy is supposed to
be,” and printed verbatim excerpts from the jury sessions, taking up
three full op-ed pages in a single week.
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We at the Jefferson Center felt that at last we had found a significant
use for the Citizens Jury process. In early 1993 the Jefferson Center was
approached by the League of Women Voters of New Jersey to conduct
a project on their gubcrnatorial race that year. At the same time, the
Jefferson Center received a major grant to conduct the process in two
mid-western states.

But, to the dismay of all who liked these Citizens Jury projects on
elections, in May 1993, the Internal Revenue Service informed the
Jefferson Center that it risked losing its tax-deductible status if it con-
tinued to run these projects. We objected strenuously and argued with
the IRS for three years, but with no success. Finally, a settlement was
reached in which the IRS agreed to take no action against the Center,
but we had to agree that we would no longer conduct these highly
praised projects.’

At the time it seemed thouch the IRS intervention would not

time it seemed as though the IRS mterven not
hinder the growing interest in Citizens Jury projects. In 1993 the
Center conducted two projects on the national level. One was on the
federal budget and the other on the Clinton health care plan. Again,
there was national coverage, but not as much as we had hoped.
Nightline had a film crew there for the whole five days, but on the final
day the program covered a bombing in the Middle East and not our
project. The crew produced a short video summarizing the project, but
it was never aired, and we were not close enough to the crew to learn
why. In 1994 the Jefferson Center conducted its first Citizens Jury proj-
ect on a college campus at Yale University. It gave students a hands-on
experience with a new democratic process. Several other campus proj-
ects have been conducted since then.

The Center continued to try new ways of using the Citizens Jury
process. In 1994 the Center conducted a Citizens Jury on welfare
reform for US. Representative Tim Penny. The next year we did our
first project in conjunction with the Humphrey Institute at the
University of Minnesota. In 1997 we did a project for Dakota County,
Minnesota, which made it into the semifinals for the Innovations in

3 The Center was well aware of the seriousness of the IRS challenge and hired
Sheldon Cohen, a former Commissioner of the IRS, to argue its case. The final
rulin IRS published in
ina X on e 1 of the 7,
reference to the Jefferson Center itself.
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American Government award given by the Kennedy School at
Harvard.

It slowly became clear, however, that the Center was not moving
forward as we had hoped The problem was that we were not getting
return business. No one from the national level was calling for another
Citizens Jury on any project, nor did any member of Congress contact
us to follow up on the project done for Tim Penny. It turned out that
the only kind of project that generated repeat business without the
Center’s having to subsidize it was the Citizens Jury on elections—the
project we could no longer conduct.

As a result, the directors of the Jefferson Center decided in spring
2002 to close the office, let the staff go and reduce the board to three
people. This is not the end of the Citizens Jury process and may not
be the end of the Center. The Center is keeping its Web site and
phone. If contacted, it will encourage others to use the Citizens Jury
process and will refer them to people who are competent to help them
out. It will try to protect the copyright on the Citizens Jury name to
ensure that whenever the name is used, it will be associated with a
quality project that serves the public interest.*

The Center sees the major part of its initial mission as having been
accomplished. A new democratic process has been carefully devel-
oped and made available for future democratic reforms. The aspect of
the initial mission not accomplished was undertaking large, compara-
tive tests on key aspects of the Citizens Jury process or comparing dif-
ferent participatory methods with each other. Neither the Center, nor
any similar group, has been able to find sufficient funding for this.

As the Center grew over the years, its mission evolved and became
that of providing a broader range of participatory methods to decision
makers, with the Citizens Jury process still being the lead service
offered. In this, the Center clearly was not successful. A marketing
study done in 2001 clearly showed that key decision makers were not
especially interested in the Citizens Jury process. It was too expensive
and did not yield the kind of citizen input decision makers were look-
ing for. My interpretation of all this is the obvious: the Citizens Jury
process puts too much power in the hands of the people for top gov-
ernmental decision makers to be comfortable with it.

* Those interested in learning what the Jefferson Center is doing in its reduced
role can check its Web site at www jefferson-center.org.
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Where Next?

The one place where the Citizens Jury process clearly did have
repeat business was in cts s’ stands
on issues. This is the d bel Citizens

Jury process is to play a significant role in improving the health of
American democracy.
A survey conducted at the end of the 1990 Citizens Jury on the
orial race in ta the al p of such
In the rando co d to the s for the
project, we found 450 people who were willing to give us their names
and addresses. They were sent the jurors’ ratings of the candidates on
the issues and then surveyed again after the election was over. The
results showed that a significant number of people had found this
information useful in deciding how to vote (see accompanying table).
Further questions showed that among those who said it helped them
make up their minds, 59 percent voted for the candidate given the
best evaluations by the jurors and only 26 percent voted for the other
candidate (15 percent would not say how they voted). Among those
who said the information did not help them make up their minds, the
vote was split evenly between the two candidates.

This indicates that a project like this can be of considerable use to
voters and that it may sway them fairly strongly in favor of the candi-
date with the best ratings.> But that assumes that there is some way to
get the results out to the voters. Sadly enough, the media coverage in
the 1990s for Citizens Jury projects was spotty at best. If a project
were to be pursued to evaluate candidates on their stands on issues,
not only would the IRS problems have to be overcome, but it would
be necessary to find a reliable way to ensure that the ratings done by
the jurors would be made widely available to the public.

Even before it was clear that the Jefferson Center was not suc-
ceeding in getting return business for Citizens Jury projects on specific
policy issues, I was sketching out plans on how to use citizens panels,
the generic name for the Citizens Jury process, to help people do a

5 thes to the vo a whole,
out would be into a ra
candidate won 55% to 45%. More experimentation is needed to learn if results
from a survey like this actually indicate what an electorate would do if given
this kind of information.
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wiser job of voting. My goal was to empower an authentic voice of the
people, doing this by making the citizens panels’ findings readily avail-
able to voters at election time. This task was never a part of the
Jefferson Center’s mission, given its tax-deductible status. But this was
completely in line with the hopes of almost all the randomly selected
citizens who had participated in the Citizens Jury projects over the
years. Much of the rest of the book deals with how this can be accom-
plished.

Did the Citizens Jury reports help you in making up your mind on
how to vote?

* 35% Helped decide how to vote

* 19% Did not help decide how to vote

* 4% Don’t know

*+ 20% Paid no attention

« 22% No answer, refused, or not reached




C]’lapter 3

Why We Lack
E ﬁ[ective Public Policies

I think of people sitting in an ancient automobile by the
side of the road. The tires are flat and the drive shaft is
bent, but they're engaged in a great argument as to
whether they should go to Phoenix or San Francisco. In
my imagination, I am standing by the road saying,
“You're not going anywhere till you fix the goddamn car.”

John W. Gardner'

The closing of the Jefferson Center after 28 years of experimenta-
tion with the Citizens Jury process could well be taken as proof that this
method is not what is needed to make American democracy work bet-
ter. Why, then, do I bother to suggest that it play an even larger role in
politics in America than the Jefferson Center sought for it? Is this sim-
ply the bull-headedness of someone who can't shake his pet idea? I like
to believe it is more than this.

One answer, of course, is idealism. If you agree with the
Philadelphia Inquirer that a Citizens Jury can lead to “a portrait of
democracy the way democracy is supposed to be,” then you may want
to persist even in the face of growing proof that the method is out of
sync with the way politics is conducted in Amecrica.

There is, however, a solid pragmatic reason for wanting to expand
the use of citizens panels in some way. This is based upon the great
difficulty that exists in adopting high quality policies that serve the
public interest, given the way the political game is played in America
today. This is true at all levels of government. Any reform that can
change this is worthy of serious consideration.

The position taken in this book is that we will not get high qual-

! This statement was originally cited in the New Yorker and quoted in the New
York Times February 18, 2002, page B6.

46
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ity public policy until we engage a cross section of the American pub-
lic in informed policy discussions that can make a political difference.
So long as a considerable portion of the public is left unengaged and
open to manipulation, the long-term best interests of America will not
be achieved.

Our current system delivers special interest politics and a manipu-
lated vision of where America should be going. Whichever side wins
will claim to be serving the public good, while concentrating on adopt-
ing policies to pay off their special interest base. Such policies may sat-
isfy a few interests or a few ideologies, but they virtually never lead to
systemic solutions to our major problems.?

“A systemic solution to our major problems” is a rather abstract
notion. It is much easier for people, even sophisticated political leaders
and analysts, to ignore this and pretend that the current game of poli-
tics can still take us where we need to go. If only we could get a strong
campaign finance reform passed! If only we Republicans could get enough
power to put through really meaningful reforms! If only we liberal
Democrats could get the Democratic party to take clear and strong liberal
policy stands! Read any serious political journal or newspaper and you
will find it laced with such hopes.

But the reality is that no party is capable of delivering on these
dreams. As soon as they come to power, they must pay off their spe-
cial-interest backers in a major way. Those who have hopes for the
current game of politics know that special interests must be paid off,
but they still dream that, at least in a few areas, some really good pub-
lic policy can be developed that will serve the long-term interests of
America. The problem is that there is no meaningful political support
for this. It is the public as a whole that wants good long-term public

? Systemic solutions need not be government run. Market solutions may be the
best way to solve some of the major problems facing us. But markets will func-
tion properly only when there is a sophisticated set of regulations, designed
with considerable government input, to keep the markets serving the public
interest. Those who believed that complete deregulation of our markets will
solve all our problems should have been disabused of this idea by the corpo-
rate and market scandals in the late 1990s. There are, of course, some true
believers who think that if only it had been done properly, complete deregulation
would have worked, just as there are those who believe that socialism and com-
plete government control, if only it had been done the right way, would have
made the Communist experiment successful.
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policies, but Americans are so disengaged from politics that they find
it very difficult to tell good policies from bad. Only a very small minor-
ity of voters know which officials deserve to be regarded at election
time as those willing to work for sophisticated policies that support
the common good. Scientific manipulation diverts the attention of
Americans from the core issues and prevents them from seeing what
policies stand a chance of working in the long run.

At-Risk Children

In this chapter I present a case study as an example of how diffi-
cult it is to get high quality programs adopted, given the way the game
of politics is played today. The problems of at-risk children are of sig-
nificant concern to most Americans, yet we are making little progress
in dealing with the issue. There is hardly any group in America that
does not believe the problems of at-risk children deserve solution, but
there are widely differing views about what should be done.

The standard liberal view on helping at-risk children is that there are
governmental programs that can do a great deal to alleviate the prob-
lems, and that much more money should be spent on these. The reason
that this is not being done is that selfish people who want their taxes cut
are unwilling to spend funds for governmental services unless they
receive direct benefits from those services (roads, fire, police, etc.).

The standard conservative view is that social engineering does not
work, but liberals think it does. All liberals want to do is to tax and spend,
resulting in bigger government without solving the social problems for
which the programs were created. If we are to help at-risk children, we
must seek out nongovernmental approaches to find workable solutions.

What I have learned makes me believe liberals are right about the
existence of workable programs that can be run by government, but
they are wrong about the basic stinginess of conservatives. And con-
servatives are wrong when they say that social engineering never
works, but right about the kinds of programs our current political sys-
tem so often delivers.

Much of what I know about atrisk children and their families I
learned outside of my Jefferson Center work. I spent considerable time
in the 1990s learning about various solutions and heading a small lob-
bying effort to get the Minnesota legislature to adopt workable pro-
grams. In the eyes of some people, the positions | have taken will mean
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that I am a partisan on this issue, not a neutral observer. Those con-
servatives who believe that government should never be involved in
this issue may find my willingness to consider governmental programs
as a reason to disqualify me from presenting reforms intended to serve
the public as a whole and not some ideology. Similarly, those liberals
who believe that something must be done even if the programs are
poorly run or have no data proving they work may find my readiness
to suspend such programs as indicative of an ideological bias.

It is clear that my views about what should be done for at-risk chil-
dren are strong enough that I could not serve as staff on a citizens
panel on this topic and claim to have no biases. On the other hand, we
dare not let litmus tests for ideological purity shape our whole view of
what policy options are appropriate. Those who believe in the need for
high quality public programs that have been selected with the backing
of an informed cross section of the American public must stand up
strongly in favor of that approach and not be backed off by claims
from dedicated liberals or dedicated conservatives that they are not
pure enough to engage in this effort. Indeed, it is a rigid commitment
to one ideology or another that contributes significantly to the prob-
lems our democracy faces.

An Effective Policy Discussion

Sadly enough, the US. Congress, state legislatures and county
boards simply are not places to expect an informed and reasonable
consideration of policy options to occur. This is so even though the
people who serve as staff in our legislatures and governmental agen-
cies, be they conservative, moderate or liberal, are quite capable of
gathering and summarizing high quality information for the elected
officials. But when candidates are elected on the basis of their abilities
to raise money and maneuver in the political system, they are unlikely
to make good use of the information they have.

One author who has commented on the nature of political debate
is EJ. Dionne, Jr. He starts off his book, Why Americans Hate Politics, '
by noting the high quality of the Congressional debate that took place
in early 1991 over the question of whether we should enter the Gulf
War. But he then points out how rare such Congressional debates are,
saying that generally our politics “are trivial and even stupid.” The cen-
tral argument of his book is that:
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.. . liberalism and conservatism are framing political
issues as a series of false choices. Wracked by contra-
diction and responsive mainly to the needs of their
various constituencies, liberalism and conservatism
prevent the nation from settling the questions that most
trouble it. On issue after issue, there is a consensus on
where the country should move or at least on what we
should be arguing about; liberalism and conservatism
make it impossible for that consensus to express itself.

A somewhat different perspective on why legislatures do not deal
with issues properly comes from Roger Davidson, one of the major
scholars of Congress in the 20th century. Commenting on the energy cri-
sis of the early 1970s, he noted that while Congress was being castigated
in the press for puttering around and not doing anything, in fact it was
laboring mightily but ineffectually to overcome its own internal disper-
sion of responsibilities. But he then cited the well-known quote from the
comic strip Pogo: “We have met the enemy, and it is us.” The inability of
Congress to get its act together reflects the schisms in society itself.
Congress is so attuned to the wishes of a fragmented public that it is
pulled in all sorts of directions and cannot make progress on significant
solutions.

There is a definite truth to this, but I believe it is an instance of
blaming the victim. We are caught up in a system that will move only
in response to pressure from well-organized lobbying efforts. The only
way for us to make our voice heard now is to join the lobbying efforts
that are being organized to represent opinions like ours. Members of
Congress are supposed to take this input, confer among themselves,
and then come up with the best solution. But they, too, are caught up
in this system and are no more able to agree on sound long-term poli-
cies than the public as a whole. And driving this whole system is the
scientific manipulation done by our most powerful politicians and paid
for by wealthy groups and individuals.

What is similar about the comments of these two observers some
two decades apart is that both see the problems of legislatures as
broader than some mere structural defects. The problem lies with how
the public as a whole is dealing with issues. They agree on how dys-
functional our political system is because of a fragmented public, their
difference being mainly that Dionne emphasizes the “cultural wars”
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going on between liberals and conservatives, while Davidson simply
comments on the fragmentation.

Let us turn therefore to the question of at-risk children to see if my
claims about not getting high quality programs adopted are true. Are
there any programs that might help alleviate the difficulties most of
these children are going to face as adults? If so, is it possible to get such
programs widely used?

A Program Tl‘lat VVorles3

Research over the last two decades has come up with solid proof
that there are programs that can significantly help at-risk children to
become productive members of society. The most compelling research
surrounds the Perry Preschool program. This is a program intended for
children ages 3 and 4 from low-income homes. The main research
conducted on this program was undertaken in Ypsilanti, Michigan, in
the 1960s and has been followed up ever since. In this program, chil-
dren attend half-day sessions from October through May, and there
were weekly 90-minute teacher home visits. There were two teachers
to every class of 12 children, and the teachers had had special train-
ing in child development. The curriculum evolved over the five years
of the program into one based upon the views of Jean Piaget.

Although this program has some similarities to Head Start, it is
important to understand the differences. The teachers in the Perry
Preschool program had masters degrees in educating children, while
in Head Start there is just one teacher, usually without a B.A,, and an
assistant who is required to have only a high school diploma.* Also, in
the Perry program the class sizes were unusually low. In Head Start, it
is not uncommon for class sizes to rise to 20 or more students. Finally,

? The information in this section comes largely from Professor W. Steven Barnett,
director of the Center for Early Education Research at Rutgers, and a widely
recognized authority on the cost-effectiveness of programs for at-risk children.
Barnett has a Ph.D. in economics, but has devoted his career to examining chil-
dren’s programs. I was lucky enough to spend a whole day at a small seminar
where Barnett was the only speaker. He noted that some 30 or 40 studies sup-
port and expand upon what has been learned from the research on the Perry
program.

4 Head Start teachers have not even been required to have a 2-year degree,
although Congress has changed this, requiring that by 2003 half the teachers
have at least an A.A. degree.
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in the Perry program, there was a well-planned curriculum for the chil-
dren, drawing upon the ability of the two teachers to give their stu-
dents considerable one-on-one attention, whereas in Head Start the
curricula vary widely from location to location.’

The research done on the Perry Preschool program was of high
quality. Once children were identified as eligible (because of 1Q scores
below 85 and families of low socioeconomic status), they were ran-
domly assigned either to the program or to a control group. The follow-
up studies done with the program and control groups are among the
longest ever conducted. At age 19 there was a significant difference in
high school graduation rates: those students who had attended the pro-
gram had a 67 percent graduation rate, while only 49 percent of those
in the control group succeeded in graduating. But by age 27 something
emerged that had not been evident at age 19. The economic return to
society from the program was impressive. In constant dollars, the cost
to society of the program was $12,148 per child, while the savings to
government was $25,437 (according to a conservative estimate), and
close to $85,000 according to a more optimistic estimate®. These sav-
ings came about because those who went through the program had a
much lower involvement in the criminal justice system and they con-
tributed more to society through their jobs and the taxes they paid.

One reason for this large social benefit can be understood from
research done in Kansas. There, tape recordings were made ol conversa-
tions that took place in the homes of three-year-old children between the
parents and children. This was done in the homes of both professional
families and welfare families. The goal was to see what differences existed
in the vocabularies of children from different backgrounds. To the sur-
prise of the researchers, many of the 3-year-olds from the professional
families used larger vocabularies than the parents in the weltare homes.

5 Professor Barnett noted that Head Start should not be viewed as a single pro-

gram, many itisrunin d Thi
that r ne on a whole may arly
6 estimate comes from Investing in Our Children, an excellent study issued
D in . The cal one by
The study an reason

decided not to include the benefits derived from a lower crime rate among
those in the program. It was this lower crime rate that led to the majority of the
benefits as calculated by Barnett.
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It is not difficult to imagine the challenge faced by a child who
enters kindergarten at age 5, if that child has the verbal skills of a 2-
or 3-year-old. Even if they improve by a year-and-a-half in their skills,
they will be entering first grade still a year or more behind the rest of
the children. Given the resources available in most early grades, these
children never catch up. Indeed, by the end of first grade most of them
have settled into an acceptance of themselves as failures, something
that haunts them for the rest of their school careers and probably
their lives.

These are significant findings. Most teachers, even in high school,
find that their b st problem in teaching is dealing with dysfunc-
tional students in their classes. If something can be done to reduce the
number of at-risk children who end up being dysfunctional, then the
whole school system will operate much better. This means that doing
something to help at-risk children not only benefits those who receive
direct help, but may be the most cost-effective way to improve our
K-12 educational system as a whole.

The results of the research on the Perry Preschool program are
especially significant because they broaden the potential support for
programs for at-risk children, most of whom are poor. Typically, the
appeals for such programs are based on the moral appeal that we owe
this to the less fortunate members of society. But the research on the
Perry program shows that such programs are also a good investment,
saving society considerable money in the long run, which should give
the programs a much broader appeal.

Some Small Group Studies l)y the Jefferson Center

The information about successful programs for at-risk children led
the Jefferson Center to do a small project. There is a widely held view
that the most effective programs for preschool children are not being
implemented because they cost more than normal programs, and tax-
payers simply are not willing to spend this money.” This is often stated
as a lack of political will to undertake programs such as the Perry
model. Indeed, in Minnesota the assumption seems to be that it is the
suburbanites living around the Twin Cities who are not prepared to

" See, for example, a cover story in the New York Times Magazine of January 9,
2000, by James Traub.
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see their taxes go up to pay for inner city programs. They are the ones
who have the money, but not the will.

Convincing as this stereotype is, it did not fit with some things the
Jefferson Center had learned over the years. The 1993 budget Citizens
Jury ended up with people willing to raise federal taxes by $70 billion a
year to cover programs they felt were needed. And in 1991 a small-
group experiment showed people more willing to have their taxes raised
to help children than to address any other social issue.

In 2000, the Jefferson Center decided to do some research about
the supposed lack of political will. A small advisory committee of
three prominent people was put together: Judy Healey, probably the
most experienced foundation consultant in Minnesota; Peter
Hutchinson, former commissioner of finance in Minnesota and super-
intendent of Minneapolis schools; and Mike Weber, CEO of
Volunteers of America in Minnesota, who had served as director of
human services in Hennepin County for two decades. We wanted
advice from them about how to present the program and hoped that
their participation would help spur some action on the results, if the
results seemed to warrant it. Funding for the project was provided by
the Laura Jane Musser Fund and the General Mills Foundation.

The aim of the project was to ascertain the degree to which mid-
dle-class suburbanites are willing to see their taxes raised in order to
fund programs for atrisk children and their families. The Cenler con-
ducted four small-group sessions with residents of suburban Hennepin
County. Each session nvolved a group of 10 to 12 citizens of various

was told ab

. They also
taxes would increase if such a program were undertaken in the county.
After discussing the proposal and having the opportunity to modity it,
they were asked to vote as to whether they would be willing to see their
taxes raised to introduce such a program in Hennepin County.

In all four sessions, a majority voted in favor of raising their taxes
to pay for the Perry Preschool program (or its equivalent). In the last
session, the participants voted 9 to 2 (with 1 abstention) for a program
for atrisk children in Hennepin County whose initial annual costs
would be $10 million, increasing to $30 million per year. They did this
after being told that it would increase taxes for the median family in
the county by $45 a year, and for the top 20 percent by $178. For
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further details, read the addendum to this chapter about how the proj-
ect was designed and how the small-group meetings differed from
each other.

These results show that once citizens understand the value of
some particular program, there may be strong support for it, even if
this might mean a tax increase. These small-group studies do fall short
of indicating that this is what all Americans would like to see. More
work needs to be done to find out more precisely what people want.
Would the results be the same in 2002, with a considerably weaker
economy than existed in the summer of 2000? Would people on citi-
zens panels come to the same conclusions? Perhaps they would not
favor the Perry model as strongly if they were to hear arguments
against it, or arguments that it cannot be implemented as effectively
on a broad scale as it was in the rather small test in which it proved
so successful. Nevertheless, the results of the Jefferson Center investi-

s suggest there is a solution to a problem that many have seen
as intractable.

Facing Reality in Minnesota

One might think that the success of the Perry model, along with
indications that the public might be willing to pay for it, would provide
an opportunity that policy makers would be eager to pursue. So let me
tell you what happened when I tried to present this to some key peo-
ple in Minnesota. This provides an example of how difficult it is to get
high-quality programs adopted, given the way our political system oper-
ates now.

I started by asking Mike Weber, who had served on the advisory
committee, to join with me in meeting with the current director of
human services in Hennepin County, a position Weber had held for
almost two decades. It was a most interesting meeting. The human
services director could not conceive of how a citizens panel (or any
expanded version of it to create a community dialogue) would ever
change the minds of the county commissioners. He pointed out how
the commissioners had been more oriented toward public participa-
tion a few years earlier and how they were now pulling back from that.

If one wanted to succeed with the commissioners, the approach
was relatively simple. One should first talk with the staff of Hennepin
County to be sure that they would sign off on the validity of the pro-
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posal (he did not see much of a problem there) and then mobilize a
large group of parents to approach the commissioners and demand a
change of priorities. It never made sense to approach them for a tax
increasc. (When I had spoken about tax increases, he had given me a
look as though I were naive enough to think of asking the commus-
sioners for aid to Saddam Hussein.) What you do is ask them for
changes in budget priorities within the range of what is possible and
do this for several years. If done with some skill, you succeed.

I pointed out to him that this was a wonderful tactic for the middle
class. Such an approach had worked very well for getting support for the
developmentally disabled, since many of them came from families who
were upper and middle class, as well as poor. But one of the most obvi-
ous aspects of poverty (whence come most of the at-risk children) is that
poor people have neither the skills nor the optimism to mobilize an effort
that will last for several years.® His response to that was that it was too
bad, but these are the facts of how things get done in a county and we
must live with them.

During the course of our fundraising for the small-group studies,
we learned about another group that was interested in early childhood
interventions. Called the Early Care and Education Finance
Commission (“Finance Commission” for short), it was a nonpartisan
commission that had developed strategies for financing early care and
education programs in Minnesota. We met with some of the key mem-
bers of the Finance Commission, who expressed interest in the
Jefferson Center’s work and shared information about their efforts to
increase funding and support for early childhood initiatives.

The Finance Commission was led by Don Fraser, arguably one of
the most honorable politicians in America in the last third of the 20th
century. He served in the U.S. House of Representatives from the early
1960s through the mid-1970s and then as mayor of Minneapolis for
another decade. The goal of the Finance Commission was to obtain
close to $500 million from the Minnesota Legislature in 2001 for a

8 Of course there are exceptions to this. Martin Luther King obviously made
for and the ut in the
the n of pco King is r
Children’s Defense Fund are skilled and successful, but their resources are lim-
ited and they concentrate on making sure a few major programs at the state
level survive from year to year.
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variety of programs aimed at helping at-risk children and their fami-
lies. To the dismay of all those who supported the effort, the result was
an appropriation of about $10 million for early childhood programs.
(This was at a time when there was a large budget surplus, which was
returned to taxpayers rather than being invested in programs.)

This was a fine confirmation of the fact that the public as a whole
is not sending signals that they want their taxes spent on social serv-
ice programs. This is, of course, what fuels the stereotype of the self-
ish public. But when we asked around among insiders in human serv-
ices programs, there was a widespread opinion that the programs
advocated by the Finance Commission were of the traditional social-
service variety that are beloved by their advocates, but are of ques-
tionable effectiveness. One of the points of view expressed many times
was that Head Start in Minnesota (a key part of the Finance
Commission proposal) was not being run effectively. We were not in a
position to check this out in any depth, but clearly what we were learn-
ing was similar to what legislators would have learned, had they
checked out programs in any depth.

One of the ironies of governmental programs in America is that
there is a fair public tolerance for inefficient military expenditures as
a necessary evil, whereas social programs have been cut for the last
several decades in considerable degree because they are perceived to
be inefficient or wasteful. One cannot sell human services programs to
the public these days on the grounds that they are needed and that
some waste and inefficiency are the price we pay for caring for our
children.

I made two more visits to see what might be done to make use of
what the Jefferson Center learned. First, I met with a county commis-
sioner I have known for years. His response was that plans were
already in the works to do something about at-risk children. He gave
me a memo being developed by the Early Childhood Workgroup of
the Youth Coordinating Board.

In this memo they stated that they originally had planned to make
specific recommendations, but decided not to in light of the fact that
the barriers to successful programs are “systemic, interconnected and
ongoing.” They noted that:

the current early childhood system in Minneapolis
lacks an on-going mechanism for building leadership,
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seeking systems change and increasing accountability
for improving outcomes for Minneapolis children
aged birth to five. The final recommendation of the
Work Group seeks to create such a mechanism.

This document had the sad ring to it of earlier attempts to do
something about at-risk children. Numerous planning documents from
the past make statements like this. What almost always happens is that
a group of staff people from relevant agencies make a set of proposals
that are ignored by elected officials on the grounds that there is a lack
of political will.

I then met with the head of one of the most powerful foundations
in Minnesota, again a person I have known for a number of years.
Here the response was very sympathetic. But the foundation was
already supporting the Finance Commission, an effort they were likely
to continue for a few years. Perhaps, he suggested, I could get the
Finance Commission to modify its approach to include our new
insights.

At this point, I gave up trying to do something in Hennepin
County. Perhaps someone who has more influence, skill or patience
than I do could have continued and been successful. But I felt that I
was encountering a clear case of resistance to systems change. In the
short term, the logical thing for anyone who operates in the current
system to do is to continue to do one’s best to move ahead within the
system. From this point of view, attempting to build a dialogue among
residents of Hennepin County that is powerful enough to change the
way services for at-risk children are delivered risks not only the unsuc-
cessful expenditure of much time and money, but also the alienation

£ ~tl 1 1 in i
of other players in the system, whose help you may need again in the

near future.

Sometimes when I review this, I feel I gave up too easily. Certainly
I was skeptical about getting a positive response even at the beginning
of the effort. Much of the reason for this skepticism comes from ear-
lier work I had done on programs for children.

In the middle 1990s, I worked with a small group of donors to
set up a lobbying organization for children, called “Children’s
Futures.” We hired Sue Robertson, the former chief of staff for the
speaker of the House in Minnesota, to lobby for us. Our goal was to
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seek out cutting-edge reforms and see if we could get any adopted.
After asking a number of practitioners in Minnesota what the best
thing before the legislature was, we decided to support efforts to set
up special collaborative centers for at-risk families. We were very
pleased that we played a key role in getting the amount allocated in
1996 increased from $3.5 million to $14 million. In the following
two years, we also made an impact by preventing the passage of leg-
islation that would have significantly reduced the effectiveness of
child protection workers.

Along the way we learned some interesting things. Major pro-
grams for children (for example, K~12 education, sliding scale sup-
port for child care) had considerable backing and were lobbied by
well-organized groups such as the teachers unions and the Children’s
Defense Fund. But other lesser-known programs, many of them very
beneficial, were not backed by such entities. And there was enough
general confusion about public policy that it was difficult to get
sophisticated new programs adopted, or even to fine tune the exist-
ing programs to make them more effective. It became clear to us that
our successes were most likely to be keeping bad legislation from
passing rather than getting good laws adopted. Then we learned that
the collaborative centers that we had helped get funded turned out
to be of very mixed quality. This, together with the fact that Sue
Robertson was not able to continue working for us, led us to dis-
continue the effort.

In sum, the direct attempts I made to find interest in pursuing the
Perry model were not successful, and my impression remains that gov-
ernments at both the county and state levels are not structured to
review novel proposals carefully and take action on the best.’

? There was a further lesson for me, not directly related to the main point of this
chapter. If one wants to adopt novel reforms for children, one must look closely
at the best research and adhere to it carefully in the reforms being proposed.
We made a mistake in promoting the collaborative centers without having done
enough research on what made the original pilot projects work and whether
this could easily be duplicated. Furthermore, it is important to have solid polit-
ical will behind a novel reform. When the collaborative centers showed a
mixed success, there was not a strong enough political will to keep what was
good and forge ahead with a modified program. We had played the legislative
game well when we helped get the additional funding for the collaborative cen-
ters, but there is a difference between playing the game well in the short term
and building a solid program over the long term.
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What About Other Places and Other Programs?

For the case made in this chapter to be really solid, it would be
important to broaden the search for quality programs to other places
and other programs. This chapter is not of great interest if all I am
saying is that I could not get people in Minnesota interested in a pro-
gram that seems to have merit. Is there really a nationwide reluc-
tance to implement quality programs for at-risk children that in the
long run could save us billions of dollars? To my regret, I could find
no definitive answer to this broader question. But the information I
did find supported what I learned in Minnesota.

It seems as though the Perry model has hardly been adopted at
all, at least at the high level of quality with which it was originally
conducted. I contacted both Professor Barnett at Rutgers and the
High/Scope Educational Research Foundation. Neither was able to
point out model programs that have been widely funded by any gov-
ernment that really carries forward the Perry model in the way it
was originally done.

It is very important to implement programs so that they embody
the key elements that existed in the programs that careful research has
shown to be successful. One of the worst tendancies of legislatures and
local governments is to water down programs when they get funded.
In medicine, if a particular dose of some drug is shown to cure a dis-
ease, then that is the dose administered unless further careful testing
shows that the dosage can be reduced. But in the social service areas,
there is a strong temptation on the part of elected officials to water
down programs to save money, with no evidence at all that they will
continue to work as intended.

A good example of this occurred in New Jersey when the state
Supreme Court mandated that the Perry Preschool model be imple-
mented in about 30 school districts where the court found that the
state’s constitutional duty to educate children properly was not being
met. The legislature fought to avoid doing this. One of the tactics they
used was to take the budget needed for the 30 districts and spread it
over several times as many districts. The advocates of the Perry
model fought against this for years, going back to the Supreme Court
to demand that the program be implemented properly. There is now
some indication that the program will be implemented as intended,
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but the final implementation remains to be done.” Sadly enough, it
appears that New Jersey is ahead of most other states in terms of
adopting the Perry model in the way it is intended to be run.

I could not find a definitive article that focuses specifically on the
degree to which the Perry model has been implemented in the United
States. But several scholars are carefully assembling the available rel-
evant data. I examined existing research to see how well some of the
half-dozen best programs were doing around the country. Nowhere
could I find that the quality of the original Perry model was even being
approached. For example, Washington was the only state that
appeared to have a student-teacher ratio comparable to what the Perry
advocates find to be essential: that at best there should be 12 students
in a classroom with two well-trained teachers, and certainly no more
than 15 students. All of the states listed except for Washington had a
student-teacher ratio of 10 to 1 or higher (Washington was at 6 tol).
But in terms of other characteristics, not even Washington met the
Perry model basic requirements."

In sum, as best I could determine, programs of the quality of the
Perry model have not been implemented by any state in a way that
reflects the basic requirements of the program. This leaves open that
possibility that some local programs might be doing this, but it is
notable that some of the best informed experts, although they could cite
places where good work was being done, did not lead me to find pro-
grams which met the conditions that apparently made the Perry
Preschool program so successful, with the possible exception of what is
now being started in New Jersey at the order of their Supreme Court.

Getting Our Act Tog’et}ler

There is a way out of this mess. The citizenry at large needs to insist
on a method through which they have the information and the voice to
play a strong and sophisticated role in American democracy. So long as
the public can be easily manipulated and fragmented, no amount of tin-
kering with legislative reforms or campaign finance regulations is going

' An editorial in the New York Times of February 9, 2002, praises government
officials for at last taking action on these reforms.

" For further information on this, see Gilliam, et al., “A Critical Meta-analysis of
All Evaluations of State-Funded programs from 1977 to 1998 . .." in Early
Childhood Research Quarterly, 15, No. 4 (2000): 441-73.
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to get legislators to deliver workable policies that are in the public nter-
est. This strengthening of the public needs to go beyond a simple
enhancement of the power of groups and associations in society. The
cdll for slrengthening “civil society” will do little good if this simply
results in stronger and clearer demands being made on already frag-
mented legislatures, county boards, etc. The people themselves must
find a way ol understanding key public policy choices, reaching broad
agreements and getting action taken on these.

This is why reforms based on citizens panels hold the potential for
making a large contribution to the health of democracy. They can elicit
the latent agreements between liberals and conservatives that authors
like Dionne see as a possibility, while at the same time providing trust-
worthy information to help voters elect officials who will act on the
agreements that have been forged. The reforms presented in Part 2
are based on this critical role that citizens panels can perform. i
enacted, the reforms will move citizens panels beyond being mere
advisory tools for public officials into playing a key role in empower-
ing average citizens to have a real say in the political system.

I want to be careful not to oversimplify the case I am making.
Three questions are likely to be raised that need to be taken seriously:

1. Is the empowerment of a “trustworthy voice of the people” all
that is needed to make American democracy healthy?

No. The standard reforms dealing with campaign finance and
the role of the media will continue to be important. But these
are not going to take us very far with a fragmented and demor-
alized public. Working on the standard reforms alone is like try-
ing to make a car run better by working on the body, drive train,
brakes, eic., while ignoring the engine.

2. Haven't you oversimplified the example of at-risk children to
make your case? Is the implementation of the Perry model
really as obvious a solution as you make it out to be?

There are indeed further complexities in dealing with the
problems of at-risk children that have not been covered in this
chapter. We do not know the effects of cutting back on the
expenses of the Perry program, thereby reducing its qualily o
some degree. For example, if we assign 10 children per teacher
rather than 6 or 7, as done in the original Perry experiments,
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do we cut back on the long-term savings to society by 10 per-
cent, 50 percent, or 90 percent? Also, much remains to be
learned about which are the best management models for run-
ning the programs.™

These are important considerations, but they do not justify
decades of inaction regarding the implementation of quality
programs for at-risk children. Our lack of knowledge about all
the effects of implementing such programs may well be a good
reason not to undertake nationally funded programs involving
billions of dollars. But attempts at the local level, similar to
what suburbanites in the Jefferson Center’s small groups pro-
posed, are definitely worth trying. If local governments are not
capable of seeing their way to do this, then we need to find
new ways to make local governments responsive to the sophis-
ticated desires of their citizens.

3. Are citizens panels the only way to empower the public to
understand issues and vote for candidates who will work for
reasoned solutions in the public interest?

No. Several other methods conceivably might be used. These
are discussed in Appendix B. The essential requirements are
that whatever method is used, it must bring together a cross

section of citizens in a fair setting where they can engage in -
effective policy discussions, and it must be run in a trustwor- '

thy way. But it would unnecessarily complicate this book to
constantly refer to these other methods. So long as one is will-
ing to grant the main argument about the need to empower
the public to play its proper role, then the discussion of
whether this should be done through citizens panels or some
other method becomes a technical argument. There are impor-
tant differences among some of these methods, so the choice

2 It would be a mistake to be too cautious here. Even though hard data does not
exist to answer some of these questions, there is other imformation to indicate
that the results of the Perry program were not just a fluke. Professor Barnett
points out that the Chicago Child Parent Centers come the closest of any evalu-
ated large-scale program to the Perry model. Their use of well-trained teachers,
carefully planned curricula, and fairly small classes resulted in outcomes and
economic benefits similar to the Perry programs. Yet, even with this proof, most
of the Chicago public schools have not even adopted the CPC model.



64

Healthy Democracy

is a significant one. But it is a decision to be made after we get
started down the path of empowering a trustworthy voice of
the people.

In Sum

Dealing effectively with the problems of at-risk children is a
very important task. There is a good chance that this is the
most cost-effective way to improve the workings of K—-12 edu-

cation as a whole. In the eyes of many, this is also the moral
thing to do.

The Perry Preschool program has been proven to work well
in dealing with this problem, even though there is some
uncertainty about how well it will work when undertaken as
very large programs. Other methods also show promise.

These methods have been tried in only the most tepid way.

There is good reason to believe that the failure to move
ahead with these reforms lies less with the inability of the
public to agree, than with government’s inability to explore
this possible consensus and take responsible action.

In light of this, I submit that what we citizens should do is
stop waiting for governments to reform themselves and
instead get our own act together.

Skeptics may claim that this chapter does not offer enough
proof of the above. My answer is that the reforms proposed
in Part 2 are not a rush to action, but propose corrective
steps long overduc. The evidence of shoddy work by legisla-
tures is widely available and largely accepted by the
American people. What we need is not further study, but
responsible action.

ADDENDUM

In Search of Political Will

The small-group research done by the Jefferson Center in 2000
had the aim of learning if it is true that suburbanites are not willing to
see their taxes raised to fund programs for at-risk children, most of
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whom live in the inner city. Of course we realized that whatever is dis-
covered about political will in small group sessions is not definitive. The
research was exploratory. Although many public programs are under-
taken on the basis of evidence weaker than what the Jefferson Center
assembled, the results of our project would require further careful study
before one would want to generalize very much from them.

The initial method used is called a values review. Its purpose is to
put people in a hypothetical situation to get them to reflect on their
values. But in this case, the hypothesis about the stinginess of subur-
banites was so strongly held that our goal was to learn if any group
might be willing to see their taxes raised in order to fund the Perry
programs for inner-city children. A values review would normally be
structured to learn how generous people might be in some circum-
stances and how stingy they might be in others. But in this case our
goal was simply to see to what degree generosity might be elicited.

On the other hand, the Center has always believed in research in
which people find their own way in dealing with the information pre-
sented. We have always avoided any attempt to manipulate a group
into taking a position. For this reason, I was assigned the role of chil-
dren’s advocate (which clearly I am) and the two Jefferson Center staff
people played their normal facilitative roles. This led the staff to place
limits on my presentations of the Perry program. After the first small
group session, the staff felt I had had too much time and should not
have been answering most of the questions from the group. By the
third and fourth sessions, I was given about ten minutes at the begin-
ning of the session and ten minutes at the end of the two-hour event.
The staff even made me leave the room so that the participants could
carry on their discussion free of my influence.

Each of the sessions was different. The first one was held on the
presumption that if there were any willingness on the part of subur-
banites to see taxes raised, it would be among church members. A
church named “The Good Samaritan” was chosen and ten of its mem-
bers participated. They were told they lived in a hypothetical city
where there were at-risk children who would benefit from the Perry
Preschool programs. What the participants did not know was that the
data they were given about the number of such children and the costs
of providing the program were all taken from Hennepin County. The
participants voted strongly in favor of the program.
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The second and third groups moved closer to reality. They were
held in a focus group room, and the participants were selected at ran-
dom by a local focus group company. In the second meeting, the par-
ticipants were still told that they lived in a hypothetical city. When
these participants voted 8 to 4 in favor of a tax increase for the
median family of $106-a-year, we decided the time had come to make
the sessions more real.

Therefore, in the third session the 11 participants were told that
this proposal was under consideration in Hennepin County and that if
the participants voted in favor of a tax increase, it might actually have
an effect on their taxes. At this point the small group was no longer
engaged in a values review, but in a mini-planning exercise. The par-
ticipants were shown the data on at-risk children in Hennepin County
(according to our best estimates based on county data). We estimated
the er of atrisk children to be 10,059, three-quarters of whom
lived in Minneapolis. So, if the participants voted for the program, most
of their tax dollars would be going for inner-city children and not for
those living in the suburbs. After considerable discussion, the group
voted 6 to 4, with one abstention, for the full program, costing $70
million a year (the same $106-a-year tax increase for the median fam-
ily as voted in Group 2).

In Group 4, we took the further step of asking the focus group com-
pany to stratify the sample on Republicans and Democrats, just to be
sure that in previous sessions we had not been choosing too many of the
latter and thereby not testing the stereotype of the subur-
banite. These participants were also drawn, as were all groups, from the
better-off suburbs. Another modification was made on the advice of
Mike Weber of the advisory committee. No social service program as
extensive as the one we were proposing could be implemented effec-
tively all at once. It would have to be phased in over a period of several
years. Therefore, we should present it in that way. Also, we should not
present it as an all or nothing program. The participants should be given
the option of how much they would like to spend.

These changes led to interesting results. The participants discussed
at length the amount that should be spent and came up with an aver-
age of $50 million annually, $20 million Icss than the original pro-
posal. They did agree strongly with the proposal for sound manage-
ment of the programs and for a yearly citizen review of what was
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being done. They then held a vote on the program they had put
together. To our surprise the vote was five in favor, six opposed and
one abstention. In the 10 to 15 minutes I was allocated at the end of
the session, I questioned them about their vote and discovered that for
a couple of people the amount their taxes would go up was too high.
Another two or three felt that the proposal was unfair, given that it
would serve only about three-fourths of the at-risk children.

In light of this, I made a final proposal to them: the funding would
start at $10 million a year and go up for two more years to a maxi-
mum of $30 million. At the same time, criteria would be set up to
identify those most at-risk and they would be served first. The criteria
would also specify the yearly citizen review and the steps for sound
administration of the earlier plans. This final plan was the one
approved nine to two, with one abstention."

If one had faith in the ability of the current system to react to the
wishes of an informed microcosm of the public, then the logical follow-
up to these small group studies would be a citizens panel. This would
allow people to reflect much more deeply on the proposals and hear
witnesses offering several points of view. There should be an opportu-
nity for critics to speak against the Perry model or for advocates of
other programs to present their cases. The views of a microcosm of the
public in a citizens panel, conducted with appropriate neutrality,
would be much more indicative of what people in Hennepin County
would like to do for at-risk children than the small group studies of the
Jefferson Center.

But the history of the Jefferson Center is that its Citizens Jury proj-
ects had relatively little impact on current public policy. That this
would happen in the case of at-risk children was simply reinforced by
how much the political dialogue in Minnesota is so locked into chil-
dren’s advocates on one side and anti-tax advocates on the other. It is
for this reason that deeper reforms of the political system need to be
undertaken.

 The full report on the project, running to over 60 pages, is available upon
request by contacting us through www.jefferson-center.org.






Fart 2
Empowering a ﬂustwort}zy Voice

art 1 the basics: the ge of

manip honed through s means
tunity to create a trustworthy voice of the people through citizens
panels; and the need to move beyond the current game of politics to
a new approach in order to be able to adopt solid solutions to some of
the major problems facing America.

Part 2 presents five different ways in which citizens can be
empowered to play a much greater role in the political system. Three
of these methods link the recommendations of citizens panels to vot-
ing. The other two posit that if a microcosm of the public can speak
out clearly and at the right time, this too can have an influence, even
though it is not directly tied to voting. All these approaches are based
on the proposition that more progress can be achieved by making cit-
izens stronger than by trying to limit the power of the major players
in the current system.

Chapter 4 presents the Citizens I Review, a method for pre-
senting trustworthy information to voters on s. This reform has
limits, given that only 24 states use the process. On the other

hand, it has the virtue of timeliness, given the number of political
observers calling for reform of the initiative process. It also will be eas-
ier to implement than most of the other proposals in Part 2. Finally, all
of the detail work has been done to get this reform ready for adoption.

Chapter 5 presents the Citizens Election Forum, a way for citizens
to evaluate candidates on their stands on issues and provide this infor-
mation to voters in a simple, easy-to-use, format. This is a more sophis-
ticated version of the Citizens Jury on elections projects conducted ten
years ago (see the end of Chapter 2). In that sense, it is a proven
method, but in this more elaborate version, skill will be required to
implement it properly. It is proposed as a method for evaluating can-
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didates in gubernatorial races, but can be expanded to other races if
desired. Ultimately, some version of this should be used to evaluate
candidates for president of the United States.

Chapter 6 presents three additional proposals for empowering an
authentic voice of the people. Two of these proposals come from dem-
ocratic reformers in Washington state. The third is my own proposal,
dealing with the setting of a state’s budgct.

There is no single way to make democracy more healthy. Many
ways must be tried. But if we fail in imagination or in the will to act,
not only will we be unfaithful to the ideals our ancestors fought and
died for, but we will consign our children and grandchildren to sec-
ond-rate public policy in an era that cries out for the best of which we
are capable. The reforms of Part 2 are solid proposals, based on
decades of research and development, and should be a top priority on
the reform agenda of Amcrica.



Clzapter 4

The Citizens Initiative Review

I think the Citizens Jury experience has been a privilege and
one I recommend. Every aspect of the process has been con-
ducted in the highest, purest form of a democratic process.
The outcome, decisions, and jury recommendations repre-
sent the process. I am grateful to have participated and
made contributions. My hope is to see the Citizens Initiative
Review complete the process to become an initiative in the
general election. Next my hope is to find the CIR’s output in
our Voters Pamphlet! It has great value and there is a defi-
nite need!
Karen Kling
Chehalis, Wash., 2001

ne hundred years ago, the Progressive movement was busily at

work trying to empower average citizens through the introduc-
tion of initiative, referendum and recall. Starting in South Dakota in
1898, by 1918 they had succeeded in introducing initiative and refer-
endum into 21 states. (Currently 24 states have the initiative).

‘Today, many people are very upset with the workings of initiatives.
David Broder, in Democracy Derailed? and Peter Schrag, in Paradise
Lost,’ have both written compellingly about the problems that initia-
tives have been causing. But large majorities of the public in states
with the initiative process are very attached to it. In Washington state,
for example, a survey of registered voters conducted in 2001 showed

' Karen Kling was one of 25 randomly selected participants in a Citizens Jury
project held in May 2001 to evaluate the Citizens Initiative Review. This proj-
ect is described briefly in this chapter and in more detail in Appendix A,
Section 5.

