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Transforming planning and policy making processes at the
intersections of climate, equity, and decolonization challenges
Lindsay Cole 1,2✉ and Maggie Low 1✉

Cities are facing increasing pressures to address complex challenges of climate change, equity, and reconciliation with Indigenous
Peoples as intersecting issues, and innovation into planning and policy-making processes is urgently needed to achieve this. It is no
longer good enough to work on these challenges discreetly, or solely within the dominant, western colonial paradigm and practices
of governance. There are ongoing harms being caused by climate work that does not embed justice, and there are missed
opportunities for synergies across these domains as they have the same systemic root causes. Cities must adapt and transform the
processes and practices of planning and policy-making in order to work at these problematic roots. Drawing on an empirical study,
this article describes how social innovation, systemic design, and decolonizing practices can shape a different approach to planning
and policy-making processes when working at the intersections of climate, equity, and decolonization.
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INTRODUCTION
Over the last decade, the possibilities and pressures that cities are
facing related to complex challenges like climate change have
surged. The global migration of people into cities has continued,
and organizations like the International Panel on Climate Change
have begun emphasizing the vital role of sub-state actors in
climate adaptation and mitigation in actions related to land-use
planning, infrastructure, transportation, housing, community
development, and others1. National and international network-
serving and advocacy organizations working on climate change
and other sustainability issues at the municipal level have
emerged, for example, C40, the Global Covenant of Mayors, the
Carbon Neutral Cities Alliance, and the Urban Sustainability
Directors Network. Political and civil servant leadership from cities
is a powerful force for change on the world stage, with growing
influence on other levels of government, business, civil society,
and the public imagination in far-reaching ways.
While city leadership on climate-related work continues to

strengthen, it is often treated as a technical, engineering, land
use, and financial challenge and the related systemic challenge of
ongoing and growing inequity tends to be un(der) addressed in
urban climate plans and policies2–4. While cities work to mitigate
and adapt to a changing climate, the very same people, lands, and
waters who have been systemically excluded, oppressed, and
exploited by the dominant structures and processes of government
continue to be left out5–7. This is a compelling impetus for
transformative innovation, so that in their eagerness to act on
climate, cities do not recreate and perpetuate problematic practices
from the past/present that result in inequity and oppression8,9.
There is an opportunity to reimagine the policy-making and
planning processes of local government to ensure that climate-
related concerns are considered in an integrated way with equity,
justice, reconciliation, and decolonization work10,11. Climate change
issues have the same systemic root causes of colonialism,
capitalism, white supremacy, patriarchy, ableism, and cis-
heteronormativy and can and should be worked on together12–14.

The standard policy-making and planning processes used in
local governments in many parts of the world, and embedded in
the New Public Management, western, colonial governance
paradigms, are being reinforced rather than being reimagined in
many cases as governments work to innovate in response to
complex challenges like climate change15–21. This remains the
case even as the suitability of these paradigms to respond to
complex, social and ecological justice challenges at the rate, scale,
and depth required is being questioned, with calls for transforma-
tion and innovation becoming louder and more urgent22–24. The
standard policy making cycle of agenda-setting, policy formula-
tion, decision making, policy implementation, and policy evalua-
tion is deeply embedded into the thinking, structures, and
processes of governments around the world. This cycle “offers
practitioners a means to conceptually and practically guide an
issue methodically through the policy process”25 and has been
both described and critiqued for decades, with academics seeking
further nuance and complexity to the model and practitioners
requiring a variety of process interventions that work in the real
world on increasingly volatile, uncertain, complex, and ambiguous
challenges26.
Similar to the standard policy making cycle, urban planning is

characterized by evidence-based rationality and objectivity,
established administrative routines, rule-bound bureaucratic
procedures, and significant emphasis on a planner’s ability to
know what is good for people generally, or the public
interest17,27,28. While planning has evolved over decades to
consciously seek to redistribute power through equity planning29

and to better align with the goals of communities through radical
planning, planning processes often still involve “the analysis of
problems, the setting of broad objectives, the survey of available
resources, and the establishment of specific operating targets''28.
As planning processes continue to impede innovation and
adaptation to dynamic pressures, planning must evolve to address
the unpredictability of the complex challenges we face27. For
instance, a pressing challenge for planning (and policy making) is
reconciling its role in perpetuating the dispossession, oppression,
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and marginalization of Indigenous Peoples and communities and
grappling with the reality that all planning in Canadian cities
happens on stolen Indigenous lands30–32.
In Decolonizing Methodologies, Linda Tuhiwai Smith provides a

working definition of decolonization, which “does not mean and
has not meant a total rejection of all theory or research or Western
knowledge. Rather it is about centring [our] concerns and world
views and then coming to know and understand theory and
research from our own perspectives and purposes”33. Central to
decolonizing methodologies within the context of working to
transform complex urban climate, equity, and decolonization
challenges is recognizing the coexistence of distinct knowledge
systems, and how these distinct knowledge systems can work
alongside each other in a good way34. Conventional systems-
based approaches have foundations in the scientific method that
pursues knowledge in an analytical way, while Indigenous ways of
knowing is about (for Elders) the pursuit of wisdom in action35 and
using the mind, body, emotion, and spirit to make meaning of the
world around us36. Importantly, Indigenous ways of knowing are
innately tied to the land37,38. Scholars and practitioners are
applying decolonizing principles to their work, and central to this
process is the idea that change happens from people going
inward within themselves34. Planning practice is starting to
acknowledge this turn inwards as well, and is recognizing that
people are not disconnected from other living beings and that we
must connect our present lives with nature39. These principles are
a departure from the rational and objective mindsets that
planners and policymakers have been trained to use for decades.
Concepts like justice, equity, and decolonization are not static,

singular, with clear and agreed upon meanings. They are
contested and actively being worked out in institutions, processes,
and everyday life40,41 and are expressed differently according to
place, context, history, and culture. Tuck and Yang (2012, p.7)
point out that settler colonialism and its decolonization implicates
and unsettles everyone and argue that decolonization is only
about land and Indigenous life42. In other words, decolonization is
not a metaphor for “other things we want to do to improve our
societies” (p.1)42. This article pushes us to think critically about the
word decolonization and what it means in planning and policy
making practice. Tuck and Yang’s settler moves to innocence
reveal attempts to reconcile settler guilt and complicity that do
not require giving up land, power, or privilege. We agree the
central work of decolonization should be the return of land. At the
same time, as planners and policymakers doing research
entangled with practice, we are motivated to find meaningful
entry points to decolonization through practices that every
planner and policymaker can enact. In this research we take the
perspective that settler colonialism is an ongoing structure and
not an event43. Our guiding principle, at least for now, is that
decolonization work is for all of us to do and so we are enacting it
as practice(s), and expressing these practices in multiple and
embodied ways in the specific context of complex policy making
and planning challenges. That said, decolonization work will look
different for non-Indigenous peoples than it does for Indigenous
Peoples. For Bob Joseph (2023), acts of decolonization restore
Indigenous worldviews, restore culture and traditional ways, and
decolonization replaces Western interpretations of history with
Indigenous perspectives of history44. Here we focus on policy-
making and planning practice happening within settler colonial
systems of local government, and explore what and how we
might (un)learn and practice equity, justice, and decolonization
for/among each other in the context of urban climate work.
The nature of planning and policy-making processes as they