* David Broder, Democracy Derailed. (New York: Harcourt, Inc., 2000)

% Peter Schrag, Paradise Lost. (New York: The New Press, 1998)
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86 percent of the sample agreeing with the statement, “Initiatives are
a good way for people to have a say in what government does.” A
Rasmussen Research survey in California in 2000 showed similar
results: 77 percent thought that the initiative and referendum process
was good for California.®

Those who do not live in states with initiatives are often puzzled
by this controversy, unaware of the importance that initiatives play in
the politics of many states. Often people in non-initiative states don’t
differentiate between initiative and referendum. A referendum is
something referred to the people by a legislature, so that they can vote
it up or down in at election time. Initiatives give the citizens them-
selves the opportunity to propose and adopt laws, so long as they can
get enough signatures on petitions to place the proposals on the ballot
at election time.’

The Progressives of a century ago would surely be upset that
thoughtful political observers such as Broder and Schrag have found
serious fault with initiatives. According to Harry J. Carman and Harold
C. Syrett, the Progressives

. wished to conserve the traditional American
values, which they felt were being undermined by
recent tendencies in business and government . . . .
Progressives were convinced that man was a rational

+ Moore Information Inc. of Portland, Ore., in an October 2001 survey commis-
sioned by the proponents of the Citizens Initiative Review. The breakdown of
results was: 56% agreed strongly, 30% agreed somewhat, 5% disagreed some-
what, 6% disagreed strongly, and 2% had no opinion. A ditferent perspective
1s this n yous  ed ordis the
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46% somewhat satistfied, 14% somewhat dlssausﬁed 12% very dlssatlsﬁed
9% don’t know.

5 In a survey reported March 14, 2000, the following statement was presented:
“On the whole, the initiative and referendum process is good for California and
California voters.” The results: 31% strongly agree, 46% somewhat agree, 17%
somewhat disagree, 3% strongly disagree, and 4% were not sure.

¢ The number of signatures varies, of course, with the size of the state. In
California, 670,816 signatures are required in 2002 to place a constitutional
amendment on the bhallat. This is 8% of those voting for governor in the pre-
vious election. In South Dakota, 13,010 signatures are required in 2002 to
place an initiative on the ballot. Many states also allow for initiatives on the
county or city level.
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creature who knew his own best interests. If given all
pertinent information concerning any problem, he was
capable of weighing the facts, arriving at the correct
conclusions and pursuing a course of action that would
benefit not only himself but society.”

It is my firm belief that the Citizens Review, presented in this
chapter, is the best way to restore the process to what the
Progressives intended it to be. In an age of cynicism and manipulated
information, s needs to be done to help the public make wise
choices re the s placed before them. And in the spirit of
Thomas Jefferson (see quote on page 10 of Introduction), if the people
appear not to be able to use their powers wisely, the solution lies not in
taking the power from them, but “informing their discretion.” The goal of
the Citizens Review is just that: to provide trustworthy informa-
tion to voters, laid out in a clear and simple way so that they can do a
better job of voting their own best interests as well as the public interest.

Before describing the Citizens Initiative Review, however, it is
worth looking in more detail at what is going on with initiatives.

California Proposition 226

In his book Democracy Derailed, David Broder presents an inter-
esting analysis of an initiative that was on the ballot in California in
1998. Although my view of initiatives is not as dim as Broder’s, much
of his analysis is on target.

If you had lived in California in 1998 you would have had the
opportunity to try to figure out what was going on with Proposition
226, the “Paycheck Protection Act.” It would have required unions to
obtain written permission from each member to use any of their con-
tributions for political purposes. This permission would have to be
granted by each member every year that a union sought to spend
funds on any political matter.

Some people found it easy to decide how to vote on Proposition
226. Those who hated unions were sure to vote yes, in hopes that it
would cut the power of unions. Those who loved unions found it

" Harry J. Carman and Harold C. Syrett, A History of the American People. (New
York: Knopf, 1952), 344.
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Lies do not go over well during citizens panel hearings. To the
degree that the Sacramento lobbyist was correct about lies coming
from both sides of the argument over Proposition 226, the jurors
would have quickly noticed and started asking pointed questions of
the witnesses. If both sides kept on shading the truth and not giving
direct answers to the questions, the facilitators of the process, with the
consent of the panelists, could have, for example, called back the neu-
tral witnesses to get clearer answers to key questions.

Players in the political arena hate losing control of a debate. Each
side of the Proposition 226 debate would realize that the more they
shaded the truth, the more likely they would be forced to take a back
seat while the neutral witnesses explained what was going on. Rather
than risk having the discussion taken out of their hands, both sides
probably would have toned down their claims and made an effort to
be truthful. If one side saw the other exaggerating, they would know
that their best tactic would be to fall back on the truth. The American
people, given the time and the opportunity, are very good about see-
ing through lies and distortions.

At the end of the five days of hearings the panelists deliberate and
then take a vote. They indicate how many of them favor the initiative,
how many oppose and how many are undecided. Each of these groups
list the main reasons for deciding as they did. (See the following page for
an example of how this would have looked if it had been done on
Proposition 226.) These results are then published in the voters guide
that is sent out to every registered voter in the state.® Usually, these offi-
cial voters guides are widely read in the states that have S.
Again, using state as an example, a 2001 survey showed 63
percent of the respondents found the voters guide useful in making up
their minds about how to vote on initiatives.®

It is also likely that you would already have heard about the find-

® In California, all voters who are registered to vote at least 60 days before the
election are automatically sent one. Later registration may requ1re that a per-
son call to get one. Some 12 million are sent out, a really impressive exercise
in voter education.

® Moore Information Inc., October 2001. The statement presented was framed
in the negative to avoid an artificially high response rate. It said: “Information
about initiatives in the state Voters Pamphlet is not usually very helpful in my
voting decision.” 10% agreed strongly, 21% agreed somewhat, 33% disagreed
somewhat, 29% disagreed strongly, and 6% had no opinion.
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SAMPLE REPORT FORM
REPORT ON PROPOSITION 226

We, the participants in the citizens panel that reviewed Proposition 226, reached
the following conclusions:

We agreed on the following points:
1.

Those of us who favor this initiative do so for the following reasons:
1

The group that gathered to write up the above reasons made up 64 percent of
the participants. We urge those who want a further understanding of our position
to visit our Web site, where the testimony of the three best witnesses we heard is
summarized.
Those of us who oppose this initiative do so for the following reasons:

1.

The group that gathered to write up the above reasons made up 28 percent of
the participants. We urge those who want a further understanding of our position
to visit our Web site, where the testimony of ine iliree besi wiinesses we heaid is
summarized.

Those of us who are undecided on this initiative remain this way because:

1.

The group that gathered to write up the above reasons made up 8 percent of the
participants. We urge those who want a further understanding of our position to
visit ourr Web site, where the testimony of the three best witnesses we heard is
summarized.
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ings of the citizens panel through the media. It is an easy event to
report on and therefore likely that you would see the results men-
tioned both on TV news and in the newspapers. Indeed, it is possible
that cable TV would carry some of the highlights of the event. Finally,
in case you want more than just a brief summary, there will be exten-
sive information available on the Web.

In the case of a particular initiative, such as Proposition 226, it is
not possible to say whether a report from the Citizens Initiative Review
would have changed the outcome of the vote. But if the study done on
the Citizens Jury in Minnesota on the 1990 gubernatorial election is
any indication (see Appendix A, Section 1), it is easy to see how any-
where from 5 to 15 percent of the voters might change their minds
about how to vote on any given initiative. After all, the Minnesota
Citizens Jury was something completely new to voters and it still
seemed to have considerable influence on those aware of it. Once the
Citizens Initiative Review is up and running in a state and becomes
familiar to voters, its influence could be of considerable significance.

An Overview of the Citizens Initiative Review

The CIR is more than just a dream about fixing politics in
California. I first considered the concept in 1979; people in Minnesota,
Wisconsin and Washington state have worked on it from 1998
through early 2002. Over a dozen professionals have worked hun-
dreds of hours during this three-year period to make sure that it is a
technically sound proposal. The work of professionals has been care-
fully reviewed by everyday citizens: two focus groups and two citizens
panels have reviewed the concepts in detail. All of this work is fully
described in Appendix A. The details of the CIR presented in this
chapter are those chosen by a Citizens Jury conducted under the aus-
pices of the League of Women Voters of Washington in May 2001.
That group voted 24 to 1 that they would like to see it implemented
in their state.

How the CIR Will Be Run

The CIR will be conducted by an independent entity of state gov-
ernment, located within the Secretary of State’s office. It will be over-
seen by an independent board of commissioners, the majority of
whom have been selected from citizens panels. Their charge is to set
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guidelines for the CIR and to hire and monitor the executive director
of the staff. The CIR will be evaluated yearly by a special Evaluation
Panel made up of former panelists who were selected by their peers.

The aspect of the CIR that initially raises the most doubts is the pro-
posal that it be conducted by a governmental commission using govern-
ment funds. Indeed, this was the facet of the CIR that was most debated
by the May 2001 Citizens Jury. During the first two days of that project,
equal time was given to the proponents and opponents of the CIR. The
major argument made against the CIR was that it should not be a part
of state government. The panelists rejected this view, voting 23 to 2 to
accept the basic proposal and then examine it in greater depth, making
changes if they wished."

Why the CIR Will Be Trustworthy

The CIR has been carefully designed to be trustworthy. In dcaling
with this, we were attempting to provide a modern answer to Plato’s
question, “Who shall guard the guardians?” One reason it is possible to
succeed where many others have not is that, in the government Plato
was imagining, the guardians had much too much power. The staff run-
ning the CIR will have considerably less power and will operate n an
open environment where citizens, originally selected at random and
whose terms last only for 3 years, will have the opportunity to exam-
ine closely what is going on. Furthermore, there is the simple fact that
people on citizens panels generally have a good idea of what is going
on. If the citizens panels convened to evaluate initiatives are not being
conducted properly, this will show up quickly in the panelists’ evalua-
tions regarding how fairly their citizens panel was run.

Of course, it is not enough that the CIR be conducted in a trust-
worthy way. The residents of the state in which it operates must also
believe that it is trustworthy. A survey conducted in Washington state
in October 2001 indicates that this should be possible. Early in the
survey, the 500 people who were randomly selected from lists of

2 The full report on this project is available at www.cirwa.org or at www.lwvwa.org.
Also, two videos have been made of this event. A ten-minute video summarizes
some of the highlights, including the discussion of whether the CIR should be
conducted as part of government. A one-hour video shows selected parts of the
deliberations for those who want to take a close look at how the panelists did
their work.
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likely voters were presented with a brief summary of the CIR and
asked whether they would vote for it if it were on the ballot. In this
Initial question, the answers were 52 percent yes, 29 percent no, and
18 percent undecided. Then a number of reasons were presented in
favor of the CIR and opposed to it. The reasons in opposition were
that the proposal would lead to more government bureaucracy and
increased taxes. Then the summary of the CIR was presented again
and the answers were 58 percent yes, 31 percent no and 10 percent
undecided. In other words, although some people were disturbed
about the CIR’s being conducted out of government and paid for with
taxes, the support for the proposal increased more than the opposition,
once people knew more about it.

How the CIR Will Be Funded

The funding for the CIR is proposed to come from government
funds. In the case of Washington state, the cost will be up to 25 cents
a year per resident of the state, with these funds coming out of the
interest on the general fund. This source of funding was carefully
reviewed by the panelists on the 2001 Citizens Jury, who then unan-
imously approved of it. The panelists were informed that there is no
way to guarantee this funding because the legislature can decide to cut
it if they wish. On the other hand, if the CIR is itself adopted through
an in e, then the funding will be guaranteed for the first two
years, and will be highly likely to last for many years thereafter. The
Washington state legislature has been very reluctant to make any
changes in laws adopted through the initiative process, even though
they have the legal right to do this

Sunset Provision

The CIR is set up with a sunset provision, meaning that after six
years it will terminate unless people take steps to make sure that it con-
tinues. The reason for this is that there is a long history of political
reforms that did not work out as intended. In spite of the careful plan-
ning that went into the CIR, those of us who worked on it know that
unexpected things can happen to a new commission set up within gov-
ernment. One of the saddest histories is that of the independent regula-
tory commissions that have been established, only to be taken over by
the very groups and industries they were supposed to regulate. Virtually
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everyone we encountered in Washington liked the idea of having the
CIR sunset. The panelists in the May 2001 Citizens Jury were split as to
whether the sunset should occur after six or eight years. They finally left
it up to the sponsors of the CIR, who decided to make it six years.

The Structure of the Citizens Initiative Review

If you do not like details, you can skip this section and go on to
the next section, which deals with getting the CIR adopted. If you like
details a lot, then you should read this section and perhaps Appendix
A, which gives additional detail about how the CIR was designed and
the reasons behind some of the choices that were made.

The structure for the CIR is intended to create a balance of power
between the staff, who will run the organization on a daily basis, and
those on the board of commissioners, who represent a balance
between commissioners who originally are selected at random and
commissioners who are appointed by the governor and the secretary
of state. A chart on the following page presents an outline of how this
is to work.

A primary operating principle of the CIR is to create an inde-
pendent program, insulated from politics, within state government.
The intent is to have the CIR free from the normal political influences
that would undermine the credibility of the citizens panels or the
resulting information. In this way the CIR should be able to meet its
goal of providing clear, trustworthy and balanced information to vot-
ers about each statewide initiative on the ballot in a general election.

As designed for Washington state, the CIR will be located admin-
istratively within the secretary of state’s office. The secretary of state
is, aimong other th_ulso’ the state’s chief elections officer. This office and
its operations have maintained a high degree of public credibility for
a considerable time. In other states, the CIR may have to find a dif-
ferent administrative home if the office does not have the public cred-
ibility that it has in Washington.

Board of Commissioners"
The CIR will be overseen by an eleven-member board. These

u The following details about the CIR have been taken almost verbatim from
the final report of the May, 2001 Citizens Jury.
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members will be appointed by the governor, based on the following
recommendations: two members nominated by the secretary of state;
two members selected by the governor; and six members nominated
from those who served on previous citizens panels (two will be
appointed each year). The board will be chaired by the secretary of
state or the designee of the secretary of state.

Members nominated from citizens panels will serve staggered
three-year terms. Members nominated by the governor and the secre-
tary of state will serve staggered two-year terms. No member may
serve successive terms.

The board will be responsible for establishing the policies and pro-

Structure of the Citizens Initiative Review

Citizens Panels Secretary of State
Each citizens panel selects a Appoints 2 members of
few of its members to serve Board of Commissioners and
on the Evaluation Panel serves as chair of board

Evaluation Panel Governor
1. Evaluates conduct of Appoints 2 members of
CIR in previous year Board of Commissioners

and reports to public

2. Appoints 6 members of
Board of Commissioners

Board of Commissioners

Human Rules

sta{f

Resources Procedure

Citizens Panels Evaluate Initiatives

Report to Citizens through Voters Guide
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cedures for the CIR, including guidelines to ensure a consistently high
quality service. It will hire the executive director. The board will mon-
itor fiscal matters to ensure that the program is efficiently and effec-
tively managed. The secretary of state will be responsible for fiscal and
other support operations.

The board will be responsible for monitoring the program to
ensure that it is meeting its goals, using a variety of evaluation tools.
The board will also review the performance of the executive director
and staff on at least an annual basis. The board will meet four times a
year at various locations around the state.

Staff

Program staff will consist of permanent, full-time staff and tempo-
rary staff. They will also hire consultants for training purposes. The
primary responsibility of the staff will be to see that the citizens pan-
els used to evaluate initiatives are conducted properly. This includes
all aspects of the citizens panels, from the selection of the participants,
through the holding of the hearings, to the writing of the final reports
so that the views of the participants are accurately portrayed.

The staff will also provide administrative support for the board,
select temporary staff and provide for their training, and oversee the
administration of the evaluation tools described below.

A key element in maintaining staff morale and keeping the staff
serving the public will be training programs designed and imple-
mented with the help of outside consultants. Training will be provided
for the board as well. The staff, including the executive director, will
evaluate each other’s performance on at least a yearly basis. The exec-
utive director will use the information to ensure proper performance
by the staff, and the board will use it to evaluate the performance of
the executive director.

Evaluation

Several formal methods of evaluation will be used to ensure that
the CIR is meeting its goals. These evaluations will be used by the
executive director and the board to review the work of the staff. The
evaluations will also be made available to the CIR Evaluation Panel
and to the public.
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1. The participants in each citizens panel will evaluate their expe-
riences and rate the project and its staff on whether the pro-
ceedings were conducted in a fair and neutral way, with no
staff bias. These evaluations will always be made public, along
with the findings of the panelists. Also, all people who are
called before the citizens panels as witnesses will be asked to
fill out an evaluation form regarding their experiences during
the event.

2. There will be a yearly survey taken of the state’s voters to find
out whether the information made available to them is some-
thing they find trustworthy and useful. This survey may also
help staff to review and improve the charge questions given to
citizens panels so that the information given to voters is as use-
ful as possible.

The major review of the evaluation data will be done by the CIR
Evaluation Panel. It will meet once a year to give citizens who have
participated in a citizens panel the opportunity to review the perform-
ance of the CIR operation as a whole. At the end of the meetings, the
participants will select from among themselves a few people to serve
on the board of commissioners.

The CIR Evaluation Panel will consist of no fewer than eight nor
more than 16 members. These will be selected by the participants in
the previous year’s citizens panels, choosing from among their own
members a number sufficient to create a CIR Evaluation Panel of
appropriate size. The Evaluation Panel will convene in the beginning
of each year for two or three days in a facilitated session to review the
same objective evaluations used by the board to monitor the CIR.
Among the pieces of information they will receive is an independent
survey noting how useful the information from the CIR was to voters
and how it might be improved. The Evaluation Panel will issue a
report commenting on what they have found and may make appro-
priate recommendations to the board.

The members of the CIR Evaluation Panel will also select two of
their members to serve as board members. If no citizens panel was
held in the previous year, the secretary of state shall appoint two board
members, selecting these from among the panelists of the last citizens
panels which were held. In case of a citizen vacancy, the board will
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appoint citizen members from previous citizens panels. Vacancies i
the governor and secretary of state’s appointees will be appointed by
their respective state officers. In the case of a vacancy lasting six
months or less, the appointee may be reappointed to a full term.

Expenditures

The budget for the CIR must be sct at an amount that will enable
the board and staff to conduct their tasks properly. It is intended that
existing governmental officials not have the power to cut the funding
of the CIR. However, it also is intended that expenditures be moni-
tored closely and that the board insure that the people’s money is used
wisely. The board must issue a report each year on the steps taken to
meet these goals.

Current estimates for the annual costs of the CIR will between
$400,000 and $1.45 million, depending upon how many citizens pan-
els are run. This, of course, is determined by how many initiatives are
on the ballot. One way to look at these amounts is in terms of the cost
per person per year for the people of Washington. Given that the offi-
cial estimate for the population of Washington was 5,803,400 in
2000, this would amount to a range of between 12 cents and 25 cents
per person per year.

Revenues

In seeking a suitable revenue source, a primary principle was to look
for a source that would spread the cost broadly to all citizens of the state.
The presumption is that the Citizens Initiative Review will benefit every
citizen. After rejecting a number of options as either not legal, not fair,
or politically impossible, it was decided that the best source of revenues
for a CIR in Washington state would be the interest on the general fund.
In fiscal year 2000, interest earned on the state’s general fund totaled
more than $70 million.

It is proposed that the legislation establishing the CIR (probably an
initiative) specify that the legislature allocate to the CIR an amount
equal to 25 cents per resident of Washington state per year. In almost
every year there will be funds left over in the CIR account, since in
most years there will be fewer than eight initiatives on the ballot. Any
unexpended funds at the end of the fiscal year should be returned to
the general fund. (If the number of initiatives increases markedly, either
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the legislature will have to allocate more funds or the staff will have to
use some random method to decide which initiatives are to be reviewed
and which not.)

Getting the Citizens Initiative Review Adopted

In light of the strong support given the CIR by the May 2001
Citizens Jury, the CIR proponents decided to try to get it adopted into
law in Washington. They did consider trying to get the state legislature
to pass a bill, but it did not take very many consultations with insiders
to convince them that this would be difficult. The legislature was very
likely to resist anything that would require more state money, much
less pass anything this novel. One well-connected lobbyist said she
thought it would take legislators a good three years just to figure out
that we were not trying to run some game on them.

The other obvious route was to get the CIR adopted as an initia-
tive. There were several reasons for doing this. First, the panelists in
the May Citizens Jury liked this approach, believing it was the best way
to gather wide public support for the CIR. It was more likely that the
public would view the CIR as “our CIR” if they voted on it themselves,
as opposed to having it adopted by the legislature.

Another reason for the initiative route was to ensure adequate
funding for it. The Washington legislature has been very reluctant to
change anything adopted through an initiative. On the other hand,
were this adopted by the legislature, then, even if the original funding
were sufficient, it would be easy enough for future legislatures to cut
the budget with relatively little public outcry.

Finally, focus groups in November 2000 had shown strong sup-
port for the concept. At the beginning of the focus groups, when the
concept was presented to them, 60 percent said they liked the idea,
23 percent were neutral, and 17 percent were opposed. At the end,
when asked if they would vote for the CIR if it were on the ballot as
an initiative, 83 percent said yes, 10 percent said no, and 7 percent
were undecided. Focus groups are only intended to yield qualitative
results, but these results from four different focus groups were encour-
aging to the proponents.

Regrettably, the May Citizens Jury received very poor media cov-
erage, but continuing outreach did lead to some important recognition.
In September 2001, when civic leaders met to discuss initiatives in



86 Healthy Democracy

general, the well-respected former secretary of state Ralph Munro said
the CIR looked like the best proposal on the table for improving the
initiative process in Washington.

In the fall of 2001 I worked with the proponents of the CIR to get
an initiative on the ballot. We worked with attorneys to write a care-
fully worded initiative, based upon the decisions of the jurors in May,
while at the same time making sure it was consistent with the laws of
Washington.? We also conducted surveys to discover how potential
voters might react to the CIR. As noted above, when the summary of
the initiative, the known as the “ballot title,” was presented to a ran-
dom sample of likely voters at the beginning of the survey, the result
was 52 percent in favor, 29 percent opposed. This was lower than we
liked, so we rewrote the ballot title and tested it again three months
later. This time the result was 56 percent to 25 percent, a slight
improvement, although within the margin of error. That result was not
as strong as we had hoped for, but was good enough for us to take the
risk of trying to get the signatures needed to get the initiative on the
ballot in 2002.

Gathering signatures for an initiative is an interesting venture. In
Washington, 197,000 signatures are required to qualify an initiative
for the ballot. Because many signatures are ruled invalid, the rule of
thumb is that you need to aim at gathering at least 20 percent more
than what is required. This means that we needed to gather around
240,000 signatures in the January-through-June time period required
by state law. We spent a great deal of energy trying to figure out how
to do this with volunteers, but finally had to go along with the advice
we were receiving from a wide range of those experienced with ini-
tiatives: If you want to get an initiative on the ballot in Washington,
you need to hire a company and have them pay people to go out and
gather the signatures. The rate quoted was $1.50 a signature. Only if
there is strong support from a very committed organization can you
succeed with volunteers, instead of using paid signature-gatherers. In
the last few years, a teacher’s union and an animal rights group have
succeeded in gathering signatures using volunteers, but most other
groups failed unless they used paid signature-gathering.

” Those wishing to examine the language for the initiative drawn up for the
state of Washington can find this at www.cirwa.org.
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This meant that the campaign to gather the signatures was going
to cost about $450,000; $360,000 would go for signatures and the
rest for the staff who would have to be hired for the campaign itself.
We had $300,000 already committed to the campaign, meaning that
we needed to raise at least $150,000 to go ahead. We tried again with
the business community, but a couple of key contacts convinced us
that this would not succeed. This meant that our hopes came down to
labor. We met with key labor officials, including the president of the
Washington State labor council, and were very pleased to have the
help of former Governor Mike Lowry, who attended some of the key
meetings. But in January 2002 we received the final answer from
labor: not this year. Maybe they would be able to help in 2003 (they
did not).

The Future of the Citizens Initiative Review

Those of us closest to the CIR, although disappointed at not being
able to go ahead in Washington in 2002, still believe the CIR can be
adopted in some state in the next couple of years. The focus group
results were really good and the survey results of the whole state were
good, if not great. Of equal importance, we could see no likely organ-
ized opposition that was likely to hurt us.

We will soon be exploring the possibility of getting the CIR
adopted in some other state where the required number of signatures
to qualify for the ballot is smaller. This is discussed in greater detail in
Chapter 10.

If we do go into a new state, we will have to do something to gain
the legitimacy that we did gain in Washington with the contacts we
made from 1999 through 2001.

One of the things we learned in is that a volunteer sig-
nature drive often costs as much or more than hiring a firm to do it. A
volunteer drive requires a great deal of training and the contacting of
hundreds of people through phone banks to have any hope of success.
But if an effort is mounted in a new state, the best way to gain legitimacy
in that state may be through a volunteer signature-gathering drive.

There is also the chance that some opportunity will open in
Washington state. We would still prefer to get the CIR adopted there,
given the commitment we made to the panelists in the May Citizens
Jury as well as the support we have received from a wide range of peo-
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ple in the state. With some luck, we may be able to raise the additional
funds needed to go ahead there with the initiative, which is already
drafted and waiting. If we go to another state, we will have to start
over by drafting a new initiative and holding surveys and focus groups
to determine the level of support for the CIR.

So, in spite of the work that remains to be done, the CIR still
appears to have very good prospects for empowering a trustworthy
voice of the people by tying the recommendations of a citizens panel to
the vote. Accomplishing this in a single state would open up a signifi-
cant new approach for improving the health of American democracy.
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The Citizens E/ection Forum

I have been extremely thrilled and excited to have been

chose to be a part of this very important political educa-

tion process. I can’t imagine that it won't spread to every
level of government, and produce “new” educated voters.

Cindy Schlegel,

Lebanon, Pa., 1992!

iew becomes widely make

in the health of de many
states. More, however, will be needed for Americans to reclaim
democracy from the powerful groups that now dominate it. Even if
the Citizens Initiative Review becomes widely adopted, the control of
the political agenda—which issues are dealt with and how they are
approached—will still be in the hands of small, well-organized or well-
funded groups.

What is needed is for us to be able to make representative democ-
racy work properly. That is what the Citizens Election Forum (CEF) is
intended to do. It is the major reform proposed in this book. In outline
form, here is what it will do:

* The goal of the CEF is to help citizens do a wiser job of vot-
ing for the governor of a state.

+ It is based upon the most successful Citizens Jury® projects
conducted by the Jefferson Center. The League of Women

' Cindy Schlegel was one of 36 randomly selected participants in the Citizens Jury
project in 1992 in Pennsylvania to evaluate the two main candidates for U.S.
Senate on their stands on three major issues. There were two Citizens Jury
projects of 18 participants each, one for the eastern and one for the western
part of the state.

89
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Voters played a key role in these projects, which were run
from 1989 through 1994.

+ Like those Citizens Jury projects, it enables average citizens to
evaluate candidates on their stands on three or four critical
issues facing the state.

«  Unlike those Citizens Jury projects, the CEF proposes discussions
of issues that are more in-depth and take place every year, rather
than being linked only to specific statewide elections.

If the Citizens Election Forum works as intended, it will give the
voters in a state a much greater say over who gets elected governor
than they now have. Everyday citizens will be given considerable
power over which issues get discussed during a campaign, as opposed
to issues being selected by the media, with its concerns about increas-
ing its audience, or by candidates, with their desire to win. Skeptics will
say that this method has not been tested enough to be sure it will
work. The answer to that is simple: This method, at the time of its first
implementation, will have been tested at least as much as other signif-
icant reforms, such as initiative/referendum, campaign finance reform
or term limits, were tested at their inception. The person who thinks
the Citizens Election Forum is too risky would also surely have advised
the Founding Fathers to avoid a new constitution and stick with the
Articles of Confederation.”

The Citizens Election Forum, like the Citizens Initiative Review,
should be introduced carefully, in such a way that it is likely to suc-
ceed. You don’t take a fine 14-year-old athlete with great prospects and
introduce him or her directly into the major leagues to see what hap-
pens. Even when a reform has great prospects, it must be introduced
into as friendly an environment as possible, and in a somewhat mod-
est way. Therefore, the CEF is proposed to be tried at first only at the
state level, and only on the race for governor. Once that works out
well, then the reform can be expanded to the national level, or to deal
with other offices at the state level.

2 This statement is not intended to imply that anyone opposed to the CEF is
unpatriotic. It was very possible for someone in the summer of 1787 to love
democracy and still have doubts about what the Founding Fathers were doing
when they met in closed session in Philadelphia. But if democracy is to
advance, some risks must be taken.
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The Basics of the Citizens Election Forum

Yearly Issue Dialogues

Every year discussions of a half-dozen key issues will be held
under the auspices of the CEF. (The way these issues are chosen will
be discussed in the next section.) The discussions will start with citi-
zens panels, but steps will be taken to expand the dialogue to a
broader public. A separate citizens panel will be used for each issue.
Each citizens panel will report its initial conclusions to the jury pool
from which it was selected, similar to the way in which a legislative
committee reports back to the whole legislature. The reporting to the
jury pool will be broadcast over TV, so everyone in the state can
watch. Once those in the jury pool give their reactions, then the
citizens panel will take these into consideration and reach its final
conclusions.

Rating Candidates

Every fourth year, when the gubernatorial election takes place, the
main gubernatorial candidates will be rated on their stands on three or
four key issues. A separate citizens panel will be used on each issue. This
will be done in a way similar to the way Citizens Jury on Elections proj-
ects were done by the Jefferson Center and the League of Women Voters
in the late 1980s and early 1990s. The main difference is that with each
citizens panel looking at only one issue, the candidates will be evaluated
m much greater depth.

Distributing the Ratings

The ratings of the candidates on their stands on issues will be dis-
tributed to the public through a voters guide sent to every household
in the state. More information will be available through the Internet.
Also, an effort will be made to get coverage in the mainstream media.
The voters guide is important enough so that if the CEF is adopted by
some state without a voters guide, it should contain provisions for the
voters guide to be adopted as well.

Effective Citizens Control

Methods similar those used by the Citizens Initiative Review will
be used to ensure effective citizen control over the process. It is
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assumed that the CEF will be attempted after the Citizens Initiative
Review has been adopted in some state. The exact details of the design
of the CEF will be based on the experience of the Citizens Initiative
Review.

Adopted by Initiative

The CEF will most likely be adopted through an initiative. After it
has been used successfully in a few states, it may be possible to get it
adopted in other states through normal legislative channels. This obvi-
ously will be difficult, but once the CEF becomes popular, it may be
difficult for legislators to ignore.

Details

Details of the CEF are sketched out in the following sections. As in
Chapter 4, those who do not like details may choose to skip the next few
sections. These sections, however, are not as detailed as those for the
CIR, given that the intense planning for a specific state has not yet been
done. The next three sections, therefore, concentrate more on the rea-
sons for doing something in a particular way. Those who do want to skip
details should go directly to “What the CEF Will Give the Public.”

Yearly Issue Dialogues

The most obvious difference between the CEF and the Citizens
Jury projects on candidates of the late 1980s and early 1990s lies in
the discussions held each year on issues alone. This is intended to make
up for what I felt was a limitation of the projects conducted by the
Jefferson Center. Although the four projects conducted to evaluate can-
didates were very successful, they were forced to cover a great deal of
material in a short time. The experience of the Citizens Jury process on
policy issues has shown the importance of conducting a project for five
days. If one agrees on the importance of having a citizens panel spend
five days on health care or the federal budget or welfare, then how
could a single citizens panel study three issues in three days and then
know enough to review the stands of the candidates on the issues? As
positive as the reactions were to the Citizens Jury projects on elections,
I still felt that these could be designed in a much sounder way.

Therefore, the CEF is designed to start a more solid discussion of
issues than now takes place in any state. This involves holding issue
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discussions every year, along with taking steps to broaden the discus-
sion beyond citizens panels to include the general public. Specifically,
the Citizens Election Forum will have six separate citizens panels study
six different issues and will do this on a yearly basis. The issues will
be chosen by a citizens panel that reviews issues in light of appeals by
political party leaders and a survey of all state residents about what
issues they think are most important. Some of the most important
issues will likely be discussed every year, while others may be dis-
cussed only one year and then replaced by some other issue that
deserves attention.

The reason for holding these discussions each year is to provide
background for the citizens panels held only once every four years to
evaluate the gubernatorial candidates on their stands on issues. If a cit-
izens panel is faced with a candidate who is very charismatic and well-
informed on a particular issue, it would be unfortunate if that candidate
espoused an odd position on that issue. The panelists would of course
be told by the other candidates during the hearings that this charismatic
candidate had an odd proposal. But what should the panelists do? It
may be an odd position, but how can they decide if it is a bad policy
stand, as opposed to being simply an unusual, but sound, position? In
the situation where this issue has been discussed on a yearly basis by
other citizens panels, panelists can look at what their peers have
decided earlier to help them decide now what is best for their state.

In order to broaden these discussions beyond the citizens panels,
the jury pool of about 400 people will be brought into the discussion.
Each citizens panel will report its conclusions to the people around the
state who constituted the jury pool from which the panelists were cho-
sen. These 400 or so people will then be surveyed immediately so that
the panelists are able to learn what people around the state think
before the panelists make their final recommendations.

This consultation with the jury pool will necessitate the gathering
of a somewhat larger than normal jury pool. They will be told that if
they participate for a few hours in the discussion of the issue, they will
be paid something like $50 or $100. They will be sent background
materials on the issue and then will be asked to watch a televised pres-
entation on the evening of Day 4 of the citizens panel. During this
show the panelists will present their tentative conclusions. Members of
the jury pool will then have an opportunity to call in questions and
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comments to the panelists. Immediately after the show is over, a sur-
vey will be conducted of those in the jury pool. The results of the sur-
vey will be made available to the panelists the next morning, giving
the panelists a chance to revise their recommendations in light of what
a representative sample of the citizens of the state want.’

The TV show on which the panelists present their tentative con-
clusions to the jury pool will, of course, be available for anyone to
watch. Although the audience for such shows is typically not very
large, it still will give those people who care strongly about issues the
rare opportunity to see a high-quality discussion carried on by their
peers and not just by experts.

The 1993 Citizens Jury on the federal budget provides a good
example of why this consultation with the jury pool is important. This
was one of two national projects conducted by the Jefferson Center,
and was highly praised by both jurors and commentators. One of the
jurors’ most interesting decisions was their 17 to 7 vote in favor of an
annual $70 billion tax increase. The project staff knew that this rec-
ommendation was so at odds with public opinion that it risked dis-
crediting the whole process both in the eyes of elected officials and the
public in general. No official then, as now, would dare to run for elec-
lion and openly support an increase in taxes.

Suppose, however, that there had been a consultation with the jury
pool in such a situation. Some 400 people from around the United
States would have watched a TV program on the evening of Day 4 of
the event. They would have been surveyed immediately afterwards, so
that their views on what the panelists were proposing would have
been available the next morning as the panelists started their final
deliberations.

Suppose further that only a quarter of the jury pool indicated will-
ingness to support a $70 billion tax increase, but half supported a $50
billion tax increase, and two-thirds supported an increase of $30 bil-
lion. The panelists would then have been much better informed about
what their fellow citizens would be willing to accept or support, and
they would have had the opportunity to decide if they wanted to mod-
ify their tentative proposal of the previous evening. Panelists could

3 This dialogue between a citizens panel and its jury pool stems from the idea of
linking together a Citizens Jury and a Televote. The latter method is described
in Appendix B.
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stick with their original proposal if they were sure that they were on
the right track, or they could suggest a smaller tax increase, one more
likely to be supported by the general public.

The aim of using the jury pool is to establish a bridge between the
citizens panel and the public. It would be quite possible to use multi-
ple citizens panels to allow 400 or even 600 people to go through the
same five-day exercise that is now proposed only for a single panel of
24 people.* But this would defeat the purpose of allowing the panelists
to see how their views are received by the public as a whole. The way
this is set up, the panelists get a chance to present their views to the
public and hear back from the them. It is very likely that people in the
jury pool are going to be more sympathetic than the general public to
the views of a citizens panel. In light of this, if the panelists cannot con-
vince even the jury pool to accept their recommendations, then cer-
tainly the larger public will be opposed.

If the issue is of sufficient importance, then it will be one of the six
issues discussed in the following year as well. This will provide an
interesting check on the work of the previous year. In our example,
would the panelists still propose a tax increase in the $70 billion range,
knowing that in the previous year the jury pool had been opposed? If
they do propose it, they will surely do it only because they feel it is
essential, and they certainly will try to make their best case to per-
suade the jury pool of its importance. In such a case, the jury pool may
be more open to a larger increase, given that the panelists are propos-
Ing it a second time even though they know it is not popular.

This exercise, carried on for several years, is important whether or
not the panelists and the jury pool come to some general agreement.
If a strong majority of both jury pool and panelists agree on the issue
for several years, it shows clearly what the people of the state want on
that issue. If this does not happen at all, it shows the people are find-
ing it difficult to come to grips with this issue. It is also possible that
the citizens panels and jury pools will agree, but their agreement does
not reflect the views of the public as revealed in public opinion polls.
If this were to happen frequently on most issues, then it would be a

* The largest use of multiple citizens panels has been in Germany, where Peter
Dienel has undertaken projects using about two dozen citizens panels around
the nation. The Deliberative Poll, discussed in Appendix B, also involves large
numbers of people for several days in the examination of an issue.
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strong indication that the whole process did not have credibility with
the public. (Another option would be that it was victim of very large,
negative PR campaigns.) In any case, a long-term dissonance between
the CEF findings and public opinion would likely lead to the process
lapsing when the sunset clause came into effect. But if such a disso-
nance were to happen only on occasion, then it would show that some
particular issue was a tough one for the public to deal with. The sig-
nificance of these different results will be discussed later in dealing
with the citizens panels that rate the candidates.

There is one more point to cover here. What happens if some very
powerful interest mounts a large public relations campaign in order to
sway the public away from an emerging agreement between the citizens
panels and the jury pools? Isn't it likely that a major PR campaign would
influence the public more than the discussions taking place between a
citizens panel and its jury pool?

Certainly this might swing the public against what the citizens pan-
els and jury pools were deciding. But it would have to be a public rela-
tions campaign done with considerable integrity. The normal tricks
used in PR campaigns would present a significant risk of backfiring.
For example, if the special interest group waited until the year of the
gubernalorial race to run the campaign, they would open themselves
to being seen as opportunists who refused to join the public in an on-
going dialogue, waiting until the end to try to manipulate things. This
would not sit well with the citizens panels called in to make the final
evaluation of the candidates on their stands on issues.

Another typical tactic is to base a PR campaign upon half-truths
and questionable claims. Mightn't this undercut the force of what the
citizens panel and jury pool had agreed on? In a situation like this, it is
almost certain that the proponents of the position attacked by the spe-
cial interest would spend considerable time reviewing the PR campaign
for accuracy. In the following year’s citizens panel, those whose position
had been attacked would certainly point out to the new panelists the
tactics that had been used to smear them. Unless the special interest
could convince the panelists that the PR campaign had indeed been
based on fair and accurate information, the result would likely be a
great swing against the position the special interest supported. The sec-
ond citizens panel might well end up taking a stronger stand on the
issue than had the citizens panel of the previous year.
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I am not claiming that the issue discussions of the Citizens Election
Forum will eliminate all manipulative techniques. Surely these will
continue to be used in a variety of forms, with more or less success.
But the CEF should reduce the power of PR campaigns, especially
those based upon lies and questionable information. The more the
public learns to like the Citizens Election Forum and the discussions
thus engendered, the more the special interests will be drawn into a
reasoned discussion of issues, with their arguments laid out before cit-
izens panels.

One thing the board of commissioners that oversees the CEF must
consider is what should be done to publicize the process. This will
entail risks, since the more one tries to attract the attention of the
media, the greater the danger the project may become warped. If any
trade-off between publicity and integrity comes up, the latter must
always win. The same holds for methods that can be used to involve
many people around the state, either through watching parts of the dis-
cussion on TV, by participating on-line, or by joining in face-to-face dis-
cussions. There is a wealth of experience here with a number of inter-
esting methods,® but these must be used with care to be sure that
special interests do not take advantage of them.

Rating’ Gubernatorial Candidates

The second part of the Citizens Election Forum, and really the
heart of what will empower it, is the rating of gubernatorial candidates
on their stands on issues. It would be possible to rate all statewide
candidates on their stands on issues, or all candidates for the state leg-
islature too. But this would raise the cost and complexity of the reform

® There is considerable experience to draw upon here. Interesting public involve-
ment efforts on a variety of issues have been carried out for at least two
decades. For example, the Public Agenda Foundation mounted a broad discus-
sion of health care in Iowa in the 1980s. A whole series of discussions on
health care in the early 1990s led to interesting legislation on health care in
Oregon. The Study Circle Resource Center has done much work to stimulate
public discussions. Recent projects, such as the Deliberative Poll project in
Connecticut and the large group meeting hosted by America Speaks to discuss
plans for rebuilding the World Trade Center in New York, also provide inter-
esting models. But all of these methods (other than the Deliberative Poll) use
volunteer participants and run the risk that highly interested parties will be able
to stack the meetings in their favor.
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a great deal. It will be much wiser to start with the gubernatorial can-
didates and then add other offices later, than to start off with a process
that is more complicated than a new staff may be prepared to run and
more complex than the public can easily absorb.

Therefore, the proposal for the CEF is that early in the year of a
gubernatorial election a special citizens panel will be held to choose
which issues are most important in the governor’s race. The partici-
pants will hear from a range of witnesses, including representatives of
the likely gubernatorial candidates. Then the participants will choose
three or four issues to form the basis for the evaluation of the candi-
dates in the late summer or early fall. A citizens panel will be held on
each of these issues, and the candidates will be invited to come and
express their views on the issues. Panelists will have ample time to
question the candidates about where they stand and why. At the end
of each citizens panel, the panelists will rate the candidates on how
they stand on the issue under consideration.

The goal of rating candidates on their stands on issues is not to tell
the voters how to vote. Instead, the goal is to give trustworthy infor-
mation to all voters, based on the opportunity a microcosm of the pub-
lic has had to evaluate the candidates’ stands on three or four issues.

There is a great deal of evidence that, in any election, Americans
vote more for the person than for the issues. Why, then, rely only on
issues for the evaluation? First, in the 1990 Citizens Jury on the guber-
natorial race in Minnesota, it became clear that the participants in the
Citizens Jury projects preferred evaluating candidates on issues. They
were given the option of expanding their review to personality char-
acteristics and chose not to, on the grounds that personality was
already playing too large a role in election campaigns and they wanted
to do something more solid.

The second reason is that personal characteristics play a significant
role in the evaluation of candidates on their positions on issues. The
candidates’ integrity, leadership ability and experience were all taken
into consideration in the ratings jurors gave to the candidates in the
four Citizens Jury projects on elections in the late 1980s and early
1990s. But concentrating on three specific issues produced better
grounds for making judgments about these aspects of the candidates
than did a general discussion of the candidates’ character.

Conducting the issue dialogues on a yearly basis will give the peo-
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ple a long time to consider issues and determine what agreement they
can reach over them. Which issues are finally chosen for rating the
candidates may not depend on the level of agreement reached by the
citizens panels, jury pools and the public. Conceivably, an issue where
there is very high agreement may lead to the candidates’ taking nearly
identical stands. Issues with low public agreement may lead to differ-
ences between candidates, but the lack of public agreement may make
the evaluation of the candidates difficult. The issues most likely to be
chosen are those about which there is enough agreement to indicate
some public consensus, but not so much agreement that the candi-
dates are taking nearly identical stands.

If the Citizens Jury projects that evaluated candidates in the 1990s
are any indication, the issues chosen will be the standard ones such as
jobs, education, health care, environment, government spending, social
security, etc. But in those Citizens Jury projects, the issues had to be
chosen without knowing if the panelists would be able to agree, or
whether the candidates themselves were already in agreement.

The fact that the CEF will use three or four separate citizens pan-
els, one on each issue, to evaluate gubernatorial candidates will lead
to an examination of the candidates’ stands on issues in a depth that
rarely, if ever, occurs in the current system. It is likely that these
reviews will change the nature of the campaign and eventually the
kind of candidates who choose to run. The best candidate in the cur-
rent system is one who is media friendly and knows how to make dif-
ferent promises to different interest groups. Currently, it is not uncom-
mon to hear pundits discount the ability of a candidate if that
candidate gives answers that are too substantive and not snappy.

But the typical media-friendly candidate will encounter consider-
able difficulty coming off well in the detailed discussion of issues that
will occur in the Citizens Election Forum. One of the more interest-
ing anecdotes from the 1990 Citizens Jury on the Minnesota guber-
natorial race happened in the middle of the hearings for the general
election. Gov. Rudy Perpich had participated in the hearings around
the state before the primaries, but had decided not to participate in
the hearings for the general election (he had not done well during the
primary hearings). He did, however, allow some of his top aides to
participate. He was represented in the hearings on finances and
budget by Commissioner of Finance Peter Hutchinson, and a promi-
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nent Democratic Senator John Brandl (who was also a professor at
the Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs).

Bob Meek, the skilled political consultant who advised us on the
project, leaned over and whispered to me that it was fun to watch how
much the panelists liked the two men, noting that “They are eating up
everything the two of them are saying.” This led me to ask whether
one or the other might not consider running for governor. Meek gave
me a surprised look and said: “They’re much too substantive and lack
sparkle; they would never survive a normal campaign.” The more that
the CEF is able to swing votes, the more we should get better
informed candidates who can speak clearly to the people on issues, as
opposed to the candidates who look good on TV and are skilled in
raising funds.

What is important here is not simply that candidates are driven to
taking clear stands on issues. When candidates appear before the citi-
zens panels that evaluate them on their stands on issues, they will have
to have a firm grasp of key issues and be able to talk about them intel-
ligently if they expect to get good ratings. They may even have to indi-
cate in advance who their cabinet officers will be in these areas, since
they may have to bring such people along to the hearings in order to
look credible to the parlicipants.

Most candidates would do almost anything possible to avoid
attending hearings like these. Indeed, even a decade after the 1990
gubernatorial Citizens Jury, former Gov. Ame Carlson of Minnesota
jokes with people from the Jefferson Center about how demanding our
1990 project was and how much he disliked having to bone up on the
issues. And he was better on the issues than most of the other candi-
dates. He did so well in the ratings that his ads listed the results of the
Citizens Jury evaluations as one of ten reasons to vote for him.

This is one of the reasons for putting the CEF into place through
an initiative or a referendum. If the CEF has been set up in a state
because a majority of the voters want it, then it will be very difficult
for any serious candidate to avoid attending the hearings. The neg-
ative public reaction toward any candidate who declined to attend
would be very strong. A candidate’s failure to attend surely would
be made a major campaign issue by his or her opponents.

Although the design of the Citizens Election Forum is somewhat
complex, the recommendations that come out of it can be summarized
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An Important Technical Concern

Setting the agendas for both the issue hearings and the hearings to eval-
uate candidates will be a challenge. With the issue hearings, is it a good idea
to ask the panelists to choose between alternative plans that have been built
to emphasize different values, or is it better to ask the panelists to deal
directly with the basic values involved in the issue and try to decide how to
deal with those circumstances where one value may have to be sacrificed for
others? These are the kinds of questions the Jefferson Center staff often
faced. The Center never found a set of guidelines so clear that it made these
questions easy to answer.

The ideal way to set an agenda for a complex public policy matter is to
test out several ways of doing it by actually conducting several full citizens
panel projects with different agendas. After these have been completed, the
staff who conducted the citizens panels should meet with a few of the pan-
elists from each of the citizens panels and determine which approach was the
best one for setting the agenda. The Jefferson Center experience is that meet-
ings like this are a challenge not only for the former panelists, but also for
staff. Coaching from someone skilled in organizational development can help
a staff deal with agenda-setting questions in a relaxed, open-minded and pro-
ductive way.

A solid method must be set up for the staff to consult with a micro-
cosm of the public about setting the agendas. If this is not done, there is
the risk that political considerations may intrude on the process. It is essen-
tial that staff avoid even a hint of political bias in deciding which agenda
to select for the citizens panels used to evaluate gubernatorial candidates.
An example can show why this is so important.