relate specifically to climate change mitigation and adaptation
challenges are distinct and complex. Climate change research has
rapidly expanded and evolved over the last decade, with studies
being undertaken in every discipline, using diverse methodolo-
gies, providing insights for every sector, and in every part of the

world. The collective of researchers that forms the Intergovern-
mental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) is capturing this vast field
and then informing, motivating, and compelling responses from
global actors through their Working Group reports and summaries
for policy makers45. With each report of the IPCC there is stronger
consensus about the impacts, extent, and urgency of a changing
climate. Promising pathways for action are becoming clearer and
better evidenced, and enabling conditions and barriers to action
are descriptive and explicit. The processes of activating and
scaling robust, global responses by elected leaders, civil servants,
financial institutions, businesses, nonprofits, in the (now) short
time frames to reduce the most significant impacts on our already
changing world remains fraught and inconsistent. There is much
to gain and much to lose, with unequal distribution of burdens
and benefits. There is an unreliable patchwork of country- and
sub-state level policies, plans, targets, and financing commitments
with varying degrees of commitment and impact, and very few
enforceable accountability mechanisms in place. This approach
continues to leave those most vulnerable to a changing climate
improperly resourced to act46. The roles of sub-state actors,
including cities, is becoming more visible in this recent IPCC work,
and this global climate context plays out in the daily lived
experiences of city dwellers. There are many tensions and conflicts
that exist in urban climate policy and planning, with civil servants
needing to navigate the complexities of varying political support,
limited jurisdiction, inadequate financing tools, challenges with
data availability and staff expertise, bureaucratic silos, and
inconsistent regulatory and accountability frameworks.
What then is demanded/required of urban planners and

policymakers if the dominant approaches taken in their work no
longer serve complex, intersectional, and systemic challenges of
climate, equity, and decolonization? Theories and practices from
the fields of social innovation, systemic design, and decolonizing
methodologies (see above) offer promising alternatives for
working differently on these complex challenges. Social innova-
tion theory integrates many fields of social science and systems
practice in service of shifting deep structures - hearts, minds, and
culture - and of scaling and movement building for transformative
socio-ecological change. Systemic design brings a designerly
mindset, lineage, frame of reference, training, approach, and set of
experiences into this mix. The experimentation- and action-as-
learning bias of systemic design ensures that innovations land in
the real world, in testable experiences, with- and for the people
and places most affected by a particular challenge. Decolonizing
methodologies ensures that social innovations and systemic
design do not work within dominant and problematic paradigms
of colonization and oppression and inadvertently perpetuate
these systems under the guise of ‘innovation.’ Instead wisdom and
insight is sourced from culture, history, people, and possibility and
is deeply grounded in place-based and relational practice.
Together they can inform the evolution of policy making and
planning processes in ways that may result in more significant
shifts than are possible when working within dominant systems
that have oppression, inequity, and exploitation of humans and
nature baked in.
Social innovations work to transform the behaviours, structures,

mindsets, and beliefs of a social system with an intent to more
skillfully and effectively respond to problems than is possible
through existing or commonly used approaches that are less likely
to address root causes of wicked challenges47–49. An innovation is
‘social’ in that it aims to shift social practices, ideas, beliefs,
interests, power, and agency so that innovations are diffused,
scaled, institutionalized, or otherwise integrated and made
routine. Social innovation processes follow a series of stages,
often facilitated as iterations or cycles of experimentation and
learning as new/different solutions emerge through a collabora-
tive process, including the following stages: problem/challenge
framing; action or user research; generating ideas; developing and
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testing ideas through experimentation; evaluation, reframing, and
iteration; implementation at increasing levels of fidelity; scaling
successful solutions out/up/deep; and ultimately changing sys-
tems50–54. Some social innovation process archetypes stay focused
on the specific challenge they are tackling, whereas others bring
in a stronger personal transformation orientation, recognizing that
inner work is required for outward-oriented change55–59.
Systemic design integrates systems thinking into human-

centered and service design approaches for working creatively
on complex challenges. Jones & Kijima (2018) say that “systemic
design advances an integrative interdiscipline with the potential
to implement systems theory with creative methods and mind-
sets, by bringing deep technical knowledge, aesthetic skill, and
creative implementation to the most abstract programmes of
collective action” (p. ix)60. Systemic design processes tend to
oscillate between convergent and divergent thinking and doing,
hold a strong bias toward action and experimentation, and enable
right-sized risk-taking and micro-failures early on as critical
pathways for learning. Examples of systemic design process
archetypes include: ask, try, do; strategy, discover, design, develop,
deploy; and inquire, frame, formulate, generate, reflect, facil-
itate60–63. Systemic design has roots in human-centred or service
design practice which center user (those most affected by a
challenge) experiences; however, it significantly differs from these
modes of design in that it holds deeper attention to mindsets,
values, context, power relationships, leadership, and systems, and
then connects these activities in a strategic learning system64–66.
Recent critique of the field and practice of design from an equity
and justice point of view is resulting in theory, frameworks, and
approaches to encourage/enable/require centering equity in
design processes more skillfully and consistently67–70.
Social innovation, systemic design, and decolonizing methodol-

ogies have strengths that were woven together into a different
planning and policy making process in this applied research. In
the next section we describe how we designed and implemented
this weaving in our project, as well as into a framework that
describes a transformative approach to policy making and
planning processes.

RESULTS
Experimenting with transformative process design and
facilitation
The transformative policy making and planning process frame-
work described in this section resulted from a year-long

participatory action research study (‘learning journey’) that was
delivered in 2021. The learning journey was designed and
facilitated by a diverse seven-person core research team (includ-
ing the authors of this article), consisting of formal academic
researchers as well as researcher-practitioners. Learning journey-
goers, also known as our co-researchers, included municipal staff
from multiple departments working in ten Canadian city-based
teams (two of these teams included participants from community-
based organizations), and staff from two Canadian network
serving organizations (see Methods section for further details).
Each team began their learning journey by preparing a design
brief that described their understanding of the complex climate,
equity, and decolonization question that they were beginning
with, the North and Near stars (i.e. vision and goals) for their work,
the theory of change informing their current approach to
transformation, description of the people/places most impacted
by their challenge, and the inner work and learning they
committed to do. The learning journey was delivered through
thirteen half-day virtual workshops (represented by the dots along
the line) over nine months and active ‘invitations to practice’ (i.e.
homework, represented by the connecting line) in between
sessions. A visual representation of the process arc and high-level
focus of each of the workshops and stages is shown in Fig. 1.
The learning journey was designed and facilitated as an

intentionally transformative alternative to more standard and
familiar processes. Each of the dots represents a half day
synchronous, virtual workshop led by the core research team.
Each workshop had a specific focus topic and practice, and overall
the sessions were designed with consistent core elements,
including: slow and reflective experience to enable deeper
systemic work; mindfulness/embodiment practice; reflective
practices; more formal teaching and content-giving; stories from
the field; connecting and relationship building; team working/
practice activities; and sharing our works in process. In between
the workshops (the dotted line) were specific activities/homework,
described as ‘invitations to practice,’ for the teams to apply and
experiment with. The core research team used interactive slide
decks, online collaboration tools and templates, one-on-one and
team coaching with the core research team, and dialogue as
central andragogical approaches. The teams experienced a
transformative approach to policy making and planning which
required them to reimagine and reframe their work. The process
was designed to open up thinking about potential planning and
policy making process interventions outside of what they were
practiced/expert in, and to inquire into and challenge the

Fig. 1 Transforming Cities from Within learning journey process map.
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paradigms that hold the current dominant ways of working in
place as standard practice. It was also designed to carefully and
lovingly hold the discomfort, tensions, and ambiguity that this
approach generated for people to help them to stay with the
learning journey.