Imagine that Democrats in the state have discovered through focus
groups and other studies that people in citizens panels like the “single-payer”
approach as a way of providing universal health care coverage to people in
the state. The Democrats, in light of this, strongly support the single-payer
approach. The Republicans, with similar focus groups and other studies, dis-
cover that their approach to managed care fares best if a citizens panel is pre-
sented with value trade-offs in which they become aware of the high cost of
modern medicine and the need for keeping costs down. In such a case, if the
agenda is chosen in a way that can be influenced by lobbying, and it appears
to favor one side, the evaluation of the gubernatorial candidates will come
under serious criticism. Only an agenda-setting method that is clearly above
politics, and perceived as such by the public, will be able to maintain public
trust in the Citizens Election Forum.
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on a single page in the voters guide. Whether it is wise to do this is
another matter, given that this may make voters jump to conclusions
without studying the evaluations at all. It may be better to summarize
each issue separately on a single summary page, which would look
something like the chart that follows. As with the evaluation of initia-
tives, the information would be presented so that the person in a hurry
could quickly learn enough to vote with the majority. And if someone
wanted to look in depth at how the participants voted and what they
considered to be most important, that information would be available.

All of this information will be made available in the same ways
that were used with the evaluation of initiatives. The result should be
that a great deal of substance is introduced into the campaign for gov-
ernor. This is likely to have a strong influence on voters. As noted in
Chapter 4, research by the Jefferson Center on its 1990 Citizens Jury
on the Minnesota gubernatorial election indicated that the jurors’ rec-
ommendations changed the votes of 10 percent of the sample popula-
tion studied. The CEF will e the public in a much more exten-
sive way and therefore should have the potential for changing the
votes of even more than 10 percent of the electorate.

Effective Citizen Control

As with the Citizens In Review, it is vital that the CEF be set
up to ensure that the whole project is conducted in a trustworthy way.
Those who run it must have a dedication to fairness and must be sure
that sublle biases do not slip into its operation. The staff who will run
the citizens panels will surely become a close group, as do any profes-
sionals who work closely together. Therefore, special steps must be
taken to ensure that this close working relationship does not lead them
to favor one ideology or point of view over another. This will require
some sophisticated training, as well as oversight from a group of citi-
zens, to keep them as unbiased as possible. It is impossible to eliminate
all biases and be completely fair, but it is possible to minimize biases to
the degree that the whole process remains trusted by the public.

The basic structure of the board of commissioners that will over-
see the CEF should be the same as that proposed for the Citizens
Initiative Review. But the agenda-setting problems reviewed above
show how the need to avoid staff biases becomes considerably more
difficult when the staff must set agendas to review multifaceted issues
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Candidate Ratings on the Environment

The follo we g m es in
the race for stand e and
their capability of dealing with the issue:

0] ratings, on a scale of 1 to 10 (with 10 being the
best), ows

Candidate A: 8.5
Candidate B 7.3
Candidate C 6.7
Candidate D 6.4
Before voting on the above, we first rated the candidates on
several other characteristics relevant to their ability to deal with
the environment, as follows:

Integrity:
Candidate A: 9.1
Candidate B 7.8
Candidate C 9.2
Candidate D 5.1

Knowledge:
Candidate A: 6.4
Candidate B 8.3
Candidate C 5.4
Candidate D 9.3

Ability to form a good team on this issue and provide leader-
ship:
Candidate A: 9.2
Candidate B 6.3
Candidate C 7.0
Candidate D 5.3

More material on the candidates’ stands on the environment

stood on the environment.
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for the evaluation of candidates, as opposed to the two-sided situation
when reviewing initiatives.

This is the major technical reason why it is better to have the CIR
up and running in one or two states before the CEF is tried. If this hap-
pens, there will be experience with the kind of board outlined in
Chapter 4, with six commissioners selected from among the evaluation
committees, and two each appointed by the governor and the secre-
tary of state, with the latter serving as chair. If this has worked well,
then it would be a logical starting point for designing the CEF board.
But it would be very important to have the CEF designers interview
CIR board members to see if the same model should be applied to the
CEFE. Would it be wiser to have fewer appointees from the governor
and the secretary of state? Those appointed by public officials may
find it difficult not to take a partisan position regarding agendas.

Another thing that should be helpful in designing the CEF board
and staff is that, with any luck, foundations will have funded confer-
ences for CIR board members and staff to attend. The discussions at
these conferences should be very helpful in crafiing the CEF. Will
additional safeguards have to be set up to limit lobbying of the board,
staff, and evaluation committee members? Such safeguards might
include limits placed on lobbyisls, or additional training and meetings
among staff, board, and evaluation committee members to help them
develop mutual support strategies to preclude having to deal with
unwelcome pressures. These kinds of technical questions are impor-
tant, but will be much easier to answer once the CIR has been adopted
in a few states and some solid research has been done.’

Added to the problems of agenda-setting will be the political pres-
sures that are sure to arise if the CEF succeeds in its goal of helping
voters do a wiser job of voting. Candidates and interests who see them-
selves disadvantaged by the CEF will surely seek ways to subvert it.
This opposition is likely to use focus groups and polls to locate the weak
points of the CEF and identify ways of discrediting it. For this reason,
the CEF should only be introduced in a state that appears likely to give
it strong support. This might be a state that has already had the CIR for

6 Tt is also likely that a citizens panel would be conducted on how to craft the
CEF for a particular state, just as was done with the Citizens Jury on the CIR
held in Washington state in 2001.
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several years, or it might be a state in which focus groups and polls
show that the CEF is likely to receive wide support. Certainly the CEF
should be introduced through an initiative or referendum so that it is
put into place by the people themselves. But an should be
undertaken only if polling shows that a relatively wide margin of vic-
tory is likely.

The path toward healthy democracy is unlikely to be smooth. It
would be surprising if the Citizens Election Forum were to succeed in
every state in which it is tried. But so long as it succeeds in a few states
and the methods are refined, it will serve as a powerful stimulus to
improve the health of American democracy.

What the CEF Will Give the Public

The CEF has an advantage over the Citizens Initiative Review in
that its goal is to make repres democracy healthier, rather than
relying on direct democracy. Although a considerable amount can be
done to promote healthy democracy by making the initiative process
work well, in the end we must have effective representative democracy
if our governments are to be well run. Budgets, for example, are best
set by representatives. This is not to say that citizens in a citizens panel
project cannot do a good job with budgets. Two Citizens Jury projects
on budgets in the 1990s showed that citizens can do an excellent job
of recommending overall budget priorities. But in the end there must
be someone who takes responsibility for making the overall decisions,
and doing so in the detail needed to run a government properly.

The healthiest democracy will be the one in which a relationship of
mutual trust exists between the citizens and the elected officials. It is very
difficult for elected representatives to trust the views of the public as
things now stand, with the public the victim of so much manipulation.
But with citizens panels to help people shape their views, elected officials
should have a great deal to respect as they make public policy. If too
much reliance is placed upon the Citizens Initiative Review, the public
may be tempted to rely more and more on s to get what they
want while leaving the rest of public policy to a legislature and gover-
nor’s office they do not trust. This has little chance of leading to a
healthy democracy.

On the other hand, the evaluation of gubernatorial candidates on
their stands on issues will be a reform more difficult to get rolling. It
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is likely that there will be four years between the adoption of the
reform and the evaluation of the first set of gubernatorial candidates.
During that time, it is not clear what the public reaction to the issue
dialogues will be. Indeed, in those initial years it is possible that a
group of special interests would mount an all-out attack on the process
and the media would go along. In that case, the reform might be dead
in the water before the first round of gubernatorial evaluations even
took place. This is another reason that a state should not undertake
the Citizens Election Forum until a strong majority of the voting pub-
lic has a basic understanding of what the reform will deliver and real-
izes that patience will be needed for it to work properly.

But, assuming the Citizens Election Forum runs smoothly for sev-
eral years, it would not be surprising to see it expanded to the evalu-
ation of legislative, as well as gubernatorial, candidates. This would
certainly cost more, at least doubling the cost of the project. But if peo-
ple like it well enough, this would certainly be a modest price to pay

The Circle of Citizen Empowerment

Citizens Panels
and Jury Pool

effeptive wiser
citizen Voting
control
citizens '
commited better pubhc
policy

to democracy
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for achieving a way to elect both a governor and a legislature com-
mitted to carrying out a set of programs that will serve the long-term
interests of the public.

Once the Citizens Election Forum gets rolling, it could help create
a “circle of citizen empowerment,” as sketched out in the chart on the
following page. This will happen when the evaluations of the citizens
panels become widely enough trusted by the public that their recom-
mendations have a significant impact on elections. When this happens,
elected officials will start doing what the public wants rather than what
the most powerful interests want. This, in turn, will make citizens more
committed to maintaining a healthy democracy in their state. This com-
mitment is essential if effective citizen control is to be maintained over
a long period of time. With effective citizen control, citizens panels will
be run in a trustworthy way and the whole project will continue to
improve the health of democracy in states where they are run.

This may seem to be a very grand idea, something almost utopian.
Clearly, it is possible that the Citizens Election Forum may not achieve
this much influence, and the circle of citizen empowerment will be
only of modest importance. But it is not at all bad to have a vision of
democratic health toward which we strive. Even if it takes a long time
and we never quite meet the dream, the reform should still do a great
deal of good. The Founding Fathers had a dream that inspired them
and continues to inspire us. Dreaming about healthy democracy can
be a constructive thing to do, especially when there are very concrete
steps one can take to move in that direction.

Just imagine what it would be like to have a governor and repre-
sentatives in the state capitol who are seen by a majority of the public
as “our representatives,” people who are there to serve our long-term
best interests.” The perversion of the representative role has gone so

7 'This should not be interpreted as the promotion of “big government.” If the
American public, upon reflection, sees its interest as lying in a smaller gov-
ernment that plays very limited roles, then this is the kind of government that
will emerge when the representatives are really in tune with an informed
public. The real difference such a government will make is that the represen-
tatives will rise above simplistic ideologies, such as opposition to all “big gov-
emment” or trying to cure all problems through government programs. They
will fund those programs that government indeed can perform well, while not
indulging in the funding of special interests, as is now the case.
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far in the last half of the 20th century that it is not easy to imagine
that people could actually see the top government officials in this way.
Yet this is how the best elected officials have always hoped to be seen.
If we can restore even a modest amount of this faith in government,
the result will be well worth whatever effort it takes to get it adopted.
And the Citizens Election Forum, building upon the Citizens Initiative
Review, is a way to accomplish this.
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Other Approaclzes to Creating a
ﬂustwortlzy Voice

The project was quite stimulating and offered a terrific
way of educating the people and politicians on views that
govern the world. If I had to do all this myself, I would do
it exactly the same way. Choosing the average American
Jor this type of project was the appropriate way of doing
this, since so much depends on the lives of average citi-
zens. Once again, thanks for the opportunity. It will
always be a very important and rewarding part of my life.
Juanita Graham

Brooklyn, N.Y,, 1993*

he

by
significant role in our political system. If you reflect upon the different
methods that aim to create an authentic voice of the people and then
mix these with different approaches to empowering them, there surely
are a large number of possibilities. In this chapter I shall review three
of these, two proposed by other democratic innovators and one based
upon my own work.

The Citizens Budget Review

Few things at the level of state government are as important as
budgeting and appropriations. This is also one of the most arcane
aspects of government, something followed closely by only a tiny por-
tion of the public. Budget setting and appropriations are, by their very

! Juanita Graham was one of 24 people selected at random in 1993 from the
nation as a whole to participate in the Citizens Jury on the federal budget
described in this chapter.
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nature, complex. Added to this is the desire of many legislators and
lobbyists to hide what they do, as various legislators enhance their
power through the deals they make and many special interests get a
larger piece of the pie than an aware public would want them to have.

The Citizens Budget Review is based upon the Jefferson Center’s
success in using the Citizens Jury process to review state and federal
budgets. This is not a proposal that ties the recommendations of a cit-
izens panel to a vote. The idea is to have a yearly (or possibly bien-
nial) review of a state budget by a citizens panel and its jury pool. This
review would not be advisory to the people at election time, but would
be advisory to legislators as they go about preparing the budget for
state government.

The Citizens Budget Review is proposed as a reform that would be
mandated to be part of the budgeting process for the House of
Representatives in some state. It will use citizens panels, along with
jury pool consultation, to review the state budget and give its recom-
mendations directly to a committee of the House. It will be introduced
as a part of state law, almost certainly through an initiative, since a leg-
islature is even less likely to want this than the CIR or the CEF. The
reform presented here could also be put in place to deal with the
budgeting process undertaken by the governor’s office. But this exam-
ple will focus on legislatures, so as to make it different from the
Citizens Election Forum, which deals with the governor.

Background

One of the biggest surprises for me during the 1990s was how well
the Citizens Jury projects on budgets worked. The Jefferson Center con-
ducted two of these, one on the US. federal budget in 1993 and another
on the Minnesota state budget in 1996. Both of these projects were done
as demonstration projects with the hope of gaining the attention of the
media and of policy wonks show what citizens can do on such a com-
plex topic. In neither case was an attempt made to work with govern-
ment officials to get their cooperation in running the projects, nor to get
any promises from them to pay attention to the recommendations.

In the 1993 project I thought it unlikely that the 24 jurors could
do a good job of designing their own suggestions for a federal budget.
Therefore the charge to the jurors contained a number of questions
that were relevant to budgeting, but did not include the request that
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they come up with their own budget. (For example, What are the most
significant tough choices we face if America is to be strong and healthy
in the 21st century? What potential sacrifices do we face?)

The Center had worked hard to bring in first-rate witnesses. Vin
Weber, a former congressman from Minnesota, was in charge of bring-
ing in witnesses from a conservative point of view. Robert Kutner, edi-
tor of the magazine American Prospect, brought in liberal witnesses.
The framework for the budget discussion was set by Tom Stinson, who
is a professor of agricultural economics at the University of Minnesota,
as well as the state economist in Minnesota. (He has served under four
different governors from three different parties). This framework
required that the witnesses all work off of the same budgetary base-
lines so that their sted expenditures and taxes would be easy to
compare. Because of this, the jurors found it easier to gain an overview
of the federal budget than is possible for most citizens. During the last
two days they discovered that it was going to be possible for them to
propose their own budget, as opposed to simply making comments on
tough choices and possible sacrifices.

Granted, this was a very broad picture and not very detailed. But
the jurors did make recommendations for spending in six major areas:
defense, social infrastructure, social security, health care, physical
infrastructure, and “other government.” Their report listed their pro-
posals in comparison to the budget suggested by President Clinton and
by the conservative and liberal witnesses. They suggested spending
cuts of $26 billion compared to the Congressional Budget Office’s
(CBO) projected budget, but were quite disturbed by the projected
deficit. They decided that they wanted a projected deficit that was $96
billion lower than CBO projections. This required a $70 billion tax
increase, which they included as one of their suggestions, indicating
clearly how these funds should be raised.

This was the first national project that the Center had conducted,
and it was one of the most successful in terms of the satisfaction
expressed by observers and by the jurors themselves. In the bias rat-
ings, 22 jurors voted that they were “very satisfied,” one was “satisfied”
and one did not vote. This was also the project about which William
Raspberry of the Washington Post wrote:

These men and women were a microcosm of America,
representing the whole range of class, age and regional
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imperatives that make fair budgeting so difficult. But
when they undertook a responsibility that went
beyond their individual group interests—when they
took the time to inform themselves and try to deal
rationally with the national interest—they managed a
surprising degree of consensus . . . . This Citizens Jury
has done what the Founding Fathers intended
Congress to do.?

Raspberry ended his op-ed piece with the statement: “The politi-
cians can’t do what has to be done. The people can’t afford not to.”

In 1996 we used the same format to consider the state budget of
Minnesota. Again, we had the good fortune of having Tom Stinson set
up the framework for the budget analysis. This project went equally
well, with a high percentage of the jurors again saying they were “very
satisfied” with the fairness of the project.’ The drawback to the project
was that virtually no attention was paid to it by state officials other than
Prof. Stinson. This was in line with the one reservation William
Raspberry had expressed in 1993: The process did not appear to
attract any interest from the legislators and public officials who set the
budget.

This is typical of state officials’ response to the Citizens Jury process.
Although some officials in the administration like it, from the point of
view of most legislators, the introduction of a trustworthy voice of the
people into their workings is at best a waste of their time and at worst
a major disturbance of the way they conduct their business. But now,
as the public patience with legislatures is growing very thin in many
states, the time has come to introduce citizens panels into their work-
ings. However, this must be done in such a way that legislators will find
it difficult to ignore.

The Proposal
The Citizens Budget Review really is a fairly flexible concept that

? Washington Post, January 23, 1993.

3 All jurors reported themselves “very satisfied,” except for one who voted “satis-
fied,” one who voted “neutral,” and two who did not vote (one of them went
into labor on the last day of the project and the other accompanied her to the
hospital). Of all the Citizens Jury projects conducted, this was the largest num-
ber of jurors who failed to complete the process.
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could be set up in a number of different ways. It would certainly make
sense to set it up to try to influence the budgetary planning that takes
place in the governor’s office and the department of finance. It could
even be set up on a yearly basis with the goal of reporting to the pub-
lic about the status of the state budget, without an attempt to tie it either
to the legislature or the administration. Exactly how it is set up will
depend upon the desires of those who promote it in a state where it is
established. But for the purposes of this chapter, let me simply propose
this as something that would be tied to the legislative budgeting process.

1. The Citizens Budget Review must be planned so that it fits
well with the way a given state legislature goes about its budg-
eting. In Minnesota, for example, the House Ways and Means
Committee sets the “aggregate biennial spending and state
budget for the House.” Different states will take different
approaches to budgeting, so some care should be taken to find
the committee that takes a broad look at the budget. The
Citizens Budget Review should try to avoid getting bogged
down in too detailed a review of what should be spent on
which projects. In some states, it might be more appropriate
for the citizens panels to deal with the appropriations commit-
tee, but I am concerned that this is so close to the hardcore
political b g that goes on in a state that it will be diffi-
cult for the citizens panel to present the big picture of how the
state budget should look.

2. The aim of the Citizens Budget Review is to introduce an
authentic voice of the people into the state budgeting process.
It is likely that this review would be done every two years to
correspond with the biennial budgeting process which most
states use (in some states there might be a reason for doing this
annually). To conduct the Citizens Budget Review properly will
require at least two citizens panel/jury pool events. The first
would review the budget for the state as it comes from the
governor’s office to the legislature, making comments and sug-
gesting any changes that the panelists would like to see. This
citizens panel would be run very much along the lines of what
was done in 1993, except that there would be a report to the
jury pool on the evening of the fourth day so that the panelists
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could learn how their views fit with those of the broader
public.*

The second citizens panel would meet when the budgeting
committee it is dealing with (eg: Ways and Means) is about to
make its final decisions. The law establishing the Citizens
Budget Review will require this committee to work appropri-
ately with the second citizens panel. This means the commit-
tee must make clear when it will be making the key decisions
about the budget. The citizens panel will be convened that
week and will be briefed by the Ways and Means staff about
where the committee stands. The panelists will then review
what the first citizens panel concluded and discuss what they
think about what the Ways and Means committee is doing. On
the fourth day of their meetings, the panelists will have a
chance to discuss the budget with some representatives from
the Ways and Means committee. The panel will then draw up
their tentative conclusions and consult that evening with the
jury pool. On the last day of the citizens panel hearings, the
panelists will review survey data from the jury pool and then
make their final recommendations to the committee. The law
setting up the Citizens Budget Review will contain no stipula-
tion that the committee must follow any recommendations
from the citizens panel or jury pool.®

. The recommendations of the citizens panel and jury pool

would be made available to the public through a press confer-
ence and a report on a Web site. Reports could also be sent to
every legislator in the House and Senate. It would even be pos-
sible to include the findings of the Citizens Budget Review in
the voters guide, which in many states is mailed to every voter.
This could include not only the findings of the citizens
panel/jury pool, but also the decisions of the Ways and Means
Committee, how the House as a whole voted, and what was
finally signed into law.

It is likely that members of the House of Representatives will be

¢ For a fuller description of how the consultation with the jury pool is done, see
the section “Yearly Issue Dialogues” in Chapter 5.



0] Ot}ter Approac}tes to Creatfng a ﬂustwon‘}zy Voice 115

unhappy about this. Thus, it is likely that an initiative will have to be
used to get this adopted into law. Those involved in designing the
Citizens Budget Review for a particular state would be well advised to
study the Massachusetts legislature’s ne reaction to the introduc-
tion of the “clean money” campaign finance reform through an initia-
tive. The Citizens Budget Review should be introduced in the way
described here only if there is a strong likelihood that the relevant leg-
islative committees will work in good faith with the citizens panels.

But even when this happens, the Citizens Budget Review is likely
to have a strong impact only if political consequences are attached to
how the Ways and Means Committee reacts to the process. This means
that those who had the skills and power to get the Citizens Budget
Review adopted through an initiative must be prepared to do follow-
up at election time in key districts. For example, if the chair of the com-
mittee, or any prominent member, were to deviate widely from what
the citizens recommended, then those who believe in the Citizens
Budget Review could mount an electoral effort to see that member
defeated at the next election. The political activities need not always
be negative. If certain members of the committee were brave enough
to side with the citizens panel against the legislative leaders in the
House, then supporters of the Citizens Budget Review could work to
ensure that those members are reelected.

This proposal may seem out of tune with politics in America today.
Why would citizens ever get excited enough about the bud
process to want to adopt something like this? The answer is that those
who care about healthy democracy and are prepared to propose an ini-
tiative for this reason may find the Citizens Budget Review a good mid-
dle ground between the Citizens Review and the Citizens

5 All of the uses of citizens panels proposed in this book are advisory. This need
not be the case. It would probably be possible to amend the constitution of
some state so that an initiative process would be established in which citizens
panels could make laws directly, as opposed to advising the public, as done
with the CIR. My view is that this would be a big mistake. The process would
have too much power. As a result, the staff would be much too likely to give in
to political pressures or to end up promoting their own ideology. In the case of
the Citizens Budget Review, one of the most important powers given to
American legislators is to set budgets and appropriate funds. It would raise all
sorts of constitutional issues were attempts made to take some of these powers
taken away from elected officials and give them to citizens in citizens panels.
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Election Forum. The Citizens Initiative Review is easiest to adopt and get
running, but is merely reactive. The Citizens Election Forum is proactive,
but quite a bit more complex. The Citizens Budget Review falls in
between: It is proactive with regard to a key element of public policy
making, but not nearly as complicated to run as the Citizens Election
Forum. Also, the Citizens Budget Review will cost about the same, or
perhaps even a bit less, than the Citizens Initiative Review, while the
Citizens Election Forum costs at least twice as much. People in a state
considering what kind of healthy democracy reform they want to pro-
pose as an may choose the budget review for these reasons.

An additional reason to consider the Citizens Budget Review is that
it would be relatively easy to test in a pilot project. A large foundation
would be able to support a pilot project for between $500,000 and $1
million (depending on the cost of the TV time to allow the citizens panel
to report to the jury pool). This would cover two citizens panel/ jury pool
events. If no legislators were willing to interact with the panelists in such
a pilot project, the foundation should have no trouble puiting together
an advisory committee with whom the citizens panel could consult and
to whom they could make their final report.

As with the CIR and the CEF, the Citizens Budget Review should
be designed to run as an independent entity of state government. It prob-
ably should be set up as a completely independent commission. State
planning departments are usually too much under the direct control of
the governor for it to work well there. Some careful thought will have to
be given as to how this should be done. Finally, it should be proposed
with a sunset provision just in case it does not work as intended.

Informing‘ the Public Via the Ballot

John Gastil, a political communication scholar at the University of
Washington, has made a number of interesting proposals in his recent
book, By Popular Demand. He and I have had many discussions about
citizens panels® and have influenced each other’s work. In his book, he
proposes five ways in which citizens panels can be used to empower

¢ Gastil makes a strong case that the term should be written “citizen panel,” not
“citizens panel” as used in this book. We joke that this really should not be
decided by academics, but by a microcosm of the public, meeting for several
days to resolve the question. But since we cannot agree on what to call such a
meeting, we can see no way of holding it.
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citizens and voters. Two of his proposals are similar enough to the CIR
and the CEF that they will not be discussed here. But three of his pro-
posals are quite different from my proposals and are interesting
options for empowering voters at election time.

Gastil prefaces his proposals with a succinct statement of why he
has reservations about the reforms most commonly discussed today:

Public financing and term limits might make elections
more competitive, but they would not improve voters’
candidate evaluations. Regulations on the messages
candidates send to voters are either unenforceable or
unconstitutional, and efforts to provide voters with
neutral guides have not gone far enough to change
fundamentally how citizens vote. (137)

His basic recommendation is that “voters should have access to the
results of representative citizen deliberation on the candidates and
issues that appear on their ballots” (139). Two of the three proposals
we will cover here have this feature. Let us start with his basic pro-
posal, which does not report its conclusions on the ballot, and then
move on to the other two.

Priority panels are citizens panels that identify the ten most impor-
tant pieces of legislation introduced to Congress or a state legislature
over the past two years. Furthermore, they would use a governmental
body to gather the actual votes of legislators on those ten pieces of leg-
islation, as well as the “unofficial vote” of candidates who had not voted
on these bills. These votes on the ten most important issues would be
made widely available though voters guides and Web sites. Gastil sees
this as an aid to voters, but it is the “tamest” of his s stions.

Legislative panels would build upon the priority panels. They are cit-
izens panels (similar to, but not identical with, the descriptions in this
book) that would review the ten issues selected by the priority panels,
with the goal of having citizens say how they would have voted on
these bills. The task of each citizens panel would be to reach agreement
(two-thirds majority or greater) on the bill before them. This vote would
then be published along with the votes of the candidates, with brief
explanations given by the candidates and the citizens panels for their
positions. The legislative panels meet in an election year only after all
candidates have been asked to turn in their votes on the issues selected
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by the priority panels. This means that challengers in an election would
have to take an official stand on key pieces of legislation just as office
holders already have done by casting their vote on the bill.

What makes legislative panels especially powerful is that a sum-
mary of all of this information will be placed on the ballot. A rating
would indicate what percent of each candidates’ votes agree with votes
of the citizens panels. Currently, each candidate on a ballot (except for
nonpartisan local elections) is identified by political party. The rating
of the legislative panels would be placed next to the name of the can-
didate as an additional cue to voters. More extensive information
would appear on this in the official voters guide (assuming the state
has such a guide, as many do) so that voters could decide in advance
if they want to pay any attention to the single score when they vote.
Gastil notes that “the cue is not flawless, but it provides uninformed,
confused, or undecided voters with one simple fact to consider before
marking their ballots.”

Gastil’s legislative panels and the Citizens Election Forum are vari-
ations on the same theme, so some aspects of one could easily be
added to the other. If the legislative panels’ recommendations were
included only in the voters guide and not on the ballot, then they
would be more like the CEF. Conversely, one could take the results of
the CEF deliberations and place them on the ballot in a single sum-
mary score. Smaller details could also be exchanged.

Taking the two proposals as they stand, however, Gastil’s legisla-
tive panels have two potential advantages over the CEF. The most
obvious is that the conclusions are summarized right on the ballot,
where all voters will see them, not just the voters who happen to read
the voters guide. The second aspect of the legislative panels, which
some may like, is that they are based on actual pieces of legislation
that have been considered during the previous term of those legisla-
tors up for election. Also there are ten issues considered, rather than
only the three suggested for the CEF. It ties the legislative panels more
directly to the work of the legislature than does the CEF.

When Gastil refers to a bill, he is also referring to possible amendments. Often
the most important votes in a legislature are not on the bill as a whole, but on
key amendments. Gastil makes it clear that when this happens, the priority
panels may select the amendment, rather than the bill as a whole, to place on
their “top ten” list.
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The two strengths of the CEF over the legislative panels are their
depth and the fact that they do not attempt to influence voters so
directly. The citizens panels of the CEF take place every year, enabling
the public to take more time to consider an issue and where they might
stand on it. This means that when the candidates are evaluated on their
stands on issues, they are asked to respond to issues as the issues have
evolved over several years of public discussions, rather than to explain
their stands on bills that found their way into prominence through the
legislative process. Another aspect of the CEF that some may see as an
advantage is that the evaluations of the citizens panels go into a voters
guide and are not summarized as a single score placed on the ballot.

Should citizens panel evaluations be placed on the ballot?
Although the idea may initially sound strange, Gastil points out that we
think it quite normal that party affiliation appears on the ballot. If it is
important to know which party a candidate is affiliated with, then why
is it not equally important to know where a candidate stands in rela-
tion to what the public thinks about key votes in the legislature? The
argument against placing the summary of the legislative panels’ votes
on the ballot would be that it gives too much weight to a single piece
of information. Although voters can indeed look up the detailed sum-
maries of the scores on all ten issues, many will probably not do this
and may be tempted simply to vote on the single score alone.

When the panelists in Washington state in May 2001 were con-
sidering how to release the views of the CIR panelists on initiatives,
they decided they did not want the main summary to start off with the
number of votes for and against the initiative. Instead, they wanted the
panelists’ reasons to be listed first, and the percentage of votes to fol-
low the reasons. I believe that the specific details of democratic
reforms should be strongly influenced by the decisions of citizens pan-
els that review these reforms before they are put into place. Future cit-
izens panels may well consider what aspects of legislative panels and
the CEF might be put together as the reform most appropriate for
their state.

Another obvious difference between the CEF and a legislative
panel is that the former is designed to evaluate gubernatorial candi-
dates, while the latter concentrates on legislators. The governor of a
state is supposed to look at the big picture and act accordingly, while
legislators deal with details and propose the final bills that end up on
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the governor’s desk for signature. In light of this, it may well be appro-
priate to use the CEF, with its more general and longer approach to
issues, to evaluate gubernatorial candidates, and to use legislative pan-
els and their review of past bills as the most appropriate method for
dealing with legislators. Conceivably a state might want both reforms,
in the form now proposed, in order to cover both legislative and
gubernatorial candidates.

Finally, Gastil proposes advisory panels. These would work best at
a local level of government. A large panel would be convened to
review various proposals coming before the local government. Those
proposals deemed important enough would be examined in greater
depth by a citizens panel, which would vote after it had heard wit-
nesses and had a chance to deliberate. If two-thirds of the panelists
reached an agreement for or against the bill, then this vote would be
forwarded to the local governmental body (city council, county board,
etc.). This advisory council has the great advantage of speaking out on
proposals before the elected officials have taken action. The priority
panels and legislative panels vote only after the fact.

The advisory panels could have electoral impact if the voters in
the next election examine how the local officials voted and how often
they sided with the recommendations of the citizens panels. Gastil pro-
poses that the same kind of rating system be used with this as with the
legislative panel, that is, the percentage of the time the official voted in
agreement with the citizens panels would be placed on the ballot. But
he notes that it would be easy for candidates who are opposing incum-
bents to score 100% simply by claiming that they had agreed with the
advisory panels in every instance. I consider this problem significant
enough that I would rather not see the advisory panels tied to elec-
tions through a simple summary score.

Gastil’s proposals broaden the range of options available for link-
ing a trustworthy voice of the people to the vote. He and I agree that
it is probably best to introduce reforms such as these by starting with
initiatives.® The challenge of using citizens panels to give trustworthy
information to voters lies in finding the resources to mount a success-

® In his By Popular Demand, Gastil suggests a reform similar to the Citizens
Initiative Review, but I feel that it is close enough to the CIR that it did not war-
rant discussion here.
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ful initiative campaign to get them adopted. The proposals are ready
and there is much experience to back them up.

The Citizens Amendment to the U.S. Constitution

There is another proposal for empowering a voice of the people that
deserves consideration because it shows how an approach that shares
many of the methods and aims of the CIR, CEF and Citizens Budget
Review still can be very different in a number of significant ways.

Jim Rough, a facilitator and consultant who lives in Washington
state, proposes that a form of citizens panel be used to set the vision
and overall direction that America should be taking.® His proposal is
aimed at the really big picture. He thinks of it as being adopted by
Constitutional Amendment and sees its authority as being stronger
than mere advice given to voters at election time.

Rough summarizes the amendment he would like to see added to
the Constitution as follows:

Each year twenty-four registered voters will be ran-
domly selected in a lottery to form a Citizens Wisdom
Council. This Wisdom Council will be a symbol of the
people of the United States. It will meet for one week
to choose issues, talk about them, and determine con-
sensus statements. To ensure creative conversation and
unanimous conclusions, the meetings are aided by a
facilitator. At the end of the week, the Wisdom Council
will present the statements to the nation in a new cer-
emony, from “We the People” to the people. The
Citizens Wisdom Council will then disband perma-
nently and the next year a new Wisdom Council will
be randomly selected.

Rough invented the Wisdom Council based upon his extensive
experience with a facilitation method that can help groups of people
gain new insights into problems. Rough proposes that it be conducted
using randomly selected people who meet with a facilitator for about
a week. Because of this, it can be included under the generic heading

® Society’s Breakthrough! by Jim Rough, 2002. It may be ordered through
www.1stbooks.com
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of citizens panel, but it is different from the Citizens Jury process in a
number of important ways.

Although the participants in a Wisdom Council are selected at ran-
dom, Rough does not suggest that they be a stratified microcosm of the
community as is done with a Citizens Jury. Rough feels that the strati-
fication process is not really needed, given that the Wisdom Council
always operates by consensus. Although the makeup of the Councils
will surely vary over the years, Rough believes this will be an unim-
portant factor in light of the process they go through and the need for
consensus.

The Wisdom Council is conducted quite differently from a Citizens
Jury. As was explained in Chapter 2 and elaborated on in several other
chapters, the agenda for a Citizens Jury is set by staff who work on the
project for two or three months before it takes place. Staff members
work with a broad-based advisory council to decide how the topic at
hand is to be laid out and what witnesses will be most appropriate to
present the information. The panelists may suggest modest changes in
the charge and the agenda, but the staff decides whether their sugges-
tions will be acted on. Citizen control over this process is exercised by a
citizen board, which reviews the projects on an on-going basis to ensure
that agendas are set fairly and that staff bias is kept to a minimum.

The Wisdom Council gives much more power to the panelists to
shape their own agenda. They have the freedom to choose which top-
ics they will discuss. Witnesses are not called by staff, although the
panelists could call their own witnesses if they would like. The pan-
elists need not call witnesses if they feel they are doing well on their
own. What Rough seeks is a situation in which the panelists can find
their own way to a vision of the direction we should be going in
America. He has perfected a method of facilitation that he calls
“dynamic facilitation.” The use of this method allows the panelists to
achieve “breakthroughs,” new insights about how to solve a problem
and move ahead with unanimity. Those who participate in his week-
long workshops (as I have) are very impressed with his facilitative tal-
ents and the excitement participants share as they build novel solu-
tions to problems or see a new vision for how we should live together.
As compared to the Citizens Jury process, the Wisdom Council is built
to elicit the creativity of the group involved while playing down infor-
mation provided from outside sources.
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Rough’s vision for the Wisdom Council is grand. Although he
agrees that it could be tested on the state level, he is so convinced of
the virtues of the method that he wants to see it adopted as soon as
possible by an amendment to the U.S. Constitution. He notes that
America’s problems are large, time is short, and there are years of
experience with the facilitation methods upon which the Wisdom
Council is based. He is further convinced that the power of this exer-
cise will be so great that it will galvanize the public and elected offi-
cials alike to move America in new and exciting directions. Certainly
he has a point about the power of a Constitutional Amendment.
Although his proposal faces formidable barriers to being adopted,
given the amount of work and public support needed to amend the
Constitution, if the amendment ever were adopted, it would have very
broad public support and therefore considerable influence.

Those who believe in the power of ideas find Rough’s suggestion
powerful. Those who like to know exactly what influence the Wisdom
Council will have on government and specifically how its powers will
be exercised are less enthusiastic. They side with Gastil and me in
thinking that a direct link between the output of a citizens panel and
an election is needed.

There is a boldness to Rough’s vision that is refreshing. He wants
to sweep aside much of what is petty in American politics. He rejects
approaches to reform that are overly circumspect. America desper-
ately needs a vision based upon the best instincts of our citizens.
Rough offers a way to do this.

Before his approach is adopted, however, it needs some careful
testing. What methods, such as those suggested for the CIR, should be
used to ensure that the Wisdom Council is conducted without bias and
under effective citizen control? These should be tested out at the state
and local levels before the Wisdom Council is taken to the national
level. Is it true that the best vision for America can be obtained
through a single event a year in which not much emphasis is placed
on witnesses? Might it be better to run several events a year, perhaps
using several other methods as well as the Wisdom Council? And if
there is reason to believe it will be an uphill battle to get something as
modest as the CIR adopted, then what change in the way politics is
conducted in America will be needed to get the Citizens Wisdom
Council adopted through a Constitutional Amendment?
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The main point, however, is that there are different routes to
empowering a trustworthy and authentic voice of the people and dif-
ferent methods available to create it. Those who care about healthy
democracy must keep an open mind about options and engage in
experimentation to see what will work. Rough’s suggestions are an
interesting way for creating a vision, Gastil’s proposal deserves careful
consideration, while the CIR is particularly well-designed for dealing
with initiatives. Only careful examination of how these methods work
in practice at the state and local levels will tell us for sure which meth-
ods are best and for which purposes.

Summary

In this chapter three proposals have been reviewed, each of which
aims at empowering a trustworthy voice of the people.

+ The Citizens Budget Review is proposed as a way of getting
the voice of the people heard in setting a state budget.
Although this deals with something more technical and limited
than other reforms discussed in this book, it still may provide
an interesting option for those who feel that the voice of the
people is not heard nearly enough at the time the state budget
Is set.

» John Gastil’'s legislative panels provide a powerful way for citi-
zens panels to bring information directly to voters. The interest-
ing consideration here is whether placing a single score on the
ballot is so powerful that it will lead people to base their vote on
it alone, without paying wider attention to the campaign.

+ Jim Rough’s Citizens Constitutional Amendment provides a
visionary approach to getting the voice of the people heard. It
is not tied in any way to elections, but is posited on the belief
that if an innovative voice of the people can be expressed in a
prominent enough way, it will greatly influence the direction
of American politics.

All of the above deserve to be tried. In spite of my attachment to
the Citizens Initiative Review as the reform to be tried first, and the
Citizens Election Forum as the most powerful way to have an impact
on state elections, I feel strongly that healthy democracy is best served
through experimentation with many methods and an open mind as to
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what will work best. Whatever is tried must fit well with the state
where it is proposed. Every state is unique, and care must be exercised
that the proposed reform really is something the people of the state
will like. At least initially, it is also important to choose states where
the proposed reform will not be resisted too strenuously by the state’s
political establishment.

Excellent ideas are available for making American democracy
healthier. The basic elements of the proposals are well tested. What is
needed now is the hard work to arouse the public and get the reforms
adopted in a number of different states. Trying out the reforms at the
state level (or perhaps in large metropolitan areas) will allow us to see
which should be taken to the national level and how best to do this.






Fart 3
Health y Democracy

at the National Level

will be a

, but we
that can help us overcome them. Never before has humankind faced
so clearly the odd dilemma of standing on the verge of an enlightened
era of reduced want, while at the same time facing the possible
destruction of our species. Those who will determine the path to get
through this century may be viewed in heroic terms by future histori-
ans, or they may be seen as dismal failures if there are any survivors
left to reflect on it.

The reforms of Part 2, proposed for the state level, obviously must
be taken to the national level if we are to do something significant to
mmprove the health of American democracy. There is a huge need for
us to improve the national dialogue on such issues as national security
(discussed in Chapter 7) and global climate change (Chapter 8). The
discussion of both these issues is intended to reinforce the claim that we
are not going to get sound policies on major issues so long as we go
about it the way we do now.

Especially with regard to foreign and military policy issues we
need to find some way to engage the public and our elected officials
in a profound discussion of what should be done. This will not be easy.
But if we are to adopt enlightened policies that affect the future of
humankind, we are going to have to learn how to do this. A critical
role that foundations could play in accomplishing this is discussed in
Chapter 9.

Finally, how are we going to move from democratic experiments
at the state level to similar experiments at the federal level? Since I
suggest the initiative process as the best way to implement the reforms
in the states, how can this be done nationally, where we have no ini-
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tiative, but do have a Congress that surely will be at least as resistant
to these reforms as any state legislature? Suggestions for how to deal
with this are also found in Chapter 9.

Daunting as it will be to undertake the steps to bring healthy
democracy to the national level, the only real question is when it will
be done, not if. I find it impossible to imagine America surviving the
whole of the 21st century as a major power (or indeed at all) while
running our government on an 18th century model, while those who
are manipulating the public are using 20th and 21st century tools to
do so. Healthy democracy is not just a pleasant improvement; it is fast
becoming a necessity. The longer we wait to move toward significant
reforms, the more we tempt fate to inflict dreadful consequences. In
spite of America’s vast power, we are in many ways a vulnerable soci-
ety, as the tragic events of September 11, 2001 showed. We must act
to make our government the best it can be. Either we must give up on
democracy, or we must enable the public to play an informed and
engaged role in dealing with the complex problems we face.



C]’tapter 7

National Security

La guerre! C'est une chose trop grave pour la confier a
des militaires.!

said is much too s to be

o the To this it must is too
important to be left to an uninformed public and an unreflective polit-
ical leadership.

Few areas of public policy are as arcane as the foreign and mili-
tary policy matters that lie at the heart of our national security. How
many Americans have ever bothered to wonder what is in the SIOP,
the Single Integrated Operating Plan, which details how we would use
our nuclear weapons were a major attack made on the United States?
This plan has existed for decades, yet is virtually unknown. Few things
have been as vital for our safety and few as difficult to learn about and
understand.

On the other hand, public emotions play an essential role in the
conduct of our foreign and military policy, and these emotions are
often fickle. Most Americans pay little attention to the details of for-
eign policy, but they can be roused to care deeply about the big pic-
ture of what is going on. This creates a dangerous situation. Historians
are fond of pointing out how leaders who are in trouble domestically
will raise the specter of foreign threats to take the public’s mind off of
internal problems. Conversely, a public too eager for peace and averse
to placing its own young men and women at risk can persuade lead-
ers not to take military actions that in retrospect seem warranted. It
seems clear now that the French should have taken action against
Hitler in 1936 when German troops reoccupied the Rhineland.

! Georges Clemenceau, 1886
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Over the last century we have developed hugely sophisticated
weapons. We also face novel dangers. The use of these weapons and
the response to the dangers we face will have to be equally sophisti-
cated. The point of this chapter is that we face grave risks if we march
into the 21st century with a public that is reacting with an uneasy mix-
ture of fear, patriotism, and ignorance. We dare not face the future
with a public unwilling to support military actions that are needed, or
too ready to support military actions promoted by leaders who want
to take the public eye off domestic problems.

Vietnam

2 The terms “hawk” and “dove” are convenient, so long as one remembers that
these attitudes are spread along a continuum. Later in this chapter a scale is
discussed for placing people with “pro-force” and “anti-force” attitudes on such
a continuum.
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power should be confronted whenever it tries to expand, rather than
avoiding confrontation and then ending up having to fight a large war
a few years later. During the Vietnam war, this was often referred to
as the “domino theory.”

Those who made up the vocal anti-war movement took their posi-
tions largely on moral grounds. They believed that it was not a case of
the communist North attempting to take over the democratic regime of
South Vietnam, but a broad movement within Vietnam to throw off out-
side domination, having suffered under centuries of Chinese and French
rule. The protestors felt we had no business getting involved in this.

From the point of view of most hawks, what the public learned
was a disaster. Most Americans learned not to trust our military lead-
ers. In 1966, 62 percent of the public expressed “a great deal of con-
fidence” in the military; by 1977 that had dropped to 27 percent.’
Also they were very skeptical about seeing U.S. troops used abroad,
something that came to be referred to as “the Vietham syndrome.”

But things were not much better for the doves in terms of what was
learned. There is good reason to believe that the shift against the war in
1968 was based on p grounds, namely on our visible lack of
success in winning the war. As Howard Schuman said, “More and more
Americans now think our intervention was a military mistake, and want
to forget the whole thing . . . . This explains why the Tet offensive had
such a disastrous effect on public opinion, while the My Lai massacre
caused hardly a ripple in the polls.” Thus it was that in March 1969 the
most frequent response to the question of what should be done next in
Vietnam was “escalate war, go all-out,” with 32 percent of the respon-
dents feeling this way. The fact that 34 percent of Americans in 1976
still agreed with the statement, “we should have used more military force
in order to win the war,” shows how small a shift occurred among a sig-
nificant portion of the public.®

What this meant was that the war was fought with both the
sophisticated hawks and the sophisticated doves being frustrated, if not
outraged, by the lack of public understanding of their positions. Hawks

® The Harris Poll. See Current Opinion 5, no. 4(1977): 37.

* “Two Sources of Antiwar Sentiment in America,” in American Journal of
Sociology 78, no. 3(1972): 519

° William Watts and Lloyd A. Free, “Nationalism, not Isolationism” in Foreign
Policy 24(1976): 8
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could see that men were dying for their country and the cause of free-
dom, while the public, not having the backbone it had in World War
I1, simply wanted out. Doves could see that the public was much too
tolerant of an immoral war and did not appreciate the risks the anti-
war movement was taking in opposing it.

In 1970, at the time of the US. invasion of Cambodia, students
across the country organized massive protests. At Kent State University
in Ohio the national guard fired on the demonstrators, killing four and
wounding 15. But while the students were outraged and the anti-war
movement gathered strength, a Gallup poll found in the following
weeks that 82 percent of the public disagreed with “the strikes” as a
means of protest. Indeed, Americans were so opposed to the protests
that, for the first time in several years, “student strikes and protests”
were seen as the b st problem facing the country, not the Vietham
war or international relations.’

Beyond this, a close examination of public opinion during that
time shows how the public was willing to be led by whomever was
president, given their lack of a deeper understanding of events. In May
1966, a Harris poll found those Americans with opinions on the
bombing of Hanoi and Haiphong to be split 50-50 over whether it
should be done. In July 1966, after the bombing had begun, it was
supported by 85 percent and opposed by 15 percent.”

The same sort of thing happened when President Richard Nixon
ordered troops into Cambodia in May 1970. Just before the troops were
sent in, a Harris poll showed only 7 percent favoring such action and 59
percent opposing it. Yet just a few days after troops had been sent in,
Harris found 50 percent agreeing with the decision and 43 percent hav-
ing doubts. These views existed despite the fact that a majority of
Americans were skeptical that US. troops could accomplish the aims
Nixon listed in explaining why the invasion had been undertaken.®

One might assume that by the end of the war, the public might
have become more skeptical about presidential initiatives. Sadly
enough, the Mayaguez incident indicates this was not so. On May 13,

¢ Milton ]. Rosenberg, Sidney Verba, and Philip E. Converse, Vietnam and the
Silent Majority (New York: Har/Row Books, Harper and Row, 1970), 44, 45.

7 John E. Mueller, “Trends in Popular Support for the Wars in Korea and
Vietnam,” American Political Science Review 65(1971): 369.

8 Rosenberg, Verba, and Converse, Vietnam, 26—27.
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1975, two weeks after the American embassy in Saigon was evacu-
ated, the container ship Mayaguez was seized by Cambodian gun-
boats. Two days later, unable to achieve satisfaction through diplo-
matic channels, President Gerald Ford used marines and air strikes to
free the ship and the crew. The result was that the crew of 39 were
rescued, but at a cost of 38 dead, 3 missing and 50 wounded.

A Harris poll done ten days later showed that 84 percent of the
public approved of this action and only 10 percent disapproved. This
also led to the largest jump in Ford’s popularity during his term as
president (from a 40 percent approval rating in early May to 51 per-
cent in late May). This shows how deeply emotional the public is about
military strikes. Apparently lashing out at a renegade group of
Cambodians was very satisfying, coming as it did just two weeks after
the ignominious retreat of Americans from Saigon. This was the case
even though more men were lost than were saved. And the feeling was
so strong that it gave a significant boost to the president’s popularity.

How is the nation’s leadership to conduct a rational foreign policy in
a democracy when these kinds of reactions prevail? Instead of war being
a tool to express the needs of a people for self-defense or the mainte-
nance of a stable and civil world order, it seems to be more a tool to
enhance the popularity of the president, at least when “properly” used.
The cynicism of the movie Wag the Dog seems not to be far off target.