Transformative policy-making and planning process
framework
This framework for transformative policy making and planning
was generated through engagement with literature and through
interacting with empirical data generated during the learning
journey. This framework is presented here as two parts - a process
map (Fig. 2), followed by a description of the transformative
approaches taken at each stage of the process (Tables 1–6).
The process map captures key stages of this transformative

approach, as well as the movement and connections between the
stages. Note that these are not drawn as discrete, linear steps but
rather as interrelated and entangled stages with iteration
between. There is a general movement (indicated by the looping
solid lines) from broad/messy/open/exploratory that begins with
framing, and toward a gradual focusing/clarifying process as we
move through initiating, researching, experimenting, and eventual
implementation at the scaling stage. Engaging and enabling, and
evaluation and learning, happen throughout. As the connecting
dotted lines indicate, there is iterative movement between stages
when insights and learning require/indicate reframing, renewed
experimentation, and/or return to learning from those most
impacted by the challenge.

Transformative policy-making and planning approaches
Tables 1–6 detail the process map into descriptions of transfor-
mative approaches at each stage. Common policy-making and
planning approaches are compared to transformative approaches
at each stage, along with a description of how the transformative
approach took shape in the learning journey. Some additional
thinkers informed the ideas about the transformation that inspired
these approaches71–81.
This transformative policy-making and planning framework can

be considered as a whole, and can also be considered as smaller/
independent interventions into unfreezing standard processes
when an overall process redesign is not possible or supported.

Careful creation/curation of transformative processes that centre
learning are essential when working with practitioners who are
used to being expert professionals in standard policy-making and
planning processes, with many thoughtful, intentional, and
reflective process design choices required to do this well. The
next section describes seven of these significant choices and
interventions from our research as key moves to provide texture
about how policymakers and planners might think about
designing and delivering a transformative process.

DISCUSSION
The seven key moves toward transformative policy-making and
planning processes explained below were intentionally integrated
into the learning journey as an attempt to experiment with
meaningful entry points into decolonization practices for planners
and policymakers. The hope was (and is) that participants might
enact these moves in their everyday professional lives. We express
these practices as moves (rather than steps) because significant
reflection and interaction took place during and between each
session for both learning journey goers and the research/
facilitation team. For example, the research team/facilitators had
to consistently design for/work with/be comfortable with emer-
gence and ambiguity, as the learning journey often and
intentionally challenged participants to turn inward, reflect on
their identities and positionality, show up as their authenticity
selves and encouraged vulnerability in small and large group
settings. The details of these moves are discussed below.

Move 1: beginning well
Our core research team members each had previous experience
with designing and delivering transformative processes in diverse
public sector, community-based, and academic environments
which gave our team a strong collective foundation from which to
grow. We began by crafting a compelling invitation to join this
process based on the real-world challenges that we knew city staff
were struggling with. This clarity of invitation and sensing of the
field meant that the right people found their way in, and we had
very little attrition along the way. The learning journey started
with an intensive virtual retreat in order to co-create excitement,
build relationships, and establish clarity about what people

Fig. 2 Transformative policy-making and planning process map.
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Table 1. Framing Stage

Common approach Transformative approach Brief description of how this transformative approach shapes process design

Climate, equity, decolonization are
discrete

Climate, equity, and decolonization
are interrelated

These complex challenges have related root causes (i.e. colonialism, capitalism,
racism, structural oppression) and they should be addressed together to have
systemic impacts. Example practice: the initial framing of a climate action project
integrates relevant background information and context about how this issue
impacts equity, justice, and reconciliation and fully integrates this into project
framing rather than treating these as separate topics.

Planning is neutral Planning is personal and rooted in
place

Intersecting positionality, power, and privilege affect how work is framed. The
construct of ‘neutral’ reinforces dominant colonial paradigms and practices. Work
in relationships with Indigenous Peoples and place by building trust, recognizing
the legitimacy of Indigenous knowledges, and understanding past and ongoing
roles of urban planning and policy making in dispossession, oppression, and
marginalization. Example practice: self-in-system mapping that articulates the
intersectional identities, privileges, positionality, and power of members of the
project team, with discussion about how this will impact the perspectives and
biases that frame what is/n’t important and relevant in project framing.

Time is scarce and constrained Time is abundant and non-linear Make time for (re)framing complex challenges, relational ways of working, staying
with ambiguity, and intervening at the root causes of deep, and systemic
challenges. Example practice: project managers design for extra time and
flexibility to respond to unanticipated process changes, and senior decision-
makers enable this flexibility.

Challenges are complicated and
technical

Challenges are complex, systemic, and
adaptive

Complex, systemic, and adaptive challenges demand different approaches to
working on them - they are unknowable, unpredictable, and emergent. These
features require different approaches to learning and working with/on these
types of challenges. Example practice: systems mapping is used to understand
dynamics at work in the challenge, and to expand the view to include
interrelated issues. Leverage point analysis is used to identify high impact places
to intervene in the system through policy and planning work.

Table 2. Initiating Stage

Common approach Transformative approach Brief description of how this transformative approach shapes process design

Begin with outcome Begin with question Transformative processes begin with an active, relevant, and critical question that
is (re)framed along the way as user research, experimentation, and learning
reveals insights and possibilities. Example practice: designers often begin work
with a creative question framed as a ‘How might we…’ or ‘What if…’ possibility.
Good creative questions bound the challenge space and also open up creative
possibilities and visionary potential.

Project charter and project
management plan

Design brief and theory of
change

Captures the vision, goals, values, process, evaluation and learning, and potential
outcomes of an innovation process in a concise and compelling way. Outlines a
structure for a process in a way that also allows for non-linearity, not knowing the
outcome, taking a user-centered orientation, having a long-term and shorter-
term vision and goals, and enabling creativity, experimentation, and learning.
Clearly describes how a team thinks that change happens, and their intended/
desired contributions to change. Example practice: a theory of change articulates
vision, goals, a description of how a team thinks that change happens (in a
theory-informed way), and how their work will contribute to that change. It is a
helpful practice to surface implicit assumptions and uncover differences or
tensions, and then to design for these in a productive way.

Table 3. Research Stage

Common approach Transformative approach Brief description of how this transformative approach shapes process design

Scenario planning Speculative and visionary
fiction

Imagines possible futures beyond the limited frames that planning and policy making
typically take, by tapping into creative, speculative, protopic, future world-building
through imaginative writing. Example practice: creative writing/drawing and
worldbuilding using techniques from fiction can help a team to expand their sense of
what is possible and necessary, to see potential pathways, and to be inspired by one
another’s visions.

Policy research and best
practices

Action and user research Centres the lived experiences of people most affected by a complex challenge, the lived
experiences of land, water, and more-than-human kin, and future generations in
research. Example practice: ethnographic and/or action research insights are regularly
returned to users to test how they are informing a planning and policy making process
throughout in generative and reciprocal (rather than extractive) ways.
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wanted the journey to be for them. The retreat series included
connecting to land, place, history, context, and Indigenous pasts/
presents of each place where cohort members were coming from.
One cohort member reflected that “I think one thing that was
probably challenging for us at the beginning was figuring out how
these things relate to engineering and our very specific
transportation engineering field.” The retreat series also included
cohort members reflecting on their personal and team calls to
action and accountability based on their identities and experi-
ences, reframing the complex challenges that they were coming
in with based on systems practice, and imagining possible and
desired future states resulting from their transformative work.
These choices clearly signaled that this process would be different
from other planning, policy-making, and/or professional develop-
ment processes than they were used to.

Move 2: co-creating an equitable, just, feminist, and
decolonized space
Concepts of equity (e.g. power, privilege, anti-racist approaches)
were intentionally (re)introduced throughout the learning journey
to practice foundational concepts and develop a shared language.
Grounding the process in place-based, relational, and decolonial
approaches set the tone for how the cohort was invited to bring
themselves into the space. Some features included the practice of
abundant time, and the dance between this and the sense of
urgency associated with the nature of the challenges everyone
was working on. We did deep self-in-system work to explore how
our individual positionality, intersecting identities, and life
experiences impact how we each see, understand, and experience
the world and the challenges we were working on. We worked to
transform the construct of being ‘expert’, and of ‘professional’

Table 4. Engaging and Enabling Stage

Common approach Transformative approach Brief description of how this transformative approach shapes process design

Inform, consult and engage Co-Create People and places most affected by a complex challenge are involved as co-
creators in the process, in ways that work for them. Power and decision-
making are shared. Accountabilities for implementation rest in multiple people
and organizations. Example practice: bring together people holding diverse
experiences and perspectives in a creative ideation/brainstorming process to
generate possible solutions to the challenge at hand. Work together to
prioritize the most promising possibilities based on shared prioritization
criteria.

Distinct, hierarchical, disciplinary
roles

Teams are self-organizing, whole,
purposeful

Work of people in these processes centers on their skills, talents, and interests;
hierarchical roles are left at the door. Creative ways to engage/work with and/
or reject/work around the dominant, hierarchical structures are often required.
Whole selves invited. Example practice: design a team structure that supports
and enables distributed leadership amongst team members based on their
areas of expertise, rather than within a hierarchical structure.

Stakeholders represent known
interest groups

Center systemically excluded
perspectives

Move at the speed of trust. Prioritize relationship building. Give this the time
and commitment necessary, and be accountable to what is shared. Do not
place a significant/unequal burden on staff who also have lived experiences of
these perspectives to do this work. Example practice: design processes to
make involvement by those typically left out possible, relevant, important, and
culturally and emotionally safe. This might look like paying people for their
time and expertise, providing child care or transportation subsidies, and
designing multiple a/synchronous ways to provide input and feedback to
maximize accessibility.

Table 5. Implementing Stage

Common approach Transformative approach Brief description of how this transformative approach shapes process design

Pre-determined solution Experimentation and
prototyping

Process assumes that we don’t know the ‘right’ answer, and that perhaps it will
remain unknowable due to its complexity. In order to gain insights into fruitful,
systemic directions to move in we must experiment, probe, learn. Example
practice: design and implement small, low-fidelity, low risk, and cheap
experiments to see if the ideas that are being generated are promising when
tested in the real world, with real users.

Linear cause/ effect pathway Iterate As we experiment, we (re)connect to users, learn, and reframe the complex
challenge, we do this in iterative cycles of increasing quality, fidelity, and
systemic impact. Example practice: design an evaluation system to make sense
and meaning of what is being learned through prototyping, and iterate (and
throw things out) often. Pay attention to the patterns of learning happening
across multiple prototypes, and what this is telling you about the larger system
you are trying to shift through your intervention.

Project completed when plan/
policy approved

Project ongoing into
implementation

Planning and policy-making processes are not distinct from implementation
processes. All of the relationships, research, experimentation, learning, and
insights continue into implementation, with a goal of scaling up/out/deep the
successful systemic interventions into policies, programs, services, etc. Example
practice: apply many of these approaches in a renewed way as you move into
implementation of the policy or plan; transformative approaches need to
continue on into implementation.
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looking and behaving in a particular way characterized by colonial
and white dominant paradigms. One cohort member described it
this way: “The reimagining of these core city processes has the
potential to impact other systemic challenges as well, because at
its foundation this is a shift toward more place-based, people-
centered, experimental, and exploratory processes where we
collectively need to lean into the emergent solutions that we are
working toward because they are not yet known.” Ongoing
reflection on how there is no step-by-step guide to do decolonial
practice was central in the process as, for most of us, this is a
lifelong learning process filled with discomfort.

Move 3: pro-love pedagogy
Partway through the process our research team began using the
phrase pro-love pedagogy as a short-form descriptor for a
collection of choices we were making in design and facilitation.
Pro-love meant that we prioritized being in a caring, loving,
supportive, and collaborative community with/for each other as
research team members, and consequently how the cohort
experienced the holding space that we co-created with them
throughout the process75,81. One member of our research team
reflected that “being in a caring and loving research team
changed my perspective about research, and what that can look
and feel like.” Evidence of this pro-love pedagogy looked like an
ongoing trust and willingness of the cohort to come along on this
journey, even when it got uncomfortable and they didn’t know
where it was taking them. It looked like the research team
navigating and holding our own and each others’ discomfort, dis-
ease, and uncertainty and modeling a skillful and honest
navigation of this liminal space. It looked like an opening up to
the diverse experiences and perspectives of the research team to
co-create a rich learning-oriented process for everyone even when
it wasn’t clear how all of the pieces fit together. It looked like
radically trusting ourselves and each other at every step along
the way.

Move 4: focus on practicing not problem solving
The process emphasized building and practicing competencies
and capacities for transformation rather than on solving problems.
We thought about this as exercising different muscles, and
rehearsing the new/resurgent. We did this by co-creating a
learning, practice, experimentation, and reflection-focused space
with/for each other. The dominant problem-solving orientation in
planning and policy-making processes taps into well-honed and
exercised skills, habits, approaches, and subsequent results. We
needed the cohort to question, reframe for themselves, and look

beyond this standard approach if they were to have a real chance
at getting to a different outcome. Working on complex,
ambiguous challenges demands a different set of skills and
approaches, and practitioners can quickly find this overwhelming
and daunting to navigate. One cohort member shared that the
journey helped them to “think about how we can overlap our
different programs to create multiple effects instead of just using
one program to treat one problem.”