A Different Approach

At this point the reader will not be surprised to learn that I believe
that citizens panels can do a great deal to improve the public’s under-
standing of national security issues. One of the early Citizens Jury proj-
ects was conducted on national security questions. Although done
early in the Jefferson Center’s existence, it still holds considerable rel-
evance for today.

In 1981 the Center had the opportunity to conduct a Citizens Jury
on “peacemaking” for the Presbytery of the Twin Cities Area. The
Presbyterian Church nationally had suggested that churches and pres-
byteries (the regional organization of the Presbyterian Church) e e
in studies of “peacemaking.” The task of the Jefferson Center was to
conduct a project for the Presbytery that would belie the view of many
conservatives in the church that this was a program with a strong lib-
eral bias.
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The Center randomly selected a group of people from the mem-
bership of churches belonging to the Presbytery, stratifying them in
such a way that there was the same balance of “pro-force,” “anti-force”
and “neutrals” (hawks, doves and moderates) on the Citizens Jury as in
the Presbytery as a whole. We used a set of six questions drawn from
surveys conducted by national polling organizations to construct a
scale running from plus 6 (strong hawk) through zero to minus 6
(strong dove). This turned out to be a wise tactic, since we had to
approach twice as many pro-force Presbyterians as anti-force in order
to construct a Citizens Jury that was a microcosm of the Presbytery. In
other words, without the stratification, we would have selected a group
that was more dovelike than the membership as a whole.

We convened the group weekly for 10 evening meetings. During
the first five weeks the meetings dealt with the problems of peace-
making in the Third World; in the last five weeks, the topic was
nuclear weapons and deterrence. In both the first and second halves,
we used a device called a “values review” to get the participants to
take a fresh look at their values on these topics. The most successful
values review was an exercise called The Game to End All Games. In
it, my associate played the role of Secretary of the Soviet Union and I
played the President of the United States. We told the jurors that they
were the National Security Council and should advise the president on
what to do about international problems that might arise, some of
which might involve the use of nuclear weapons.

Since our goal was to get the participants to rethink their values,
we had two scenarios. In one, we posited a crisis in a Third World
country whose leaders appealed for American help to prevent a com-
munist takeover. Peace activists, however, claimed that this was a civil
war in which an oppressed group was trying to overthrow a corrupt
and brutal regime. This scenario was set up to challenge the assump-
tions of hawks. If the group pretending they were the National Security
Council urged American intervention to prevent a communist
takeover, the situation would get worse and worse, with the risks to
American troops increasing to the point that threatening the use of
nuclear weapons was the only way to extricate ourselves. It was set up
so that it became ever clearer that the United States had made a mis-
take by backing such a corrupt regime.

The other scenario was set up to challenge the assumptions of
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doves. It posited a situation in which the Soviet Union took ssive
steps to dominate Eastern Bloc nations more fully. If they succeeded
in that, then they moved into West Berlin. The would keep on taking

ssive actions until they controlled the whole of Western Europe
unless the United States took a clear stand and threatened to use
nuclear weapons if the Russians, using one excuse or another, kept on
advancing.

The game took two to three hours. My assistant and I would act out
our roles as Secretary of the Soviet Union and President of the United
States in such a way as to lead to consequences opposite to what those
playing the National Security Council wanted. If the participants were
hawkish, they would find themselves getting into deeper and deeper
trouble in the Third World nation. If they were dovish, they would find
themselves getting into ever deeper trouble in Europe. The game was
a great success. It led a number of hawks to end up taking a dovish
position during the game and many doves to do the reverse.

Our goal here was not to show either hawks or doves that they
were wrong. Instead, we wanted to put people into a situation real-
istic enough that they would become emotionally involved, as hap-
pens in good theater. When done properly, this could lead them to
an understanding of a perspective that is very different from how
they normally react in situations involving war and peace. This is the
kind of realization that almost never occurs in an everyday discus-
sion of politics. People are able to argue for hours and never back
down from their favorite positions.

The half of the Citizens Jury that dealt with the Third World did
not work quite as well. The jurors picked El Salvador as the example
of a conflict they would like to examine. Given that this was early in
the work of the Center, my assistant and I presented most of the infor-
mation, bringing in only two witnesses from outside (from the Heritage
Foundation and a liberal church), who testified by phone. Afterwards
the jurors agreed that we had done a good job of presenting different
points of view in a convincing way, but they felt this was not nearly as
good as hearing real witnesses. They also felt they did not have
enough time to learn what they wanted.

Even so, we found a surprising shift in one of the jurors. He scored
toward the “non-force” end of the continuum on which we measured
attitudes, but it turned out that he was strongly anti-communist. In the
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interview at the end of the project, we learned that the discussions of
El Salvador had had a profound effect on him. During the interview
he was so moved that we could barely hear what he was saying. He
said he had told hardly anyone that his father-in-law had died in a
communist prison camp. Yet when he heard about what was going on
in El Salvador, he had deep reservations about what we were doing to
support the government against the communist insurgents.
This experiment taught us three important lessons:

1. Randomly selected participants could learn a considerable
amount about complicated matters in a relatively short time,

2. Even though they were chosen to represent a wide range of
views, the participants were able to discuss things in a respect-
ful way. There were times in small-group sessions when they
got irritated with each other, but relations remained respectful
through the end of the process.

3. Major attitude shifts could come about if the hearings were
structured properly. The kinds of divisions between hawks and
doves that only grew worse during the decade of the Vietnam
war can be reduced far enough so that people can hold mean-
ingful discussions about what to do if and when military con-
flict arises.

A Profound Public Dialogue

Can citizens panels be used in a prominent enough way so that the
good things that happen in the very special setting of the panels are
made relevant to the public as a whole? I have the beginnings of an
answer to this question, but a solid answer will depend upon the kinds
of research discussed in Chapter 9.

In Chapter 5, on the Citizens Election Forum, I suggested that cit-
izens panels be used in conjunction with their jury pools. On the
evening of the fourth day of the hearings, the panelists go on TV to
present their tentative conclusions to the jury pool. Then the 400 or
so people in the pool are polled immediately and the results given to
the panelists the next morning so they can be taken into account dur-
ing the final day of deliberations. I also pointed out in Chapter 5 that
the use of this method does present some interesting challenges on
agenda-setting; it will not be easy to use this approach on an ad hoc
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basis to discuss specific policy issues and still conduct the project in a
fair and neutral way.

In spite of these caveats, the times seem to cry out for a better
way of holding discussions about foreign and military policy. Just
imagine a president who is prepared to pay serious attention to the
views of everyday Americans who have had a chance to learn about
a national security issue in a citizens panel. If you are willing to grant
me this somewhat unlikely circumstance, then it is possible to imag-
ine a really good discussion of major foreign and military policy
issues. The president could kick off the event by attending and wish-
ing the panelists well. On the final day, the president could attend to
question the panelists on national television about what they had
learned and what they were suggesting. This could be repeated at
two- or three-month intervals until there was a rather stable public
point of view on the matter under discussion.

Some will object that the president and the National Security
Council know things about foreign threats that cannot be disclosed to
the public because they are classified. The more the United States is
engaged in planning for a specific battle or threat, the more true this
is. But much military strategy can be discussed effectively without rely-
ing on classified information. Issues such as when to use troops versus
when to resort to bombs, or how much to invest in “nation building”
to prevent terrorism, can be fully and appropriately discussed without
the need to rely upon classified information.

Of course, it is difficult to imagine a president doing this. The pres-
ident might have to fire most of the political advisors in the White
House (or they might all quit) before this could take place. Anyone
who becomes president today has trained for quite some time in the
trenches of manipulative politics. It would be as difficult for a person
like this to e e the public in a non-manipulative way as it would be
for a highly aggressive lawyer who specializes in litigation to become
the successful director of a Zen counseling center.

But the difficulties of setting up a profound dialogue on foreign
and military policy matters should not hinder us from exploring what
the benefits might be.
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Engaging the Public on Foreign and Military Policy

Given the usual way public opinion on national security issues is
approached by the presidency, as compared to using citizens panels as
the key for stimulating broader public debate, which approach should
be used? By its very nature, the latter is more enlightened, but is it at
all realistic to think it might ever be used?

Many liberals were dismayed by President George W. Bush’s state
of the union address in 2002 when he spoke of three nations as being
part of an “axis of evil.” But if the president has a clear foreign policy
objective, aren’t such statements necessary? Americans have always
had a penchant for believing in the evil “out there.” This was seen in
the popularity of Ronald Reagan’s stands against the “Evil Empire” and
in the deep distrust most Americans felt about communism.” Such
rhetoric certainly can produce strong backing for the “peace through
strength” position (more commonly known as the hawk position). Is
there any good reason to believe that a dovish president, fearing that
public sentiments might push for an inappropriate foreign venture,
would not resort to equally simplistic rhetoric of the opposite variety?
President Lyndon Johnson certainly had great success against Barry
Goldwater with the famous TV ad connecting Goldwater with the pos-
sibility of nuclear war.

But why would those who believe in peace through strength ever
want to try dialogues based on citizens panels? Since they generally
seem to have the upper hand in the rhetorical games played with the
public, why should a hawk want to do things differently?

My answer is that informed public support for the conduct of foreign
affairs is almost always preferable to support based on fear, or on prag-
matism coupled with a low level of public understanding. If a president
enters a serious foreign confrontation backed by public opinion that
has been formed in the standard way, a number of options are likely
to be closed off. The public still suffers to a fair degree from the
“Vietnam syndrome.” This means our military options are limited.
There may be times when the commitment of a large number of
ground troops is the best way of dealing with a military situation. Our

® Norman J. Ornstein, The People, the Press, & Politics: the Times Mirror study of
the American electorate. (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1988)
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military capabilities are significantly limited if the public will not sup-
port such a use of troops.

This does not mean that a president, facing an immediate crisis in
Bosnia or Kuwait, should rush to hold a set of dialogues on this spe-
cific question. Instead, some organization of high integrity should find
a way to start holding significant public discussions on military ques-
tions, such as when American troops should be used, how, and what
level of loss of life is acceptable. These discussions would ideally take
place when no conflict is near at hand. This should help to define the
range of options the public is willing to accept and give many more
options to a president eager to serve America’s national security
needs in the best way possible.

The use of American troops abroad is not the only question that
would deserve a close look. Interestingly enough, it may well be that
significant questions of military preparedness should be examined by
the public. Military planners must look a decade or more into the
future to develop the weapons we need to fight emerging wars. What
kinds of weapons should we be building to support the military forces
we guess will be needed in ten or twenty years?

Bill Keller has written a fascinating article on this question.” In it, he
discusses a disparate group of “revolutionaries” within the defense and
foreign policy establishment. These are not doves, but committed mili-
tary planners. They think that we may be in a “transforming moment”
when the nature of warfare takes a major shift. New weapons, new force
structures, and new strategies will be needed to win the conflicts of the
future. And history shows that the losers in a war are much better at
coming up with significant innovations than the winners. It was the
Germans, losers in World War I, who came up with the “Blitzkrieg,”
based on liberating their tank units from the sl infantry.

What this means, according to Keller, is that “the military we
have . . . is the enemy of the military we need.” The revolutionaries
“lament the way admirals and generals become devoted to tank divi-
sions and aircraft carrier flotillas because that is what they know.” The
revolutionaries “deplore the iron phalanx of contractors and congress-
men who fend off competition and innovation as a threat to the feath-
erbedded status quo.”

0 “The Next Time,” New York Times, March 10, 2002.
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In the current situation it is quite understandable that a president
who came into office with fewer popular votes than his opponent
would seek not to rock the boat. If you believe you need to take a very
strong stand with regard to Iraq, Iran and North Korea, then why not
pull the public along with rhetoric and leave Congress and their
friendly military contractors pretty much to their old games, changing
things only at the margin?"

The answer is that if a president is moving toward a major military
action, it is much better to be doing this in partnership with a sophis-
ticated public than to be doing it with a public dragged along with slo-
gans. With such support, a president would have many more options
at hand. We face very clever enemies. Even Saddam Hussein’s
strongest critics did not claim he was stupid. A president limited in the
ways war can be fought because of the nature of American public
opinion is a president hindered in serving the American public, and
indeed the world, as it deserves. A more sophisticated public support
would also lead to bolder soldiers, prepared to give their lives for
causes they know the public supports. And if military planning has
been done to suit future needs rather than to benefit the currently
most powerful arms suppliers, our troops will be using weapons
designed for the new situations they face.

All of these arguments, of course, also hold for situations in which
diplomacy is chosen over the use of military force. Many respected for-
eign policy analysts feel that there is a deep need to remove the seeds
of terrorism by making sure that Third World nations do not fall into
the kinds of chaos that breed terrorism. They also make the case that
our reliance on foreign oil means, among other things, that America
must support a regime in Saudi Arabia that finds it convenient to allow
religious schools to promote hate for America. A $1 tax per gallon on
imported oil might do more in the war against terrorism than many
more obvious steps we could take.” But Americans don’t like expen-

" See “So Much for the Plan To Scrap Old Weapons,” New York Times, December
22,2002, Sec. 3, p. 1.

2 Tt should not be assumed that a citizens panel would support this idea. If they
did not, then the reasons they present for their position would serve to
dampen criticism from those who support such a tax, but who now can say
that it is not being adopted because of the power of “big oil” or the selfish-
ness of those who drive large vehicles.
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sive gas. Any elected official who promotes this risks losing the next
election. On the other hand, if Americans in a thorough and intelligent
discussion of the situation see the need for such a tax, they may be
much more willing to go along with it. This is especially likely if the
added tax were proposed in conjunction with a discussion of the trade-
offs in terms of the need for military action and the possible loss of life
that would result.

If carefully constructed dialogues based on citizens panels were
held, and were respected by the president, then a much more rational
allocation of resources to national security would be possible. Instead
of investing huge amounts in weapons that turn out to be outmoded,
we might be investing in more effective weapons, better training of our
soldiers, or a foreign policy that ensures that Third World destitution
was not going to be the breeding ground for future terrorists. Indeed,
the profound dialogue might lead the public to want to invest more on
all fronts, and pay the taxes to do so. They might choose to support
both the new and old weapons systems, as well as “nation building,”
and marshals for our airplanes and other high-risk public places.

Surely there are many experts, both hawks and doves, who will
never agree that the public, speaking up through methods that lead to
an authentic voice of the people, should be involved in the solutions to
these challenges. Such experts will claim that the public simply does not
and cannot understand the options well enough to make wise decisions.
And since the survival of America, if not humankind, depends on mak-
ing the right choices, this is a place where public involvement should
give way to expert opinion. To this, I simply repeat that a loose cannon
on the home front is often as dangerous as the foreign enemies we face.

Experience with the Citizens Jury process over the years has shown
that once randomly selected citizens understand what the problem is,
they are quite prepared to listen to expert advice about the best way to
do something. The panelists have never wanted to “fly the plane” or
“build the nuclear reactor.” But they do want to know the risks of fly-
ing through certain kinds of storms to arrive someplace on time. And
they do want to know the costs and benefits of nuclear power before
they see any more reactors built. They are respectful of experts, but at
the same time they are very suspicious of those few experts who want
to cut them out of the discussion on the grounds that the public does
not understand things well enough. They are rather convinced that
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such experts simply want to have their own way and will use all kinds
of excuses to insert themselves into positions of power.

Concluding Comments

There is ample evidence, from the time of the Vietnam war to the
present, showing how important the issues of foreign and military pol-
icy are to everyday Americans, and how feelings about these issues
can influence the popularity of the president. But the information most
people hold to back up these views is thin and often unstable.

Work by the Jefferson Center in the early 1980s demonstrated
how well people can deal with these issues when given the proper
chance. Although these experiments were limited in scope, there
appear to be some interesting ways to expand on them to create robust
public discussions of key issues.

This chapter was written from the perspective of those who have
the power to decide if and when they might want to seek out new
ways to involve the public in discussions of foreign and military policy.
Whether America’s leaders will ever call for any of the approaches dis-
cussed in this chapter remains to be seen. But when one looks at this
from the perspective of the public, it seems very likely that most peo-
ple would want these new methods adopted. Given the choice
between adopting new methods that enable them to work sensibly
with their leaders as new challenges are faced, or sticking with the
standard methods in which presidents and the Congress use cajolery
and charisma to move the public in one way or another, it seems clear
enough which option the public would favor.



Clzapter 8

Global Environment and
Popu/ation Clza//enges

The race is now on between the technoscientific forces
that are destroying the living environment and those that
can be harnessed to save it. We are inside a bottleneck of
overpopulation and wasteful consumption. If the race is
won, humanity can emerge in a far better condition than
when it entered, and with most of the diversity of life still
intact. The situation is desperate—but there are encour-
aging signs that the race can be won.

Edward O. Wilson'

of ter 1 oint out that a heal is

to the choices about the et
Earth. This is also a reminder that the reforms presented in Part 2 are
not just interesting exercises in democracy at the state level. They are
essential experiments to help us discover what democratic innovations
will be sophisticated enough and strong enough to enable us to deal
effectively with some of the greatest challenges humankind has ever
faced.

T]’le Pro]olem

We have all heard about the dangers that environmentalists see
facing us. Global warming will cause the oceans to rise and force major
changes in food production and living patterns for large segments of
humanity. Population growth, even if it is not occurring at the fear-
some rates projected in the 1960s and 1970s, still is going to place
major demands on water supplies and food production. Urbanization
and industrialization are polluting our air and causing social unrest as

' Edward O. Wilson, The Future of Life (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2002).
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the gap between rich and poor widens. Species are dying out at an
alarming rate.

We also hear from critics who say this list of problems is exagger-
ated and misleading. Some scientists point out that about 12,000 years
ago during the Younger Dryas cold period at the end of the Ice Age, the
average world temperature dropped over 10 degrees in some parts of
the world and stayed that way for more than 1,000 years, yet the eco-
sphere survived just fine. Why should we get upset about the one-degree
rise that occurred in the 20th century?

Or we encounter arguments such as those of Bjorn Lomborg, a
Dane who has mounted a major challenge to the standard list of envi-
ronmental problems. He claims that the environmentalists have exag-
gerated their case.

There is only one problem: this litany is not supported
by the evidence. Energy and other natural resources
have become more abundant, not less so. More food is
now produced per capita than at any time in the world’s
history. Fewer people are starving. Species are, it is true,
becoming extinct. But only about 0.7 percent of them
are expected to disappear in the next 50 years, not the
20 percent to 50 percent that some have predicted.
Most forms of environmental pollution look as though
they have either been rated or are transient—
associated with the early phases of industrialization.”

Sophisticated environmentalists admit the difficulty of determining
exactly how serious the situation is now, let alone predicting future
consequences, yet they still advocate strong action. Bill McKibben, for

2 New York Times, August 26, 2002, Op-ed p. 19. Some readers may think [
should get into this debate, for example by citing the critiques by Colin
Woodard found on www. TomPaine.com. The most recent of these, published on

n
the
ous

porting the view that the environmentalists are overstating their case include
www.cei.org and www.heartland.org.
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example, has pointed out how often the dire predictions have turned
out to be wrong: “Each new generation of Malthusians has made new
predictions that the end was near, and has been proved wrong.”
Having granted that, however, he then presents a strong argument that
the next doubling of world population, even though this may be the
last such increase, will put huge stresses on our environment, much
greater than any seen before. He concludes:

The bottom-line argument goes like this: The next fifty
years are a special time. They will decide how strong
and healthy the planet will be for centuries to
come . ... So it’s the task of those of us alive right now
to deal with this special phase, to squeeze us through
these next fifty years. That’s not fair . . . . It’s just real-
ity. We need in these fifty years to be working simul-
taneously on all parts of the equation—on our ways of
life, on our technologies, and on our population.

What this means is that we in the United States face major choices
over the coming years, with the possibility of making mistakes that will
have huge consequences. If environmentalists are right, yet we do not
take strong action to cut back on greenhouse gas emissions and curtail
population growth, planet Earth may suffer major damage that will
cause great suffering for future generations. If they are wrong, yet we
follow their recommendations, we may suffer unnecessary harm to
our economy and standards of living, while also hindering the better-
ment of life for the world’s poor.

It is not just the environmentalists whose case depends on making
rational and fair decisions. When Lomborg states his case against the
Kyoto Protocol on climate change, his alternative is that we should be
mvesting in economic development.* According to him, the cost of
meeting the Kyoto accords would be somewhere in the $150 to $350
billion range annually, compared to the $50 billion currently invested
in annual global development aid. Lomborg claims that by reducing
poverty through the promotion of development, we will move toward
a healthy future much more effectively than by limiting growth. This

* Bill McKibben, “A Special Moment in History,” The Atlantic Monthly (May
1998): 55—78.
* Lomborg, New York Times, August 26, 2002.
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certainly is an interesting case, but it implies that there is a rational
strategy for the pursuit of development. Yet the policies that will be
effective in reducing Third World poverty are almost as complex and
difficult to implement as those the environmentalists are hoping to see
adopted.

What Shoul(l We Do?

Let us approach these problems from the point of view of “we the
people.” What should we Americans do about claims that the fate of
the world as we know it depends upon our taking action on a complex
set of problems involving poverty, population, the environment and
resource depletion? (For the sake of this discussion, I shall refer only
to global warming, asking the reader to assume that the other prob-
lems will be woven into the deliberations when the discussions actu-
ally take place.)

Whom can we trust to help us decide what should be done? We
know that we cannot involve the entire citizenry in addressing the
issues. It is impossible to get all Americans together to discuss this in
a meaningful and intelligent way.” So we must delegate to some group,
or set of groups, the task of dealing with this important set of issues.
What should we require of those to whom we delegate this task?

1. They need to be honest in getting at the facts, and intelligent
enough to come fairly close to the truth. How likely is it that
global warming is occurring? Is it caused by human activi-
ties? If so, what will happen if we do nothing to change the
direction we are going?

2. They need to be respectful and patient in helping us resolve our
value differences. How can we reach some agreement about
what value we place on the likely consequences of contin-
ued warming and the steps we might take to deal with

5 Of course there will be some who are so taken with technology that they will
dream of using some new communications technology to unite us all in one big
meeting. At some point that may be possible, but it ignores critical factors of
group dynamics. Who gets to speak (or e-mail) and when? How will we know
whom to trust to run the meeting? Will we really be able to inform ourselves
well enough so that we can make an intelligent decision? There are no good
answers to these questions for a group of millions.
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them? For example, if species are dying out because of
global warming, how much of a sacrifice are we willing to
make in terms of economic well-being to slow this down or
stop it? Do we care about micro-plankton as much as the
spotted owl or the tiger? Even if we can agree on some level
of economic sacrifice in order to save certain species, how
should this sacrifice be distributed between Americans and
the rest of the world?

3. They need to be able to select and implement sophisticated poli-
cies that will promote the public good. What methods exist to
deal with a possible global warming that do not pose major
risks in other areas? If we decide to do something to cut
back on es we think are creating global warming,
what negative side effects on the economy is it likely to
have? And if we decide to do little or nothing to address
global warming (we think increases in global temperature
will be small or the effects of warming will be minor), how
grave are the consequences if we have underestimated the
severity of the problem? Must we choose between the envi-
ronment and economic development, or is there some way
to achieve success in both areas?

4. We need to play our proper role to maintain trust in those to
whom we delegate power. It is never wise to delegate some
task completely to some other person or group and then just
assume they will do it properly. Those who are experienced
in dealing with lawyers, brokers, or real estate agents learn
that there are ways to delegate tasks while keeping some
involvement in the problem to be solved. There are some
value choices that only we, the client, can make and we
must know enough about the work of those professionals
helping us to maintain trust in them.

It sounds almost utopian to expect a political system to meet the
criteria listed above. But if meeting these criteria in the political realm
seems formidable, it should be remembered that these tasks are easily
within our technological capabilities. A culture that was able to travel
to the moon, unravel the secrets of genetics down to the level of the
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genome, and probe the origins of the universe back to its very begin-
nings should find the question of global warming a relatively easy
intellectual challenge. Furthermore, there are a number of methods
now available for people to discuss their values and seek out areas of
agreement, or even consensus. The Citizens Jury process presented in
Chapter 2, and the Wisdom Council discussed in Chapter 6, are only
two of many. Several others are discussed in Appendix B.

Before turning to the question of how well our current political
system takes advantage of our technical capabilities, let us look at the
nature of the policy options available to deal with global warming.
How difficult is it going to be to find appropriate policies to deal with
whatever level of global warming we judge to exist? How complicated
are the solutions we must consider?

One of the interesting developments in the past decade or so is the
idea that market-based policies should be used to protect the environ-
ment. Although this idea has apparently been discussed for decades
among academics, it is now being much more actively considered in
the United States. In Tax Waste, Not Work, the authors advocate replac-
ing our current command-and-control system of environmental pro-
tection with one based on the price mechanism, and then using the
revenue generated from that approach as a partial replacement for
other sources of revenue.® Economists are fond of saying that we use
less of whatever we tax. So we should reduce taxes on the creation of
wealth through labor and investment and increase taxes on the deple-
tion of wealth through pollution and environmental degradation.

One example of a tax designed to “tax waste” is a carbon tax,
which the authors describe as follows:

A carbon tax is a levy on the carbon content of fossil
fuels. Since the burning of fossil fuels for energy is the
source of over 98 percent of U.S. carbon emissions
(measured in terms of global warming potential), a
broad-based carbon tax is the most direct—and most
efficient—means of combating global climate change.

It appears that the carbon tax has fallen out of favor politically in
America, but that another approach, the so-called “cap and trade” or
“emissions trading” approach is more in favor. Under this approach,

¢ M. Jeff Hammond, et al. Tax Waste, Not Work, Redefining Progress, 1997.
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the quantity of the emissions is fixed (in other words, a cap is placed
upon it) and then the right to produce the emissions is made a trad-
able commodity. Permits are issued to those producing the emissions
to be controlled, either by auction, sale or free allocation. These per-
mits then become tradable, allowing market forces to determine the
least costly way to keep emissions within the cap that has been set.”

These two approaches are not necessarily mutually exclusive.
There are several advantages and disadvantages of each approach, but
these need not concern us here. The point is that there is a range of
policy options available, that they are market based, and that all of
them are fairly complicated in their details.

Also, there is a wide range of policy options available within each
of the approaches. The “clear skies” proposal made by the Bush
Administration in the summer of 2002 to deal with carbon emissions
is a cap-and-trade approach. It was strongly criticized by many envi-
ronmental groups, some of them doing so on the grounds that any cap-
and-trade approach is flawed. This ignores the success of the U.S. effort
to reduce sulfur emissions in the 1990s. A plan was put in place to use
tradable permits to cut sulfur emissions in half during the decade. It
worked so well that by 1995 the goal for the whole decade had been
met. The major problem with cap-and-trade is that it does not work
effectively with the transportation and service sectors of the economy,
where 30 percent to 50 percent of the emissions leading to global
warming occur. But the effectiveness of a particular proposal in dealing
with emissions depends at least as much on the level at which emissions
are capped or taxed as on the details regarding the trading of permits
or the application of taxes.

Besides these two approaches, there is a strong call from many
environmentalists to reduce greatly governmental subsidies to individ-
ual industries, which usually do not benefit the public as a whole and
often do considerable harm to the environment. Edward Wilson, cit-
ing a study by some British scholars,® lists worldwide subsidies for agri-

" A clear summary of the differences between carbon taxing and emissions trad-
ing is found in a paper by Kevin Baumert at www.globalpolicy.org/socecon/
glotax/carbon/ct_et.htm. This paper also discusses the pros and cons of the two
approaches.

® Wilson, The Future of Life, 184. The study cited is by Norman Myers and
Jennifer Kent of Oxford University.
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culture at $390 to $520 billion, for fossil fuels and nuclear energy at
$110 billion, and for water at $220 billion. He goes on to say:

All these and other subsidies combined exceed $2 tril-
lion, much of which is harmful to both our economies
and our governments. The average American pays
$2,000 a year in subsidies, giving the lie to the belief
that the American economy runs in a truly free com-
petitive market. An additional heavy price, difficult to
measure but nevertheless substantial, is levied on the
natural environment, which carries the burden of
extraction and consumption.

In other words, environmentalists are seeing great potential in
using fiscal policy and market forces to protect the environment while
doing relatively little economic damage. But how difficult will it be for
a government to adopt such policies? Certainly the area as a whole is
very complex. The prominent environmentalist, Lester Brown, in Eco-
Economy,’® notes the complexity of the two fields, economics and ecol-
ogy, by saying in the preface of his book:

No one I know is qualified to write a book of this
scope. Certainly I am not, but someone has to give it a
try. Every chapter could have been a book in its own
right. Indeed, individual sections of chapters have
been the subject of books. Beyond the range of issues
covered, an analysis that integrates across fields of
knowledge is not easy, particularly when it embraces
ecology and economics—two disciplines that start with
contrasting premises.

Let us now review how our current political system is structured
to deal with this complexity.

Making a Sound Decision

The section above lists four requirements for the proper delegation
of decisions about global warming. In a healthy democracy, we would
need to look no further than to our government to find the place where

® Lester Brown, Eco-Economy (New York, W.W. Norton & Co., 2001), xvii.
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these requirements would be met. The elected representatives should
have set up a system of decision making that would meet the first three
criteria, and we should have a fairly clear idea about what role we, the
citizens, should be playing in order to maintain our trust. The elected
officials should be able to sift through the facts and make the appro-
priate compromises in an intelligent, respectful, and honest way, and
then adopt a set of policies to meet the long-term interests of the
American people, taking into consideration the well-being of the peo-
ples of other nations as well. At the next election, we, the American
people, would have the opportunity to vote for or against the officials
who created this policy, thus giving us the ultimate control over policy
that should exist in any well-functioning democracy.

Let us now review how well our federal government, as currently
structured, is likely to do in meeting the four requirements.

1. They need to be honest in getting at the facts, and intelligent
enough to come fairly close to the truth. Our elected officials at
the federal level certainly oversee a system that can apply suf-
ficient intelligence to the question to answer it properly. The
problem lies with honesty. Members of Congress and high offi-
cials in the administration, including the president, have long
been notorious for warping the truth to fit their agendas.
Should any agency give high visibility to facts that are contrary
to a position held by a prominent member of Congress or the
president, that agency runs some risk of having its budget cut.
On a more technical level, we can expect honest work done,
such as the report issued by the Congressional Budget Office
evaluating different approaches to cap-and-trade programs for
reducing carbon emissions.” But when there is some signifi-
cant factual matter that needs to be investigated at the highest
level, neither Congressional committee hearings nor adminis-
tration-appointed special panels can be trusted to come up
with the truth on a regular basis.

2. They need to be respectful and patient in helping us to resolve our
value nces. Here, the current political system does just the
opposite of what is needed. Value differences between

" An Evaluation of Cap-and-Trade Programs for Reducing U.S. Carbon Emissions,
Congressional Budget Office, June 2001. Available at www.cho.gov



162

Healthy Democracy

Americans are played upon by different political factions for
their own advantage. Although most political leaders adopt the
pose of wanting to help Americans work through their differ-
ences, in fact these leaders are too beholden to the demands
of special interests to take effective action to help us to resolve
our differences.

They need to be able to select and implement sophisticated policies
that will promote the public good. Our current political system is
not oriented toward designing sophisticated solutions to com-
plex problems. We are stuck with a system that is supremely
well attuned to providing short-term benefits for specific inter-
ests. This is why the subsidies that plague our economy are
going to be so difficult to get rid of. The subsidies are not ben-
efiting just one group, there are many subsidies, large and
small, sprinkled throughout the system for all sorts of interests.

Those who hope that market mechanisms will be used to strike
the proper balance between environmental protection and eco-
nomic development face an enormous challenge. The many
special interests that benefit from the current political system
present an overwhelming obstacle to adopting system-wide,
market-based reforms. The goal of the environmentalists is to
rationalize our tax system to benefit both environment and
economy. But it is the very rationalization of any system for
more than a short time that is so difficult to achieve m the cur-
rent political climate.

It is not enough just to implement a set of tax reforms (or
adopt a program of cap-and-trade) and assume the job is done.
To be effective, either approach must fine-tune a variety of
provisions to ensure that they all work together properly as a
whole. For example, most environmentalists suggest that a new
tax on energy should be constructed so as to be revenue neu-
tral, meaning that it does not increase taxes overall, but shifts
them from one area to another. This should reduce public
opposition to the new tax. But such a shift must be attempted
in a committee structure in Congress that is headed not by
environmentalists, but by those seeking to control how gov-
emmental funds are allocated in America. What reason is
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there to hope that they will suddenly change the way they
function and start caring about the rationalization of the whole
tax structure?

Daniel Moynihan, in his book, Maximum Feasible Misunder-
standing,” described what congressional opponents of Presi-
dent Johnson’s War on Poverty did to the bill that created the
Office of Economic Opportunity, the agency to oversee the
new efforts to aid the poor. The opponents were very clever
and sided with some idealistic supporters of the bill to put in
language that required such a high level of participation by the
poor “clients” in designing specific programs that many of the
programs ended up not working properly. It seems very rea-
sonable to assume that if some kind of tax on carbon fuels is
combined with an attempt to cut back on subsidies, then those
who support those subsidies will do all within their power to
find clever ways to make the new tax unworkable.

4. We need to play our proper role to maintain trust in those to whom
we delegate power. If the complexities of environmental policy are
likely to be handled as poorly as I believe they will be, then the
need for citizens to work with, and oversee, our elected officials
is great. Yet this is so difficult to do that about half of voting-age
Americans have given up entirely. The comments of Thomas
Patterson in The Vanishing Voter” are instructive:

Americans are tired of the contradiction between
their civic sensibilities and the msensibilities of
modern campaigning. Spin, poll-driven issues, and
attack politics have worn them down . . . Political
leaders do not bear full responsibility for the pub-
lic’s disenchantment with election politics, but they
are part of the problem and must be part of the
solution. Unlike the citizen politicians of earlier
times, who had a life outside of politics, most of

" Daniel P. Moynihan, Maximum Feasible Misunderstanding (New York: Free
Press, 1969).

"2 Thomas E. Patterson, The Vanishing Voter (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2002),
183—4.
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today’s politicians are professionals whose identity
and livelihood are almost inseparable from the
office they hold. Their well-being has come at pub-
lic expense, a fact most clearly seen in congres-
sional elections . . . With nearly three-fourths of
the contests (in the House of Representatives) now
being decided by margins of 60% or more, there
is precious little reason for citizens in most of the
435 House districts to get involved.

Even those who do bother to vote pay relatively little attention
to issues. If a politician appears to be right on the values, many
voters are inclined to support him or her, even when they do
not agree with some of the politician’s issue stands.” This
means that the American public is in no position to monitor
whether or not a particular market-based policy to cut back on
greenhouse gasses has been well designed. Of course, no dem-
ocratic theorists have ever assumed such a high level of dis-
cernment by voters on specific issues. But if a political system
works in such a way that it rarely produces sophisticated poli-
cies in the public interest, then this lack of attention by the
public makes it even clearer that a different approach to pol-
icy making is needed.

Are Improvements Possible?

The reforms of democracy discussed in Part 2 lay out the basic
methods our democracy can use to do a much better job with global
warming than our current political system is able to do.

Citizens panels can enable a cross section of the public to look
closely at the issue of global warming to see if there is any merit to the
environmentalists’ claims. Indeed, such a project was conducted m

3 Bill Keller makes an interesting comment on this: “While many voters found
Reagan’s specific positions too conservative, they voted for him anyway because
he seemed to care about the kind of things they cared about, and they generally
trusted him to do the right thing.” Or, as EJ. Dionne noted about the 2000 elec-
tion, “The exit polls made abundantly clear that a large and critical portion of
Bush’s support came from voters who are closer to Gore on the issues.” (“Scrap
the System” Washington Post Weekly, November 13, 2002, p. 27)
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2002 under the auspices of the US. Environmental Protection
Agency. The results of that project are discussed at the end of this
chapter. It is unlikely that a single citizens panel can resolve such a
complicated question to the satisfaction of a majority of the American
public. But if several citizens panels, run in different places and with
different witnesses reach similar conclusions, that should be rather
compelling to a majority of the public that the conclusions have merit.

In cases where technical matters predominate over value choices,
it may be necessary to augment citizens panels with panels of experts
who report to the citizens panels. The National Institute of Health uses
a method called a “consensus conference” to deal with technical and
scientific issues (discussed in more detail in Appendix B). If citizens
panels have difficulty dealing with the complexities of the global
warming issue, they can call on such expert panels to clarify technical
and scientific disagreements.

This assumes, of course, that the citizens panels would be con-
ducted in a fair and unbiased way. Such an assumption would be war-
ranted if methods like the Citizens Initiative Review or the Citizens
Election Forum are set up in a few states and the citizen oversight
methods proposed for them work properly. If the public feels that they
can trust the commissions that oversee these methods, then these com-
missions can also be expected to conduct consensus conferences in a
trustworthy way.

A method such as the Citizens Election Forum will do a great deal
to enable our government to meet the other three criteria for good
decision making on global warming and related issues. The citizens
panel itself is a proven method for helping Americans reach agree-
ments over key value questions in a respectful way. Of course, it is not
enough just to get small groups of Americans to achieve such agree-
ments. But the proposed yearly issue discussions that will take place
between citizens panels and their jury pools will open the possibility
of helping the American people reach agreement not only on their val-
ues, but on some of the sophisticated fiscal measures that might be
taken to mitigate the effects of global warming, as needed, while doing
as little harm to economic growth as possible.

Then, when the time comes to vote, there will be the citizens pan-
els to evaluate candidates on their stands on issues. Note that these
evaluations are more than just a comment upon which stand a candi-
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date is taking on an issue. They go further by examining how well
informed the candidate is on the issue and whether the candidate has
the integrity to stick by the professed stand and the savvy to carry
through on it. More people are likely to take the time to vote in elec-
tions if they believe they have some trustworthy guide not only about
where the candidates really stand, but how well the candidates are
likely to do in carrying out the stands.

The point, however, is not that everyone must agree with me
about how to make our democracy more healthy. The point is that
something must be done to change the way our system is working
now. If you do not think that the proposals of Part 2 stand much of a
chance of improving the workings of our political system, then what
other approach would you propose? Responsible people are saying
that we face critical decisions about the future of humankind. We dare
not stick with a political system that is incapable of making these deci-
sions properly or implementing them effectively.

Edward Wilson argues that in the end it will be the ethics and the
desires of the people that determine whether the government or non-
governmental organizations mobilize to act to save the environment.”
This will require that extremists on both sides stop promulgating the
highly negative portraits of each other that they craft for public con-
sumption. But these portraits are important elements of the way the
current game of politics is played. When each side must rely on sci-
entific manipulation in order to gain the votes needed to be reelected,
then negative stereotypes are going to be a fixture of the political
scene. Only if a trusted voice of the people can be empowered are we
likely to see a strong influence from the kind of ethical thinking Wilson
seems to have in mind.

But as our democracy now functions, there is no way to have the
kind of public discussions that will yield public backing for sophisti-
cated fiscal policy to benefit the environment. Instead, we are stuck
with rhetoric about “tax-and-spend” liberals versus the “heartless, rich”
conservatives. We have no way to hold reasonable and influential dis-
cussions of who will bear the burdens of a new carbon tax and
whether that is fair. Environmentalists like Bill McKibben say that the
difficulty of adopting something like a carbon tax is a lack of political

“ Wilson, The Future of Life, 151, 187, 189.
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will. Americans do not want to take the steps needed to cut fuel use.”
But it is really a deeper problem than that. It is a whole political sys-
tem that is not able to make reasonable choices for our nation involv-
ing long-term policies that require an informed and trusting public.

It should be noted that my case for implementing a healthy
democracy is not based on the assumption that this will help the envi-
ronmentalists get their way. It will help whichever side has the best
case to get its way. Of equal importance, the new approach can do an
effective job of helping to balance environmental and economic needs.
With compromises and understanding, both the agenda of those who
want to promote or maintain economic growth and the agenda of the
environmentalists can be met to a fair degree.

Some readers may think this chapter is belaboring an obvious
point. After all, who would not want healthy democracy? Almost by
definition, in a healthy democracy the proper balance will be struck
between economic growth and environmental sustainability, and poli-
cies will be implemented with sophistication. The question about
healthy democracy is not whether we want it, but how we get it, if it
can be had at all. As Lester Brown says, “The central question is
whether the accelerating change that is an integral part of the modern
landscape is beginning to exceed the capacity of our social institutions
to cope with change.”

Thus, we cannot put off serious experimentation with new demo-
cratic processes until some future time. Those who care about the prob-
lems discussed in this chapter may be tempted to throw all of their
energy into dealing with them directly. But we dare not allow demo-
cratic experimentation to become a secondary priority. It would be
tragic if we invested huge resources in stopping global warming, only to
discover that Bjorn Lomborg is right. It would be even more tragic if
environmentalists are right; they work for years to gain sufficient sup-
port to start adopting some of their policies, and then come up against
a government incapable of designing and implementing the policies
that are needed. If one is worried about these problems, then a top pri-
ority must be placed upon achieving a healthy democracy that is equal
to the challenges posed by the economic and environmental problems

% New York Times, op-ed, January 5, 2001
' Lester Brown, Eco-Economy, 20.
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of the 21st century. And one of the best places to conduct tests of these
new democratic methods is at the state level.

Of course, any new system, be it the one proposed in this book or
some other approach to healthy democracy, is going to require con-
siderable research and development to make it work properly.
Although the citizens panel methodology and several other democratic
methods have been well tested, they have yet to be tested under cir-
cumstances where their recommendations make a significant differ-
ence in the design of public policies and the outcome of elections. It
would not be surprising if such testing were to take a decade or more
at the state and local level. During the 20th century, it became com-
mon to work on weapons systems requiring at least a decade or more
of R&D before the weapon could be added to our defense arsenal. My
appeal is that we Americans demand extensive R&D on democracy at
the state level which can lead to governments equal to the challenges
we are now beginning to face and will be facing with ever greater
urgency as the century advances. A reliable and thoroughly tested
democracy is every bit as important as reliable weapons.

Citizens Jury® on Global Climate Chang’e

In March 2002, 18 citizens met to consider various claims regard-
ing global climate change and what should be done about it. They
came from within a 35-mile radius of Baltimore, Maryland, and were
chosen from a randomly selected jury pool to be a microcosm of the
residents of the area. Most of the targets for stratification were met
rather closely. For example, the target was for fourteen “white only”
and four nonwhite or multiracial jurors, but the actual numbers serv-
ing were thirteen and five The one target that was not well met was
for education: instead of nine jurors with a high school education or
less, there were only six; and instead of five college graduates, there
were seven.'”’

The jurors spent three days listening to witnesses and advocates
and then devoted two days to deliberations. The whole of Day 3 was
spent with the advocates, who are listed on the next page. Each of
these presented a climate change scenario that he/she supports, as

7 The full report on the project can be found on the Jefferson Center Web site,
www.jefferson-center.org
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A(lvocates

Each of the following witnesses presented a “holistic vision”
(a scenario, plus actions needed, if any) to the jurors.

Pat Atkins, Alcoa

Ken Colburn, New Hampshire Department of
Environmental Services

Roger Duncan, Austin Energy, Austin, Texas
Myron Ebell, Cooler Heads Coalition

J. Drake Hamilton, Minnesotans for an Energy Efficient
Future

Eric Holdsworth, Edison Electric Institute

well as a set of strategies and action steps (if any) to address their spe-
cific scenario. Then the six advocates participated in a panel discussion
with the jurors. All five days of the hearings were professionally mod-
erated by two moderators trained by Jefferson Center staff. There were
also two experienced Jefferson Center staff people monitoring the
hearings.

The jurors spent considerable time making up their answers to the
charge. For example, to answer the question about the positive and
negative impacts of climate change, the jurors spent over half a day
discussing what they had learned from the witnesses, making a long
list of positive and negative impacts, and then ranking the statements
in order of importance. Their answers to this question and the other
questions of the charge are listed in a chart on the following page.

What did we learn from this Citizens Jury project? The most inter-
esting aspect was that it felt and looked like most well-conducted
Citizens Jury projects. The jurors were respectful of each other even
when they disagreed, their interest level remained high, and on the last
two days, laughter was common, always a good sign. This meant that
they felt equal to the task. Another indication of this was the high level
of satisfaction shown in their final evaluations (13 were very satisfied
with the project, 4 satisfied and 1 neutral; with regard to the project
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Jurors’ Answers to the Charg’e

Assuming a “business as usual” scenario, do you think that the global
climate is changing or will change in the next 100 years?

Very likely or very probable 12
Likely or probable 2
Possible 4
Unlikely or some chance 0
Little chance or very unlikely 0
How much of the global climate change is due to human activities?
Most of the change 10
Part of the change 7
Very little of the change 1

Assuming a “business as usual” scenario, what level of impacts will
global climate change have on human and/or natural systems over the
next 100 years?

Very serious 11
Somewhat serious 5
Not very serious 2
Not at all serious 0
None 0

What potential impacts of global climate change (positive or negative)
are most notable or of most concern?
(The following lists all impacts that received 9 or more votes.
Jurors were allowed to cast more than one vote for an impact,)

Total votes

Positive:

New jobs and new technology 13
Negative:

Increased costs for food and clean water 10

Negative changes in air quality; increase

in air, water, and land pollutants 20

Loss of habitat for animals and plants 12

More episodes of extreme weather 9

Health effects of decreased air quality and
increased air, water, and land pollutants 21
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having been conducted in an unbiased way, 16 were very satisfied). It
was clear from comments the EPA staff made at the end of the project
that they were impressed with the quality of the jurors’ work.

There were two aspects of the project that I felt did not work well.
First, the panel’s recommendations about what should be done were
scattered among more than six dozen suggested actions. This made it
difficult to know what the jurors really thought was most important,
or to know if they realized that some actions might conflict with oth-
ers. There are several possible reasons for this scattering of recom-
mendations. One is simply that the agenda was not set properly to
come up with more definitive statements about what should be done.
Or perhaps the question of global climate change is just too large for
jurors to handle in a single five-day event. Also, there is some reason
to believe that the EPA staff who sponsored the project were con-
cerned that clear and targeted suggestions might get the entire
agency into trouble with the White House. This relates to the second
problem. Because of the sensitivity of the issue, the EPA decided that
there should be no publicity for the event. Unlike most Citizens Jury
projects, there was no press conference at the end of the event.

On the whole, this first attempt to use citizens panels on global cli-
mate change went well. Nevertheless, further experimentation is war-
ranted to learn just how well citizens panels can function on such a
complex topic. Are the results stable from one project to the next? Can
the panelists come up with clearer recommendations in a single five-
day event, or are several citizens panels needed? How much of the
complexity of these interlocking issues can citizens panels deal with
effectively?

Conclusions

Those who think long-term about the 21st century can no longer
afford to leave healthy democracy out of their calculations. Engineers
learned a long time ago that a machine, be it an automobile or a new
electronic device, is only as good as its weakest component.
Furthermore, they learned that they could not leave the human factor
out of their calculations. Whether you are designing an airplane cock-
pit or a cell phone, it must be engineered so that person flying the
plane or making a call can work the controls effectively.

Why do we think that a form of government designed in the 18th
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century is going to be what we need to get through the 21st century
safely and efficiently? Whether environmentalists are right on target
or terribly wrong, we are going to need sophisticated decision making
from those in charge of taking the wishes of the people and turning
them into good public policy. The way democracy works now in the
United States is outdated and no longer responds properly to the
wishes of the people. We need something new.

Those who care about our future must start taking steps now to
ensure the healthy democracy and effective government that will be
needed to make the United States equal to the challenges of our times.
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[mp/ementation at the
National Level

One of the imperative needs of democratic countries is to
improve citizens’ capacities to e intelligently in
political life. . .. (Dn the years to come (our) older insti-
tutions will need to be enhanced by new means for civic
education, political participation, information and delib-
eration that draw creatively on the array of technigues
and technologies available in the twenty-first century. We
have barely begun to think seriously about these possibil-
ities, much less to test them out in small-scale experiments.

Will democratic countries, whether old, new, or in transi-
tion, rise to these challenges and to others they will surely
confront? If they fail to do so, the gap between democratic
ideals and democratic realities, already large, will grow
even greater and an era of democratic triumph will be fol-
lowed by an era of democratic deterioration and decline.

Robert A. Dahl'
he eed is fed
is the u be

there that a healthy democracy can make the greatest contribution to a
just and humane future for Americans and the world as a whole. There
is no doubt that the move to healthy democracy on the national level
will be much more challenging than attempts on the state level, but still
there are ways of accomplishing this.

In considering healthy democracy at the national level, clearly the
most important factor is what happened with the reforms that were
tested at the state level. The more successful and widespread those

' Robert A. Dahl, On Democracy (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1998)
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reforms, the sooner that they should be brought to bear on national pol-
itics. Given that there is no national initiative and referendum, the
major method for adopting healthy democracy reforms at the state level
is not available for national reforms. Nevertheless, there are significant
steps that can be taken to prepare for the use of novel democratic meth-
ods at the national level. This chapter explores a few of these.

Selecting a Member of Congress

The most direct way to get any of the reforms suggested in Part
2 used on the national level is to use the Citizens Election Forum to
evaluate members of Congress. In a state where the CEF has been
working well, it would not be difficult to adapt it for the election of
the U.S. senators. Using it for U.S. representatives would also be pos-
sible, but more complicated. The major change needed for the CEF
to be used on the election of U.S. senators would be to add national
issues to the yearly discussions of issues already being held in the
state. The Citizens Jury project on the US. senate race in
Pennsylvania has already shown the usefulness of this approach for
evaluating senatorial candidates.

Because every state has two senators who are elected for stag-
gered six-year terms, there is one four-year period and one two-year
period between the senatorial races. The time to introduce the CEF
would be during the four-year period. This would allow time for the
expansion of the CEF staff and their training. The staff needed for a
CEF on the gubernatorial race would have to be doubled to handle
the national issues and the citizens panels’ reviews of the senatorial
candidates. After a couple of years of warming up with the examina-
tion of national issues, the CEF on the U.S. senate races would be con-
ducted the same way as the CEF on gubernatorial candidates.

This reform should probably be introduced through an initiative,
unless the CEF for gubernatorial elections was so popular that there
was no doubt at all that the public wanted this expansion. There would
be no requirement that any candidate participate. But, as with the CEF
on gubernatorial elections, the failure of a candidate to attend would
surely count heavily against that candidate.

It is quite possible that there would be legal challenges regarding
the extension of the process from state races to federal races. My legal
council believes that there is no legal challenge that would have merit,
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but federal election law is complex, and resistance to this will likely be
great enough that someone will bring forward a challenge. Such legal
action might actually help advance the CEF, since it would bring
national publicity and hopefully make residents of other states want it
too. If the legal challenges became too involved and held up the intro-
duction of the CEF for years, this would certainly slow down the adop-
tion of the CEF for federal offices. Were the U.S. Supreme Court to
rule that the CEF is unconstitutional for federal offices (the U.S.
Supreme Court did rule that term limits imposed by states on mem-
bers of Congress are unconstitutional), this could really spur the effort
to amend the U.S. Constitution to allow this process. If such an amend-
ment were considered, it might also include provisions for holding the
CEF for the US. presidential elections as well.

Selecting a President

Surely the strongest step that can be taken to introduce healthy
democracy in America is to establish the Citizens Election Forum as a
method for reviewing presidential candidates. This assumes, of course,
that the CEF has worked well at the state level. The difficulty of this
task can be seen in the fact that it took 17 years to pass the rather
modest campaign finance reforms that finally were adopted in March
2002. Without a national initiative process, the only effective way to
establish the CEF at the federal level would be through the passage of
a constitutional amendment. It would be possible to establish the CEF
through an act of Congress, but the likelihood that Congress would
pass such legislation is very low. Even if Congress were to pass a bill
to establish the CEF, the history of congressional efforts on electoral
reform is a history of bills so ineffectively drawn that the reforms sel-
dom work as intended.

There is, however, an informal way in which the CEF could be
introduced for the nomination of the vice president. A popular presi-
dent, when running for a second term, could decide to use the meth-
ods of the CEF to select a vice-presidential candidate” Although a
president could do this at any time (George W. Bush could do it when

? 1 am indebted to my cousin, Belton Copp, for introducing me to this idea. He
is not sure where he first heard it, but believes he became aware of it in the
early 1990s from people associated with John Anderson, Ross Perot, or Lowell
Weiker.
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running for his second term in 2004), in fact it is likely to be done
only after the CEF has shown itself to be a popular reform in several
states. Surely the president would commission polls and focus groups
to discover whether this would give an advantage in the race for the
second term. And the president would have to be idealistic enough to
do this in the face of strong interest-group opposition. Also the presi-
dent’s popularity would have to be high enough to allow risking the
loss of a significant amount of funding from those interests who would
view this method as threatening.

Once the president decided to use the CEF, the venture might
unfold in the following way:

Announce the process. A major press conference should be held at
which the president announces to the American people the new way
in which the vice presidential candidate for the ticket will be selected.
Here the president would explain the importance of this approach to
selecting candidates and cite the success of the CEF in a number of
states. The process itself would then be explained, noting that the vice
president will be selected by the president, as is tradition, but that the
president will be heavily influenced by the recommendations of citi-
zens panels that evaluate the candidates for vice president on three
major issues. Finally, the president could indicate that if this process
works well, then it would become a routine way for his/her party to
select its vice presidential candidate.

Choose the issues. The three issues on which the vice presidential
candidates will be evaluated should be chosen through a national sur-
vey. It should be conducted by a highly respected survey research
organization that is widely seen as nonpartisan (to the degree this is
possible). The survey should offer a brief explanation of what the pres-
ident is intending to do and then ask what issue or issues would be the
best ones to consider in selecting the vice president. Some pretesting
may be needed to find the best way to phrase Lhis question. The pres-
ident may also choose to approach this somewhat differently than the
Citizens Election Forum. Since this exercise would involve only one cit-
izens panel on an issue, rather than the yearly discussions held under
the CEF, the president may prefer to have one of the citizens panels
deal with experience and integrity, rather than a complex issue where
the conclusions of a single citizens panel might not be representative
of what would emerge from a longer dialogue.
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Select the nominees for vice president. There are surely a number of
ways this could be done. One approach would be for the president to
choose the three to five people who will be reviewed by the citizens pan-
els. This would be very similar to what a presidential candidate does in
making a short list of finalists for the role of vice president. One criterion
for selecting these would be that they are willing to appear before three
separate citizens panels to be reviewed on their stands on issues. A dif-
ferent approach would be to use the survey that determines the issues
to also allow the public to indicate which three to five people they would
like to see as the vice presidential candidates.

Design and conduct the hearings. This will be perhaps the most con-
troversial part of the process. The president must choose the group
that will conduct the citizens panel hearings and structure the agenda.
Were the president to choose a group like the Jefferson Center, then
the jury pool and the panelists would be chosen using the Center’s
standard methods. Also, the agenda for each of the three citizens pan-
els would be set to include a fairly broad range of views. But party
activists will complain that this might well produce a vice presidential
candidate who does not hold to their party’s values. They would surely
be more comfortable with a group that leans in their direction, which
might be convinced to choose panelists who adhere to the basic views
of the party and who would then participate in citizens panels using
witnesses who share the views of a majority of the party. Given these
options, the president will have to choose between an approach that
risks alienating the party faithful and one that risks having little appeal
to the public as a whole.

The president’s decision. No president would want to make a flat
promise of nominating for vice president the person rated highest by
the citizens panels. Granted, if all three citizens panels clearly prefer
one of the candidates by large margins, it would be difficult for the
president to back away from these recommendations. But if the
three citizens panels are not in agreement, or if they agree but the
ratings are very close, then the president would be able to exercise
some discretion. Given this, would the president want to keep a dis-
tance from the citizens panels, or would the president want to
appear at each citizens panel and dialogue with the panelists to learn
why they came up with the decisions they reached? The opportunity
for good media coverage would strongly incline the president to
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want to talk with the panelists. But the president would have to
beware of appearing to influence the panelists’ decision, since that
might undercut the public’s trust in the whole exercise.

Many political observers will find it difficult to imagine that even
the Citizens Election Forum can be introduced successfully at the state
level. Why then do I propose something at the national level which is
so far-fetched? The answer is simple enough. If the CEF does not suc-
ceed at the state level, then the above scenario is no more than
utopian imagining. But if the CEF can be introduced successfully in
several states, then it is not difficult to imagine that one of the gover-
nors selected under the CEF system might run for president. If that
person succeeds, and has a successful first term, then the selection of
the vice president for the second term using the methods of the CEF
is a distinct possibility.

Research and Development

Even before the Citizens Election Forum is used for selecting
members of Congress, experimentation should be done on creating a
trustworthy voice of the American people as a whole. This is certainly
not a novel idea. The Citizens Jury projects in 1993 on health care and
the federal budget were attempts to do this. More recently, America
Speaks conducted extensive conversations on social security in a proj-
ect that engaged some 40,000 people around the country, with a
budget of about $12 million. Although the two Citizens Jury projects
showed that the process could deal effectively with national issues,
they had little influence on policy makers. It is unclear what effects the
study of social security has had.

It is important that attempts at projects such as the above strike a
proper balance between having influence and being done in the spirit
of research and development. This will not be easy. I remember well
a conversation I had in the middle 1980s with Roger Molander, pres-
ident of the Roosevelt Center for Public Policy Analysis. This was a
group set up in Washington, D.C., that was much better funded and
better connected than the Jefferson Center. He asked me what the
time-horizon of the Jefferson Center was. I said it was five to ten years.
His response: “Don’t you know that the time-horizon of almost all
foundations is two to three years? How do you expect to raise any
money?” My answer: “With great difficulty.” Molander’s response to
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me was a knowing smile. The Roosevelt Center spent $17 million in
seven years and then went out of business when its major donor lost
interest.

It will be very difficult for foundations to avoid the temptation to
gain national attention rapidly to show the importance of what they
are doing. But to get national media attention, you need to convince
the media that you are up to something important, something that
actually will have an effect in the political games of today. This, in turn,
will surely require that the groups conducting the dialogues seek close
ties with key policy makers. Unfortunately, the more successful this
approach is, the more difficult it will be to set agendas in the way that
everyday citizens want. It will also be difficult to stick to top standards
of trustworthiness.

Of course, the problems of agenda-setting and trustworthiness will
be encountered in any of the reforms proposed in Part 2. But those
reforms are proposed at the state level and are done in a setting in
which the commission overseeing the operation has been very care-
fully designed to deal with such problems. The Citizens Initiative
Review is proposed as the first reform to be attempted just because it
is the easiest to conduct in a trustworthy way. It is intended to be set
up with a mandate from the people of the state to conduct the process
in a very careful and responsible way.

If foundations were to undertake the R&D on the long-term needs
of a healthy democracy with as much diligence as the Defense
Department pursues long-term R&D on effective weapons systems, the
results would be of great benefit to the future of America. This would
create an excellent climate for the expansion of democratic reforms
from the state to the federal level. The results of such experimentation
could help indicate which proposals of this book are sound and should
be moved rapidly to the national level, and which have weaknesses
that must be corrected before the reforms are widely used. With this
In mind, let us explore some research that could be done in the areas
of global climate change and national security.

Exploring Dialogues On Global Warming

Those concerned with finding the proper balance between eco-
nomic growth and consumption on one hand and global warming on the
other should have a large interest in seeing if citizens panels can indeed
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play a significant role in helping America to move toward an optimal
solution. There are a number of steps that should be taken beyond the
single citizens panel conducted under the auspices of the EPA.

Trustworthy Process

Is there some way to set up a commission of independent citizens
to oversee projects so that there will be broad agreement that the
projects have been conducted in a trustworthy way? It is important
that the citizens panels be designed in such a way that no one point
of view is favored over another. This is not as easy as it may seem.
One way to ensure that all points of view are heard is to have wit-
nesses appear from as many different points of view as possible. This
was done in the 1995 Citizens Jury project on hog farming in Rice
County, Minnesota. No point of view was left out, but with over 20
witnesses presenting different perspectives, it was not easy for the
jurors to make up their minds about what should be done. The 1997
Citizens Jury on Minnesota’s energy futures presented four main
points of view. This made it easier for the jurors to see the big pic-
ture, but did lead to some controversy about whether four positions
were enough to cover the important points of view and whether the
positions were properly balanced.

One way for those conducting these projects to deal with witness
selection is to conduct several citizens panels using different
approaches and then bring together the staff and representative pan-
elists from the projects to discuss what they have done and how best
to proceed in the future. Complete agreement on trustworthiness is vir-
tually impossible. Any side that sees itself as having lost the argument
is bound to say that the projects were biased against them. But if some
kind of commission is established along the lines of that proposed for
the Citizens Initiative Review, it should go a long way to ensuring that
projects are conducted in as trustworthy a manner as possible.

Reliability

Once the proper steps have been taken to ensure trustworthiness,
then steps must be taken to ensure that citizens panels on climate
change are reliable (stable) over time. It would be very distressing to
discover that a consensus has arisen over the most trustworthy way to
conduct the citizens panels, but then to find that when several panels
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are conducted with the same pool of participants and within the same
time frame, the recommendations come out differently. If this happens
and there is no obvious way to make the citizens panels reliable, then
the method must be dropped as a way of dealing with the issue.

There are, however, several things that can be tried before decid-
ing that citizens panels are not reliable enough to be useful on com-
plex environmental questions. Several of the more recent projects con-
ducted by the Jefferson Center used a two-step method. First, the
jurors are introduced to a problem and asked to prioritize a set of cri-
teria for deciding on what should be done. Then the jurors are asked
to apply the criteria to several possible solutions and choose one of
them. This was done in the 1997 project on electricity futures and the
1999 project on property tax reform. This two-step approach has
worked well, although it has not given the jurors as much time as they
would have liked to apply the criteria to solutions and choose the one
they like the best. It may turn out that two citizens panels would work
better here, one to establish the criteria and another to apply the cri-
teria to the proposed solutions. In this case, we may discover that the
first citizens panel, when repeated, comes up with the same general
ranking of criteria. The second citizens panel may also turn out to be
reliable if repeated, given that the panelists have more time. If the sec-
ond set of citizens panels turns out to be unreliable, the first ones still
would be useful.

Dealing with Complex Factual Claims.

Obviously there are a number of factual claims in this area, both
environmental and economic, which are in dispute even by experts.
How are lay people in citizens panels to deal with this? When the
Jefferson Center was developing the Citizens Jury process, we always
made the claim that our goal was to help citizens deal with difficult
social or political issues where the main points of contention were value
disputes. The process does help citizens learn about some rather com-
plicated matters, but if disputes over facts are at the heart of the policy
debate, then the Citizens Jury process was not the tool of choice. Of
course we realized that one of the tactics used by groups wanting to get
their way was to make the claim that the facts were so complicated that
lay people could not understand them. We discovered, however, that in
virtually none of the Citizens Jury projects we conducted were the fac-
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tual disputes so central that the jurors could not reach conclusions that
they (and we, the staff) felt were sound.

If, however, some disputed factual claims become central to the
policy discussion, then an attempt to clarify the claims should be
made. Methods exist for doing this. For example, since 1977 the
National Institute of Health has been using a method called the
Consensus Development Program.® This is a method for determining
whether a neutral panel of scientists can reach a consensus over some
controversial issue in medicine. If such a group of experts were used
in conjunction with a citizens panel, then the experts’ findings could
be made available to the panelists. This would help the panelists in
making their decisions whether or not a consensus among experts was
possible. If no consensus were possible, then the panelists would know
that they would have to put off a decision or make suggestions about
whether the risks of taking action were greater than the risks of inac-
tion. If a consensus were possible, then it would be easier for the pan-
elists to decide which policies to recommend.

Note that complex disagreements over facts may lead to citizens
panel findings that are stable or unstable. The most obvious case exists
where the disputes over technical matters lead to unreliable citizens
panel findings, as the panels make different assumptions about the
facts and arrive at different conclusions. But it is also possible with
technical disputes that the panelists become frightened by the risks on
one side of the matter and always come out the same way, even
though experts in risk management believe that the panelists’ conclu-
sions are unwarranted. In a situation where this occurs, calling upon a
Consensus Development Program could well be the way to help the
panelists to a conclusion that seems more reasonable.

Multiple Citizens Panels

When holding citizens panels on national issues, it may well be
advisable to hold several panels on the same topic. The two largest
projects conducted by the Jefferson Center, both done in the 1980s,
were two-tiered projects in which several initial Citizens Juries were
conducted in different regions of the state, and then representatives of

® This program is discussed briefly in Appendix B under the heading Consensus
Conference.
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each jury came together at the end to make the final recommenda-
tions. Almost all of the large projects in Germany involved multiple cit-
izens panels (see discussion in Appendix B). The advantage of holding
a number of regional meetings is that the process is closer to the peo-
ple than if there were a single (or even a set of) hearings held in a sin-
gle location. But there is a disadvantage. If panelists at the regional
hearings come to different conclusions, then the representatives com-
ing to the final hearing may be set in their positions and reluctant to
change lest they let down those who selected them to attend the
statewide (or national) meeting. If the German approach is used, then
the staff summarizes the different points of view. When there are
strong regional disagreements, this has the disadvantage that the pan-
elists themselves did not get the chance to see if they could arrive at
a consensus.

One approach that ought to be tried is to hold regional meetings
around the nation, but each time bring in panelists from all over the
nation. In this case the meetings do not really represent the region, but
they do give people in the different regions of the country a more direct
look at how a microcosm of the nation as a whole views the problem
under discussion. There are a number of different approaches that can
be tried to learn what combination of citizens panel hearings delivers
the most satisfactory results.

A Dialogue About Using American Troops

The research discussed above regarding citizens panels on climate
change is also relevant to discussions about national security issues.
The issues of trustworthiness, reliability, factual complexity and multi-
ple panels arise just as much with hearings on foreign and military pol-
icy as with the environment and the economy. But to show what can
be done with an issue, let me present what a dialogue in this area
might look like after research and development had shown that the cit-
izens panel process is equal to the task at hand.

Imagine a profound dialogue on when and how American troops
should be used to protect America’s interests, preserve democracy and
serve humanity. Suppose the dialogue is repeated twice a year, in the
same format, over a period of years, or perhaps even decades. This
resembles what some pollsters, such as Gallup, have done over the
years, posing the same question to the public a couple of times a year
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to track how views evolve. But the dialogue would allow the public to
play a proactive role, rather than simply a passive one.*

Each discussion would start with a citizens panel discussing a gen-
eral topic (for example, When should we use our troops to support
“nation building”?) or a specific historical incident (for example, What
should we have done in 1994 when 800,000 people were killed in
Rwanda?). The citizens panel would report to its jury pool via television,
and then would issue its final recommendations. This would be fol-
lowed by attempts to stimulate discussions around the country in
churches, civic clubs, etc. Finally, the public as a whole would be sur-
veyed to see if the discussion had any impact at all on them. Would
people be inclined to listen to the recommendations of the citizens
panel even if they had not heard of the recommendations until they
were informed by those doing the survey?

These discussions would be conducted twice a year, costing
between $500,000 and $1.5 million each time (depending on the cost
of TV and how much is done to promote discussions among civic
organizations before the final survey is taken). One of the aims of these
dialogues would be to learn in what areas public opinion was stable
on the issue and where there was instability. A major famine that
required the use of US. troops to protect the workers delivering food
might change the views of the public on when and how our troops
should be used for humanitarian purposes. The results of previous dis-
cussions would be made available to each new project so that the pan-
elists would be building on the findings of previous groups, not just
striking out in new directions.

Although this kind of dialogue should not be undertaken as a
widely publicized effort until the basic trustworthiness of the methods
has been established, experiments may still be done. Is it better to call

4 The suggestions I make here are in line with a project now being undertaken
through By the People: America in the World, a project of MacNeill/Lehrer
Productions. Its goal is to “energize and enhance the national conversation on
America’s role in the world through a series of national and local broadcasts
and events that demonstrate the relevance of foreign policy issues to local con-
cerns.” This admirable effort deserves to be watched closely. Its challenges will
be in reaching a broader audience and in showing that the on-line discussions
that take place are as sound a methodology as efforts that use faceto-face
methods, such as citizens panels or the Deliberative Poll, as normally con-
ducted. See www.by-the-people.org.
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upon a different organization to staff each dialogue, to avoid the cre-
ation of an entrenched organization that may become set in its ways?
Or is it better to devise a sophisticated training program to ensure the
minimization of staff biases and the development of deep commitment
to fairness in one organization that staffs all the dialogues?

Setting an agenda is always to some degree an act of political will.
Although there are a number of rules of thumb in light of which the
fairness of an agenda can be judged, there is no final set of standards
that can tell us exactly which questions should be examined and which
witnesses called. For this reason, it would be important to have a citi-
zens review of the topics chosen and witnesses called. This would
probably be similar to the methods suggested for the Citizens Initiative
Review and the Citizens Election Forum that enable former partici-
pants to spend a couple of years evaluating the projects and making
recommendations about how they should be conducted.

If a group of foundations and nonprofit organizations could set up
an on-going set of dialogues like these, it should be very beneficial in
providing informed and caring citizen mput on a crucial question
regarding our national security. This is not to say that it is bound to be
a success. It might fail. But it is the kind of experiment that should be
carefully considered. It would be worthwhile even if, after five or ten
years, it influenced the views of only 10 percent to 20 percent of the
public.

Compare this to the situation faced in the fall of 2002 as
Americans tried to decide whether the United States should invade
Iraq. There was a tremendous amount of information, but no place to
turn to see what careful reflection on this topic had yielded over the
years. The voices of Henry Kissinger and Brent Scowcroft emerged
like ghosts from the past. But were they to be trusted more than other
voices? Some of the public was surely locked into their own sources
that they trust, but this may not be very functional for an informed dis-
cussion.

I received an example of such a point of view when an acquain-
tance of mine forwarded an e-mail that said in part:

I will not forget the liberal media who abused freedom
of the press to kick our country when it was vulnerable
and hurting. ... I will not be influenced by so called,
“antiwar demonstrators” who exploit the right of state-
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ment to chant anti-American obscenities. I will not for-
get the moral victory handed the North Vietnamese by
American war protesters who reviled and spat upon the
returning soldiers, airmen, sailors and Marines. I will
not be softened by the wishful thinking of pacifists who
chose reassurance over reality.

It is not just conservatives who take such strong positions. As I was
trying to figure out what President Bush may have meant when he was
quoted in the New York Times as having said, “I hit the trifecta,” I came
across the Web site of the Baltimore Chronicle and Sentinel for August
2002. There it was claimed that when Bush made this statement, he
meant that after the recession and the events of September 11, 2001,
he had hit upon three excuses for raiding Social Security. Although their
explanation of this was obscure, the article then declared in bold print:

It is sickening to contemplate an administration inten-
tionally looking the other way while terrorists scheme
so that whatever havoc they wreak can provide cover
for the president to raid Social Security.

At times of crisis, it is common for advocates on each side of a
debate to accuse the other side of acting in a way that borders on trea-
son. It happened during the administration of John Adams, during
debate on whether or not to go to war with France. But this does not
mean that such accusations, which attempt to whip up scorn, if not
hate, for the other side, are helpful in making wise choices. In former
times there was the hope that the voice of reason would reside in some
foreign policy establishment that was informed on international affairs
and would try to cool the hot heads on each side of the debate. But
history has not been especially kind in reviewing the wisdom of such
groups. Certainly in this age of TV and the Internet it is not going to
be a model to which we are likely to return.

Therefore, it seems worth the effort to see what can be done to
establish an informed voice of the public itself. If some method can
evolve over a period of years into a trusted voice of reason, it can be
a vital touchstone for helping the nation make the right choices about
use of our military force. That voice can be a source to which the pub-
lic can turn for help in forming views on important matters, and from
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which a President can receive guidance about the ways in which the
public is likely to back our use of force over the long run.

Conclusions

There are a number of research projects that can be undertaken
to help us understand how best to involve the public in a broad and
deep way in discussions of national policy issues. If this research is
done properly, it can lead to projects that may have considerable
impact on some policies.

At the same time, we must be alert to having some of the reforms
discussed in Part 2 used on the national level. Ways exist in which the
Citizens Election Forum can be used to help the public do a wiser job
of choosing candidates for the US. Senate. Also, with the help of a
public-spirited president, it might be possible to use the methods of the
CEF to nominate vice presidential candidates. Since vice presidents
are in a good position to become president, this is a potential route to
using the CEF to select the president, without having to wait the many
years it takes to get a constitutional amendment passed.

Each of these approaches can support the other. The more that
Americans see how citizens panels can be used to stimulate effective
policy dialogues on national issues, the more interest should be stimu-
lated in getting citizens panels used to help voters do a better job of
selecting members of Congress and the president. Conversely, the
larger the number of senators elected in states using the CEF in sena-
torial races, the more likely it is that Senators will start calling for more
profound public discussion of national issues.
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Moving Toward Hea/tky

Democracy

Everyone involved in the Citizens Jury project is to be
commended. It is a tremendous advancement in the voting
process and is certainly a step toward combating voter
apathy. As each jury is convened for whatever election,
there will be necessary refinements and changes made. It
is up to us, the public, the media, and the candidates them-
selves to take this idea and run with it. It is critical that we
learn from previous juries—and with what we have
learned, I believe we can work towards and obtain an out-
standing voting process.
Elizabeth A. Hawk,
Bethlehem, Pa., 1992'

he case made in this book is now almost complete. Part 1 laid
out the basics of how citizens panels can be used to enable peo-
ple to come together in a respectful setting, learn about issues, have an
opportunity to care about the real needs of their fellow citizens, and
then speak out clearly about what needs to be done. The reason it is
important to empower an authentic voice of the people is that the
ways to manipulate our government and our national dialogues are
stronger than ever before.
We Americans are a people who have in our hands all the demo-
cratic rights we need to control our destiny. We have the freedom to
vote for our leaders and the freedoms of speech and the press. Yet we

! Elizabeth Hawk was one of 36 randomly selected participants in the Citizens
Jury project in 1992 in Pennsylvania to evaluate the two main candidates for
U.S. Senate on their stands on three major issues. There were two Citizens Jury
projects of 18 participants each, one for the eastern and the other for the west-
ern part of the state.
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are a people whose civic spirit has been severely dampened. The dam-
age done to our civic dialogue, combined with how hard we all work
and how much of our spare time is dominated by TV, mean that we
have little energy to come together and take back the political process
from those forces and candidates that now dominate it. If this situation
is not changed, we will find ourselves sliding into increasingly severe
problems, with apparently no way to stop it.

Part 2 laid out several ways in which we can start to reclaim our
civic dialogue and move toward a healthier democracy. Three differ-
ent ways were proposed for linking the recommendations of citizens
panels to elections so that voters can do a better job selecting candi-
dates or voting on initiatives. Two other uses of citizens panels were
also discussed, one to create a vision for a state (or for the whole
nation), the other to bring a strong citizen voice to the budgeting
process in a state. Part 3 discussed how these methods can be taken
to the national level.

Two things must happen if America is to move toward healthy
democracy as presented in this book. One is quite specific; the other
is a very broad effort.

* An initial, concrete step must be taken to empower a trust-
worthy voice of the people in some state. The best opportunity
for taking this step seems to lie in the frustration of many peo-
ple with the initiative process in their state. This is where the
Citizens Initiative Review can make a significant contribution.
A second opportunity may lie in the frustration people have
regarding the way taxes and government funds are allocated
in their state. The Citizens Budget Review is a way to bring the
voice of everyday citizens back into the budgeting process.

*  Americans in general must start to think about healthy democ-
racy and what they can do to promote it. This is somewhat
tricky, since the concept of healthy democracy is abstract com-
pared to most political goals. But we must find ways to move
ahead on this to get people excited about the long-range task
of moving away from a democracy that is suffering to one that
is healthy.
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Talzing’ the First Step

There is a good chance that the Citizens Initiative Review can be
implemented through an initiative in some state, hopefully within the
next two or three years. The Citizens Budget Review would also be
interesting, but initial polling indicates that it does not receive as strong
support as the CIR. There are four things needed to get the CIR up
and running.

1. A state must be identified that is not too large and where there

appears to be considerable dissatisfaction with the initiative
process.

2. Polling must show that the CIR stands a good chance of pass-
ing if it is placed upon the ballot as an initiative.

3. Enough money needs to be available to do the initial organiz-
ing and then get the signatures required to qualify the proposal
as an initiative for the next election.

4. There needs to be enough enthusiasm among potential
activists in the state that a genuine movement is formed,
indigenous to the state, to engage in an effective campaign to
get the ballot proposal adopted.

There is reason to believe that these requirements can be met. In
the scale of democratic undertakings, the needs are modest compared
to the advantages to be gained by testing healthy democracy alterna-
tives at the state level. Many people are expressing dismay with the
role initiatives are playing in their state. The amount of money needed
to undertake the effort is relatively low: a few hundred-thousand dol-
lars would be enough to fund a basic campaign (some campaigns cer-
tainly could be much more expensive). This is a considerable sum for
a novel enterprise, but really very little when compared to other
amounts being spent on politics. The main thing that must be found is
the enthusiasm of people in some state for the support of a novel and
significant reform effort.

When we tried to get the CIR on the ballot in Washington state in
2002 (see Chapter 4), we picked a state that was too large. As can be
seen from the chart below, 197,000 signatures are required to get a
proposed initiative on the ballot in Washington. This required more
money than we could raise for the effort. Sadly enough, the days of
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citizen activism, where volunteers gather the signatures for an initia-
tive, are largely passed. Only long-standing groups appear able to use
volunteers to gather enough signatures, and even many of these fail.
But there are several other states where the required number of sig-
natures is smaller and where reform efforts might be welcomed. The
chart below lists a few of these.

Signatures Needed to Qualify

a Proposed Initiative

The list below shows the required number of signatures for get-
ting an initiative on the ballot in a few selected states. The tar-
get number indicates how many signatures will have to be gath-
ered to ensure that the minimum requirement is achieved, since

typically 15% to 25% of signatures are found to be invalid.

Currently required Target number

Colorado 80,571 105,000
Oregon 75,630 110,000
South Dakota 13,010 17,000
Washington 197,000 240,000
Each state has its s and dis s. There is no need

to go through all of these here, but a few points are worthy of mention.

South Dakota was the first state in America to adopt the ini-
tiative process, doing so in 1896. There may be a number of
people there who would be proud if their state were the first
to adopt a reform that would enhance the role a voice of the
people can play in the political process. The major barrier to
getting the CIR adopted there is that the secretary of state’s
office does not distribute their voters guide widely, as is done
in many states. This means that to get the CIR adopted, it
would be necessary to convince the voters that they need a
voters guide as well as the CIR.

Oregon, too, has a reputation for innovation. Also, a poll in
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2002 showed support for the CIR at 61 percent in favor, 12
percent opposed and 26 percent undecided.” This is better
than the 58 percent to 25 percent margin found in
Washington in January 2002. The major challenge in Oregon
is the economic crisis they face. In January 2003 a referen-
dum for a tax increase failed, meaning that deep cuts in gov-
ernment spending are needed. This makes it more difficult to
get any proposal adopted that requires additional state spend-
ing. A survey conducted in February 2003 showed that sup-
port for the CIR had slipped to 51 percent in favor and 27 per-
cent opposed.’

* Colorado requires a larger number of signatures to get an ini-
tiative on the ballot. But these very difficulties mean that if
we could do it in Colorado, it would probably be easier to
get things rolling in other states than if the first success were
in Oregon or South Dakota. A survey showed that 63 per-
cent of voters in Colorado favored the CIR, 25 percent
opposed and 12 percent were undecided.*

The small team that I work with is gearig up to see what we can do
in one of these states. We are optimistic, given that we have the funds
needed to start an initiative campaign and the situation in several states
is ripe for an effort like ours. The main barrier we see is that many peo-
ple are now discouraged, if not angry, about government and politics and
are pessimistic about the likelihood for success of any reform effort.
When we press people whom we contact, some of them our friends, on
exactly how and why they think a major reform effort will fail, given the
polling data and other assets we have, their reply is often a general feel-
ing that “the people don't care” or that “big money” will sink our efforts.
This leads us to remember Franklin D. Roosevelt’s famous comment that

The survey was conducted in August 2002 by Moore Information, Portland
Ore. They also conducted the survey in Washington. The question used in
Oregon was identical to that in Washington (except, of course, for changing the
name of the state).

The survey was conducted in Oregon by Moore Information in mid-February,
2003, with a sample of 500 people.

The survey was conducted by the Tarrance Group in September 2002. For a
fuller discussion of the survey results in Colorado and Oregon, see Appendix
A, Section 2.
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“the only thing we have to fear is fear itself.” We are determined to find
a way to get people to set aside their skepticism and join the effort.

We are confident that within two to three years enough enthusi-
asm will emerge in some western state® for a successful signature cam-
paign to be conducted to place a healthy democracy reform on the bal-
lot. This belief rests in part on the funds available and in part on the
likelihood that enthusiasm will spread once an effort is started.’

Once the signatures are gathered, there will remain the challenge
of mounting a successful campaign to promote the initiative during the
last four months before election day. If the polling results are good in
the state we pick, a major campaign may not be needed to convince a
majority to vote for it. Of course, any campaign involves risk.
Something can always come up to make an initiative with good
prospects go sour. But as things stand now, the prospects look good.

Our hope is that if we can get the CIR adopted in one state, and
it works as well as we believe it will, then leaders in other states will
come forward with the support needed to get it adopted in their states.
Once things get started with either of these reforms, then steps must
be taken to get other reforms, especially the Citizens Election Forum,
up and running. Again, our assumption is that there will be many who
will join efforts to promote the CEF once the CIR has been running
for a few years in a few states. Indeed, it is possible that some group
in some state will want to move to the CEF quite rapidly. If there were
a widespread desire for something like this in a state that had shown

5 We have considered Massachusetts, but decided it is too large, and Maine, but
decided against it because it lacks a voters guide.

% For example, many people assured us that we would not find any students
interested in working on a procedural reform like the CIR. But in the fall of
2001 1 visited a university in Washington where I spoke to five different social
science classes about democratic reforms. After the classes 42 students sign up
to help promote democratic changes. Even if only a quarter of these people
turmed out to help gather signatures, this means that with about 10 hours of
my work there was the potential of getting 10 students to spend 3 hours apiece
gathering signatures. These 30 person-hours of volunteer time should yield
about 500 signatures gathered, assuming it is done with the guidance of a paid
team that is good at training and placing signature gatherers. The infrastructure
needed for a good volunteer effort is expensive, so in one sense the term “vol-
unteer” is misleading. But if we are able to repeat this kind of experience with
roughly 200 groups of people, we would have all the volunteers needed in
either Colorado or Oregon, no less a smaller state.
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itself to conduct politics in a relatively honest way, then it would be
tempting to take the risk and go ahead. But the group promoting the
CEF would have to be quite savvy and there would have to be good
reasons to believe that it indeed could be set up in a solid way in a
state that had not even tried the CIR.

In sum, we believe we stand a good chance of taking the first spe-
cific step to move in the direction of a more healthy democracy. Let us
turn now to the second broad effort needed for healthy democracy.
Americans must start thinking about it and see it as something worth
doing. There are a number of things that can be done to promote this.

A Role for Students and Professors

Professors of political science or related fields could help promote
healthy democracy by getting their students to consider what consti-
tutes healthy democracy and what can be done to promote it. At a
modest level, professors might spend a few classes getting their stu-
dents to consider how American democracy currently works and
whether they think this is a healthy situation. It should also be inter-
esting for a class to discuss their own vision of healthy democracy.

But if professors really wanted to do something to promote healthy
democracy, they could offer a whole class that would consider the
topic, and try to coordinate the courses between college campuses
across the nation, so that students in a class could see what their fel-
low students at other schools are thinking. There are a number of
ways it could be done.

For example, a class could review several theories of democracy
and then apply these to the way American democracy works. Several
weeks could be spent on this, with a wrap-up discussion among the
students about what they think healthy democracy is and how close
our system comes to it. Then a number of solutions could be reviewed
and the students could end the class with a discussion (perhaps a
paper) on which solution they think most likely to improve the health
of American democracy.

A second approach would be to teach a class that might be called
“American Democracy and Our Future.” This class would have the

" See the discussion under “Effective Citizen Control” in Chapter 5 for reasons
why the CIR should be introduced before the CEF.
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goal of helping students to answer three questions: How well is our
democracy prepared to meet the challenges America is likely to face
in the 21st century? If it is not very well prepared, then what must be
done? Finally, what can I do to participate in the effort to promote
healthy democracy?

The class could be broken up into four parts:

1. A review of some of the significant challenges predicted for
the 21st century.

* How severe are they?
*  What needs to be done to fix them?

2. Is our current democratic structure equal to the challenge?
* What inadequacies are claimed for the current system?

*  What do supporters of the current system have to say
about this?

3. What efforts to improve democracy are under consid
+ Campaign finance reform, both state and national.

» Novel proposals (for example, Citizens Initiative Review,
the National Initiative)

e Term limits

4. What, if anything, would the students be willing to do to help
promote any of these proposals? This question should be
posed both for near and long term.

The above outline is intended to be broad and flexible enough so
that it does not promote any particular democratic reform, and is not
biased in favor of the need for reform. The intention is to allow students
to consider the challenges facing America, consider whether our current
democratic system is equal to these challenges, and then examine how
they themselves could fit into the picture. It would be as appropriate for
a student to decide that no action is needed, or to work to oppose
reforms on the grounds that none are needed, as for a student to decide
that one of the reforms under consideration is worth supporting.®

® Some professors will surely want to structure the course so as to directly encour-
age students to work on democratic reforms. That is certainly their right. But if a
movement were started to do this in colleges and universities across the nation, it
might well lead to a backlash as the powerful interests that now benefit so much
from the current system would do all they could to discredit the effort.
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If this course could be taught on a number of campuses, then a
Web site could be set up to report on what students are concluding
about the challenges, the proposed reforms, and what they could see
themselves doing to help democracy be equal to the challenges.

Players in the Current Political System

It would be a mistake to assume that everyone with power in the
current political system will be opposed to the CIR and uninterested
in healthy democracy. My assumption is that many people with power
in the current system would like healthy democracy, but they find it
too difficult to shift gears and start promoting something very different
from the game they have become so good at playing.

I have met too many enlightened businesspeople, labor leaders,
and wealthy individuals to rule out the active participation of some of
them in the promotion of healthy democracy. Most Americans are
proud of their patriotism, and many stand ready to act on it. What
could be more patriotic than to do something for healthy democracy?
Just as Henry Ford paid his workers more than he needed to because
he knew it would be good for business in the long run, so there must
be many business and labor leaders who see that over the next 50 to
100 years their businesses and unions are more likely to thrive under
a healthy democracy than a sick one.

Certainly in Washington state the majority of business and labor
leaders we encountered said they liked the CIR. We also know how
difficult it is to move from a few leaders who have a generally positive
reaction to actually getting financial support from their organizations.
But once we are working in a state where there is enthusiasm for the
CIR, then the support of the business, labor, and civic communities
would be very helpful and might well be forthcoming.

A single wealthy person could put up enough money to get the
CIR on the ballot in most states. According to a report in the New
York Times, about 205,000 taxpayers had a yearly income of $1
million or more in 1999, up from fewer than 87,000 in 1995.
Among those 205,000 people, the average income was $3.2 million.
Even assuming our economy has slipped back to 1995 levels, this
still leaves a lot of wealthy people. If only one percent of these
wealthy individuals were to care about healthy democracy and
decide to tithe for it, a flowering of democratic reform could occur.
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Such people are not easy to approach. A consultant in Washington
state pointed out to us that most of the large “dot-com” millionaires
who blossomed there in the 1990s have hired someone to screen out
charitable requests. He then went on to note that the CIR is a “new
system” approach and that the people who are hired “to guard the cas-
tle walls” of the newly wealthy are almost always “old system” people.
Nevertheless, it is still possible that money for the CIR could be found
In unexpected places.’

Opportunities for Patriotic Americans

There are a number of things individuals can do to promote
healthy democracy. Many of the reforms called for in this book require
actions by large groups. But the task of those leading these groups will
be a great deal easier if there is a reservoir of volunteers or potential
donors ready to help out. So here are a number of ways in which indi-
viduals might decide to help promote healthy democracy. Any one of
the suggestions listed could be undertaken by going to the Web site of
some group involved in healthy democracy experiments.

Give Democracy a Birthday Present

Pick out your democratic hero and decide that on the day of
his/her birthday you will contribute your earnings for that day to
some cause furthering healthy democracy. Your hero might be
Thomas Jefferson, Alexander Hamilton, Mother Jones, Martin Luther
King, or Barry Goldwater. But whoever it is, try to figure out what they
would like to see done to make American democracy work better.
Don't just try to figure out what they were doing when they died. Try
to imagine what they might do now if they were alive and at the height
of their creative careers.

Are You a Hands-on Person?

I know a lot of good people who dedicate themselves to good

8 An article in the Denver Post from August 18, 2002, points out that of the five
initiatives on the November 5, 2002, ballot, four were promoted by wealthy
donors. These were not initiatives intended to benefit the rich. The goals of the
four were to expand voting by mail, require candidates to petition for place-
ment on the primary ballot, allow voter registration on election day, and end
bilingual education.
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causes. It might be volunteering for their church or Habitat for
Humanity or working with a youth group or in a nursing home. For
many of these people, “politics” is something they shun, and doing
something for healthy democracy falls in that category. They vote, but
that seems to be enough.

If you are one of these people (in which case I wonder how you
have plowed through this book), talk to some of your friends who
work in the area where you volunteer. There is virtually no area of vol-
unteer work that is untouched by government. Talk with them about
what government does to help or hinder the work you all are doing.
And then think about something that could be done to make a funda-
mental improvement in how our democracy works. Don’t you think
that in a healthy democracy the volunteer work you are doing would
be more effective than what is going on now?

Are You a Strategic Thinker?

Perhaps you are the kind of person who enjoys investing. You like
to arrange a portfolio so that you have some good solid investments,
but also put something like five percent to ten percent in riskier ven-
tures in the hope of some big gains. Or maybe you are the kind of per-
son who wants to have traveled to some faroff place before age 40. You
pledge to yourself that you will not let time get away from you, that you
will make that trip. Or perhaps that you will take six months off and just
play around the house. Or that, once your children are grown, you are
really going to take the time to become a painter or sculptor.

If so, then why not pledge some time for democracy as well? Are
you really going to feel satisfied at having reaped the benefits of
democracy for your whole life without having done anything to make
it work better? You may well vote because you see it as your civic
duty, but is that really going to make democracy healthier?

What you give to democracy need not be a great deal. Perhaps
you think that a day or two a year is enough. Or maybe a five-day
working week once every ten years. If you think that is a good idea,
then you can decide how to fill that pledge. You can do the birthday
gift of a day’s wages. You could decide that at some time in your life
you will give a month to an initiative campaign in your state and that
will be enough for your whole life.
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An Internship while Young

Internships for young adults are a popular idea. In recent years,
many idealistic young people have given a year or two of their lives to
work at low wages for a good cause, such as in the Peace Corps or the
VISTA program. Others take internships with organizations out of a
mixture of idealism and hopes for a career in the area. Law students
do this, probably more for career advancement than idealism. Young
people intern for nonprofit organizations in Washington, D.C., or in
state capitals around the country, probably more out of idealism than
hopes for a career.

Therefore, why not put in a year as an intern for democracy?
Certainly healthy democracy is as sorely needed as the other areas in
which young people work as interns. One reason this is not done cur-
rently is that those people and groups working to promote healthy
democracy do not have their programs organized to create effective
internships. It is much easier to set up a nonprofit organization and
raise funds for environmental preservation or hunger or peace than it
is for democracy. But the more that young people show an interest in
working for healthy democracy, the easier it will be for organizations
to set themselves up properly to offer meaningful internships.

Keep the Need for Healthy Democracy in Mind

This may seem awfully vague. Just as the bumper sticker
“Visualize World Peace!” became satirized as “Visualize Whirled
Peas!” so the notion that one should keep healthy democracy in mind
may seem like fuzzy-mindedness. Healthy democracy will not happen
just because people think about it. But it is unlikely to happen at all if
very few think about it. It is vital to keep in mind that practical things
can be done to promote experimentation at the state level. And this
experimentation may well be the foundation for the healthy democ-
racy enjoyed by our children and grandchildren.

So long as you keep in mind that practical steps can be taken now,
then you are likely to find yourself doing one or another of the things
mentioned in this chapter, even if it is nothing more than just making
a pledge to yourself. But you are unlikely to do anything to keep
democracy alive and well in America if you put this out of your mind,
or allow yourself to think that steps to promote healthy democracy
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involve unpleasant activities, great sacrifices, or doing something that
turns out to be a waste of time.

It's The Vote, Stupi(].

During the presidential campaign in 1992, the Clinton headquar-
ters had a big sign posted in their offices saying, “IT'S THE ECON-
OMY, STUPID.” Although there are a number of things that can be
done to make democracy work better, we must remember that the real
improvements will come only if those who care about healthy democ-
racy can find ways to have an impact on the electoral system and the
way people vote.

Deliberative democracy will do little good unless it changes the
way people vote. Participatory democracy will do little good unless
that participation leads to a change in the ways in which citizens vote
for our elected representatives. Important as the initiative process is,
direct democracy alone will not deliver healthy democracy. The same
manipulative tools that now exert such a strong influence on the elec-
tion of candidates are also used to influence the way people vote on
initiatives. The CIR will bring a significant improvement to this situa-
tion. But the wide adoption of the Citizens Initiative Review or the
Citizens Budget Review will not be enough. We must move on to
methods that help voters do a better job of selecting candidates, such
as the Citizens Election Forum or the suggestions of John Gastil for
placing candidate ratings on the ballot.

In Conclusion

Individual citizenship has been stripped of its power, not only by
big money but by the complexity of our society and the civic lethargy
into which most Americans have slipped. The media only reinforces
this attitude. Through the media, we Americans are able to unite to
mourn the deaths of seven brave people who died on the space shut-
tle Columbia, but nothing is done to help us unite as a people to
reclaim our democracy.

But relatively minor efforts can release powerful forces.
Democracy is a powerful idea, and the vote is a powerful political tool.
The initiative process found in half our states means that only a mod-
est effort will be required to introduce some very significant reforms.
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The Citizens Initiative Review, the Citizens Budget Review, and the
Citizens Election Forum are solid ideas that have the potential for cre-
ating a much healthier democracy than we have now. Other methods
are also available and should be tested as well.

All that is needed is for a few people to see the potential for sig-
nificant improvements in our democratic system and commit them-
selves to getting these enacted. In a century that will prove one of the
most exciting eras of humankind, the American public must decide not
to slide through it in a passive way, but rather demand a clear and
authentic voice in the key choices that must be made. We must rise to
the occasion and rejuvenate the wonderful creation of the founders of
our Republic.
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Designing Citizens Panels
and Related Methods

n the body of this book, I have tried to concentrate on ways to pro-

mote healthy democracy while giving only passing attention to
how the ideas were developed and what tests were done on some of
the key parts along the way. This appendix contains both some of the
history of how the ideas were developed and some of the key tests of
the process done in the late 1990s through 2001.
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Section 1

Do Voters Respond to Citizens Jury Evaluations?

O ne of the key assumptions of this book is that voters will pay
attention to citizens panel findings that are relevant to an
upcoming election. This attention need not be universal, by any
means. So long as five or ten percent of the voters are prepared to
switch their votes on the basis of what they learn from a citizens panel,
that is sufficient to make the method a significant factor in elections.
The problem with most democratic reforms is that they lack political
power. So what reason is there to believe that a political reform based
upon citizens panels will have any power?

The only direct test of this was in 1990 when the Jefferson Center
did a study to see what the reactions of the broader public might be to
the conclusions of a Citizens Jury that evaluated candidates on their
stands on issues. This was the Citizens Jury on the 1990 Minnesota
gubernatorial elections, done in conjunction with the League of Women
Voters of Minnesota. Because the project had involved such a large num-
ber of people from around the state, we had a very large jury pool from
which the jurors had been chosen. Out of the original randomly selected
group of over 700 people, 522 had been willing to give us their names
and addresses. After choosing 72 to serve as jurors (there were six
regional hearings of 12 people each), we had 450 people remaining to
use as a test group to learn about public reactions to the project.