Move 5: drawing on different theories and practices
Our research team carefully curated a set of theories, approaches,
and practices that are not commonly used in city governments,
including action and user research, systems mapping, prototyping,
reflective practice, developmental evaluation, imagining possible
futures/speculative fiction, prototyping, and others. The cohort
worked the techniques, made mistakes and had breakthroughs,
shared their experiences with one another, and built their literacy
and confidence in approaches more suited to the complex
challenges they were working on than their go-to approaches. An
example of this was the regular returning to systems mapping
throughout the journey to develop each person’s understanding
of the deeply connected and shared roots of climate, equity, and
decolonization challenges. We worked and iterated these systems
maps as people expanded and shifted their perspectives, and then
used the maps to generate promising fractals and feedback loops
where they could intervene. One participant captured their
experience in this way: “It’s so easy to just be in the normal ways
of doing and being; it’s so ingrained and easy to go along with it. I
realized I can question this, and that it takes so much presence
and intention to hold a different possibility as this isn't part of
people’s jobs or recognized as legitimate work.”

Move 6: working with fear
We also noticed the implicit influence of fear as a motivator of in/
action and behaviour - fear of messing up, of saying the wrong
thing, of offending, of failing to have impact. Surfacing and
shining a light on these fears and supporting the cohort to
develop different, more generative relationships with these fears
and what they might contribute or catalyze was an important part
of the process. A particular fear that many people acknowledged
was that they lacked the skills, abilities, and connections necessary
to work in highly relational, respectful, and mutually beneficial
ways with the people and communities whom they serve, and
who are most impacted by these intersecting challenges. One
cohort member said that they “don't have the relationships with
equity-denied people and groups. The fear that staff have is

Table 6. Evaluating and Learning Stage

Common approach Transformative approach Brief description of how this transformative approach shapes process design

Council Report Storytelling Regrounds in purpose, people, possibility, and process. Reporting has multiple
accountabilities in this type of process, and the form should reflect that.
Enables creative, humane, complex, imaginative, and non-linear ways to talk
about what happened/what might happen. Example practice: the
communication materials and plan should be designed as a story with a
compelling arc, an impactful expression of why this work matters and what’s at
stake, and a clear call to action. Visuals (i.e. documents, slide decks) should
skillfully enhance storytelling impact.

Quantitative/ summative evaluation
at end of project

Learning, reflection,
evaluation throughout

Evaluation happens throughout a process as a way to learn and reflect,
document, and adapt the approach in real time based on the insights being
generated. Evaluation has a strong user-orientation: who needs what
information, for what purpose, and on what time scale to inform the kinds of
decisions that they need to be making along the way. Example practice:
developmental evaluation uses cycles of asking ‘what’, ‘so what’, and ‘now what’
throughout a process, drawing upon multiple intelligences and perspectives of
people involved, and then adapting/iterating the process in response.
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projected onto people - otherizes them, focuses on risks, and is
based in fear. What if the foundations of our work were about
good relationships instead?” Another member realized that we
need to “prioritize the time and space needed to reframe the
complex problem, asking ‘who have we not talked to?’ and then
prioritize action and user research to understand their experiences
and perspectives.”

Move 7: redefining impact and outcomes
Standard planning and policy-making processes offer the comfort
of a clear endpoint - the successful approval of a piece of work by
decision-makers, elected officials, and community stakeholders.
Transformative processes are not as clear and tidy. They are
concerned with transformation at the personal, team, organiza-
tional, cultural, relational, and systems scales and in this case, on
complex intersecting climate, equity, and decolonization chal-
lenges. There is no clear finish line in this work as it is long-term,
ongoing, and generational. Cycles of action, learning, and reflection
are necessary, putting planning and policy-making processes in a
direct and ongoing relationship with implementation, rather than
viewing them as separate processes. Generating other ways to
measure, understand, reflect upon, evaluate, and tell stories of
impact was an important part of grounding the experience of this
process for people, and supporting them in articulating why it
mattered and what resulted. We used ongoing developmental
evaluation, speculative fiction, and persuasive storytelling to
support individual and collective sensemaking about impacts.
Imagining, enabling, and enacting transformative policy-making

and planning processes will require equipping both new and
established planners and policymakers with emerging/resurging
approaches to complex urban climate, equity, and decolonization
challenges. The transformative policy-making and planning
process framework shared here intends to support research and
practice in this important domain, and contribute to enhancing
research and action more generally on complex, intersectional
urban sustainability challenges.

METHODS
Participatory action research bricolage
The core method used in this study was participatory action
research (PAR), defined as “a participatory process concerned with
developing practical knowing in the pursuit of worthwhile human
purposes. It seeks to bring together action and reflection, theory
and practice, in participation with others, in the pursuit of practical
solutions to issues of pressing concern to people, and more
generally the flourishing of individual persons and their commu-
nities” (p.4)82. In PAR, research subjects are co-participants in the
processes of inquiry which includes activities of generating
questions and objectives, sharing knowledge, building research
skills, interpreting findings, and implementing and measuring
results. Recent turns in PAR call for the method to support
transformation while providing rigour and quality in ethics, process,
and outcomes and this provided additional guidance to our
approach82–84. Bradbury et al. articulate seven choice points for
quality action research as: (1) articulation of objectives; (2) partner-
ship and participation; (3) contribution to action research theory/
practice; (4) methods and process; (5) actionability; (6) reflexivity;
and (7) significance which informed the method taken in this
work82.
PAR was embedded within an interdisciplinary, critical, qualita-

tive, activist, and practice-oriented bricolage85,86 “concerned with
the depth and complexity of a question, what lies below the surface,
and the form in which that complexity might best be understood
and revealed” (p.2)87. This methodological layer was added to
ensure that PAR would critically engage with the dominant systems
and structures of planning and policy-making that this research was

aiming to question and reimagine. The two authors of this paper,
along with the five additional members of the core research team,
each brought diverse lived experiences, professional practices,
distinct disciplinary lineages, and diverse positionalities and
perspectives together to construct this PAR bricolage, and to
design, facilitate, and generate insights about this learning journey
together based on our collective of experiences and perspectives.
Indigenous, feminist, anti-oppressive, and ecological methods were
features of our bricolage, and necessary to better support working
in/with processes of transformation, and to find our ways out of the
dominant paradigms of planning and policy-making through our
methodological approach88–97. Using a PAR bricolage meant that
we took an orientation of gathering up and applying what was
useful from these different methods, in a generative dialogue with
these methods and with each other. This also helped us to remain
focused on being in service to generating insights about our
practice-oriented questions, and those of our 40 co-researchers in
the learning journey. This methodological approach enabled our
research team to balance theoretical rigour, transdisciplinarity,
practice-based foundations, and emergence. Together we held an
entangled and engaged researcher orientation where the opinions,
perspectives, and experiences of our research team and action co-
researchers were considered a strength.