We decided to mail out to them the results of each of the regional
Citizens Jury projects that had been held around the state during the
primary. Then, we sent a second mailing with the findings of the
statewide hearings. Finally, after the election was over, we conducted
a survey to discover what they thought of the jurors’ findings. The
results were as follows:
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What do you think of the Citizens Jury as an electoral reform?
*  47% A very good idea
*  10% A so-so idea
* 1% A poor or very poor idea

20% Paid no attention

220 No answer, refused, or not reached

Did the Citizens Jury reports help you in making up your mind on how to
vote?

*  35% Helped decide how to vote

*  19% Did not help decide how to vote

* 4% Don’t know

*  20% Paid no attention

* 229 No answer, refused, or not reached

We then compared the votes of the 35 percent who said the
reports helped them decide how to vote with the 19 percent who said
it did not. The results are shown below. Since the statewide Citizens
Jury came out strongly in favor of Carlson, it is clear that this was a
strong influence on how people voted. Those who said the report did
not help them in their decision voted almost like the state as a whole
(which voted 49 percent for Carlson, 46 percent for Perpich). We ana-
lyzed these results by party to be sure that it was not a simple case of
Republicans paying attention to the Citizens Jury findings while the
Democrats ignored it. We found that Democrats and Republicans were
distributed equally between the two groups of respondents.

Helped decide Did Not Help
vote (35%) Decide Vote (19%)
Carlson 59% 39%
Perpich 26% 39%
Would not say how voted 15% 22%

If the reports had been sent to the whole state and all voters had
responded in the same way, then, assuming that those who would not
say how they voted split equally between the candidates, Carlson would
have received 56 percent of the vote and Perpich 42 percent. These
results can be played around with quite a bit. If, for example, we had
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checked the sample to see how many normally voted and then applied
the results only to voters, then those paying attention would surely have
been more than 35 percent, since it is likely that voters would pay more
attention than nonvoters. Another way to say this is that the 42 percent
of the 1990 sample who did not answer or paid no attention surely had
more nonvoters among them than voters. So it is reasonable to assume
that if this information had been sent only to voters, the percent who
were helped to decide how to vote would have been higher than 35
percent. How much higher is anyone’s guess.

But if results like these were found in a voters guide sent out to all
households in the state (as is done in a number of western states), then
the number paying attention might well go over 50 percent and the
effect on an election could be considerably greater than the one dis-
cussed here. (As noted in footnote 9 of Chapter 4, 62 percent of
Washington state voters find the voters guide useful in making up their
minds on how to vote.) In other words, this study shows that the proj-
ect potentially could have a very strong effect on the outcome of an
election.

Equally interesting was that only a small percent of the sample
would have preferred it if the jurors had made a recommendation
about which candidate to vote for, instead of simply evaluating candi-
dates on their stands on issues. If you remove from the survey the 42
percent who paid no attention to the reports, then among those
remaining were 8 percent who would have liked recommendations on
how to vote, 87 percent who did not want recommendations, and 5
percent who did not know. Clearly the people preferred getting infor-
mation that could help them make up their own minds, rather than
getting a direct suggestion.



Section 2

Will the Public Like the Citizens Initiative Review
and the Citizens Election Forum?

tis fine t Is could ng

on an ele of a stat to
a campaign reform like this? Any reform that aims at empowering a
trustworthy voice of the people must rise to the challenge of keeping
the effort free from the influences of political interests. Could the peo-
ple of any state ever be sold on the idea of adopting such a reform?
After all, campaign finance reform is very difficult to get adopted, and
that idea has been around for close to a century.

To answer this question, we commissioned two focus groups and
three surveys between 1997 and 2002.

In 1996, when the IRS ruling came through and prevented the
Jefferson Center from running further projects that rated candidates
on their stands on issues, I decided to continue working outside the
Jefferson Center to find some way to implement a project in which
citizens panels would report to voters. I hired Doug Nethercut, a man
with 20 years experience in the nonprofit world, and he and I set out
to see what we could learn. We determined to do our checking in a
state having the initiative process, because anything we designed was
more likely to be adopted through the initiative process than through
a legislature, assuming support could be found for it in the state.

Doug and I decided that Washington state looked like a good test-
ing site. So in 1997 we hired the firm of MacWilliams, Cosgrove, Smith
and Robinson to conduct four focus groups, two in Yakima and two in
Seattle.' We wanted to see if any rhetoric existed that could success-
fully promote the idea in an initiative campaign. If there were any

t It is well-known that political views in Washington differ considerably between

the Seattle area and the area east of the Cascade Mountains. This is why two
of the focus groups were conducted in Yakima.
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quick slogan that might work, would it hold up under an hour or so of
closer examination? We named our reform the Citizens Election
Forum and set out to see what would happen.

Almost all of those who commission focus groups have a product
or service they want to sell. This makes it tempting to set up the meet-
ings to do the best job of presenting the product or service. But stack-
ing a meeting in favor of your proposal only leads you to fool yourself.
So the focus group sessions were carefully designed not to sway peo-
ple to favor the need for electoral reform or the Citizens Election
Forum. We started with a free-flowing discussion of elections and pol-
itics to let the participants express themselves and to see that, indeed,
we wanted to hear what they had to say without influencing them one
way or another.

After about 20 minutes, the moderator said that we wanted to
learn their views on two different approaches to reforming the elec-
toral process. The following two reform proposals were presented to
the participants:

A. Reduce the power of big money in elections. Place limits on
campaign contributions and offer public financing of cam-
paigns in order to reduce the influence of big money in elec-
tions in Washington state.

B. Put elections back into the hands of the people. Give average
citizens the opportunity to: 1) learn about the issues facing
the state of Washington and recommend what should be
done; 2) interview candidates to find out how they would
handle these issues; 3) rate the candidates. This will all be
carried live on TV, reported on the radio and in the newspa-
pers, and the results will be mailed out to all voters.

The moderator then handed out three envelopes to the partici-
pants, labeled “A,” “B,” and “me.” In the “me” envelope were five
one-dollar bills. Participants were asked to consider what they might
like to give to electoral reform. They could give funds to A or B, or
keep the money by leaving it in the “me” envelope. They could also
divide the funds among the envelopes. The totals for all four focus
groups were: “A,” $55; “B,” $98; and “me,” $32. At the end of the
evening when participants were asked to reallocate funds after learn-
ing in detail about the Citizens Election Forum, the amount allocated
to it (“A”) dropped to $96.
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We were naive enough to think that a result like this would sell the
Citizens Election Forum to anyone who came across it. We even
invited the leader of an electoral reform effort to attend the two focus
groups in Seattle. She was completely unimpressed and paid no atten-
tion to our efforts. Other attempts to generate interest in Washington
also failed. We simply did not have a good plan in place for making
contacts and getting our ideas across.

We then spent several frustrating months trying to use our con-
tacts in Pennsylvania to get something going there. When that did not
pan out, we decided to step back and work more on the basic concept.

It was not until 2002, after the creation of the CIR (see Section 5
below), that we were far enough along with our plans to commission
another set of focus groups. Although the focus groups in 1997
showed that people liked the idea of rating candidates on their stands
on issues, this might not carry over to having citizens panels evaluate
initiatives. Also, it was important to know how people would feel about
an idea that could be proposed in their state, as opposed to the hypo-
thetical introduction of the CEF considered in 1997. If the proposal
seemed likely to be introduced, would they really want to pay for it
and see it as part of government?

This time we worked with two groups of consultants: Pyramid
Communications in Seattle, who in turn recommended that the focus
groups be conducted by the firm of Davis & Hibbitts, Inc., a market-
ing and communications research firm located in Oregon. We decided
to hold focus groups in Bellevue (a suburb of Seattle), Spokane,
Yakima, and Vancouver. The goals we listed for the focus groups were
as follows:

1. Discover what initiatives mean to the people of Washington,
concentrating on what they have to say in their own words.

2. Discover what they think of Initiative Juries and the Initiative
Jury Project. (This was what we were calling the CIR at the time.
One of the important things we learned from this focus group was
that the participants did not like the name “jury.” As a result of
questions about naming, we came up with the name Citizens
Initiative Review.) Do they like the idea? Would they vote for
the proposal if it came before them as an initiative?

3. What suggestions do they have for naming our main concepts?
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With regard to the first question, most participants said, when asked
directly, that they like the process. But they also have many
about the method, especially with regard to sufficient
information (60 percent of the participants said they did not get suffi-
cient information on initiatives) and finding unbiased information.
Questions about the CIR took up a major portion of the focus
group discussions. The participants were asked about the concept in
general, and about specific aspects of it. The following table shows a
comparison of the totals for all four groups for the five different
descriptions presented to them.

Group Totals for Dislike/Like for Different Project Ideas

General Group Information Organization Evaluation
Description  Selection Distribution & Funding & Sunset
I dislike this idea a lot 3 2 2 1
I dislike this idea 4 5 3 7 6
I'm neutral about it 9 11 6 9 11
I like this idea 18 16 25 17 16
I like this idea a lot 6 6 6 4 6
No response 1

Source: Davis & Hibbitts, Inc.; December 2000

The description of information distribution got the highest “like”
marks from the participants. Otherwise, the number liking and dislik-
ing the different ideas remained constant throughout the discussion. A
number of participants said their overall support for and level of com-
fort with the concept increased the more they learned. On the other
hand, some participants indicated they liked the concept less the more
they learned.

At the end of the focus groups, the participants were asked a cou-
ple of final questions, now that they understood the concept better.

If it actually came to a time when the Initiative Jury Project was proposed
as a ballot initiative, would you vote for it?

No 4
Perhaps 1
Yes 33

No response 2
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Would you sign a petition to get the idea on the ballot?
No 5

Yes 34
No response 1
As with any focus group, we were interested in the qu data

gathered, that is, the specific responses given by people as reason for
their answers. Although this was a rich source of commentary, it did not
lead us to redesign the concept as a whole. We did discover that some
participants who were a little hesitant about the concept as a whole were
persuaded to support it because of the sunset provision.

The main change coming out of the focus groups was the chang-
ing of the name from the Initiative Jury Project to the Citizens Initiative
Review. It was clear that many of the participants did not like the idea
of calling it a jury.

The results of both focus group projects made us feel confident
that the CIR could succeed in the state of Washington. But we felt that
it was important to get a mandate from the people before going ahead.
This was why we asked the League of Women Voters of Washington
to host a Citizens Jury project on the proposal. Not only did we want
the overall approval of a microcosm of people, but we felt that some
key parts of the proposal, such as the level of funding, should not be
decided by us, but rather by the people of Washington.

After the Citizens Jury was held in May of 2001, we saw the need
for commissioning a survey to find out in detail how people in
Washington would react if the CIR were placed on the ballot. At this
point we were working with Sue Tupper and Kelly Evans, two consult-
ants very experienced with initiative projects in Washington. They rec-
ommended two survey companies, one in Oregon and one in
Massachusetts. We chose Moore Information of Portland, Oregon. Only
later did we discover that the company does polling largely for
Republicans. Although we always want to be sure that we are not iden-
tified with any political party, we were assured that their work was
widely respected, so we continued to use them.

The interviews were conducted October 13—16, 2001, among
a representative sample of 500 likely voters chosen from a list of likely
voters. Potential sampling error is plus or minus 4 percent at the 95
percent confidence interval. Those surveyed consisted of 34 percent
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who had voted in all four of the last elections, 39 percent who had
voted in three of the last four, and 27 percent who had voted in only
two of the last four. The overview presented by Moore Information
started off as follows:

Generally speaking, Washington voters are positive
about the state’s initiative process. Most voters (84 per-
cent) vote on all or most ballot measures, and a wide
majority (66 percent) are satisfied with the current ini-
tiative process. The most endearing quality of the ini-
tiative process is that it provides a voice [or the people.
At the same time, complaints about the system are
most likely to point to perceived flaws in the measures
themselves and resulting court battles which often end
up overturning a measure’s passage. Importantly, a
lack of information about ballot measures is not a lead-
ing concern or complaint about the state’s initiative
process.

The most important result was the test of the “ballot title.” In
Washington, there is a set format required for stating the nature of the
initiative to be voted on. The number of words is limited and there is
a specific format to be followed. This is the “title” that is placed on the
ballot and, for some voters, is the only thing they will know about the
initiative should they choose to vote on it. The wording of the title is
therefore very important. A rule of thumb is that the ballot title should
get at least 60 percent support before those proposing it risk gather-
ing the signatures to have it put on the ballot.

We discovered that this rule of thumb has been around for a long
time. When we asked Moore Information about the data to support it,
they gave us information on eleven initiatives that had been on the
ballot in Washington from 1996 through 2000 where they were
aware of initial polling results on the title. The data, as shown below,
is not especially supportive of the rule of thumb. Although support of
over 60 percent certainly is desirable, clearly the majority of those ini-
tiatives with less than this (at least in the sample we were given) still
passed. It seemed to us that if the opposition was not too strong, it
would be possible to go ahead with less than 60 percent support.
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Initial survey results number of initiatives ~ number passing number failed
Support over 60% 3 3 0
Support 50% to 59% 5 3 2
Support under 50% 3 2 1

The question about the CIR was stated as follows:

Here is a proposed mitiative for the November 2002
ballot.

The measure concerns citizen review of statewide
elections. This measure would establish citizens panels
of randomly selected Washington residents to review
initiatives. An independent commission would oversee
the citizens panels, distribute their reports, and provide
for evaluation and audits.

If a vote on this proposed initiative were taken today,
would you vote “yes” to support it or “no” to oppose it?
WAIT AND ASK Do you feel strongly about that?

Initial responses Final responses
Strongly Yes 26% 29%
Yes 26% 29%
(DON'T READ) Don’t Know 18% 10%
No 9% 9%
Strongly No 20% 23%

The initial responses were given early in the survey, which con-
sisted of 58 questions, plus demographic questions. Then, after a vari-
ety of pro and con statements had been read, the question was
repeated. From the point of view of pollsters, it is the initial response
that is critical in assessing the likely reactions of voters to an in e.
We were not pleased with these results, given that only 52 percent of
the initial responses were favorable. But the poll also showed that the
pro statements received considerably more support than the con state-
ments. This, plus the increased support in the final responses, and our
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assessment that a major campaign against the CIR was not likely to be
mounted, led us to decide we had enough support to go ahead with
the attempt to gather signatures to get the CIR on the Washington bal-
lot in 2002.

It was also clear to us that a better ballot title would bring more
support to our cause. For this reason, we went over the survey and the
focus group results carefully and constructed a new ballot title. This
was tested by Moore Information on January 15-16, 2002, in a sam-
ple of 500 likely voters in Washington. We used a “split sample”
methodology to test out two different titles. Here is the main part of
the report we received:

Title One: The measure concerns voter information on
statewide initiatives by citizens panels. This measure
would establish an independent citizens panel to review
each initiative, and report findings in the Voters
Pamphlet. The citizens hear testimony, deliberate, and
report their reasons for and against the initiative.

Title Two: The measure concerns citizen review of
statewide initiatives. This measure would establish inde-
pendent panels of Washington citizens to review and pro-
vide voters with information about initiatives. The
Secretary of State would publish the citizen’s reports in the
Voters Pamphlet.

The results are shown in the table on the following page. As can
be seen, Title Two came out slightly ahead of Title One, although this
difference is within the statistical margin of error. Oddly enough, the
two titles received an equal level of support when read first, so that
whatever advantage Title Two might have came on its second hear-
ing. Importantly, both titles received majority support among all
demographic subgroups and in every region of the state. Although
the results are not statistically significant, we still decided that we
should use Title Two in proposing the initiative.
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Results of Survey of January 2002

Title One First reading Second reading Totals
Support 56% 54% 55%
Don't Know 18% 15% 17%
Oppose 26% 31% 28%
Title Two

Support 56% 60% 58%
Don't Know 20% 13% 17%
Oppose 24% 27% 25%

We found these results encouraging, but still not as high as we had
hoped. But at least we were able to get the support up to 56 percent
on the first reading. This survey was done just at the time that we
learned we were not going to be able to go ahead with the CIR proj-
ect in the state of Washington for lack of funds. We let Moore
Information know, and thought that was the end of our professional
relationship, at least for a year or more. Therefore, we were surprised
when we received a message from Moore Information in August stat-
ing that they had, on their own initiative, decided to see what voters
in Oregon think of the CIR. They posed the following question to a
sample of 340 Oregon voters on July 29—August 1, 2002 (giving a
potential sampling error of plus or minus 6 percent at the 95 percent
confidence level):

Here is another proposed initiative for the November
2002 ballot. The measure concerns citizen review of
statewide initiatives. This measure would establish
independent panels of Oregon citizens to review and
provide voters with information about initiatives. The
Secretary of State would publish the citizen’s reports in
the Voters Pamphlet. If a vote on this proposed initia-
tive were taken today, would you vote “yes” to support
it or “no” to oppose it?

The results were that 62 percent supported it, 12 percent opposed
it, and 26 percent were unsure. We, of course, were very pleased with
this. Not only was the support level over 60 percent, but the opposi-
tion was less than half of what we found in Washington. Beyond this,



206 Healthy Democracy

we were delighted that Moore Information had done this on their own.
They did not charge us for asking the question. Bob Moore, the prin-
cipal, said that he found himself interested in the CIR and was curious
about how it might fare in his home state. We were very pleased with
his interest in a novel proposal to make democracy work better n
Oregon.

This greatly encouraged us about the possibility of trying the CIR
in some other state. In light of this, we asked Moore Information if they
could tag a question on to a survey that they might be doing in
Colorado. Moore did not have a survey going in Colorado, but recom-
mended we contact The Tarrance Group, which does polling there.
They were willing to tag our proposed ballot title onto a survey done
in September. They posed the ballot title (slightly revised) to a sample
of 500 likely voters on September 22—25, 2002. Here is the question
and the results they obtained:

Now, thinking about potential initiatives that may or
may not appear on the ballot this November. There is
one proposal concerning citizen review of statewide
initiatives. This measure would establish independent
panels of Colorado citizens to review and provide vot-
ers with information about initiatives. The citizens’
findings would be included in the blue book which is
sent to all residents of Colorado.

If the election were held today, would you vote —
(ROTATE)

— Yes, to support it, or — No, to oppose it?

«  Sixty-three percent (63%) of Colorado voters indicate that
they would vote “yes, to support” the initiative, while twenty-
five percent (25%) would vote “no, to oppose it.” There are
twelve percent (12%) of Colorado voters who are undecided
on this proposal.

+  Support for this proposal is quite strong throughout the state,
standing at better than 60 percent in every media market in
the state. Support for the proposal stands sixty-two percent
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(62%) among men, and sixty-four percent (64%) among
women voters. There is very little difference in support based
on age, with over 60 percent of voters of all ages indicating
that they would vote in favor of the proposal.

It will be noticed that we had to change the question for Colorado.
It was asked late enough in the year that all of the initiatives had been
qualified for the ballot. If we had retained the original lead-in sen-
tence, this might have been confusing or misleading to well-informed
voters. Also the voters guide in Colorado is not issued by the secretary
of state, as in Oregon and Washington. Instead, it is put out by a com-
mission of the state legislature, and commonly referred to as the “blue
book.” This means that we do not have exact comparability between
Colorado and the other two states. Nevertheless, the results are
encouraging here, too, even though the opposition is at the level found
in Washington, rather than the low level found in Oregon.



Section 3

Malzing‘ the CIR Trustworthy
(Designing the Infrastructure for the CIR)

he key to cess of of the rms in 2

is that the sestab dtod ran v of
the people be trustworthy. This means not only that the public must
learn to trust the process, but that it is designed and run so that over
the long run it operates in a way that deserves trust. As noted in
Chapter 4, this problem of keeping those in power trustworthy is a
very old one that has never been solved well. One need only look at
the American presidency over the last three or four decades to see
that the problem of trust has been central to the problems of
American democracy.

Why, then, do I believe it is possible to create a trustworthy organ-
ization involved with politics? One answer is simply that things have
gotten so far out of hand with the behavior of political elites that the
time is ripe to try something new. In bad economic times, those deal-
ing with the stock market always look for the bottom of the market as
the time to buy. I believe we are close to the bottom of the trustwor-
thiness of our political leaders and there is a great deal of room to cre-
ate something that will work better.

The main thing I have done in trying to build a trustworthy insti-
tution is to start in a new place. The last thing one should do to build
a new significant practice is to try to fix the worst problem first. Yet the
problems with the presidency are so great that this is where many are
tempted to start. Instead, we must start modestly and give more power
to the trusted structure only as we see that the methods we are devel-
oping are successful.

The development of a trustworthy structure is something I have
been thinking about since the early 1970s. At the time I invented the
Citizens Jury process in 1971 (see Section 6 below) I was serving on

208
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two nonprofit boards: the African-American Institute in New York City
and the Minneapolis Legal Aid Society. The former was my opportu-
nity to be part of a group of powerful people and watch how they con-
ducted their affairs on the board. The chair of the board was the pres-
ident of the Rockefeller Brothers Fund. Others on the board included
Nicholas Katzenbach, attorney general after Robert Kennedy; Arthur
Goldberg, former Supreme Court justice; Vernon Jordan, at that time
head of the Urban League, and a number of prominent businessmen.
I resigned after five years because of the games that were being
played. Powerful people appeared to be using the organization for
inappropriate purposes and these problems were being ignored. The
Legal Aid Society was not nearly as high profile an organization, but
still it did win a $200 million case against the U.S. Department of
Agriculture at the time I was serving as president of the board.
Although the organization conducted its affairs in an honorable way, I
was aware that the staff basically ran the show and that we on the
board were to a fair degree a rubber stamp for what was being done.

In other words, as I started dreaming about creating an authentic
voice of the people that would be empowered, I was not just a gradu-
ate student sitting in the library and reading about how to make poli-
tics trustworthy. The experiences I had on these two boards, plus oth-
ers [ have served on since, have made me very alert to who is running
the show and what is really going on. I approach any organization with
considerable skepticism; indeed many feel that my level of skepticism
is too high. One staff member of the Jefferson Center said I was the
most cynical optimist she had ever encountered. Many who worked at
the Jefferson Center felt that I overemphasized the need to operate in
an unbiased way. It took me years to learn (with the help of a very
skilled consultant from the field of organization development) that the
avoidance of staff bias could not be achieved simply by the zeal of the
person heading the organization. Instead, it has to be designed into the
operations of the organization and then honed through careful train-
ing of the staff, so that they all buy into the needed behaviors.

This means that the structure proposed to keep the CIR operating
in a trustworthy way is the culmination of about 25 years of experi-
mentation and reflection. The length of time spent, of course, says
nothing about the success of the effort. But it is important for the
reader to know that the structure proposed for the CIR is not some-
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thing slapped together in a short time to meet an immediate need. As
late as 1996 I was still making significant mistakes in how conduct
myself at the Jefferson Center so that each Citizens Jury project was
conducted with minimal staff bias. I learned that it is not enough to
have a clear set of rules about how things are done. It is not even
enough to require that the staff be committed to these rules. It is a
matter of getting the staff to work together to understand one
another’s approach to designing projects and to be able to take time
off from projects to review performance in a reflective and nonthreat-
ening way. Often a skilled organizational development consultant is
needed to help the staff meet its goals properly.

In other words, the production of a trustworthy and authentic
voice of the people is more than the intellectual task of putting the
proper framework in place. There is the basic human dilemma of get-
ting an organization to be dedicated to serving others while still main-
taining staff morale. Clearly too much selfishness in an organization
can make it a nasty place to work. But striving for too much virtue can
make people dishonest about their feelings and lead to some staff
being judgmental about those who appear not virtuous enough. An
unusual level of honesty, both with oneself and others, is required to
minimize biases while maintaining morale. There is something almost
saintly about this task, and that should alert us to the difficulties. The
history of religion provides a long lesson on how poorly saints fit into
organizational structures and how often the organizations deviate from
the high goals the religion professes.

This section deals more with the problem of avoiding biases intro-
duced by the staff than the problem of maintaining morale. This is not
a proper balance. The efforts any organization takes to avoid staff bias
must be offset by comparable efforts to nurture the staff so they feel
supported in the difficult tasks they must perform. The more stressful
the tasks, the more support is needed. Conversely, the more a staff
pulls together to support each other, the more likely that an “agency
point of view” can develop, resulting in biases in carrying out normal
functions. The art we were striving for at the Jefferson Center was that
of providing sufficient nurturance so the staff was motivated to provide
quality service, while at the same time exercising sufficient attention to
bias so that we could build an institution citizens will trust.

It is no mean task to create an institution that will function in a
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trustworthy way in the political arena. The classic study by Robert
Michels® of the tendencies toward oligarchy of the European socialist
parties is just one of the many works indicating that it should not be
surprising if an institution e d in the push and pull of politics falls
short of meeting the idealistic goals it proclaims.

But for the CIR or CEF to succeed, the staff must come relatively
close to meeting such idealistic standards. Since it is so rare for the
staff of any organization not to impose its own values on the product
they deliver, it will take exceptional work on the part of the staff and
the board of the organization to maintain relatively high standards of
fairness and convince the public that they do so. This is one of the rea-
sons why the goal for the staff is to minimize staff biases, rather than
pretend that biases can be eliminated completely. Perfection is not
required, merely a good enough effort so that the views of the ran-
domly selected citizens are the predominant factor in determining the
final recommendations.

An Instructive Failure

Those involved in building new democratic processes should be
en  d in work novel enough that some of the things they try do not
work. One of the experiments I undertook at the Jefferson Center was
the “Oversight Committee.” The purpose of this committee was to
empower former jurors to review the Citizens Jury process itself.
Starting in 1993, we brought together former jurors from four differ-
ent Citizens Jury projects and charged them with reviewing the qual-
ity of the future projects conducted by the Center. The Oversight
Committee lasted barely three years before it was disbanded as a
failed experiment. Nevertheless, this experience provided valuable
information for the design the commissions proposed to oversee the
Citizens Initiative Review, Citizens Budget Review and Citizens
Election Forum.

The main problem was that I was too eager to empower former
jurors to do whatever they wanted. I made the mistake of not making
clear what their role would be with regard to the board of directors.
Were the jurors merely advisory to the board, or were there some sug-

% Robert Michels, Political Parties; a sociological study of the oligarchical tendencies of
modern democracy (Collier Books, 1962. originally published in French in 1914).
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gestions they could expect to recommend directly to staff? Also, who
had the say over how the jurors organized their work? Could they
organize it as they wished, or could the staff or board tell them how
to go about their tasks?

The jurors decided to engage in direct evaluations of each Citizens
Jury project that the Center conducted. This seemed a fine idea, but it
turned out not to work especially well. Most of the jurors had had no
training in such a task, and they selected their criteria on an ad hoc
basis. In retrospect, I see how foolish it was to expect people with no
special training to spend five days observing and evaluating a complex
set of hearings. Also, in the late 1990s, I discovered that industry had
learned it is more effective to design quality into a the way a product
is made or a service delivered, rather than try to achieve quality by an
inspection process done after the fact.

What worked least well was the way the jurors conducted their
own affairs. They liked what they were doing and extended their
terms of office so that they could continue to work at it. Also, the
jurors’ discussions were not moderated by trained facilitators, as is the
case with Citizens Jury projects. One of the most powerful members of
the group started exercising his influence in meetings held outside the
hearings. He rarely spoke in the hearings, but would glance at others
to indicate that he expected them to vote the way they had agreed in
discussions the previous evening.

It would be wrong to imply, however, that staff was without fault
in this situation. Much of the maneuvering that some members of the
Oversight Committee engaged in arose because they thought that the
staff of the 1993 Citizens Jury project on the budget had used map-
propriate methods in selecting the four members of the Oversight
Committee from that project. The argument surrounded the question
of whether the staff of that project (largely female) had inappropriately
rigged the election to ensure that two women and two men were
selected to serve on the Oversight Committee.

We had no good way to deal with this. The staff members who
had allegedly miscounted the votes were no longer at the Center. The
conclusion of the board of directors of the Jefferson Center, and that
of a majority of the Oversight Committee, was that nothing could be
done about this past behavior and that the best that could be done
would be to take steps to correct this kind of problem in the future.
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This was done: Whenever votes were taken on a paper ballot, a
spokesperson from the jurors was always present to help staff count
the votes. But a strong minority of the Oversight Committee continued
to feel that the staff was not honest with them and could not let go of
the incident.

This was a case of taking people out of a situation in which they
performed well and placing them in a poorly designed situation where
neither they nor the staff performed well. Each one of the former jurors
had performed very well in the setting of a Citizens Jury, but that expe-
rience did not translate into playing an effective role on a board with
some power to say how things should be run. Under these circum-
stances, the Oversight Committe members fell back on the way they
operated in their everyday lives, rather than the way they had acted for
the five days of a Citizens Jury. The most telling critique by Jefferson
Center staff of the Oversight Committee was that committee members
conducted their affairs like a typical political caucus rather than like a
Citizens Jury. But the staff also fell back into a typically defensive mode
of operating, saying that it really was not any of the business of the
Oversight Committee to try to put any of the staff “on trial.”

This experience made clear that it was not a good idea to have a
group of former jurors operating separately from the board of direc-
tors. If former jurors are to be empowered to review the operations of
a citizens panel, then they should be full participants on a board of
directors working together with others, rather than being a group off
to the side whose powers vis-a-vis the board were not at all clear.

Guidelines for Creating a Trustworthy Structure

Reflecting on experience, a few key guidelines have emerged
regarding what ought to be done if one wants to create an organiza-
tion that is able to minimize its own biases when conducting panels,
while at the same time operating in a healthy way. I have not written
a single formal paper laying out these guidelines, but they have been
woven through the 1,200 essays that I have written since 1976 as my
personal reflections on how to create a trustworthy voice of the peo-
ple that also has sufficient power to make a difference in the political
system of a state or nation.
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Do not give too much power to the entity to be trusted.

In 1976 1 designed a new democratic system in which citizens
panels would make policy, much as a legislative committee might do.
But this would give citizens panels much too much power, and the
likelihood of continuing to run them in a trustworthy way would be
low. Within a year I gave up on the idea. The best thing to do with cit-
izens panels is use them to recommend a policy option or a set of can-
didates to those who do have the power to make the decision. For
years the Jefferson Center tried to do this with policy makers, with rel-
atively little success. But the attempts made by the Center to provide
information to voters met with much more success. Nevertheless, the
CIR still places the citizens panels in an advisory role. It also is a mod-
est one. The CIR does not make recommendations to the public on
how to vote; it merely reports what the participants concluded after
taking a close look at an initiative. The public can then do with this
what it wants at election time.

The recommendations in this book that the CIR be set up before
the CEF reflect this caution about giving too much power to the entity
to be trusted. Although I am convinced that the CEF can be set up
properly, it still is wise to start off with the easier task and make sure it
is working properly before going on to something more challenging.
The CEF will give the public more power over our government, but it
also requires that the staff make many more judgment calls than are
likely to be required of the staff of the CIR (see the comment in Chapter
5 on “An Important Technical Concern”). Power indeed corrupts, and
the steps for giving greater political influence to citizens panels must be
taken very carefully if trustworthiness is to be maintained.

Create a balance of power

Clearly one of the best aspects of the U.S. Constitution is the bal-
ance of powers it contains. There are several balance-of-powers ele-
ments worked into the way the CIR is supposed to operate. The staff is
overseen by an executive director, who will have considerable author-
ity to see that the affairs of the organization are conducted properly.
Some of the aspects that will keep the organization healthy are built
into its structure, such as the dedication of funds for retreats and train-
ing. But the executive director will be overseen by a board, made up in
such a way that there is a balance of power between those who are
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political insiders and those who have been chosen first through random
selection and then by their peers on the Evaluation Panel. The terms of
the board members are limited, so that membership does not become
entrenched. Finally, by having a sunset clause, the whole entity will
cease to operate unless the public really wants it to continue.

Give everyday citizens the ability to observe what is going
on and give them the power to change things.

This is a key aspect of the board structure. As the CIR is proposed,
six board members will be selected from the Evaluation Panels and
only four board members appointed by the governor and secretary of
state, with the secretary of state (or a designee) chairing the board.

The presence of everyday citizens is essential. Currently there are
too many layers of power between the public and those who run our
governments. One of the major strengths of a market system running
properly is that the consumer has considerable power over the ulti-
mate products delivered. But in a democracy you can’t shop around
for a different government unless you move out of the state or the
nation in which you live. Therefore, ways should be sought to give cit-
1zens a direct say in maintaining the quality of the democracy in which
they live. The CIR, CEF and CBR all give people drawn directly from
the general public the opportunity to do this. Panelists are also rotated
so that a constant supply of fresh viewpoints is brought to bear on the
operations of these democratic methods.

As noted in Chapter 4, and discussed more fully in Section 5
below, the jurors of the 2001 Citizens Jury spent quite a bit of time
trying to decide what the correct balance should be between everyday
citizens and political insiders on the board. It remains to be seen
whether they set things up to achieve the proper balance. But their
goal was clear: have enough everyday citizens so that effective citizen
control is exercised over the commission, while still giving enough
power to political insiders so that they feel an investment in the CIR.

Let me now turn to the specific steps that were taken to design
the infrastructure for the CIR and the CEF. The basic structure dis-
cussed in this book and embodied in the initiative proposal found at
www.cirwa.org was actually designed before we even thought of the
CIR. As noted in Section 2 above, the 1997 focus groups in
Washington were run to test public reaction to the CEF. The two
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efforts at designing the infrastructure in its final stages were done
through an interesting juxtaposition of work by professional planners
and review by a randomly selected group of citizens.

Public Strategies and the River Falls Citizens Jury

By the end of 1997, it was clear that we were going to get a
chance to conduct a citizens panel through a class at the University of
Wisconsin—River Falls. The task of this citizens panel was to review
several methods of electoral reform, one of which was the CEF, and
say which they liked best (see Section 4 below). This motivated me to
get a professional review of the board structure I had in mind for the
CEF. After reviewing several potential groups, I decided to engage the
services of Public Strategies, Inc., a national consulting firm located in
St. Paul, Minnesota. The best known partner in this group is Peter
Hutchinson, who has had a long career in public service, including
serving as the head of the Dayton-Hudson (now Target) Foundation,
the commissioner of finance in Minnesota, and the superintendent of
the Minneapolis public schools.

One of the tools the firm uses is called a “design lab.” When faced
with a novel problem, they bring together experts in the area for one
or two days and let them go at the problem, first by brainstorming, and
then by attempting to build a solid proposal. Although the firm makes
no guarantee that this can be done in a day or two, they do promise
that it will help one understand the problem better and learn how dif-
ficult it is likely to be to overcome it. They brought in five people very
skilled in the workings of government, including two former commis-
sioners (department heads) in Minnesota government. We spent a day
going over the question of whether there was any way to run the
Citizens Election Forum out of government without having it become
a victim of political pressures.

By the end of the day, working with some of my suggestions and
bringing in a number of their own, they built a proposal for how the
Citizens Election Forum could be run properly as a governmental
entity. They proposed that the CEF be set up as a public corporation,
an entity used in Minnesota for things like the state zoo. It would have
an independent board, but receive government funding. There would
be extensive citizen evaluation of the project each year and some of the
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citizens involved in the evaluation would be involved in selecting the
board. Their suggestion was that the nominations for the board come
from former governors and supreme court justices. Finally, they sug-
gested that the funding for the project come from a check-off on the
state Income tax.

The design worked up by Public Strategies was presented at the
citizens panel hearings in River Falls. Panelists liked the idea of fund-
ing through an income tax check-off, but they agreed that this should
be delayed for eight years until the public was familiar with the proj-
ect. For the first eight years funding should come out of general rev-
enues. But there were strong objections to having all the board mem-
bers nominated by former governors and supreme court justices. It did
not take much discussion with the panelists to come up with the alter-
native suggestion that the nominations for the board should come both
from members of the state legislature and from the citizens panels
themselves. These nominations, in turn, would be reviewed by partic-
lpants In a special citizens panel, with two board members selected
annually to serve three-year terms.

To me, this result is one of the most exciting things to come out
of the River Falls project. There is a widespread view that Americans
have little to no interest in governmental structure and, if they did, all
that would happen is that they would mess it up. Here is an instance
where a group of randomly selected people listened carefully to a pro-
posal for a new governmental entity, picked out an aspect of it they
did not like, and then suggested how it could work better. This is cer-
tainly not the first time that a citizens panel and a group of experts
worked together to come up with a solid proposal. Indeed, it worked
so well in Wisconsin that we incorporated something like this directly
into a Citizens Jury project run in 2001 in the state of Washington.

Planning Prior to May 2001 Citizens Jury

Once it was clear that the League of Women Voters of Washington
was prepared to host a Citizens Jury in May 2001, we needed to cre-
ate a specific design for how the CIR would be set up in Washington.
Although Public Strategies, Inc. had helped us design the basics in
1998, and the group in Washington that met in July 1999 had indi-
cated this would probably work (see Section 5), now was the time to
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review what had been done and to adapt it so that it would function
properly as an entity of state government in Washington.

Over the next three months six people worked collaboratively to
produce a sound structure. The team who worked on this besides
me were:

«  Marc Greenough, an attorney for Foster Pepper Scheffelman,
a respected Washington law firm. One of Marc’s specialties
was writing iitiatives. He did the background work to
ensure there would be no legal problems in setting up the
CIR as an entity of state government.

«  Jerri Fosdick, a well-known organization development consult-
ant in Minnesota. Her clients range from Target Corporation to
a foundation in Britain. She has consulted with the Jefferson
Center since the late '80s and knows well the kinds of chal-
lenges faced by a small staff aitempting to remain neulral as
they set agendas and facilitate the Citizens Jury hearings.

»  Pat Benn, a former teacher and consultant on novel methods
of decision making in Minnesota’s schools. She served as pres-
ident of her local teachers’ union, one of the leaders in the
state in democratic innovations. As my wife, she has consulted
on many of the Citizens Jury projects and served as staff in a
couple of them.

« Doug Nethercut, executive director of the Jefferson Center,
1998 to 2002. Doug was very familiar with the challenges
that must be faced in running Citizens Jury projects in a trust-
worthy, yet cost-effective way.

«  Michael J. McCormick, former assistant director, Washington
State Department of Community Development, and a leading
consultant on planning and growth management.

Pat, Doug, Jerri and [ started the work by reviewing the existing
structure as it emerged from the hearings at River Falls. We realized
that we needed a considerably more sophisticated proposal than that
one, since we had to go beyond the general outlines of a plan to some-
thing that could actually be put into a bill or an initiative, and that
would be detailed enough to lead to a well-run agency, without being
so detailed that it would break down in practice. After several meet-
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ings and memos, we finally constructed a document to send Mike
McCormick so that he could do his work in Washington.?

A few aspects of the proposal are worth some comments here. One
of the challenges for Mike was to come up with some way of allocating
state funds to the CIR. It is well-known that a favorite tactic for under-
cutting a political reform is to underfund it. Therefore, we wanted to be
very explicit about the cost of the CIR and where funding should come
from. The estimates of cost were worked out by Doug and Mike, the for-
mer borrowing on years of experience from the Jefferson Center regard-
ing the costs of a small office that conducts citizens panels, and the lat-
ter checking with friends in state government to ensure that these
expenditures seemed reasonable from the point of view.
Mike produced a detailed t showing the minimum and maximum
yearly expenditures.

The reason for the maximum and minimum was that we wanted
to give the jurors a choice about levels of expenditures. We felt that
this was one of the key choices that should be theirs. But we also
wanted to be sure that the lowest cost could still fund an agency that
would do quality work. The difference between the low figure of
$700,000 and the high of $1.4 million was basically the difference
between what it would cost to evaluate two initiatives a year and a
maximum of eight. There are some basic costs (office, board of com-
missioners, core staff, training of staff, etc.) that are needed no matter
how few initiatives are evaluated. That is why the evaluation of eight
initiatives is so much cheaper per initiative than the evaluation of two.

After a number of inquiries, Mike decided that the best source of
funds was interest on the general fund. The state always invests its rev-

? There is considerable documentation on what we were thinking as we designed
a specific infrastructure for the CIR in Washington. The key documents are:
A. Building the Structure of the Citizens Initiative Review. This document

reflects the suggestions of Jerri Fosdick and Doug Nethercut.

B. Memo from Ned Crosby to Mike McCormick. This is the memo that
described the things we wanted Mike to consider as he was doing his work
to fit our ideas in with the current operations of state government.

C. Draft of April 12, 2001, by Mike McCormick. This was Mike’s proposal after
he had completed interviews with some dozen state employees, current and
retired, and had completed considerable research. This was not the final ver-
sion presented to the jurors in the May Citizens Jury. That document had
some further revisions, also the footnotes were removed or incorporated
into the text for ease of reading.
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enues as soon as they come in, meaning that every year something like
$70 million in interest is generated. This is the one source of revenue
in the state that could be said to “belong” to everyone in the state, and
therefore would be a good source to pay for the CIR. Thus, we pro-
posed to the jurors that the legislature should be directed to use these
funds for the CIR, with the amount something that the jurors them-
selves should decide.

Another key task that Mike undertook was to review various laws
and regulations to ensure that the CIR would comply with them. He
also pursued the question of where in government the CIR would func-
tion best. We had always hoped that it could fall under the jurisdiction
of secretary of state. Mike confirmed that this made sense from the legal
point of view (this office being charged with overseeing elections) and
also from the point of view of the office staff. He visited with the cur-
rent secretary of state, Sam Reed, as did Pat and I in a separate meet-
ing. Although Reed was somewhat guarded in his comments about the
CIR, he clearly had no major problems with its being located in his
office. He even pointed out that there was a precedent for having an
independent board located within his agency.

The other major point that Mike reviewed was the makeup of the
board of the independent commission. Since 1998 we had wanted a
board of commissioners that would consist of people appointed by
members of previous citizens panels and people appointed by elected
officials. Our first suggestion was that there be a six-person commis-
sion; three from previous citizens panels, one appointed by the secre-
tary of state, one by the majority leaders in the legislature, and one by
the minority leaders.

Mike went along with these suggestions for awhile, but then began
to raise questions. He felt there should be a larger board of commis-
sioners. We agreed. After further discussion, we all began to feel that
it probably was not a good idea to have appointments from legislative
leaders, as these appointments were likely to be too political. He also
pointed out that if the secretary of state did not have sufficient appoint-
ment powers, then s/he might not feel enough investment in the CIR
to give it strong support. We agreed that this was a good idea in
Washington, where the secretary of state’s office has a long-standing
reputation of puiting the fairness of the electoral system above politi-
cal concerns. Mike also felt that the governor should have a role in the
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appointments. In the end, we came up with the idea of having a ten-
person board, with the secretary of state (or designee) serving as the
chair. The chair would not vote, except to break a tie.

This brings us to the evaluation panel. This is a key part of the
infrastructure. The idea is that each citizens panel that evaluates an ini-
tiative should choose a few of its members to serve on an evaluation
panel, which would meet at the beginning of the following year. The
evaluation panel should be made up of 8 to 16 members. This means
that if there were only one citizens panel conducted in a year, the pan-
elists would select eight of their members for the evaluation panel. If
there were five citizens panels, then the panelists would each select
three of their members; if there were eight citizens panels, they would
each select two of their members.

There are three tasks for the evaluation panel to perform:

1. Review the conduct of the citizens panels and the CIR staff
in general during the previous year.

2. Make recommendations to the board regarding any changes
in procedure they would like to see.

3. Select two of their members to serve on the board of com-
missioners for three-year terms.

The first task, although it may seem quite s rward, raises
some interesting questions about effective citizen control of entities that
are supposed to serve them. The powers of the evaluation panel are
consciously limited. The Jefferson Center experience with the oversight
committee in the 1990s was in our minds when Doug, Jerri, and I sat
down to design the evaluation panel. How could we design an appro-
priate role for them? Jerri and Doug agreed that it was a good idea to
have the panel select two of their members for the board of commis-
sioners. Introducing two of them to a board situation where others were
used to serving on boards would allow the panelists to learn how to
function in a role that would be new to most of them. It would also
mean that, clearly, the power lay with the board. Randomly selected cit-
izens are to be empowered, but not so much by the role they play
on the evaluation panel as in the role they play on the board.

What then should be their role in evaluations? It was here that
Jerri spoke up strongly. She felt it was important that panelists not be
placed in the role of gathering information, but be given the task of



222 Healthy Democracy

reviewing objective data that already had been gathered through care-
fully designed means. Therefore, she suggested that the staff of the
CIR be mandated to gather information. This already is a standard ele-
ment of the Citizens Jury process with regard to gathering evaluations
by the jurors of the citizens panel on which they have served. But the
information should be expanded. There should be evaluation forms
given to each witness, which they would fill out as soon as they had
completed their testimony. A survey should be done after the elections
are over in November to learn how useful voters found the evaluations
of the citizens panels, and whether voters would like any changes in
the information provided. There should also be a review of fiscal
accountability (either an audit or some other kind of clear and objec-
tive review by an outside party) and evaluations of the training that is
done for the staff and board.

The expectation is that panelists will be able to use these staff-gen-
erated evaluations, together with their own experiences, to come to
solid conclusions about how well the CIR was conducted in the previ-
ous year. This review should take a couple of days, at the end of which
the panelists would know each other well enough so that they could
do a sound job of picking two of their members to serve on the board.
Evaluation panel meetings would be facilitated by a trained modera-
tor, just as the citizens panels are. Note that this moderator must be
very sensitive to serving panelists and not directing them. Those peo-
ple on the evaluation panel will be among the most sophisticated of
the panelists, and they will be alert to any attempt by the moderator
to steer the discussions in a way that avoids the problems that the staff
and board may be having. The first thing the members of the evalua-
tion panel should do upon meeting is to work out an agenda that will
allow them to cover the important matters to their satisfaction.

One thing which must be scheduled into their hearings is a time
for the executive director to appear as a witness before the evaluation
panel. If need be, the panel can also request an appearance by the sec-
retary of state. The evaluation panel should be sure to review the
report from the previous year’s evaluation panel before hearing from
the executive director so that they can ask questions about any rec-
ommendations that have been made.

By the end of their meetings, the members of the evaluation panel
will have completed their report to the board and selected two of their
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members to serve on the board. Clearly, if they state in their report
that some changes in operations are needed, the two people they have
selected for the board will be sure to want these changes to be con-
sidered carefully and carried out by the board, if appropriate.
Although any one board can refuse to act on the suggestions of an
evaluation panel, should the board do this for three years in a row,
they are likely to find themselves with a majority of commissioners
who are irritated by this failure to take action. It would be quite likely
at this point that the executive director would be fired and a new one
hired to carry out the suggestions. In other words, the evaluation panel
has real power, but there is also a check against their being able to
take rash action in any one year.

Such was our thinking as we finished the design of the evaluation
panel. What the jurors thought of it is discussed further in Section 5.



Section 4

The Citizens Panel on Electoral Reforms,
River Falls, Wisconsin

’

concept of the CEF as a whole arose when we stumbled across the
opportunity to conduct a citizens panel in April 1998 in Wisconsin on
different approaches to electoral reforms. The idea of involving students
in a citizens panel on electoral reform was met with enthusiasm by both
the political science department and the chancellor at the University of
Wisconsin—River Falls. This would be run like a Citizens Jury, but con-
ducted outside the Jefferson Center so as to avoid IRS problems.

The River Falls faculty and administration turned out to be very
cooperative. An agreement was set up whereby 18 people would be
randomly selecled [rom the lwo counlies in which River Falls was
located: Pierce and St. Croix counties. The panelists were stratified on
age, education, gender, race, geographic location and political affilia-
tions and attitudes. People familiar with the Citizens Jury process
would be hired as consultants to help with the selection process and
setting up the hearings. The hearings would be conducted by experi-
enced facilitators. The students and political science faculty would
help somewhat in this, but their main function would be to monitor
the fairness of the project. This was especially important because I pro-
vided the [unding for the project through a grant to the University of
Wisconsin—River Falls. The jurors were made aware of this and were
urged, along with the students, to be alert to any biases. The hearings
would take place using the standard five-day model used by the
Jetferson Center.

We were pleased to learn that there were four electoral reform
efforts being discussed in Wisconsin and that these mirrored reforms
under discussion at the national level. Wisconsin already had some rel-
atively tight laws on campaign contributions, but there were a number
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of ways to get around these. A fair amount of discussion was under-
way to figure out what, if anything, should be done to tighten or
change the campaign finance laws. The project decided to pay the four
main reform efforts $2,000 apiece to ensure that senior people would
present the proposals to the panelists. Because the four organizations
were not able to have a senior person present all five days, I hired a
recent college graduate as my assistant, so that he could make some
of the presentations along with me. This ensured that the Citizens
Election Forum was not given an edge in terms of having a more sen-
ior person making the presentations.