Research design
The University of British Columbia Behavioural Research Ethics
Board provided approval for this study (H17–02282). All research
participants provided ‘written informed consent’ to take part in the
study. The core research team crafted the learning journey and
invited participation through an open call that was distributed
through existing networks supporting city governments working on
climate and equity-related work in Canada. This invitation was open
to public sector staff working within City governments, and could
include team members from community-based partner organiza-
tions if this would be relevant to the challenge that the teamwished
to work on during the journey. It was also open to network-serving
organizations that worked to support City governments in their
climate, equity, reconciliation, and/or decolonization work. All of the
ten Canadian city-based teams (two of which had community
partners) and two network-serving organizations that applied to
participate in the journey were invited to join. City staff were from
the environment, sustainability, social policy, planning, engineering,
equity and reconciliation, and public engagement departments/
roles. Teams completed the application requirements, and our
research team held the approach of saying yes to as many teams
that were ready as we could properly support. One team dropped
out of the learning journey about halfway through due to their
limited capacity to fully participate, although they continued to be
invited into all learning journey activities through to the end of the
project. Team’s were informed that this was an applied research
project before applying, and upon acceptance into the learning
journey their formal consent to participate was confirmed. Several
new people joined the journey part-way through, with their consent
confirmed when they joined.
Each multi-departmental team brought a different, locally

relevant, complex planning and/or policy-making climate, equity,
and decolonization challenge that they actively worked on
throughout the nine-month-long learning journey held from April
- December 2021. Social innovation, systemic design, and
decolonization theories, processes, and practices were used to
design the backbone of the learning journey. Other theories and
processes informed the andragogical approach as well, including
transformative adult learning; critical race theory; feminist and
queer methodologies; sustainability transitions; complexity and
emergence; and AfroFuturism. Our core research team shared the
responsibility for the overall design of the learning journey, with
individual team members and external guests invited in to lead
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and facilitate specific workshops based on their expertise and
experience. The research team engaged in ongoing reflective
practice throughout the whole journey, documenting insights and
learning along the way, and shifting and pivoting the design of
the journey in response to what was happening in-session with
co-researchers and their emerging questions and needs.
Qualitative data was collected throughout the journey, and

included observation, interviews, reflection of the research team
and cohort members, team coaching sessions, document review,
active process design and facilitation interventions and their
impacts, and shared sense-making with the research team to
uncover themes and insights. Active and ongoing sensemaking of
this data occurred through regular dialogue amongst research
team members, tracking what was emergent, responding through
the design of the learning journey, and noting themes through-
out. Emerging insights and themes were regularly returned to the
co-researchers during the learning journey workshops to ensure
that the sensemaking being done by the core research team was
reflective of the co-researchers’ experiences. Active consent of
cohort members to participate in the research continued
throughout the journey, including reaffirmed consent at their last
interview three months after the journey had finished.

Reporting summary
Further information on research design is available in the Nature
Research Reporting Summary linked to this article.
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behavioural ethics board review and approval.

Received: 8 February 2023; Accepted: 15 July 2023;

REFERENCES
1. Dubash, N. K. et al. Chapter 13: National and sub-national policies and institu-

tions. In Climate Change 2022: Mitigation of Climate Change. Contribution of
Working Group III to the Sixth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change. P. R. Shukla, et al., Eds. (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
UK and New York, NY, USA, 2022).

2. Lejano, R. P., & Kan, W. S. IPCC and the City: The need to transition from ideology
to climate justice. J. Plan Educ. Res, 0, (2022).

3. Schrock, G., Bassett, E. M. & Green, J. Pursuing equity and justice in a changing
climate: Assessing equity in local climate and sustainability plans in U.S. cities. J.
Plan. Educ. Res 35, 282–295 (2015).

4. Thomas, K. et al. Explaining differential vulnerability to climate change: A social
science review. Clim. Change 10, 1–18 (2019).

5. Klinsky, S. et al. Why equity is fundamental in climate change policy research.
Glob. Environ.Change. 44, 170–173 (2017).

6. Porter, L. et al. Climate justice in a climate changed world. Plan. Theory Pract. 21,
293–321 (2020).

7. Sultana, F. Critical climate justice. Geogr.l J. 188, 118–124 (2022).
8. Newell, P., Srivastava, S., Naess, L. O., Torres Contreras, G. A. & Price, R. Towards

Transformative Climate Justice: Key Challenges and Future Directions for Research.
IDS Working Paper 540. (Institute of Development Studies, Brighton, 2020).

9. Tschakert, P., van Oort, B., St. Clair, A. L. & LaMadrid, A. Inequality and transfor-
mation analyses: A complementary lens for addressing vulnerability to climate
change. Clim. Dev. 5, 340–350 (2013).

10. Amorim-Maia, A. T., Anguelovski, I., Chu, E. & Connolly, J. Intersectional climate
justice: A conceptual pathway for bridging adaptation planning, transformative
action, and social equity. Urban Clim. 41, 1–18 (2022).

11. Swanson, K. Equity in urban climate change adaptation planning: A review of
research. Urban Plan. 6, 287–297 (2021).

12. Islam, S. N. & Winke, J. Climate Change and Social Inequality. DESA Working Paper
No. 152 ST/ESA/2017/DWP/152. (United Nations Department of Economic & Social
Affairs, October 2017). https://www.un.org/esa/desa/papers/2017/wp152_2017.pdf

13. Brown, A. M. Emergent Strategy: Shaping Change, Changing worlds.(AK Press,
2017).

14. Hegler, M. A. Climate change isn’t racist - people are. (Zora, 2019). https://
zora.medium.com/climate-change-isnt-racist-people-are-c586b9380965

15. Fitzgerald, J. Transitioning from urban climate action to climate equity. J. Am.
Plann. Associ. 88, 508–523 (2022).

16. Hartley, J., Sørensen, E. & Torfing, J. Collaborative innovation: A viable alternative
to market competition and organizational entrepreneurship. Public Adm. Rev. 73,
821–830 (2013).

17. Healey, P. Chapter 3: The New Institutionalism and the Transformative Goals of
Planning in Institutions and Planning (ed. Verma, N.) 61-87 (Elsevier, 2007).

18. Lewis, J. M., Ricard, L. M., Klijn, E. H., & Ysa, T. Innovation in City Governments:
Structures, Networks and Leadership (Routledge, 2017)

19. Osborne, S. P. (Ed.). The New Public Governance?: Emerging Perspectives on the
Theory and Practice of Public Governance (1st ed.) (Routledge, 2009)

20. Sørensen, E. & Torfing, J. Enhancing collaborative innovation in the public sector.
Adm.Soc. 43, 842–868 (2011).

21. Torfing, J. Collaborative Innovation in the Public Sector (Georgetown University
Press, 2016).

22. Bhambra, G. K. & Newell, P. More than a metaphor: ‘Climate colonialism’ in
perspective. Glob. Soc. Chall. J. 1, 1–9 (2022).

23. Köhler, J. et al. An agenda for sustainability transitions research: State of the art
and future directions. Environ. Innov. Soc. Transit. 31, 1–32 (2019).

24. Nyseth, T. & Hamdouch, A. The transformative power of social innovation in
urban planning and local development. Urban Plan. 4, 1–6 (2019).

25. Althaus, C. & Threlfall, D. Chapter 21: The Policy Cycle and Policy theory. In:
Handbook of Public Administration (4th ed.). Hildreth, W. B., Miller, G., & Lindquist,
E. L. (Eds.). (Routledge, 2021).