Three of the four proposals were similar in that they took the exist-
ing system in Wisconsin and modified it to some degree. These pro-
posals were as follows:

+ The Handrick Proposal. This was presented by Rep. Joe
Handrick, chair of the Committee on Campaign Finance
Reform in the Wisconsin State Assembly. He presented a plan
that reflected the work being done on that committee, but
chose to identify it with his name, since the proposal had not
been formally adopted. It represented a moderate Republican
approach.

*  Wisconsin Democracy Campaign Proposal. This proposal was
presented by Gail Shea, director of the campaign, and Hans
Detweiler, an associate. Theirs was basically a moderate
Democratic proposal.

*  Wisconsin Citizen Action Proposal. This was presented by
Roger Bybee, the leading person working on this for Citizen
Action in Wisconsin. They called their effort the Clean Money
Campaign Reform. It was similar to reforms already adopted
in Maine and Vermont.

Each one of these proposals had a clear statement of goals, along
with a number of specific details about how the proposal would work.
But these details get rather confusing and are not really needed to
understand the basic thrust of what was being suggested. Perhaps the
best way to indicate the differences between these three is to examine
what they proposed to do for races for the Wisconsin Senate.
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Comparing Three Proposals for the State Senate

Proposal Spending limit Public funding Source of the
per candidate available public funds
Handrick $100,000 Min: $25,000 Increase check-off on
Max: $45,000 income tax to $3.
Use funds from

general revenues
if needed to meet
$25,000
Democracy $100,000 $50,000 Increase check-off
Campaign to $5. Use general
funds if needed
to meet $50,000

Clean Money $60,000 $60,000 General revenues
after initial $2,500
raised in small amts.

All three of these proposals were voluntary. A candidate could
decide to take public money or not. A novel feature of the Clean
Money proposal was an “equalizing” feature. This provided that if the
opponent of someone who accepted public funds were to raise more
than the $60,000 limit proposed for the Senate, then the candidate
accepting public money would get more in order to equal what the
opponent had raised. This would go up to three times the limit for the
Senate, or $180,000. This was done in order to discourage candidates
from rejecting public funding in hopes of being able to outspend the
candidate on public funds.

The fourth proposal was from the Wisconsin Christian Coalition,
presented by its Chair, Brent Pickens. This took a libertarian approach.
It would do away with spending limits for all statewide offices and with
public funding as well. In place of the spending limits and the public
funding, there would be an extensive and efficient reporting method
so the public could easily learn who was contributing to a campaign
and how much. It also recommended measures to make voting more
convenient for citizens, including uniform polling place hours, a uni-
form state voting system and a requirement that employers provide
time off for voting.

Finally, I presented the Citizens Election Forum, as described in
Chapter 5. The major difference between the description of Chapter 5
and what was presented in River Falls had to do with the makeup of
the board of commissioners (see the end of Section 3 for a discussion
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of how the River Falls citizens panel dealt with this) and some techni-
cal details regarding the workings of the evaluation panel.

The five days of hearings at River Falls went very well. All of the
key presenters of the five electoral reforms showed up and made good
presentations. When you are asking significant people in the political
arena to spend several days in a rural part of the state quite a distance
from the capitol talking with randomly selected citizens, this is no
small accomplishment. The agenda was typical of those used by the
Jefferson Center: a half-day was devoted to each team’s proposal, with
the time divided equally between pro and con views and time for
questions by the panelists. There were panel discussions by the wit-
nesses, the panelists deliberated, and then issued their findings and
recommendations.

In order to track the panelists’ views, they were surveyed twice on
their response to the five electoral reforms. The first time was right after
each half-day’s discussion of a proposal had concluded. They were
asked to rate the proposed reform on a five-point scale: “I like it a lot,”
“I like it,” “I feel neutral (or have mixed feelings),” “I don't like it,” or “I
don't like it at all.” Then, ten days after the project was completed, the
same survey was sent out to the panelists to see what their views were
after they had been away from the project for awhile. To summarize the
results, a score of 5 was given to the highest rating and a score of 1 was
given to the lowest. The ratings turned out as follows:

Reactions of Panelists to the
Five Electoral Reform Proposals

Mean Mean
Wisconsin Citizen Action 3.1 2.8
Handrick Proposal 3.6 4.3
Christian Coalition 3.8 34
Wisconsin Democracy Project 3.9 3.5
Citizens Election Forum 4.8 5.0

*Only 13 of the 18 panelists returned the forms sent to them in the mail.

These results were very encouraging to us. One thing that still is
not easy to assess is whether the fact of my paying for the project had
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any influence on the views of the panelists. Those working on the proj-
ect felt that this bias in favor of the Citizens Election Forum might well
be counteracted by the perception that I was “one of those
Minnesotans from the Cities” who wants to push his ideas on the rural
people of Wisconsin who live near the Twin Cities. Such a bias would
have inclined them to give the Citizens Election Forum a lower rating
than the Wisconsin proposals. But the panelists did not sense any
biases in the way the project was conducted. On the standard question
about bias, 16 were “very satisfied” that the project had been con-
ducted in an unbiased way and two were “satisfied.” This is quite a bit
better than the average score received by Citizens Jury projects over
the years. With regard to their feelings about the project as a whole,
17 were “very satisfied” and one was “satisfied.”

One of the interesting sidelights of this project was the low rating
given to the Clean Money proposal of Wisconsin Citizen Action. This
is the proposal that has been introduced into Arizona, Maine and
Massachusetts through initiatives and adopted by legislative action in
Vermont. What made a proposal that was so successful m such a
diverse group of states do so poorly here? It should not be the rural
makeup of the panelists, since Maine and Vermont are largely rural
states. Perhaps the low rating resulted from the determination of Roger
Bybee to convince the panelists of how much corporations were rip-
ping off the people of Wisconsin, something that may have led the
panelists to discount his ideas as too left wing. Although I took no
pleasure in the poor showing of the Clean Money proposal, it did give
me hope that the Citizens Election Forum could find broad acceptance
in America if it could come out so much better than a reform already
adopted.



Section 5

Designing the Citizens Initiative Review

R the of r e. My

al us ns initia-
tives goes back to an unpublished manuscript, Towards a New
Democracy, which I completed in 1980. That book, the major part of
which proposed a whole new form of democratic government, was so
far ahead of its time (or odd, depending on your point of view) that it
stood no chance of being published. As the Jefferson Center moved
ahead to conduct Citizens Jury projects for policy makers in the cur-
rent system, I gave little thought to the book. It was therefore a sur-
prise to me when someone said, “Why not use citizens panels to eval-
uate initiatives?”

The background leading up to the CIR has been spelled out above.
Section 2 discusses the focus groups conducted in Washington state in
1997, Section 3 reviews the building of the infrastructure, and Section
4 describes the citizens panel on the Citizens Election Forum con-
ducted in 1998. It was in the fall of 1998 that Pat Benn and I decided
to work as partners in the effort to find a state with leaders interested
in empowering citizens panels to provide trustworthy information to
voters. We reviewed states with the initiative process and chose four
as the most likely to be interested in our proposals: Colorado, Maine,
Oregon and Washington. We went to Maine in early 1999 where we
were received with polite interest by a number of officials but with no
great enthusiasm.

In May 1999, we went to Washington to visit our d r and her
family who live there. We also met with Mike Lowry, a Democrat, and
governor of Washington from 1992 to 1996. When we presented the
CEF to him, he was quite enthusiastic and said he would run it by
Ralph Munro, a widely admired moderate Republican then in his last
term as secretary of state. A week or so later, Lowry called us to tell us
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that Munro generally liked the Citizens Election Forum, but felt it was
a mistake to run it as part of government. Lowry said he had similar
concerns himself.

Our response was to ask him if he would help us do in Washington
what we had done in Minnesota. We then related what had happened
when Public Strategies, Inc. had held their day-long design lab on the
questions surrounding the CEF as a governmental entity. Would he be
willing to host a day-long event with a few key civil and political
activists that included both Republicans and Democrats to review the
Citizens Election Forum? The topic for the day would be: Should it be
a governmental entity and, if so, how could this be designed to work
properly in Washington? Lowry agreed to try to set it up. The interest
shown by two prominent officials and the willingness of Lowry to help
set up a meeting of key people led us to put off visiting Colorado and
Oregon. The presence of our family in Washington made working
there even more appealing.

That summer a day-long meeting was held with ten people, all
deeply involved in Washington politics—a group of moderate
Republicans, Democrats and Independents. Included were the presi-
dent of the League of Women Voters of Washington and the director
of elections of the office of secretary of state. We engaged a skilled
moderator to keep us all on task. Pat and I spent a great deal of time
preparing for the meeting, focusing our presentation on reasons why
the CEF should be run out of government. It therefore surprised us
when the questions dealt with the basics of the proposal, such as what
a citizens panel is and how the panelists are selected. We realized that
we are so used to citizens panels that we had forgotten how novel they
seem to some people when it is suggested that everyday citizens play
a major role in the political system.

As we neared the break for lunch, Mike Lowry asked whether this
method could be used on initiatives. Would we be willing to consider
using citizens panels to evaluate each statewide initiative that qualifies
for the ballot? After all, he said, what is really driving the politics in
Washington is not the governor as much as the initiatives that are
being passed. When the discussion continued after lunch, it took only
about an hour for everyone to agree that it was a good idea. They also,
however, suggested strongly that we do a pilot project to show what a
citizens panel on an initiative would look like. Did we think we could
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find a way to conduct a citizens panel on a specific initiative to intro-
duce the concept in the state? We said we would try.

We made a few attempts on our own to find ways of getting a pilot
project going, but these did not work. Therefore, at the end of 1999
we engaged the firm of Gogerty Stark Marriott to help us sell the pilot
project. A respected and successful public affairs firm, they counted
Boeing and Weyerhaeuser among their clients. Don Stark, the senior
partner who took on our project, thought there was a good chance we
could find the funds. He pointed out that recent events were on our
side. In November 1999, an initiative had passed that cut the fees on
license plates to an even $30 for all vehicles. This led to a significant
drop in taxes. It was opposed by business, labor and “good govern-
ment” groups. Even though the groups opposing it allegedly spent over
$2 million, while proponents spent a great deal less, the measure
passed by 56 to 44 percent. He thought that business and labor might
be ready to consider something that would give the voters trustworthy
information on initiatives, and that might help voters understand bet-
ter what the impact of their vote would be.

Don Stark introduced us to a number of well-connected individu-
als, including meetings with key representatives of Weyerhaeuser and
Boeing and other business leaders. We met with some 30 leaders from
various groups that spring and addressed another 30 or so in carefully
designed presentations. Almost everyone with whom we spoke said
they liked the idea. We also had an excellent meeting with labor. Rick
Bender, president of the Washington State Labor Council, invited us to
make a presentation to the executive board of the labor council. Mike
Lowry came along to introduce us to the more than two dozen people
who were there, and that contributed to what we felt was a very favor-
able reception.

As the spring passed, we learned that labor was more supportive
than business, but they were reluctant to contribute to a pilot project
to demonstrate the Citizens Initiative Review unless it was supported
by business as well. We agreed that support from both business and
labor was important for the credibility of the project. By May, with no
support evident from business and no major individual donors on the
horizon, we had to admit that we were unable to raise the funds for
the pilot.

As we neared the end of our unsuccessful effort, we asked Don Stark
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why business and labor were not prepared to spend $200,000 to test
out a method that might make it less likely they would need to spend
another $2 million. He had a story for us. In the early days of Stark’s
career, they had as a client a local business owned by a firm on the East
Coast. The local firm was rather inept in public relations and frequently
needed the help of Gogerty Stark Marriott to get them out of trouble.
Finally, Gogerty Stark Marriot went to the East Coast office with a plan
for them to be put on retainer to prevent the troubles from arising, rather
than having to perform rescue operations all the time. They pointed out
that the proposal would save the firm quite a bit of money.

The east coast office turned down the offer. Why? Because there
was nothing in the budget of the firm for something like this. The con-
tact person in the firm on the East Coast found it easy enough to
explain to his superiors that fires needed to be put out. It would not
be easy to explain why a new budget item for long-term consulting
should be added. So the offer was turned down, even though a solid
argument could be made that it would save money.

Refining the Proposal

One thing that happened along the way was that we changed our
basic presentation. We discovered that it was relatively easy to
describe the Citizens Initiative Review to people whom we met, with-
out having to resort to the broader concept of healthy democracy. We
even had had cards made up with Healthy Democracy on them. But
once you begin to concentrate on a specific political reform, then
bringing up the broader concept of healthy democracy seemed to
complicate things, rather than making the ideas easier to present. So
we stopped using the cards and no longer mentioned healthy democ-
racy. In retrospect, it might have been wiser for us to start with the
broader approach and then move on to the CIR.

The design of the CIR also evolved as we met with people.
Originally, we had kept the idea of consultation with the jury pool, a
key element of the Citizens Election Forum. But as we met with more
people, I finally saw that this was not a good idea. In retrospect, we
should have dropped the consultation with the jury pool as soon as we
switched from evaluating candidates to evaluating initiatives. But I was
so taken with the possibilities of expanding the dialogue of the citizens
panel that I could not bring myself to part with it, in spite of the chal-
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lenges Pat and our advisors put to me. We did learn that it was the
most difficult part of the Citizens Initiative Review to describe to peo-
ple. This made me prepared to drop the idea for the pilot project, but
still include it in the proposal itself.

Then I began to see that it was not just complexity that made the
CIR difficult to explain; it was that consulting with the jury pool did
not really make sense. After all, it was the citizens panel that would
hear the testimony on an initiative and reach conclusions. It was not
necessary to build a consensus around a new idea where dialogue
with the public was in order. It was a matter of an informed group of
citizens reporting directly to voters about what they had learned about
an initiative. Keeping the consultation with the jury pool simply added
an unnecessary layer to the project.

Here was an instance where the work we did with a public affairs
firm to promote an idea actually helped me gain insights into my ideas
and improve them. (Pat saw the inappropriateness of this without the
consultation.)

As we met with various political, business and labor leaders in
Washington, we had an interesting discussion of whether the CIR
should be set up as a private, nonprofit organization or as an entity
within government. At first blush, it would seem obvious that it should
not be set up as part of government. There is a long history of regula-
tory commissions set up to regulate some industry or some activity of
public concern where the commission gets taken over by the very
people it is supposed to regulate. Given this sorry experience, why
would we even consider setting it up as some sort of governmental
entity, no matter how independent one hoped it might be?

The main answer lies in finding the best way to provide a reliable
source of funds. The CIR will cost somewhere between $700,000 and
$1.4 million a year to run, depending on how many initiatives are on
the ballot.* Where would this money come from in a way that would
not prejudice the operation of the CIR? Many people think that foun-
dation funding would be a reliable source and would not bias opera-

* In Washington state in recent times the number of initiatives has ranged from
two to six. In Oregon in 2000, there were 21 statewide initiatives and one ref-
erendum on the ballot. In 2003, as we were testing the waters in Oregon dur-
ing difficult economic times, we reduced the budget to $400,000 a year, but
this would have allowed for only two initiatives to be evaluated every biennium.
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tions, but this is not possible, since foundations are not allowed to fund
political activities of this sort. It could be done legally by churches, but
surely this would raise problems of church and state, which everyone
would rather avoid.

This leaves businesses and private donors as the likely source of
funds. But our experience, and the experience of organizations like
Common Cause, showed that raising money for a procedural reform
from a large number of small donors is virtually impossible. It might
be possible to raise the needed money if business or labor or wealthy
individuals could be convinced to contribute, but in this unlikely cir-
cumstance, we would run into problems of credibility with the public.
Also, discussions with business and labor leaders in the state showed
us that even those people who liked the CIR were skeptical about our
finding money for the CIR from their organizations.

A key meeting for us was with Jeanette Hayner, majority leader in
the Washington Senate in the 1980s. She was one of the few
Republicans leaders who had managed to keep the respect of both
Democrats and the right wing of the Republican party. After we had
presented the CIR to her, she said she liked it as a whole, but felt that
it was a mistake to make it part of government. This presented a chal-
lenge to us. Ms. Hayner was the kind of person whom we wanted as a
supporter of the CIR. Did we really have to make it part of govern-
ment? We decided to do our best to take a fresh look at our proposal.

Out of this came an idea. Why not propose that the Citizens
Initiative Review be set up as an independent commission within gov-
ernment, but with a “sunset provision?” This would mean that after
something like five to eight years the commission would terminate and
would need to be enacted into law again if people really liked it. This
would have two advantages. If the CIK did not work well, then 1
would go out of business and not hang on as a useless expenditure of
public funds. And if it did work well, then the public would understand
it well enough so that the funds could possibly be raised from many
donors to run it as a nonprofit, should that seem the best way to con-
tinue it.

Once it became clear that we were not going to be able to conduct
the pilot project, we were faced with what to do next. It was tempting
to give up in Washington and move on to some other state. If we could
not raise funds for a pilot, how would we ever raise an even larger
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amount for an initiative campaign to get the Citizens Initiative Review
adopted into law? On the other hand, we realized that most people
with whom we spoke liked the basic proposal. Also, we felt an attach-
ment to Washington and many of the people whom we had met who
liked the proposal. Wasn't there some other way besides a pilot proj-
ect to show that the CIR was appropriate for Washington?

So Pat and I took the obvious step for us. Since we believe that a
Citizens Jury is the best way to start building an authentic voice of the
people, we decided that we would try to find a neutral host to conduct
a Citizens Jury on the question of whether the CIR was a good idea
for the state of Washington. And the obvious candidate for the neutral
host was the League of Women Voters of Washington. Using the help
of Lucy Steers, a savvy public affairs consultant who was a long-time
League member, we approached the League and asked whether they
would consider this.

Approaching the League

Our decision to ask the League to conduct a Citizens Jury project
on the CIR raised an interesting problem of integrity. How can such a
project claim to be fair when the major proposal to be reviewed is the
pet project of those paying for the event? At the Jefferson Center in
the 1980s the staff had discussed what to do if an advocacy group
approached us and offered to pay for a Citizens Jury to review its own
proposal for the solution to some problem. Was there any way to do
this without the Center selling out to the advocacy group?

Since we wanted to run projects for which someone was willing to
pay, we wanted to find a way to do this while maintaining our
integrity. We decided that we would undertake such a project under
the following circumstances:

1. The advocacy group and the Center would agree on an advisory
council that would oversee the project to ensure its fairness.

2. The agenda and the charge to the Citizens Jury would be
worked out in advance to the mutual satisfaction of both the
Center and the advocacy group. It was important to ensure
that the advocacy group would be able to learn what they
wanted, and the Center had to ensure that the jurors would be
able to deal with the important questions. Our favorite exam-
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ple of a biased charge was one that we could imagine a trans-
portation department proposing: “Would you like to see the
new freeway between Portland and Seattle be built in Corridor
A, B or C?” The problem with this question was that it pre-
supposed the need for a new freeway. Now if a broad-based
advisory council were unanimous that a new freeway was
needed, such a charge would be acceptable. But if the need for
a freeway were itself a major point of contention, then such a
charge would be completely inappropriate.

3. The advocacy group would place all of the money for the proj-
ect in escrow before the project began (or would make a direct
payment of the total amount to the Center).

4. The advocacy group would pledge not to make claims about
the results that went beyond what the jurors had decided. If
the freeway question had been put before a Citizens jury and
the jurors had chosen Corridor B as the best route, the advo-
cacy group could make no claims about the jurors wanting a
new freeway in general, unless there had been an opportunity
for the jurors to discuss that broader question after hearing pro
and con witnesses.

Pat and I decided these were good guidelines for us to use in
approaching the Washington League. After several meetings with var-
ious League representatives, the board of the League appointed a com-
mittee to meet with us at the end of January 2001 to see if a contract
could be signed between the League on one hand, and Pat and me as
the advocacy group on the other.

It turned out that there was a major difference between the League
and us. They wanted an agenda that concentrated on the gquestion of
what was the best way to solve the problem of initiatives. We wanted an
agenda that asked the question: “Do you think the CIR is a good idea?
If so, then please modify it to suit the needs of Washington and then take
a final vote on whether you want it in the state.”

Our reason for not wanting to deal with their question was one of
time and money. We wanted very much for the jurors to have the time
to modify the CIR to their liking. And we felt they would need three
days to do this. But the League’s proposed agenda would require at
least four days to decide between various proposals to deal with ini-
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tiatives. We did not have the money for two Citizens Jury projects, and
experience has shown that you cannot bring in people for a seven- or
eight-day project without cutting down markedly on the willingness of
people to participate. We did not want a Citizens Jury composed of stu-
dents and retired people.

Beyond that, we did not want to have the CIR be labeled “the best
way to deal with the problem of initiatives.” Given the broad public
support for initiatives, this would make it look as though we somehow
were opposed to them. Furthermore, this would bring up one of the
problems of using the League as a sponsor. Although we thought they
were professional enough to serve as neutral host, the League had
gone on record as opposing some of the initiatives sponsored by Tim
Eyman, a well-known sponsor of anti-tax initiatives. An agenda that
asked what to do about the problem of initiatives would raise ques-
tions about the neutrality of the League in a way that a simple con-
centration on the CIR would not.

After some debate, the League finally agreed to host a Citizens
Jury with the agenda we preferred, so long as we would pledge not to
make the claim that the jurors had decided that the CIR was the best
reform available for making initiatives work better. Our insistence on
having the jurors spend three days on the details of the CIR stemmed
in large part from our belief that there were some parts of it that
should be decided only by a legitimate group of Washingtonians. Most
especially, we felt it was not appropriate for a small group of people
who advocate the CIR to decide how much should be spent on it. That
really was a question for a broader group of Washingtonians to decide.
The same was true for the makeup of the commission that would over-
see the operations of the CIR.

The contact we signed with the League stated that the first two
days of the Citizens Jury would be devoted to the question of whether
the CIR in general was a good idea—something the jurors would like
to see in Washington. The jurors would vote at the end of the second
day. If a majority voted yes, then the project would continue for
another three days to fine-tune the process. If not, then the jurors
would go home after two days. Pat and I would select a few people to
appear with us as proponents of the CIR. The League’s task was to
find witnesses who opposed the CIR or who favored other proposals
for bringing trustworthy information to voters on initiatives. Both sides
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would be given equal time. The League would set up an advisory
council to guide them and we would pay for the whole project upon
the signing of the contract so that there was no way after that time that
we could influence the course of the project by threatening a with-
drawal of funds.

We all agreed that the project would require close monitoring if
bias in favor of the CIR were to be avoided. Part of the problem is that
we know all of the people who know how to run Citizens Jury proj-
ects. The League was willing to undertake a novel project like this only
if they got help in running it. And it could not be called a Citizens Jury
without the involvement of the Jefferson Center. It was finally decided
that both the Center and a team of consultants from Pennsylvania
would work on the project to help out the League. The team from
Pennsylvania consisted of two women, Susan Ruether and Tam St.
Claire, who had played a key role in the running of the Citizens Jury
projects conducted in Pennsylvania and Washington, D.C,, in the early
1990s. They were very professional, but also friends of ours because
of past work together.

I won't go into every detail of how the project was planned out.
But a whole series of questions had to be dealt with. Should the jurors
be told that Pat and I were paying for the project out of our own
resources? If they were told, it might bias the project in our favor
because it would make us look generous. But if they were not told,
then they would not be aware of a potential source of bias in the proj-
ect that they should be watching out for.

One decision the League made, about which Pat and I were
uneasy, related to paying the jurors if the project were stopped after
two days. The League decided that if a majority voted at the end of
Day 2 that they did not like the CIR well enough to continue working
on it, then the jurors should be paid for a full five days even though
they would only work two days. We felt this might incline a few jurors
in favor of voting against the CIR at the end of two days. If there were
strong support for the CIR, this would make little difference, but if the
vote were close, this might cause the CIR to lose. The League agreed
that this would create a challenge for us, but felt that this was one way
to show that the agenda was not biased in our favor.
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The May 2001 Citizens Jury on the CIR

This Citizens Jury project was certainly one of the most interesting
and exciting that has been conducted. Experienced staff who were
present had the feeling that the jurors were as fully engaged as in any
project they had witnessed. A good bit of this feeling surely came from
the fact that the jurors were given the chance to have a significant say
in building a method intended to make democracy work better, and
that it actually stood a chance of being enacted into law. Many pro-
posed laws and regulations go through public hearings, but the people
attending those usually care a great deal about the subject at hand and
they rarely are given more than a day for their comments. Seldom
does a crosssection of the public get the chance to review a proposed
law for five days and make changes in it if they wish.

This section will not go through all of the decisions made by the
jurors during the five-day event. A copy of the report on the project is
available at www.cirwa.org. This report contains not only the full rec-
ommendations of the jurors, but also details on the project such as
who the jurors were, what the agenda was, the full evaluation of the
project and who the witnesses were. Two videos of the event have
been made: a ten-minute overview, and a video lasting for almost two
hours showing in more detail how the jurors went about making their
decisions. These may be purchased by contacting us through the same
Web site.

One interesting aspect of the project was that Pat and I, as the
activists promoting the CIR, made it clear that we were not turning the
whole CIR planning process over to the jurors. One obvious thing we
did was to ask them to work off of the plan for the CIR that we had
spent the previous four months designing. Furthermore, we informed
the jurors that they and we each retained certain powers. If they had
voted against the CIR at the end of Day 2, that would have been the
end of our efforts in Washington. Furthermore, we would not go ahead
with the CIR after they had had a chance to shape it unless their final
vote was a strong majority in favor of it. We did not define exactly
what that meant, but we had in mind that we needed at least 16 votes
in favor in order to launch a campaign to get the CIR enacted into law.

But we pointed out to the jurors that if they were to make changes
in the CIR that we, as professional democratic planners, could not
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accept, then we would not feel bound to work for something we did
not believe in. For example, if they were to cut costs by suggesting that
the citizens panels that reviewed the initiatives be run only for one or
two days, then, given our experiences with the method, we could not
in good conscience support that.

This was a delicate matter. Some of the League staff asked us how
we could commission a project like this and then tell the jurors at the
end that we were not going to carry out their plan. If the jurors knew
that we held a veto over the final design, wouldn’t that undercut the
validity of the whole project? They would be forced to do whatever
we wanted to get us to act on their proposal. Finally, it was decided
that the jurors should be told that their primary task was to come up
with a plan they liked, without any restrictions from us. We would not
comment if the jurors did something we did not like until the very end,
after they had taken their final vote on the whole package. At that
point, we could indicate what part of the recommendations, if any, we
would not act on. They would then take a final vote on our modifica-
tion of their proposal. If a large enough majority approved it, we would
go ahead with that. If not, we would not promote the CIR in
Washington, although some other group was welcome to do so.

As it turned out, we liked all of the jurors’ proposals, so this whole
discussion was moot. But it is important for those interested in this
exercise to realize the degree to which we involved Washington’s citi-
zens while also placing limits on the degree to which we were willing
to accept their recommendations. This is similar to the way in which
the Citizens Jury process was conducted by the Jefferson Center and
how citizens juries have been run in Britain. There is no case in which
the officials for whom the project is conducted have committed in
advance to foliowing every recommendation made by the jurors.

This leaves an important question. Did the jurors really get an
opportunity to express themselves freely? The best way to answer this
is by looking at evaluations of the project. The single most important
evaluation of a Citizens Jury project is the one in which the jurors state,
in answer to a standard question, how satisfied they are with the fair-
ness and lack of the bias of the project. We felt that as long as two-
thirds of the jurors were very satisfied with the job, then the project
was run in such a way that the jurors really did get a good opportu-
nity to express their views without being manipulated. In this project,
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it turned out that 71 percent of the jurors were “very satisfied,” 25 per-
cent were “satisfied,” and only one person (4 percent) felt “neutral.” No
juror was dissatisfied. Also the personal comments of the jurors, listed
in the final report, were all very positive.

As explained in Chapter 4, the first two days of the Citizens Jury
project were devoted to a pro and con discussion about the CIR as a
whole. If a majority of the jurors had voted against the CIR at the end
of Day 2, then the project would have come to an end. If a majority
voted to continue (as they did), then the jurors would spend the next
three days going over key aspects of the CIR, indicating whether they
wanted to make any changes in the way the CIR was being proposed.

The “Suggested Topics . . .” on the following page is the sheet given
to the jurors to help them think about key questions regarding the CIR.
It was part of a 23-page briefing book the jurors were given at the
beginning of Day 3. They were given the opportunity to add to the list
if they wanted, but no one did so.

One of the topics on which they spent the most time was the
make-up of the board of commissioners. When the jurors voted 23 to
2 at the end of Day 2 to continue working on the CIR, it indicated that
they rejected the major argument of opponents that the CIR should
not be run as a part of government. But the structure of the board of
commissioners gave the jurors an opportunity to decide how much to
insulate the board from those close to the political scene.

The structure of the board is described in Chapter 4. Briefly, six
members on the board of commissioners are selected from among
people who have served on previous citizens panels, two are appointed
by the secretary of state and two by the governor. The secretary of
state (or a designee) serves as chair. The way this structure evolved is
described in Section 3 of this appendix. But the jurors in the May
Citizens Jury had the opportunity to change this if they wanted.

The major change considered was suggested by one of the jurors.
He proposed that the secretary of state and the governor each appoint
only one member to the board. This would create a balance on the
board of six commissioners who had served on citizens panels and
three who were political insiders. The argument in favor of this was
that having the secretary of state (or designee) serve as chair already
gave the insiders a lot of power. The six commissioners coming from
the citizens panels would need time to figure out what was going on.
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Sug’g’ested Topics for Discussion (luring’ Phase 2

This list of questions was prepared by project staff. Participants should feel free
to add or subtract their own suggestions, and set priorities for the discussion.
Their suggestions will be followed as closely as possible, depending on what
witnesses have been scheduled to appear on which days. The times when these
topics have been tentatively scheduled is shown in italics.

Topic 1: Location and structure of the CIR (Tuesday morning, May 22)

A

Location: Should the CIR be within the Secretary of State’s Office, or
an independent commission?

B. Board composition: How should members be nominated and who
should chair the board?

C. Office structure: What staff are required and what tasks will they
handle?

D. Funding process: How should the budget be set and to whom should
the board be fiscally responsible?

E. Sunset: Should there be a sunset provision? If so, when should it kick in?

Topic 2: Financial issues (Tuesday afternoon, May 22)

A. Budget: How much is needed for the CIR?

B. Source of money: Where shall it come from?

C. Reporting: Who should audit the CIR?

D. Unexpended funds: Should these carry over to the next year?

Topic 3: Citizens panel options (Wednesday morning, May 23)

A. Name: Is “Citizen Panel” the best name for these groups?

B. Size: Should the panels consist of 18 or 24 people?

C. Selection: Should participants be selected at random from the popu-
lation at large or only from registered voters?

D. Assignment: What should the citizen panels be asked to do?

E. Scope: Should all initiatives be covered? If not, how will the deci-
sion be made?

F.  Privacy: Should citizens panels be allowed to deliberate in private if
they so choose?

Topic 4: Experts (Wednesday afternoon, May 2.3)

A. Experts: How should it be determined who will speak for and
against the initiative? Should both advocates and neutral resource
experts be invited to speak?

B. Constitutionality: Should opinions on this issue be required to be
part of the CIR?

C. Fiscal impact: Should opinions on this issue be required to be part

of the CIR?
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They would be outmaneuvered if there were five commissioners who
were political insiders, even though the citizen panelists had a slight
majority in numbers.

The argument made against this was that the secretary of state (or
designee) would vote only to break a tie. This would mean that the
majority of everyday commissioners over political insiders would be six
to four. That should be enough to prevent any domination by the insid-
ers, given that the people selected from the citizens panels to serve
would be those viewed by their peers as the most capable of protecting
the process and making sure it serves the public interest. If the major-
ity is six to two (or three if you include the chair), this will not give the
insiders enough representation. It is important to have enough experi-
enced people on the board so that there is a commitment by the sec-
retary of state and the governor’s office to the CIR process. The com-
mitment of these key officials to the CIR process is crucial.

The discussion over the makeup of the board went on for about
an hour. Most of the jurors spoke up on one side of the question or the
other. When the vote was finally taken, it was unanimous in favor of
the six-four-and-one makeup of the board.

In another discussion, the jurors came up with a novel solution to
the question of how many initiatives should be reviewed during the
CIR’s first year of operation. Pat and I suggested that the staff limit
themselves to reviewing only two initiatives in their first year of oper-
ations. The jurors had some reservations about this, feeling that it
would be difficult to explain to the public why only two Initiatives were
examined when there were more on the ballot. (For example, in 2000
there were six initiatives on the ballot.)

Here the jurors were playing an interesting role. They could under-
stand the need for the new staff to warm up, given that they themselves
were experiencing the complexities of a citizens panel and they trusted
us that a new staff should not be overburdened. But the jurors also
were looking at this with fresh eyes and could imagine that the public
as a whole would find it difficult to understand why only two initiatives
were evaluated. Were we really sure that only two could be done? We
had to answer that this was our best judgment, but that it was possible,
if the staff were appointed promptly, that they could do three.

During this discussion, Marc Greenough, the attorney we were
relying on for legal advice, was present. He pointed out something that
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we did not realize: it would probably be seen as illegal (unconstitu-
tional) if some initiatives were subject to a review process and others
were not. A very good argument would have to be made for leaving
some out and considering others. The solution Pat and I had made up
for this was to run a first citizens panel to consider which initiatives
should be reviewed, should there be more than two initiatives on the
ballot that year. But the jurors thought that was cumbersome and
would be difficult for the public to understand.

Finally one of the jurors, Chris Johnson, a heavy equipment oper-
ator from Sedro Woolley, Washington, suggested that if there were
more initiatives on the ballot the first year than the staff could handle,
why not select those to be reviewed at random? Greenough agreed
that this would meet the legal requirements and the other jurors liked
the idea. So our original suggestion was modified so that their report
reads:

The Citizens Jury recommends that all initiatives be
examined. As the CIR process is gearing up in the first
year, there may be more initiatives than the newly
trained staff can cover. It is suggested that as many ini-
tiatives be covered as can be done in a high quality
way. The Citizens jury voted 23—2 that if there are
more initiatives than can be handled, random selection
will be used to identify the initiatives to be reviewed
that year.

Although the jurors did not suggest any topics that were not on the
list presented to them, they did interpret at least one of the questions
differently than we had expected. On Day 2, one of the witnesses had
proposed that all mitiatives be reviewed for constitutionality by a panel
of judges. This is important because quite a few initiatives are ruled
unconstitutional after they have been passed, much to the irritation of
those who proposed them and those who voted for them. The staff
thought that perhaps the 25 jurors would want to add something like
this to the CIR. As it turned out, there was a strong feeling on the part
of some jurors that the citizens panels should not be allowed to make
any comments on constitutionality.

This led to one of the most animated discussions held by the
jurors. Those who believed that the jurors should not be allowed to
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consider questions of constitutionality made two main points. First, the
panelists are not competent to make judgments about constitutionality.
This is something requiring a professional judgment and it would be
wrong for the panelists to comment on matters where even lawyers
and judges disagree. Their second point was that they feared that pan-
elists could be misled into opposing initiatives that would be found
constitutional if voted into law. (In Washington, the state Supreme
Court rules on initiatives only after they are passed.) The jurors who
felt this way were those who really liked the powers given to the peo-
ple of Washington by the initiative process; they did not want these
powers curtailed in any way.

This discussion took place during a time when neither Marc
Greenough nor Mike McCormick, the two expert witnesses present
during the last three days, were present. Thus, the discussion was car-
ried on almost entirely among the panelists with no witness commen-
tary. Those jurors who felt that the panelists should be allowed to com-
ment on constitutionality did so mainly on the grounds that both
witnesses and panelists would see it as their right to discuss this. How
could anyone tell a group of panelists that they were not allowed to
say something? Furthermore, would a provision be written into the
CIR proposal saying that no witnesses could raise the issue of consti-
tutionality? This would make the whole process look absurd, a limita-
tion on freedom of speech during hearings where advocates are
expected to make their best arguments. And, if witnesses were allowed
to discuss constitutionality, then how could you tell panelists that they
could not comment on this?

One example given was by a juror who was clearly opposed to gun
control. He felt that s might be proposed to further gun control
and that the major argument by those wishing to keep the freedom to
bear arms was that a limitation on freedom was unconstitutional. He
therefore made a strong pitch that it would be inappropriate to adopt a
guideline that might prevent the opponents of gun control (and any
other group in a similar position) from making their best argument.

The discussion of this question was often heated and went on for
almost an hour. It was the last major discussion the jurors had before
they went on to fine-tune the wording of the CIR for the final report.
What they finally decided regarding constitutionality was stated in
their report as follows:



246 Healthy Democracy

. . . the jurors felt strongly that the panel should not
attempt to determine constitutionality. If jurors want to
refer to any arguments concerning constitutionality,
they must do so in terms of the reasons behind the
arguments. If constitutional issues arise, the citizens
panel report will include a statement making it clear
that the CIR does not make any final judgment con-
cerning constitutionality.

A Citizens Jury to design any kind of program in some detail, as
was done in the last three days of these hearings, is one of the tricki-
est Citizens Jury projects to conduct. We felt that the jurors were very
pleased that Mike McCormick and Marc Greenough had been avail-
able during the last two days to advise them on technical matters that
virtually none of the jurors had dealt with before. But it is never easy
for someone to be a neutral witness. The long video has a 25-minute
section showing how Greenough worked with the jurors as they dis-
cussed cost of CIR and where the revenues should come from. Should
there be a new tax, or should it come from interest on the general
fund? Both jurors and staff felt that Marc did an excellent job of serv-
ing as neutral staff to the jurors, but it would be reasonable for some-
one to be skeptical until having watched the video. It is in this kind of
session, as much as any place, that biases can slip into the Citizens Jury
process. The citizens panels being proposed under the CIR to review
initiatives will be much easier to run without bias, given that the pan-
elists are not required to make any proposals, but merely to evaluate
an existing proposal after hearing pro and con witnesses.
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Inventing the Citizens Jury Process
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pol science. I to cal pol tool
so much as to find a way of solving a problem in social ethics. In the
middle 1960s I was very academically oriented. I read extensively in
four fields besides political science: the validity of psychological tests,
epistemology, social psychology, and moral philosophy. All of these,
through no intention of mine, turned out to be critical in the inven-
tion of the Citizens Jury process.

I began my academic journey in the fall of 1954 as an under-
graduate at Yale where I set off to major in philosophy. I did not do
well. My major accomplishment was to be among the 100 or so who
tested out of freshman English. But I was not happy at Yale, got poor
grades, and quit in the middle of my junior year. I left with the begin-
nings of a grounding in philosophy and an abiding dislike of elitism.
After two years in the army, I did some reading in the history of psy-
chology with help from a professor at the University of Hamburg, and
returned to the U. S., where I finished up my B.A. at the University of
Minnesota, majoring in psychology.

My horizons were not very broad at that time. I decided to go to
graduate school at the University of Minnesota, but since I disliked
behaviorism, I chose political science, which I mistakenly thought was
going to be more historically oriented. But I wanted to find out what
was going on with the social science approach to studying humankind,
so I concentrated in empirical theory and behavior. As I should have
expected, I found that I was as dismayed with the approach political
science took to understanding humankind as I had been with psy-
chology and philosophy. I cut back on my courses and tried to figure
out what was wrong.

Luckily, as an undergraduate at Minnesota, I had taken two classes

247



248 Healthy Democracy

from Professor Herbert Feigl. He had started his career as one of the
younger members of the Vienna Circle of logical positivists, escaped to
the US. at the end of the 1930s, and settled in Minnesota. I had not
intended to take any philosophy when I arrived at the U. of M., but my
advisor insisted that Feigl was both an eminent philosopher and a fine
teacher, so I took his classes in epistemology and the philosophy of sci-
ence. Although I had some doubts that logical empiricism, as Feigl
then called his views, was really the way I wanted to see the world, he
was a wonderful mixture of clarity, curiosity and humility. The ground-
ing I received in his classes gave me a perspective from which to try
to challenge what I found lacking in political science and the social sci-
ences in general.

A turning point for me came in 1963 when I decided to express
my doubts to a professor of political science who was a firm believer in
“behavioralism” as it was then called in political science. I spent a
month preparing a set of challenges for him regarding what I thought
was superficial about attitude tests. We spent an hour discussing these
ideas and I went away very disappointed because he seemed not even
to understand me. [ was quite sure that this was my problem—that I had
failed to be clear. But I decided to speak with a professor of psychology
who had taught me a course on attitude measurement when I was an
undergraduate. After a five to ten minute presentation, I stopped and
asked if he could understand what I was saying—was I at all clear? He
said, “Of course you are clear. I think you are wrong, but you obviously
have read the literature.” I asked him what literature he meant, because
I had been thinking up the points on my own. His answer was that I
seemed to be referring to the literature of humanistic psychology. It was
the first time I had heard the term.

When | started to explore the foundations of psychology, it was
apparent that psychology was a decade or two ahead of political sci-
ence in terms of the sophistication of its measurement tools and the
sophistication of how psychology went about grounding its terms and
theories. I took a guided readings course from a psychology professor
who was kind enough to help, and from him learned about the key
role that the concept of validity played in psychology. I realized that
the problem I was having with attitude tests was that they did not
seem valid. Two of the most important criteria for a psychological test
are that it be reliable (the same test, under the same circumstances,
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yields the same results) and valid (the test measures what it is sup-
posed to measure). But now my curiosity went beyond attitude tests,
and I began to read and reflect about the concept of validity itself.

I was not a model of efficiency as a scholar. I spent a great deal of
time on my own just trying to think things through. In the process I
read most of the literature I could find on how to validate psycholog-
ical tests. There are four accepted ways to validate a test. The one that
tries to avoid a narrow behavioral approach to psychology is called
“construct validity.” But I felt that even this did not do justice to
human nature. It ignored reasoning and the internal feelings and con-
sciousness that make humans alive and worth caring about. I set out
to write a paper on how even construct validity ignored “mental data.”

I was very lucky that one of the two originators of construct valid-
ity, Paul Meehl, was a professor at the University of Minnesota.® He
was close to Herbert Feigl and had created his notion of validity based
upon Feigl’s logical empiricism. I convinced Meehl to help me with my
paper and ended up writing what was essentially a masters thesis on
the validity of psychological tests.

The two years I spent reading about the validity of psychological
tests, and the philosophical assumptions behind the different

5 The term was created to enable psychologists to remain true to their scientific
goals while moving beyond a narrow behaviorism. Behaviorists were fond of
“operational definitions.” For example, many psychologists would define intelli-
gence as “that which is measured by the Stanford-Binet intelligence test.”
Absurd as this seems to me in 2003, many psychologists indeed took this
approach to defining terms. But if you wanted to move beyond this while main-
taining your scientific stance by avoiding any sort of reliance on intuition or
introspection, what could you do? The term “construct validity” was introduced
by the American Psychological Association in a set of technical recommenda-
tions (Psychological Bulletin, Supplement 51[1954]:1-38 to deal with this. The
standard interpretation of these recommendations was an article by Lee
Cronbach and Paul Meehl, which came out in the Psychological Bulletin in
1955. “Construct validation is involved whenever a test is to be interpreted as
a measure of some attribute or quality which is not ‘operationally defined’.”
What one does with internal constructs is to use a number of methods of obser-
vation and testing that correlate with each other and where there is a set of
psychological laws to explain these correlations, something that Cronbach and
Meehl referred to as a “nomological network.”

8 Meehl was a very well-known psychologist. He held four professorships at
Minnesota: psychology, philosophy, psychiatry, and law. He has written on a
variety of topics, especially schizophrenia and psychometrics.
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approaches, were interesting years for me. At the beginning of this
work, when my frustration with political science was high, I had
thought of writing a paper entitled “Up from Empiricism.” But by the
end of this work, I managed to retain a respect for the tools of the
social sciences based upon logical empiricism. Paul Meehl showed me
that these were not as shallow as I had originally thought.
Nevertheless, I still felt a strong need to go beyond these tools to deal
with matters that logical empiricism could not handle in an adequate
way. Meehl was fond of telling his classes that some of the most impor-
tant things he had to say he could not verify. This helped me to main-
tain an interest in the social sciences while not feeling limited by them.

But as I was gaining a growing appreciation for some of the tools
of psychology, I began to have increasing doubts about the usefulness
of seeking ultimate intellectual foundations for our knowledge. The
arguments over the nature of the construct validity of psychological
tests were based upon two competing schools of philosophy of sci-
ence.” As I pursued the literature, this recourse to philosophy seemed
to raise further problems rather than providing answers to the ques-
tions faced by the psychologist or political scientist who wanted to
know the best way to use attitude tests. I spent several months trying
to figure out the logical differences surrounding the definition of con-
cepts, trying to make sense of them. Some of this involved delving into
symbolic logic. But as I continued to rcad about the various methods
for validating tests, it began to dawn on me that virtually no psychol-
ogists actually working with psychological tests seemed concerned
about these logical matters. Their reference to these matters seemed
more a rationalization for the kind of work they did, than reference to
a foundation that was alive in their work.

It was during my early years in graduate school that a graduate
student in philosophy, Jean Andre Cadieux, kept telling me that it was
important to learn about the work of Ludwig Wittgenstein on ordinary
language philosophy. I had had long discussions with Andre about
Wittgenstein versus logical empiricism and finally decided I should

7 The main advocates in favor of construct validation adopted an epistemology in
line with philosophers of science like Herbert Feigl and Carl Hempel. The main
advocates opposed to construct validation based their views mainly on the phi-
losophy of May Brodbeck and Gustav Bergmann, who held more closely to a log-
ical positivism which supported a strongly behaviorist approach to psychology.
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read Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations. The more doubts I had
about the philosophical foundations of the social sciences, the more I
tried to understand what Wittgenstein and some of his adherents were
saying about epistemology and its relevance to the social sciences. This
provided a serious challenge to the logical empiricism of Feigl® and, by
extension, Meehl. I was particularly struck by Michael Scriven’s cri-
tiques of the logical empiricist approach, and by some of the views of
Clarence Irving Lewis.

What interested me especially was that Wittgenstein, while work-
ing in the same milieu as that which led to the Vienna Circle, had
attempted to lay the foundations of knowledge in a work called
Tractatus L -Philosophicus. But a decade later he gave this up as a
mistaken enterprise and undertook to write the Philosophical
Investigations, which he was unable to finish in his lifetime. This
became the origin of what came to be called “ordinary language phi-
losophy.” Wittgenstein produced a number of aphorisms that became
widely quoted. “Philosophers create problems for themselves when
they take words out of their original context and use them in highly
specialized ways. This leads to the creation of problems that we can-
not solve unless we go back to the original context to learn what the
word was intended to mean.” This is not an accurate quote of
Wittgenstein, but it was the kind of thing that I was hearing graduate
students, who were fed up with the obscurity of much philosophy, say-
ing to each other in the late 1960s.

Wittgenstein posited that our knowledge is secure if the doubts we
normally have are satisfied. Michael Scriven added to this by saying
that there is no sense in which we can ever provide a complete justifi-
cation of an explanation out of context; for a justification is a defense
against some specific doubt or complaint, and there is an infinite num-
ber of possible doubts. This approach to knowledge led me to break -
from the view common among political scientists that we always need
an explicitly stated theory to organize our knowledge. In reality,
Wittgenstein’s approach was to a large degree a resort to common
sense in areas that had been over-intellectualized. On the other hand,

8 Feigl had known Wittgenstein. He was one of a select few chosen by Moritz
Schlick to join the meetings the Vienna Circle held with Wittgenstein in 1927,
which were part of what led to the latter’s picking up his philosophical work
again after having set it aside for several years.
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Wittgenstein’s statement that the task of a philosopher is to gather
tools for the problem at hand led me to conclude that empirical tests
were worth using if the circumstances warranted and if the tests really
seemed to advance our knowledge.

Nevertheless, it seemed to me that the foundations of psychology
were just as knotted and fragile as the foundations of knowledge as
Wittgenstein saw them. Indeed, I thought up another sarcastic title
for an article, “In Search of Sufficient Obscurity.” If you could find
something obscure enough to base your arguments on, such as ref-
erence to the importance of “material implication” to justify
approaches to the validity of psychological tests, you might well be
viewed as profound and be able to write a number of articles with-
out encountering many people in your own field willing to take the
time to contradict you.

Luckily, however, Paul Meehl was too compelling an intellect for
me to simply revolt against all of what I had been learning about psy-
chological measurement and the need for careful scientific work.® Also
Meehl was quite unwilling to be limited by methodology when he
believed he had important insights. He believed in intuition and
allegedly had won quite a bit of money from his colleagues by being
able to identify female psychopaths in the general ward of a psychi-
atric hospital by watching how they walk. He also told his students that
if he had only one hour to do a psychological assessment of a person,
the tool he would use is an interview. Given more time, he would use
other tests, including the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory.
Meehl never was able to make me very fond of the MMPI, the test
with 600 true and false questions, but I admitted it probably was a
useful tool to have in one’s repertoire.

1t was also from Meehl that I learned the importance of using one’s
intellect to find the truth rather than just to win an argument. He told
me a story about Feigl at a major philosophical conference held one

® For example, the article by Donald T. Campbell and D.W. Fiske, “Convergent
and Discriminant Validation by the Multitrait-Multimethod Matrix”
(Psychological Bulletin 56[1959]:81-105, seemed a reasonable way to pursue
the validation of psychological tests and the building of sensible concepts. It
provides a standard of careful examination of claims that is useful in checking
out some aspects of how citizens panels should be run. I plan to write more
about this in the paper on the theory and methods of the Citizens Jury process.
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summer by the group involved with the Minnesota Studies in the
Philosophy of Science. On the second day of the conference, a
Tuesday, Feigl made a major presentation of his views. On Thursday,
as he was elaborating on his Tuesday presentation, Paul Feyerabend
pointed out an inconsistency between what Feigl said on Tuesday and
Thursday. How does the professor explain this?

As Meehl told the story, Feigl thought for a bit and then said, “Well
one of those was my Tuesday position, and the other is my Thursday
position.” After the laughter had subsided, Feyerabend began to dis-
cuss the differences between these two positions. They rapidly were
named “the Tuesday position” and “the Thursday position,” and the
assembled philosophers devoted considerable time to working through
the significance of the differences between the two. Meehl noted that
Feigl’s willingness to admit his mistakes publicly was rare in academia
and was a much needed trait.

This difficulty in holding reasonable discussions was reinforced for
me several times. I learned that Wittgenstein urged many of his best
students to get out of academia. One interesting tidbit I noticed was
that there seemed to be a steady flow of articles and Ph.D. theses that
used the F-Scale of the Authoritarian Personality test. Yet that particu-
lar scale was a paradigm case of an invalid test. In spite of the wide
agreement regarding the importance of validity, it seemed as though it
was possible to ignore the need for validity if a particular test dealt
with a topic that was popular.

It was in this way that I ended up with a strong interest in human-
istic psychology, and with an interest in studying the reasons that peo-
ple offered for their policy stands, yet with a respect for empirical tests
and psychometrics, when properly applied. But it also seemed clear
that most academics were not able to get grants large enough to
undertake empirical tests sophisticated enough to really tell us much.
It seemed to me that the majority of papers written, based upon the
application of some psychological test, were sufficiently well done to
add to the author’s list of publications, but not profound enough to
enlighten us much about human nature.

It was after this work on validity that I began to think it would be
interesting to write my Ph.D. thesis on decision making or on how
people held their political values. Over the next couple of years I read
widely in social psychology. Again, I was struck by how little atten-
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tion was devoted to the reasoning process behind the complex way in
which people hold their political values.” I actually started devising
tests to try to get at this but was still bothered by the general
approach. I began to want to know whether the views people held
were right or wrong. In other words, I was feeling increasingly dis-
satisfied standing on the sidelines observing how people held their
values, as opposed to jumping in and discussing with them whether
their views were right or wrong.

By 1968 I moved away from a study of values and decided write
my thesis on social ethics. I was upset with most of the political science
faculty at the University of Minnesota because they regarded norma-
tive questions as little more than matters of taste. I thought there was
more to it than that and set off to find out if there were ways to
demonstrate this. It was also about this time that some people close to
me, especially an uncle who taught history of art at Yale, worried that
I had become a permanent graduate student.

I read much of the recent moral philosophy recommended by the
University of Minnesota Philosophy Department for a concentration in
moral philosophy. I was taken with the “reason in ethics school” of
philosophers. These were scholars heavily influenced by the later
Wittgenstein’s ordinary language philosophy. Given my penchant for
learning about foundations, I then read extensively on meta-ethics,
finding the work of H. B. Acton, C. D. Broad, Richard Brandt, William
Frankena, R. M. Hare, H. L. A. Hart, Alastair Maclntyre, ]. J. C. Smart,
Steven Toulmin, and G. H. von Wright to be of particular interest. In
spite of my skepticism about the foundations of knowledge, I could not
resist trying to learn whether it was possible to justify a moral theory
or set of moral statements in such a way that there would be wide
agreement that what was said was moraily correci.

I became taken with the notion of “negative utilitarianism.” In the
19th century, utilitarian philosophers such as John Stuart Mill held that
the social good was the greatest happiness of the greatest number.
Negative utilitarianism holds that we should help first those who hurt

' When looking up “rationality” in Psychological Abstracts, the premier reference
source for psychologists in that era, which contained brief summaries of arti-
cles, I was amazed to find page after page with the heading “rat” at the top (not
an abbreviation for rationality, but a direct reference to the animal), yet not
even a full page devoted to rationality.
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the most. Because of my work on the validity of psychological tests, I
thought I could propose more sophisticated measures of well-being
than had been proposed by utilitarians up to that point. If I could then
tie these measures to a novel distributive formula, I would be able to
create an interesting proposal for a social ethics. It took a year or two
of writing and reflection before I finally had to admit that I could do
little better in measuring well-being than had John Stuart Mill.

At the same time I was learning this, I was becoming convinced
that it made no sense to search for intellectual foundations for moral-
ity. Looking back now, I can see that I was hoping in spite of all I had
learned that I still could find intellectual foundations. But much as I
believed in the importance of reason in moral discourse, I could not
see that the reason-in-ethics school of moral philosophers came any
closer to providing intellectual foundations for morality than the emo-
tive theory of ethics or naturalism or intuitionism. I could find no
moral philosophers where it was not possible to pick at the reasons
they offered for their meta-ethical positions. The only way I could see
some consensus arising was if there were an initial agreement on some
basic aims or emotions, such as caring about others.

But in trying to prove a statement like “the foundations of ethics
lie in shared aims instead of reasons,” I found myself advancing fur-
ther into the swamp of meta-ethics. Not only is the distinction between
aims and reasons hard to draw, but those with critical minds always
seem able to raise further doubts about the reasons one offers to lay
the foundations of ethics. On the other hand, those who share my aims
do not seem to be disturbed by my failure to offer a clear set of foun-
dation-type reasons. Instead, they try to help me select the best rea-
sons for acting on the aims we share.

In 1971 I finally decided that the best we could do to raise our
views about social ethics above the level of mere taste or subjective
statements was to gather a group of people and let them say what they
thought was the social good. How should these people be gathered?
Why not at random? And how should they address questions of social
ethics? Why not try to get them to follow the guidelines of the reason-
in-ethics school of moral philosophers, adding to it the emphasis that
R. M. Hare and H. B. Acton placed on empathy or sympathy? In this
way the ns .

I cal n decision. This stood for repre- ¢
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sentative, rational, concerned and legitimate. I thought the best way to
make it representative was to use random selection. Rationality and
concern for others (or empathy, or even love, a word many academics
hesitate to use) seemed obvious to me and were not open to further
justification. You either think these reasons are important, or you do
not." The need for legitimacy arose from my realization that if one
actually put people into small groups to make such a decision, there
might be a number of different proposals coming out of different
groups studying the same problem. So, if we want to come up with a
set of recommendations to help a community or a nation agree about
how to resolve some problem, we need to designate one of the groups,
or some setting for holding the group discussions, as the legitimate
group whose decisions we agree in advance will speak for us.

At the time I thought this up in the summer of 1971, I had given
no thought to its being like a jury. (It was not until the later 1980s that
we adopted the Citizens Jury name.) My creation of this idea was an
odd achievement. A few months after I had thought it up, I explained
it to a fellow graduate student. He said, “Congratulations. You just
invented the jury system.” I was mortified at having spent several years
inventing something, when it was a common device in use since about
the 12th century. It was only when I could not find anyone else pro-
posing use of the jury system to make decisions about social or politi-
cal matters that I felt better.”

Also, my decision to use random assignment to deal with moral
questions was not novel. There was considerable discussion of this by
moral philosophers because of the writings of John Rawls.”® He proposed
a specific definition of fairness based on an imagined situation where

' As with so many statements in moral philosophy, this statement requires qual-
ification. I could imagine a discussion with someone who sincerely does not see
the need for empathy in morality, in which I would offer rcasons for my belicf.
But I would not be trying to make a general case. Instead, I would be trying to
learn from him why he had doubts and then I would see what [ could say to
answer them. I believe that for such a discussion to be fruitful, it should be con-
ducted with as much clarity as possible and with respect. But I do not see this
as leading to any sort of intellectual foundations which would necessarily be
interesting to others.

2 T am not sure when I learned that Robert Dahl and Marcus Raskin, both in the
1970s, had given thought to using juries in the political arena, but certainly it was
not until after I had conducted the first Citizens Jury. And, as described in
Appendix B, Peter Dienel actually conducted the process before I did.



AppendixA Section 0 267

people would construct moral norms from behind a “veil of ignorance,”
telling them that afterwards they would be randomly assigned places in
society. He was doing this as a hypothetical exercise to generate moral
norms, but I saw no reason one could not actually select people at ran-
dom and ask them to reflect upon a situation and generate their own
solutions to it.

Indeed, this appealed to me much more than Rawls’s hypothetical
approach. He, after all, was using this device to construct intellectual
foundations for his views on morality. I was sure that he did not get
around the “foundations” problems any better than anyone else. I felt
that Rawls did not offer any better reasons for why I should accept his
views on morality than would be offered by a randomly selected group
of people who met in a real setting to discuss what should be done
about a particular problem. Instead of hypothetical social contracts, .~
these randomly selected people could be viewed as creating real social
contracts, albeit of limited nature.

The Citizens Jury process became the heart of my Ph.D. thesis,
“Concern for Al 1 received my PhD. from the University of
Minnesota in 1973 and was a little dismayed that my thesis committee
thought that I was simply writing a theoretical work.” But when I now
look at what I wrote then, I am struck by how terribly academic it was.
The thesis argues in favor of an attempt to justify a whole system of
norms. I still could not resist the tug of thinking that a large enough

' Rawls was seen by many as the leading American moral philosopher of the
20th century. His views on justice as fairness were widely circulated in the late
1950s on mimeographed copies of his articles. His “A Theory of Justice,”
{(Harvard University Press) came out in 1971 and “Justice as Fairness: A
Restatement” came out in 2001 (also from Harvard Press).

This turned out to be Draft 26 of my thesis. In retrospect, I am very pleased
that I did not stop at Draft 23, completed in 1969. I wrote Draft 23 while I
still thought that quality empirical measures of well-being could be at the heart
of a social ethics. Herbert Feigl read it and liked it well enough to offer me help
in getting a position at a think tank at Stanford University. Had I turned in Dratft
23 as my thesis and followed through on his generous offer, I surely never
would have invented the Citizens Jury process.

I am forever grateful to Professor Mulford Sibley for his willingness to become
my thesis advisor. He was tolerant of all the time I was spending thinking about
things that did not seem to be going anywhere, and he allowed me to write a
thesis based upon views very different from his own (he had little interest either
in empiricism or in analytic philosophy).
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intellectual structure would provide us with the reasons we needed to
conduct our social affairs properly.

Finally my practical side won out. Within a year of getting my
Ph.D., I decided to try to conduct a Citizens Jury to see if it might work
in practice. As a result, I set up the Center for New Democratic
Processes in 1974 to check out the potential usefulness of the Citizens
Jury process. (The name Jefferson Center was adopted in 1987)
Would randomly selected people be willing to participate? Could they
understand the policy choices presented to them? How should these
small group meetings be conducted? Was there any way to avoid the
influences of staff bias? My readings in ordinary language philosophy
and moral philosophy made me feel that discussing the reasons behind
a policy were very important. This differed from the approach of atti-
tude testing, where the reasons were viewed as almost superfluous.
But my readings in social psychology made me aware of the oddities
of group dynamics and the need to prevent strong personalities from
dominating the discussions. I was also aware that the tools of psycho-
metrics and the standards of construct validity were difficult to use in
evaluating the quality of what was going on.

When I started the Jefferson Center, it was hardly an organization
at all. I spent half of the time from 1974 to 1984 working alone, hir-
ing staff only for conducting specific projects and then letting them go
after the projects were over. But even the first Citizens Jury was a com-
pelling experience because of the enthusiasm of the randomly selected
participants. The other two Citizens Jury projects run in that time were
also successful from the point of view of the participants, even though
they were run more as experiments than as attempts to produce solu-
tions for use in the real world of politics.

Looking back at that time, I can see that it was a bit foolish for an aca-
demic who had spent most of his life working alone in a library to think
he could actually run a center. I spent more time thinking about what was
going on than was really productive. Nevertheless, I gained enough expe-
rience with the process that Joe Stinchfield, a friend who worked for the
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, was able to convince me to
run a Citizens Jury that actually would try to solve a real problem. This
led to the first project with public sponsors, a Citizens Jury that examined
agriculture and its impact on water quality in 1984. From that time on,
there was increasing recognition that the Citizens Jury process had signif-
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icant potential for solving problems that our current political system was
not able to deal with effectively.

Over the years as I have reflected on what I went through to
invent the Citizens Jury process, I wonder what might have happened
if I had stumbled on a shortcut to inventing it. For much of my time
in graduate school, I was a member of the Citizens League of
Minneapolis. Their major function was to bring together diverse
groups of people to spend 20 to 40 hours over a period of several
months to study an issue and release a report on it. I could have saved
myself a huge amount of work by simply deciding to take what the
League did and substitute random selection for the way they chose
their participants. Given my desire to let the people speak for them-
selves, couldn’t I have seen my way to this by the mid 1960s rather
than wandering through academia for a whole decade?

In moments of self-doubt, I think I was foolish not to have seen
this. But if I had, I might have missed the importance of ordinary lan-
guage and the respect one should accord to the thinking of everyday
people. Without understanding the insights of Wittgenstein, I might
have thought I had invented something a bit trivial and that surely
those academics who really understood policy making and moral phi-
losophy would be able to see better ways for decisions to be made.
Certainly if I had gotten into discussions with academics, I would have
been very defensive, meaning I probably would have rejected their
advice and thereby failed to learn from them. So I believe the route I
took to the invention of the representative, rational, concerned, legiti-
mate decision did have benefits, even though I now realize that short-
cuts would have been possible.
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A Brief History of Some Novel
Participatory Methods

his is a of nted in

the last es from a
personal perspective. So far as I know, no one has written a thorough
history of these experiments. Because I have been so close to this, I
make no claim that this is a dispassionate review of the processes,
although I have done my best to write as accurately as possible.

The methods reviewed in this appendix were selected because I am
personally familiar with them, or because they are widely used methods
that need to be acknowledged. Surely there are a number of methods of
some importance that are not included here.'

The difficulty of making sense of the types of democratic practices available can
be seen by examining three Web sites: the Civic Practices Network, www.cpn.org;
the Teledemocracy Action News + Network, www.frontpage.auburn.edu/tann;
and Innovations in Democracy, www.democracyinnovations.org. Each of these
Web sites lists over 100 practices and methods. One of the differences between
the Civic Practices Network and the other two is the number of projects listed in
the CPN Web site that have received funding from major sources such as the
Kettering, Surdna, and Pew foundations. Neither of the creators of the last two
Web sites has received major grants for their work, and they seem to list more
projects that have been created without major funding. But it would be a mis-
take to try to judge the nature of the projects listed simply by the source of their
funds. Someone needs to take the time to look at all of the listings carefully, pro-
vide a full summary of what each does, and then start categorizing the projects
and methods listed. Web sites as large as these are difficult to keep up to date.
In the short look I took at them I came across interesting omissions and outdated
material in several places. As of February 2003, the Democracy Design Work-
shop was working to build an “interactive information repository on democratic
initiatives.” This was being done with the support of the Council of Europe and
AmericaSpeaks.
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The Citizens Jury® Process and the Planungszelle
ry g

These two very similar methods were created by Peter Dienel in
Wauppertal, Germany, in about 1969 and by me in Minneapols,
Minnesota in 1971. He conducted the first Planungszelle in 1972 and
I conducted the first Citizens Jury in 1974. We did not learn about
each other and our work until 1985.

I came up with the idea of citizens juries in the course of writing
my Ph.D. thesis in political science.” It was at the time of the Vietnam
war and [ was upset with many of the political science faculty for tak-
ing the view that questions of morality were quite similar to those of
personal taste. One professor actually told me that views on the
Vietnam war were rather like chocolate versus vanilla ice cream: even
if you cared deeply about the discussion, there was no way to prove
one view better than the other. [ felt that there must be some way to
elevate discussions of war and peace above mere subjective prefer-
ence, and sought to prove it in a thesis. Much of the work, Concern for
All, is terribly academic and obscure, but it seemed to me that it would
be worth trying out the idea of bringing randomly selected people
together in a respectful setting where they could learn about the facts
of a political issue and then discuss what should be done. So in 1974
I set up the Center for New Democratic Processes to try this out. (In
1987 we changed the name to Jefferson Center for new democratic
processes.)

Before setting up the Jefferson Center, I had visited the Center for
the Study of Democratic Institutions in California. It was interesting,
but clearly was a think tank and little inclined to test its ideas with real
people in political settings. My clearest memory of the place was its
elegance (it sat on a hill in Santa Barbara with a wonderful view of the
Pacific), the graciousness of several of the senior fellows, and the way
the rapid footsteps of the junior statt rang on the marble tloors as the
senior fellows took their naps after lunch.

The Jefferson Center began on the second floor of a very small
house loaned to us by Augsburg College, not quite up to the standards
of the California center. The view was a parking lot, and the only rapid
footsteps were those of mice scurrying around in the false ceiling. But

2 The invention of the Citizens Jury process is described more fully in Appendix
A, Section 6.



Appendix B 263

I felt I had plenty of time and enough resources to start testing some
interesting ideas.

That first summer, we tested the idea of the Citizens Jury process. I
hired two students, and in ten weeks we designed and con-
ducted the first Citizens Jury. We gathered at random a jury of some 12
people and gave them the task of making up a national health care plan.
There was no intention of doing anything with the plan; my aim was
simply to see if people would be willing to attend a series of meetings if
they were paid to do so, and to learn if they would like the experience.

The answer to both was yes. We were so concerned that people
would not come that we started by conducting the once-a-week meet-
ings whenever it was convenient for the participants. Most people came
for one of two evening sessions, but there were two people who came
every Thursday morning and had a wonderful time. We never knew
that average citizens would take so much pleasure in dealing with
national health policy questions, but soon it dawned on us that they
really felt empowered as citizens in a democracy. They could come and
have two staff people, much better informed on the issue than they,
answer their questions, treat them politely, and take their opinions very
seriously. We at last realized that we could schedule the meetings at our
convenience and that people would still be willing to come.

There was one person who did not attend until the very last session.
Eighty-three years old, she had a bad foot and never went out unless
absolutely necessary. We visited her in her house and presented her the
same information given the other jurors. She came to enjoy it as much
as the rest, once her initial suspicions were allayed. After three weeks
(and a visit by us with her pastor) she admitted that she had worried we
were Communists, because it seemed suspicious that anyone would
really be kind enough to come and talk with her about health care and
pay her $10 each time we did so. She thought we must have some sin-
ister motive, and the most obvious political people she could think of
with sinister motives were Communists. But her pastor said we were OK.

After that was behind us, she really got interested in the informa-
tion we presented. She finally said she would like to meet with the
other jurors at the last meeting. She attended, said nothing throughout
the first hour while chain-smoking, and then joined the discussion for
the last hour. She concurred with a nurse who was one of the jurors:
“It’s like popcorn: the more you eat, the more you want.”
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The Planungszelle was invented by the German sociologist Peter
Dienel in 1969 or 1970 and first used in 1972. Dienel is a German
sociologist who wrote his Ph.D. thesis in the area of the sociology of
religion. He worked at a conference center for a decade before getting
a position as professor at the University of Wuppertal. I am sure that
the discussions at the conference center allowed him to see how fruit-
ful discussions between citizens could be. I regret to say that I do not
know exactly what went into his thinking as he came up with ideas
startlingly similar to mine. At the university he set up the Research
Station for Citizen Participation and Planning Methods. His staff con-
sisted of a secretary and graduate students. Using these somewhat
meager resources, in 1972 he was able to conduct the world’s first set
of hearings using randomly selected participants who stayed together
for a period of days to discuss a social issue.

In the spring of 1985 I was surprised to receive a letter from a
Professor Dienel of Wuppertal, Germany, a man I had never heard of.
He introduced himself, saying that he had learned of me from an
American who had visited Germany. He thought we might be doing
similar work. Since Pat and I already had a trip planned to Europe, we
were able to visit Dienel for a couple of days. It amazed me that he
and I had come up with such similar ideas more than a decade earlier.
On the second day of our visit, he started to answer my questions
about why he had decided on a particular detail of the process by say-
ing simply: “For the same reason that you do it that way.”

This was so odd that I felt compelled to say something absurd. So
I interrupted the conversation by suddenly saying, “Your mother is
named Elisabeth, isn’t she.”

Dienel: “Yes, but why do you ask?”

Crosby: “And your daughter, she is Elisabeth too, isn’t she!”

Dienel: “Yes, but why do you ask?”

Crosby: “Because mine are too.”

It turned out that my Elisabeth was born on June 30, 1963, and
his Elisabeth was born on July 7, 1963.

Planungszellen have been used more extensively for actual plan-
ning projects by local governments than we have been able to do with
Citizens Jury projects in the U.S. Also, the German projects have often
used many groups of 24 people on the same project (in the early
1980s, a project on energy futures used about two dozen
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Planungszellen around Germany). The Jefferson Center has spent more
time working on staff development and on methods for reducing staff
biases than has the Planungszelle. There are not enough differences
between the two methods to make it worthwhile substituting one for
the other, although a review of the two methods might result in
improving the quality of one or the other.?

The Planungszelle continues to be used in Germany and has
spread from there to Spain. The latter projects have been conducted
by Hans Harms (a Google search on his name turns up over 600 hits).
One of the more interesting recent projects in Germany was a major
project on city development done for the city of Regensburg, con-
ducted in 2001 (those who read German can get a copy of the 176
page report by going to www.die-planungszelle.de). This project
involved 227 citizens in nine separate hearings. One of the most suc-
cessful uses of the Planungszelle was a project on transportation done
for the city of Hanover in the middle 1990s.

Televote

Televote is a term coined by Vincent Campbell in 1974. Since then,
Ted Becker and Christa Slaton, both now professors of political science
at Auburn University, have done the most work on the process and writ-
ten most extensively about it. At its most basic, a Televote is a way to use
teleco s technology to provide a large group of people with
unbiased information on an issue or candidate, and then to poll them. A
number of variations on this theme have been used successfully.

Campbell’s initial 1974 project—with the San Jose, California
school district—was criticized for using a group of participants who
were not representative of the public as a whole. This led Becker and
Slaton to introduce random selection. In subsequent projects, 400 to
500 people per project were selected to participate through random
digit dialing. Since then, the process has been used successfully a num-
ber of times, in both the United States and New Zealand.

* The only comparative analysis of the two methods of which I am aware is
Citizens Jury oder Planungzelle by Sacha Pohl, done as part of his graduate work
at the University of Hamburg (available only in German). Pohl is the only per-
son I know besides myself who has actually observed both processes. In the
late 1980s Dienel was kind enough to let me help facilitate a Plannu
held in Wetzlar (I speak fluent, albeit flawed, German.)

™
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One of the most successful early uses of the Televote was in
Hawaii in 1985. The state was facing the problem of what to do about
budget constraints at public health clinics. Should the state eliminate
services, reduce them, find alternative means for delivering them, or
do something else entirely? Any of these options, it seemed, would cre-
ate difficulties for a number of poor communities.

Becker and Slaton had already conducted 11 successful Televote
projects in Hawaii, including two for the Hawaii Department of Health.
With that in mind, state officials decided to use a Televote to help
decide how best to respond to the budget constraints in the commu-
nity of Waimanalo.

A random survey of 500 people was conducted in this low-income
town of about 2,500 households. To everyone’s surprise, the accept-
ance rate for participation was nearly 75 percent. The health clinic
was clearly important to the people of this community, and their will-
ingness to participate belied the predictions of those who assumed that
poor people would not participate very heavily in a public discussion
of an issue. The demographic mix was excellent, except that partici-
pants were 64 percent women and only 36 percent men.

The results were also surprising. After reviewing the information
they were sent and watching a cable TV talk show on the issue, par-
ticipants indicated that they wanted the same general services to be
provided to the community. However, they were also willing to msti-
tute a modest fee for certain services to be paid by those who could
afford it. This view seemed reasonable to the Health Department,
which successfully instituted a program based upon Televoters’ ideas.

Becker and Slaton summarized their experiences in this way:

1. A highly representative group of people participated.
2. Many of the respondents took the time to read, think about,
and/or discuss at least some of the materials and issues.

3. Televoters not only understood these complex issues, but
many were able to transcend their own personal situations
and vote for alternatives that were, in the opinion of the
researchers, more in the public interest than their own.

The Televote is an integral part of the Citizens Election Forum and
the other ways of creating in-depth public dialogues discussed in Part
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3. The first use of citizens panels and the Televote together was in
Australia in 2000 on the issue of container deposit legislation.*

Deliberative Poll

The Deliberative Poll is a method of citizen participation champi-
oned by Professor James Fishkin of the University of Texas. Like the
Citizens Jury process, it brings randomly selected people together in
face-to-face hearings where they listen to witnesses and dialogue with
each other. But the Deliberative Poll involves some 400 people in a
single event. Although the Planungszelle may involve as many people,
it only does so in groups no larger than 25 people. Dienel and I felt it
important to limit the groups to this size for the purposes of good dia-
logue. Fishkin felt it important to bring people together at the same
event, although most of the discussions take place in groups of two
dozen or fewer.

One interesting facet of the Deliberative Poll is that it is based
upon one of the few methods besides the Citizens Jury that has been
used on elections. In the early 1970s, Granada TV in Britain began to
experiment with what they called the “Granada 500.” They, too, used
random selection, but in this case used it to assemble a group of peo-
ple to participate in campaign debates. Their idea was to assemble a
group of people whose minds would be open to the stands politicians
were taking in their campaign speeches and let this group listen care-
fully to what was being said. To accomplish this, Granada TV chose a
parliamentary district that was a swing district, having voted for the
winning party in national elections for quite some time. Five hundred
residents were chosen at random and invited to attend weekly debates
between cabinet ministers and their counterparts in the “Shadow
Cabinet.” For the final meeting, all 500 boarded a train and went to
London to hear a debate between the prime minister and the chal-
lenger. Margaret Thatcher participated twice.

The experiments of Granada 500 have died out. Even when
Margaret Thatcher appeared, the projects did not have the power that I

* See Lyn Carson, et. al. “Community Consultation in Environmental Policy
Making” in The Drawing Board: An Australian Review of Public Affairs 3, no. 1
(July 2002). Good as this pioneering study was, considerably more research is
needed to explore the two processes and the benefits that can arise from link-
ing them.
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believe the Citizens Election Forum will have because there was neither
a dialogue among the participants nor a summary by them of their find-
ings. But the Deliberative Poll has grown since Fishkin began promoting
the idea in the US,, starting with an article in the Atlantic Monthly in
August 1988. A major project was conducted in 1996 in which presi-
dential candidates were reviewed by some 400 people. The event was
called the National Issues Convention. Projects have also been con-
ducted in Britain and Australia. More can be learned about the process
by visiting the Web site, www.la.utexas.edu/resea ol/.

More recent Deliberative Polls have cut down on the number of
participants. A project in the late 1990s done for the Central Power &
Light in Texas used 265 citizens to get public input on an “integrated
resource plan.” Participants were brought together for an intensive
weekend of deliberation on the topic and were surveyed before and
after the event. In 2002 a Deliberative Poll was conducted in New
Haven by Yale’s Institute for Social and Policy Studies and the state’s
League of Women Voters. More than 1,000 people were polled ini-
tially. Roughly 350 people were invited to deliberate, and 136 com-
pleted the event. These events were similar in size to the Regensburg
project mentioned above, which had 217 participants.

Also the Deliberative Poll is now being introduced in an electronic
form. As noted in Chapter 9, a new project is now being undertaken
through By the : America in the World, a project of MacNeill/Lehrer
Productions. Its goal is to “energize and enhance the national conver-
sation on America’s role in the world through a series of national and
local broadcasts and events that demonstrate the relevance of foreign
policy issues to local concerns.” Fishkin has always believed in the
importance of making deliberative methods available to the public
through the electronic media and this is a significant step in that direc-
tion. See www.by-the-people.org.

One interesting difference between Deliberative Polls, Citizens
Jury projects and Planungszellen lies in the way the panelists’ final
report is constructed. In a Citizens Jury project, the panelists are
always given the opportunity to review the draft of their recom-
mendations, as typed up by staff, to be sure that it says what they
want. When there are several panels, as is often the case with
Planungszellen, the separate reports must be edited into a single doc-
ument by staff, leaving the panelists with no say in the process unless
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they are reconvened to review the combined document. In a
Deliberative Poll with so many people present at one time, it is diffi-
cult to ask participants to make up a report in their own words. My
impression is that their views are generally expressed through atti-
tude surveys conducted throughout the event, instead of a report in
their own words.

There is little doubt that the media and public officials are more
likely to pay attention to a large event than a small one. This can be
seen in the fact that the city of Regensburg was willing to pay for nine
Planungszellen to be conducted, when a smaller number would have
been less expensive and would almost certainly have come up with
virtually the same results. The Deliberative Poll conducted in New
Haven in 2001 received a great deal more media attention than the
Citizens Jury conducted there in 1994.

This raises the question of how many people should participate
in a hearing involving randomly selected people. My position has
always been that there should be between 12 and 24 people in a
hearing, that being the size that can engage in effective dialogues. If
more people are needed to make the sponsors of the event feel more
comfortable, then this should be accomplished by conducting several
projects, as typically is done in Germany. What makes a Citizens Jury
a valid event is that it has been conducted in such a way as to
deserve the trust of the public.

Fishkin has tended to justify the Deliberative Poll by saying that
the results are what the public as a whole would think if they had
the chance to go through the same process. If one has used several
hundred people in the project, then one can use the methods of sta-
tistical inference associated with modern scientific random samples
to extrapolate the conclusions of the Deliberative Poll to the public
as a whole. But this raises problems, since a properly conducted sur-
vey goes to some lengths to not change the sample in any way from
the public as a whole. If one puts the sample through several days
of hearings, then the participants are no longer like the general pub-
lic and one runs risks if one attempts to use statistical inference to
say this is what the public as a whole would want. There was an
extended discussion about this in the December/January 1996 issue
of Public Perspective (Vol. 7, no.1).
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Consensus Conference

The term consensus conference is used to refer to at least two meth-
ods. One is a method achieving consensus among experts on controver-
sial medical issues. This method has been used by the National Institute
of Health since 1977° The other use of the term consensus conference
refers to a method first introduced in Denmark in the middle 1980s.
The Danish Parliament became interested in the Office of Technology
Assessment, which then existed to advise the U.S. Congress on technical
matters. But the Danes have a long tradition of rational discussion
among their citizens, and it was decided to change the American model
and have small groups of citizens do the analysis. The citizens who par-
ticipate are volunteers who respond to ads placed in the media. They
convene on an issue to be examined, work with staff to set the precise
agenda, and then come back a few weeks later to hear witnesses, dia-
logue and then issue their conclusions in a report to the Parliament.’

This use of the consensus conference by the Danish Parliament is
the only instance I know of where an elected body has adopted a for-
mal method of citizen input. The method appears to have been suc-
cessful.” The Web site seems to indicate that the method is not being
used as frequently now as in the early 1990s, but evaluations done on

* The method, officially named a Consensus Development Program, involves
convening a panel of some 12 to 16 experts who have published scientific
papers, but not directly in the field where the controversy exists. These scien-
tists are briefed on the method and then spend three days hearing testimony
from people directly involved in the controversy and coming up with their con-
clusions. The audience for the hearings is often in the hundreds, at times grow-
ing to over 1,000 in size. The methods used are based upon the “Science
Court,” a method championed in the 1970s by Prof. Kantrowitz (see “The sci-
ence court experiment; an interim report,” Science 193[1976]) . Those wanting
more information about the Consensus Development Program should see the
guidelines at http.//consensus.nih.gov/about/abouthtm. Also the book Public
Participation in Science; the role of consensus conferences in Europe, Simon Joss
and John Durant (British Science Museum, ed. 1995) contains several interest-
ing discussions of both types of consensus conferences discussed here.

The consensus conference method along the lines of the Danish model has
been used in the U.S. at least once, in a project put together by Richard Sclove,
founder of the Loka Institute. In this project, conducted in Massachusetts in the
middle 1990s, the Jefferson Center served as a consultant to help select the
panelists using the random selection techniques developed by the Center.

" See Joss annd Durant, Public Participation in Science, cited above
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the process have been positive. This use of a formal method of citizen
participation by a legislative body is a valuable exercise and it is to be
hoped that it will be continued and replicated elsewhere.

The use of panels of citizens to advise legislatures has had mixed
success. The major Planu project in the early 1980s on energy
futures in Germany was set up when the Social Democrats (SPD) were
in charge of the Bundestag, but was not completed until after a change
in government, when the Christian Democrats took over. From what I
could learn, it appears that the new government paid little attention to
the results of the project. The largest set of Citizens Juries ever con-
ducted by the Jefferson Center (eight 12-person juries around the
state) was done at the request of the Health and Human Services
Committee of the Minnesota Senate. The results were largely ignored.

This lack of influence, however, is quite clearly a political failure
and not a weakness in the citizen participation methods used. It
would still be possible for a legislative committee to use any one of
the participation methods discussed in this section when seeking
advice. There would be a number of things a committee (or the lead-
ership of Congress or a state legislature) could do to get publicity for
the event and show that they are prepared to rely upon advice thus
gathered from the public, as opposed to relying upon lobbyists. In the
late 1990s the Jefferson Center set up a small committee to approach
the leadership of the Minnesota legislature to ask them to consider
using the Citizens Jury process on the question of physician-assisted
suicide. Although the committee included a former Republican gov-
ernor and former Democratic Speaker of the House, they did not suc-
ceed in making their case. The leadership was so embroiled in parti-
san maneuvering that the time was never ripe to approach them and
ask that they consider this radical idea, even though both Republicans
and Democrats in the advisory group thought this was a way to pre-
vent the topic from becoming a political hot potato.

Future Searcll ConferenCe

According to Marvin Weisbord, author of Discovering Common
Ground® the future search conference is the outcome of practices that

® Marvin R. Weisbord, Discovering Common Ground (San Francisco: Berrett-
Koehler Publishers, 1992).
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have evolved over a number of years. Writing in 1992, Weissbord pre-
sented the following summary of the process:

Typically, 30 to 65 or so people meet for up to two-
and-a-half days. We do five tasks of about three hours
each. We explore in turn the past, present, and future—
of the world, ourselves, our institution. Everybody puts
in information, discusses it, and decides what to do.
The “technique” is a series of semi-structured dia-
logues. They take place in mixed, voluntary, and/or
“stakeholder” groups, usually of eight people. Small
groups report their conclusions to the whole. They
post everything on flip charts in plain sight.

We explore and validate differences, but we don't
“work” them. Should people open old wounds, fight old
battles, or jump to problem-solving, we seek to have
them acknowledge each other’s reality and remind
them that the task is finding common ground and
future aspirations. As we discover them, that is where
we plant our action flags. When we work on common
ground and common futures, we tap deep wells of cre-
ativity and commitment.

Weisbord notes three aspects of the future search conference that
differentiate it from the practices from which it emerged. The number
of stakeholders is broader than usual, the process is to a large degree
self-managed, and the management of conflict is done by getting the
participants to acknowledge differences but then take steps to move
beyond these.

This process makes no pretense of involving a cross section of
everyday people. It is based upon gathering “stakeholders,” people
who are highly involved in the topic under discussion and who repre-
sent different positions on that topic. Imagine, for example, that peo-
ple who live around a lake are confronted with a deterioration of the
water quality due to increased nutrients as more and more houses are
being built around the lake. A Future Search Conference would do
more than simply involve a group of developers on one side and envi-
ronmentalists on the other. An attempt would be made to include res-
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idents, fishers, county planners, boat builders and a variety of others
as well. The goal would be to find an inn way to deal with the
situation that would overcome current animosities and move toward a
solution representing common ground.

In such a situation, this method is more compatible with the way
government works than a Citizens Jury. The larger group, made up of
people from the area who are used to being active in social and polit-
ical affairs, would stand a much greater chance of influencing decision
makers than would a group of randomly selected people, few of whom
would be well-known around the lake. Conversely, the future search
conference methodology would not work nearly as well as a citizens
panel for something like the Citizens Initiative Review. Citizens panels
work very well when set up to function basically as a committee of the
general public in order to report back to voters at election time. In the
case of reviewing an initiative, it is much more appropriate to bring in
a cross section of the public who will hear witnesses than to try to fig-
ure out who the stakeholders are and then bring them in only for two
or three days, with very few, if any, witnesses called.

America Spealzs

America Speaks is an organization set up in the middle 1990s by
Carolyn Lukensmeyer, a person skilled in organizational development,
who also served as chief of staff to the governor of Ohio in the late
1980s and worked as a consultant to the White House during
Clinton’s first term. The mission of America Speaks is to hold town
meetings to discuss a political issue or topic of public concern, using
modern communications techniques to enable large groups to work
together effectively. Groups of people (typically 300 to 500) are
brought together for a day to discuss a topic. Although not selected
randomly, the participants are often selected to be representative of
the community from which they are drawn. They are sent materials in
advance so they can be prepared to discuss the topic at hand. In some
projects the number of participants is in the thousands.

People are seated around tables in groups of eight to ten; at each
table is a networked computer via which the ideas of the group can
be sent to “idea sifters” who sort out the suggestions and place them
into reports that are used throughout the meeting. Each person is
given a wireless voting pad on which to answer questions posed to all
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participants during the day. But every town meeting is customized to
meet the needs of the sponsor, bringing in various techniques that
best meet their goals.®

The largest project conducted was a discussion of Social Security
reform funded at the level of $12.5 million by the Pew Charitable Trust.
In this, some 45,000 people around America were engaged in a discus-
sions that included Internet forums, interactive teleconferences and other
methods. The project also included print and paid radio advertising and
grassroots organizing to sustain citizen involvement in the issue over time.

In July 2002, America Speaks conducted a major project called
“Listening to the City,” on rebuilding the area of Lower Manhattan
destroyed on September 11, 2001. The project received front-page
coverage in the New York Times. According to the Times, the partici-
pants called for “bolder, more innovative designs” and indicated that
the designs should include more nonoffice uses. Not all of their com-
ments were negative. The officials charged with the rebuilding of
Lower Manhattan indicated they would consider new options for the
site. Judging from the news reports, the project was very successful,
adding a strong citizen voice to objections that had already been
voiced by architects, planners and politicians.

Stu(ly Circles

The study circle method was introduced at the end of the 19th cen-
tury in Scandinavia where it was used extensively by unions to educate
their members on social and political matters. This method has been
promoted in the US. by the Study Circle Resource Center.” They have

® Some of the methods of the town meetings are based on earlier work of peo-
ple like Kathleen Dannemiller, who experimented with large group meetings.
Also, America Speaks was influenced by the future search conference. In the
planning stages of the organization, Lukensmeyer called upon Marvin
Weisbord to facilitate a group of people to help design a program. More infor-
mation on the organization can be found at www.americaspeaks.org.

'* The study circle method also has a predecessor in the US. The Kettering
Foundation, starting in 1976, set up the National Issues Forum to promote
small discussion groups around the country on selected topics. They would
seek out volunteers in many communities, often reaching out to students and
faculty at colleges and universities, to join in a discussion of the chosen topic.
Materials would be prepared in advance and sent out to a trained facilitator
who would moderate the meeting.
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taken the method and expanded it beyond just one group of people.
Their goal is to include all walks of life in a community. On their Web
site (www.stu .org) they describe their activities as follows:

The Study Circles Resource Center is dedicated to find-
ing ways for all kinds of people to in dialogue and
problem solving on critical social and political issues.
SCRC helps communities by giving them the tools to
organize productive dialogue, recruit diverse participants,
find solutions, and work for action and change.

The Topsfield Foundation created the Study Circles
Resource Center in 1989. Since then, SCRC has
worked with many kinds of communities, on many
different issues, to develop a process for bringing peo-
ple together for creative community change.

Hundreds of communities across the country have
organized study circle programs. SCRC works directly
with these communities, to refine and improve the
process for organizing large-scale community dialogue
that leads to action and change.

From neighborhoods to large cities, broad coalitions of
community groups are bringing together hundreds
(and sometimes thousands) of people from all walks of
life to deal with (a variety of) important issues.

Discussion

Although this appendix covers only a small number of the meth-
ods available for involving citizens more directly in discussing and
influencing public policy, it does cover a range of approaches that
might be used. My guess is that most of the other participatory meth-
ods that exist have strong similarities to one or more of the methods
discussed above. For example, the Wisdom Council, not included in
this appendix because it is discussed in Chapter 6, can be seen as
using the size and random selection methods of a Citizens Jury, but
taking the approach of a future search conference in terms of seek-
ing out new solutions to problems, while dealing with conflict in a
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unique way and playing down the need for witnesses. This is not to
imply that the Wisdom Council is merely a derivative method. It is
a method that stands on its own merits. But there are a few basic
ways of running participatory methods, and most of the hundreds of
methods that exist are variants on these basic approaches.

So which of these methods is best? I think it is wise to start with
the assumption that every method has some virtues and is well-suited
to at least some approaches for gathering citizen input on public pol-
icy matters. Proceeding on this assumption is important if only to avoid
the competitiveness among advocates of different methods, who some-
times do not listen to each other carefully. If careful and objective
study shows some methods are, in fact, better than others, that is fine.
But too little careful and objective study has been done of various
democratic practices."

One caveat should be offered regarding this plea for respect. Some
consulting firms are prepared to help a governmental body do public
outreach mainly to help the officials get support for projects they have
already decided to do, rather than to give citizens a valid opportunity
to express their views to officials.” This is the clearest abuse of partic-

" Why is there little careful analysis and comparison of methods? One reason
may be that the methods are simply not powerful enough to warrant expensive
evaluations. But another reason may lie with the power of the large founda-
tions that fund the major projects. My guess is that few people, inside or out-
side of academia, are prepared to undertake a completely fair and honest eval-
uation of major projects and methods. I have known a number of responsible
people who have been closely involved both with major foundations and with
major participatory projects, who have observed activities that were less than
professional and fell quite short of the standards of openness and reasonable-
ness that one would hope for in organizations dedicated to democracy. But no
one wants to speak out publicly about these problems, myself included. The
concern is that offending one or more major foundalions could do considerable
harm to one’s career or to the funding of the nonprofit organization where one
works. Certainly a consortium of foundations or universities could put together
a credible project to do evaluations. Otherwise, we must rely on some brave
journalist or academic to do the job.

[ am indebted to Lucy Moore for pointing this out. She made a major presenta-
tion at a conference in 1995 put on by IAP3 (International Association of Public
Participation Professionals). There she discussed “the dark side” of public par-
ticipation consulting. She pointed out that some consulting firms are willing to
sell out to public officials by putting on sham participatory events, even though
the public officials have clearly made up their minds about what they want.

N
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ipatory methods, and obviously does not deserve respect. Note, how-
ever, that this is an orientation or set of motives rather than a specific
method. Every application of a public participation method deserves
close scrutiny to be sure that it is not falling into this abuse.
Sometimes the consulting firm may have good motives, but not ask
enough detailed questions at the beginning of the project to ensure
that the public input gathered through the project will be used
properly by the officials calling for it.

A final question one might reasonably ask concerns how widely
used these methods are. Again, I have little direct information to go
on. For example, the number of Citizens Jury projects conducted by
the Jefferson Center is known (31), but my estimate of 200 projects
conducted in Britain was based on the estimate of 150 to 200 made
m October 2000 by Anna Coote and Clare Delap, two of the people
most directly involved in getting citizens juries used in the UK. They
told me that after about 100 citizens juries had been conducted in the
UK, they stopped trying to keep a full list. My assumption is that the
count on other widely used participatory methods is just as likely to
be a rough estimate.

One can also take a look at how much discussion of different meth-
ods takes place on the Internet. There are so many oddities about such
a search that its main use is to show the breadth of interest in a variety
of participatory methods. It is likely to be unreliable in comparing the
frequency of use of one method to another. Many of the hits had noth-
ing to do with democratic process. For example, with America Speaks,
only six of the first 30 hits had to do with the organization and method
discussed in this appendix. With “citizens juries,” all of the first 30 hits
dealt with the democratic process started at the Jefferson Center,
although the majority of the hits were on Web sites in the U.K. Most of
the hits for “consensus conference” were about the scientific use of the
method, especially in the medical field, and not about the consensus
conference as crafted by the Danes to get citizen input useful for dem-
ocratic decision making. If one searches in German, the number of hits
for Planungszelle is a great deal higher.
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Criteria for Selecting Participatory Methods

The following is a checklist that can be reviewed in deciding which participa-
tory method to use. In the theory and methods paper I intend to write, I shall
discuss the problems in deciding which criteria are important and why. But the
following checklist is a good enough start for reviewing participatory methods
and selecting between them.

What are the overall goals of the project?

*  What are the motives of the sponsors and those conducting the project?
*  Are decision makers likely to pay attention to the recommendations?
+ Is the goal to produce a vision or select a solid program?

How many participants should there be?
+  The range may be from 12 to thousands.

How should the participants be selected?
»  'Typical methods: random, stakeholder, volunteer

How should the agenda be set?

¢ Who has the final say?

»  What reason is there to think that the agenda will be fair to the par-
ties concerned?

How long should the hearings last?
+  The range typically is from a two-hour meeting, such as a focus
group, to five days of hearings, such as a citizens panel.

How many witnesses will there be, and who selects them?

*  In cases of visioning, witnesses may be less important than in projects
designed to select specific programs.

+  If witnesses are not used, how is information presented in a fair way?

How will meetings be facilitated? Who has say over the flow of the hearings?

+  Caution should be taken not to have facilitation too rigid or too loose.

+  Can the citizen participants have a say in the agenda of the hearings?

What steps will be taken to ensure the integrity of the hearings?

+  Will the participants rate the hearings? Will the ratings be made public?

*  What track record of integrity do those running the project have?

»  What specific steps will be taken to maintain project integrity?

Nature of the findings and report

+  Will participants make a statement or only be surveyed on attitudes?

+  Will participants get a chance to write their own report and edit it
before it is issued?

Methods should be selected to suit the purpose at hand. In the summer of
2002, America Speaks conducted a project where some 5,000 people met for
a day to review the plans for rebuilding that part of Lower Manhattan destroyed
on September 11, 2001. Their approach surely was a more appropriate method
than a citizens panel. A Deliberative Poll would also have worked well for that
project. But in a setting such as the Citizens Initiative Review, I would submit
that citizens panels, properly conducted, are the best method.
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Google Search on Participatory Methods
Septeml)er 25, 2002
“America Speaks” 2,620
“citizens jury” 2,170
“citizens juries” 3,250
“Planungszelle” 6
“consensus conference” 26,300
“deliberative democracy” 8,290
“Deliberative Poll” 873
“scientific deliberative polling” 76
“Future Search Conference” 1,900
“search conference” 10,900
“national issues forum” 2,400
“study circle” 16,700
“teledemocracy” 4,450
“Televote” 953
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