26. Lindquist, E. A., & Wellstead, A. Chapter 23: The Policy Cycle: From Heuristic to a
Theory-Informed Research and Advice. In: Handbook of Public Administration (4th
ed.). Hildreth, W. B., Miller, G., & Lindquist, E. L. (Eds.). (Routledge, 2021).

27. Healey, P. Creativity and urban governance. DISP Plan. Rev. 40, 11–20 (2004).
28. Sandercock, L. Making the Invisible Visible: A Multicultural Planning History. (Uni-

versity of California Press, 1998).
29. Krumholz, N., & Forester, J. Making Equity Planning Work: Leadership in the Public

Sector. (Temple University Press, 1990).
30. Hibbard, M. Indigenous planning: From forced assimilation to self-determination.

J. Plan Lit. 37, 17–27 (2022).
31. Porter, L., & Barry, J. Planning for Coexistence?: Recognizing Indigenous rights

through land-use planning in Canada and Australia. (Routledge, 2016).
32. Ugarte, M. Ethics, discourse, or rights? A discussion about a decolonizing project

in planning. J. Plan. Lit. 29, 403–414 (2014).
33. Smith, L. Decolonizing Methodologies: Research and Indigenous Peoples. (Third

ed.).(Bloomsbury Academic & Professional, 2021).
34. Goodchild, M. Relational systems thinking. J. Aware. Sys. Change 1, 75–103 (2021).
35. Aikenhead, G. Michell, H. Bridging Cultures: Indigenous and Scientific Ways of

Knowing Nature. (Don Mills, Pearson Canada, 2011).
36. Cajete, G. Look to the Mountain: An Ecology of Indigenous Education. (Kivaki Press,

1994)
37. Kimmerer, R. W. Braiding Sweetgrass. (Milkweed Editions, 2013).
38. Simpson, L. B. As We Have Always Done: Indigenous Freedom Through Radical

Resistance. (University of Minnesota Press, 2017).
39. Zapata, M. A. & Bates, L. K. (Eds). Planning just futures. Plan Theory Pract., 22, 613-

642 (2021).
40. Hunt, S. & Holmes, C. Everyday decolonization: living a decolonizing queer pol-

itics. J.Lesbian Stud. 19, 154–172 (2015).
41. Kulundu, I., McGarry, D. K., & Lotz-Sisitka, H. Think piece: learning, living and

leading into transgression – a reflection on decolonial praxis in a neoliberal
world. South. Afr. J.Environ. Educ. 36, https://doi.org/10.4314/sajee.v36i1.14
(2020).

42. Tuck, E. & Yang, K. W. Decolonization is not a metaphor. Dec.: Indigeneity, Educ.
Soc. 1, 1–40 (2012).

43. Wolfe, P. Settler colonialism and the elimination of the native. J. Genocide Res. 8,
387–409 (2006).

44. Joseph, B. A brief definition of decolonization and indigenization. Working
Effectively With Indigenous Peoples. https://www.ictinc.ca/blog/a-brief-definition-
of-decolonization-and-indigenization (2023).

45. Lee, H. et al. Synthesis report of the IPCC sixth assessment report (AR6). Inter-
governmental Panel on Climate Change https://www.ipcc.ch/report/sixth-
assessment-report-cycle/ (2023).

46. Mycoo, M. et al. Small islands in Climate Change 2022: Impacts, Adaptation and
Vulnerability. 2043–2121. https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg2/downloads/report/
IPCC_AR6_WGII_Chapter15.pdf (2022).

47. Howaldt, J., Domanski, D. & Kaletka, C. Social innovation: Towards a new inno-
vation paradigm. Rev. Adm. Mackenzie. 17, 20–44 (2016).

48. Westley, F. et al. Tipping toward sustainability: Emerging pathways of transfor-
mation. Ambio 40, 762–780 (2011).

L. Cole and M. Low

9

Published in partnership with RMIT University npj Urban Sustainability (2023)    46 

https://www.un.org/esa/desa/papers/2017/wp152_2017.pdf
https://zora.medium.com/climate-change-isnt-racist-people-are-c586b9380965
https://zora.medium.com/climate-change-isnt-racist-people-are-c586b9380965
https://doi.org/10.4314/sajee.v36i1.14
https://www.ictinc.ca/blog/a-brief-definition-of-decolonization-and-indigenization
https://www.ictinc.ca/blog/a-brief-definition-of-decolonization-and-indigenization
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/sixth-assessment-report-cycle/
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/sixth-assessment-report-cycle/
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg2/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_WGII_Chapter15.pdf
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg2/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_WGII_Chapter15.pdf


49. Westley, F., McGowan, K., & Tjörnbo, O. The Evolution of Social Innovation: Building
Resilience through Transitions. (Edward Elgar, 2017).

50. Etmanski, A. Impact: Six Patterns to Spread your Social Innovation (First ed.).
(Orwell Cove, 2015).

51. Leurs, B. & Roberts, I. Playbook for Innovation Learning. (Nesta, UK Innovation
Foundation, 2018).

52. Moore, M.-L., Riddell, D. & Vocisano, D. Scaling out, Scaling up, scaling deep:
Strategies of non-profits in advancing systemic social innovation. J. Corp. Citizen.
58, 67–84 (2015).

53. Moore, M. Chapter 12: Synthesis - Tracking Transformative Impacts and Cross-
scale Dynamics. In: The Evolution of Social Innovation, Westley, F., McGowan, K. &
Tjörnbo, O. (Eds). (Edward Elgar Publishing, 2017).

54. Westley, F. & Antadze, N. Making a difference: Strategies for scaling social
innovation for greater impact. Innov. J. 15, 1–19 (2010).

55. Centre for Public Impact. Human Learning Systems: Public Service for the Real
World. (Centre for Public Impact, 2021). https://www.centreforpublicimpact.org/
assets/documents/hls-real-world.pdf

56. Kania, J., Kramer, M. & Senge, P. The Water of Systems Change. (FSG, 2018). https://
www.fsg.org/resource/water_of_systems_change/

57. Meadows, D. H. Thinking in systems: A primer. (Taylor & Francis Group, 2008).
58. Omer, A., Schwartz, M., Lubell, C. & Gall, R. Wisdom journey: The role of experience

and culture in transformative learning praxis.10th International Conference on
Transformative Learning Proceedings. (Center for Transformative Learning, Mer-
idian University, CA, 2012).

59. Scharmer, C. O. Theory U: Leading from the future as it emerges: The social tech-
nology of presencing (2nd ed.). (San Francisco, California: Berrett-Koehler Pub-
lishers, Inc., a BK Business Book, 2016).

60. Jones, P., & Kijima, K. (Eds.) Systemic Design: Theory, Methods, and Practice.
(Springer, 2018).

61. Jones, P. Systemic design principles for complex social systems. In: Metcalf, G.
(Ed.) Social Systems and Design. Translational Systems Sciences, Vol.1. 91-128
(Springer, 2014).

62. Quayle, M. Designed leadership. (Columbia University Press, 2017).
63. Ryan, A. A framework for systemic design. FORMAkademisk 7, 1–14 (2014).
64. Bason, C. Leading Public Design: Discovering Human-centred Governance. (Policy

Press, 2017).
65. Irwin, T. Transition design: A proposal for a new area of design practice, study,

and research. Des. Cult. 7, 229–246 (2015).
66. Sangiorgi, D. Transformative services and transformation design. Int. J. Des. 5,

29–40 (2011).
67. Abdulla, D. et al. A manifesto for decolonising design. J. Futures Stud. 23, 129–132

(2019).
68. Akama, Y., Hagen, P. & Whaanga-Schollum, D. Problematizing replicable design to

practice respectful, reciprocal, and relational co-designing with indigenous
people. Des. Cult. 11, 59–84 (2019).

69. Costanza-Chock, S. Design Justice. (MIT Press, 2020).
70. Goodwill, M., van der Bijl-Brouwer, M. & Bendor, R. Beyond good intentions: Towards

a power literacy framework for service designers. Int. J. Des. 15, 45–59 (2021).
71. Brand, D. Nomenclature: New and Collected Poems. (McClelland & Stewart, 2022).
72. Brown, A. M. & Imarisha, W. Octavia’s Brood. (AK Press, 2015).
73. Gumbs, A. P. Undrowned: Black Feminist Lessons from Marine Mammals. (AK Press,

2020).
74. Hersey, T. Rest is Resistance: A Manifesto. (Little, Brown Spark, 2022).
75. Hooks, B. All About Love: New Visions. (HarperCollins, 2001).
76. Laloux, F. Reinventing Organizations: A Guide to Creating Organizations Inspired by

the Next Stage in Human Consciousness. (Nelson Parker, 2014).
77. Lorde, A. The Selected Works of Audre Lorde. Roxanne Gay (Ed.). (W.W. Norton &

Company, 2020).
78. Maynard, R. & Simpson, L. B. Rehearsals for Living. (Alfred A. Knopf, 2022).
79. Menakem, R. My Grandmother’s Hands. (Central Recovery Press, 2017).
80. Topa, W. & D. Narvaez (Eds). Restoring the Kinship Worldview: Indigenous Voices

Introduce 28 Precepts for Rebalancing Life on Planet Earth. (North Atlantic Books, 2022).
81. Wang, Y., Derakhshan, A. & Pan, Z. Positioning an agenda on a loving pedagogy

in second language acquisition: Conceptualization, practice, and research. Front.
Psychol. 13, 894190 (2022).

82. Bradbury, H. et al. What is good action research: Quality choice points with a
refreshed urgency. Action Res. 17, 14–18 (2019b).

83. Bradbury, H. et al. A call to Action Research for Transformations: The times
demand it. Action Res. 17, 3–10 (2019a).

84. Bradbury, H. & Divecha, S. Action methods for faster transformation: Relationality
in action. Action Res. 18, 273–281 (2020).

85. Andrew, M. & Karetai, M. Bricolage as a method in professional practice. Scope:
Contemporary Research Topics (Work-Based Learning) 3, 95–103 (2022).

86. Kincheloe, J. L., McLaren, P., Steinberg, S. R., & Monzo, L. D. Chapter 10: Critical
Pedagogy and Qualitative Research - Advancing the Bricolage In The SAGE

Handbook of Qualitative Research (5 ed.) (ed. Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y.) (Sage
Publications, 2017).

87. Yardley, A. Bricolage and bricoleur In SAGE Research methods foundations. (ed.
et al. (SAGE Publications Ltd, 2019).

88. Brown, A. M. Emergent Strategy: Shaping Change, Changing Worlds. (AK Press,
2017).

89. Brown, L. A. & Strega, S. Research as Resistance: Revisiting Critical, Indigenous, and
Anti-oppressive Approaches (Second ed.). (Toronto: Canadian Scholars' Press, 2015).

90. Cole, L. Assembling a Cabinet of Curiousities: Using Participatory Action Research
and Constructivist Grounded Theory to Generate Stronger Theorization of Public
Sector Innovation Labs. J. Particip. Res. Meth., 3, (2022).

91. Kemmis, S. Chapter 8: Critical Theory and Participatory Action Research. In The
SAGE Handbook of Action Research: Participative Inquiry and Practice (2 ed.). Rea-
son, P. & Bradbury, H. (eds). (Sage Publications, 2008).

92. Kimmerer, R. W. Braiding Sweetgrass. (Milkweed Editions, 2013).
93. Kovach, M. Indigenous Methodologies: Characteristics, Conversations, and Contexts.

(University of Toronto Press, 2009).
94. Simpson, L. B. As We Have Always Done: Indigenous Freedom through Radical

Resistance. (University of Minnesota Press, 2017).
95. Smith, L. T. Decolonizing Methodologies: Research andIndigenous Peoples (Second

ed.). (Zed Books, 2016).
96. Rivera, D. Z. Design in planning: Reintegration through shifting values. Urban

Plan. 6, 93–104 (2021).
97. Reason, P. & Bradbury, H. The SAGE Handbook of Action Research: Participative

Inquiry and Practice (2 ed.). (Sage Publications, 2008).

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
This research was funded by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council
(Canada). The authors would like to thank their five research collaborators in this
project: Dr. Mumbi Maina, Lily Raphael, Kyla Pascal, Moura Quayle, and Dr. Rob
VanWynsberghe. The authors would also like to thank their co-researchers from all of
the Canadian cities that joined this learning journey.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
Both authors co-lead the research design, delivery of the learning journey, data
collection, and synthesis. Both authors participated in all stages of writing and editing
this manuscript.

COMPETING INTERESTS
The authors declare no competing interests.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
Supplementary information The online version contains supplementary material
available at https://doi.org/10.1038/s42949-023-00126-9.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to Lindsay Cole or
Maggie Low.

Reprints and permission information is available at http://www.nature.com/
reprints

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims
in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,

adaptation, distribution and reproduction in anymedium or format, as long as you give
appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative
Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party
material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the
article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not permitted by statutory
regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly
from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2023

L. Cole and M. Low

10

npj Urban Sustainability (2023)    46 Published in partnership with RMIT University

https://www.centreforpublicimpact.org/assets/documents/hls-real-world.pdf
https://www.centreforpublicimpact.org/assets/documents/hls-real-world.pdf
https://www.fsg.org/resource/water_of_systems_change/
https://www.fsg.org/resource/water_of_systems_change/
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42949-023-00126-9
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Transforming planning and policy making processes at the intersections of climate, equity, and decolonization challenges
	Introduction
	Results
	Experimenting with transformative process design and facilitation
	Transformative policy-making and planning process framework
	Transformative policy-making and planning approaches

	Discussion
	Move 1: beginning well
	Move 2: co-creating an equitable, just, feminist, and decolonized space
	Move 3: pro-love pedagogy
	Move 4: focus on practicing not problem solving
	Move 5: drawing on different theories and practices
	Move 6: working with fear
	Move 7: redefining impact and outcomes

	Methods
	Participatory action research bricolage
	Research design
	Reporting summary

	DATA AVAILABILITY
	References
	Acknowledgements
	Author contributions
	Competing interests
	ADDITIONAL INFORMATION




