
Description: This bibliography is comprised primarily of articles specifically related to the problem of climate 
change and the potential of deliberative democracy to respond to such a challenging problem. There is much 
that looks at the potential of deliberative democracy with regards to the environment generally speaking, but less 
on the topic of climate specifically. There has been no differentiation in this bibliography between articles 
focused on climate mitigation vs. climate adaptation, although such distinctions present different challenges to 
deliberative democracy. In addition, this review contains two notes for every citation. The first is the abstract, 
and is labeled "ABSTRACT". This is so the reader can get a sense of the content of the article in the author's 
own words. The second, labeled "NOTES", is an assessment, which attempts to give a brief evaluation of the 
usefulness of the article and its distinctive contribution. This is a first pass through the literature and there are 
undoubtedly other sources that could be added.  
 
This research was the result of Social Science and Humanities Research Council (SSHRC) Funding for the Alberta Climate Dialogue Project at 
the University of Alberta.


Aylett, A. (2010a). Conflict, Collaboration and Climate Change: Participatory Democracy 
and Urban Environmental Struggles in Durban, South Africa. International Journal 
of Urban and Regional Research, 34(3), 478–495.  

ABSTRACT: The South Durban Basin on the eastern coast of South Africa is home to both a large-scale 
petrochemical industry and a highly mobilized residential community. In a conflict cemented by apartheid-era 
planning, the community’s campaigns to improve local air quality provide a test case for the value of conflict for 
participatory democratic structures. In the context of the work of the International Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC), the South Durban Basin also provides an opportunity to push the boundaries of the established links 
between participation and the design and implementation of responses to a changing climate. Contributing to 
one of the main themes of the symposium, this article argues that the focus on collaboration and compromise 
within studies of governance and participation overlooks both the reality of conflict and its potentially positive 
effects. Addressing this requires particular attention to how power relationships influence processes of 
governance, and the role of civil society in balancing the influence of the private sector on the state. It also calls 
for a better understanding of conflict and collaboration as mutually re-enforcing elements of an ongoing and 
dynamic political process. Together, the elements of this critique help to build a more nuanced view of 
participatory urban governance: one that both better describes and may better facilitate the ability of urban 
populations to collectively, effectively and rapidly respond to the challenges of a changing climate.


NOTES: This article focused on the IPCC's increased attention to participatory democracy and argues for a 
more central role of conflict within such institutional arrangements in contrast to consensus or compromise. The 
author focuses on the case of the South Durban Basin in South Africa to highlight the beneficial role that conflict 
can play in participatory democratic forums for particular parties to operate as "constructive critics" (pg 484). 
Aylett argues that two upsides of conflict, demonstrated in this case, are: 1) giving participatory process more 
legitimacy by keeping them from being co-opted by officials seeking a more 'public' rubber stamping of a 
decision, and 2) provided space for "community generated scientific knowledge". This article is also part of a 
symposium looking at the role of participatory governance, conflict, and urban management. This article was the 
only one among them to speak specifically to climate change, although that is somewhat tangential to the overall 
argument.
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Aylett, A. (2010b). Participatory planning, justice, and climate change in Durban, South  
Africa. Environment and Planning A, 42(1), 99–115.  

ABSTRACT: A changing climate seriously challenges our sociopolitical and economic systems. Elaborating on 
one possible element of a successful human response, this paper looks at how participatory governance is 
treated in the literatures on social justice and climate change. This paper applies the works of Habermas and 
Foucault, as well as recent work from the fields of urban and environmental planning, to clarify how the balance 
between structure, power, and agency influences attempts to address social inequality and climate change. 
Applying this general framework to a case study of Durban, South Africa, the paper then discusses the 
effectiveness of participatory structures in practice. This case study provides a productive space to study the 
intersection of social and environmental concerns. It also allows us to explore how interactions between formal 
and informal participation expose the limits both of confrontational (Foucauldian) and of consensus-based 
(Habermassian) approaches to governance. These limitations are instructive as we attempt to create cities that 
are both socially just and environmentally sustainable.


NOTES: Aylett makes similar claims to the 2010a article about the beneficial role of conflict in participatory 
processes. Using the debate between Foucault (emphasizing Power) and Habermas (consensus focused 
communicative rationality), Aylett argues for a way of making conflict and civil society a productive part of 
participatory processes rather than being deemed obstructive by the norms of consensus oriented participation. 


Bailer, S. (2012). Strategy in the climate change negotiations: do democracies negotiate  
differently? Climate Policy, 12(5), 534–551.  

ABSTRACT: Governments in international negotiations such as the United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change (UNFCCC) negotiations use different negotiation strategies to increase their impact, which can 
be hard or soft, that is, more or less adding conflict to a negotiation. However, little is known about the structural 
(e.g. economic size) and domestic (e.g. pressure from stakeholders) factors that determine their choice of 
strategies. Using an original data set created from interviews with 58 delegations that attended the UNFCCC 
negotiations in Copenhagen, it is shown that the variables of economic power, democratic status, and pressure 
from domestic stakeholders had an effect on whether these delegations used hard negotiation strategies. It was 
found that economically powerful states were likely to use such strategies; in contrast democracies tend to use 
fewer hard strategies if their economic status is accounted for. However, democracies can be pressured to use 
hard strategies when they are lobbied by their domestic interest groups (e.g. GHG emitter interests, 
environmental groups).


NOTES: This article is not as focused on deliberative or participatory democracy, but rather on the multi-lateral 
international agreements within the UNFCCC. As a result, it is perhaps less relevant to ABCD objectives.


Berk, M. M., & den Elzen, M. G. J. (2001). Options for differentiation of future  
commitments in climate policy: how to realise timely participation to meet  
stringent climate goals? Climate Policy, 1(4), 465–480.  

ABSTRACT:  This paper aims at exploring options for differentiation of future commitments in global greenhouse 
gas emissions control, linked to climate targets. This is done on the basis of the EU target of a maximum global 
temperature increase of 2◦C compared to pre-industrial levels. The Framework to Assess International Regimes 
for the differentiation of commitments (FAIR) is used to explore the implications of two possible climate regimes: 
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(1) increasing participation (i.e. a gradual increase in the number of parties involved and their level of 
commitment according to participation and differentiation rules) and (2) “contraction and convergence” (C&C) 
with universal participation and a convergence of per capita emission permits. It is found that in a regime of 
increasing participation, stabilising the CO2 concentration at 450ppmv by 2100 requires participation of major 
developing countries before 2050 in global emission control, irrespective of the participation and differentiation 
rules chosen. In the case of stringent climate targets, a convergence regime seems to provide more incentives 
for a timely participation of developing countries, and opportunities for an effective and efficient regime for 
controlling global emissions than increasing participation.


NOTES: This article is focused more on increasing participation of nations (specifically developing ones) rather 
than citizens. Not as relevant for ABCD objectives.


Carolan, M. S. (2006). Ecological representation in deliberation: the contribution of  
tactile spaces. Environmental Politics, 15(3), 345–361.  

ABSTRACT:  Deliberation must involve more than simply articulating and defending one’s values and knowledge 
claims. Also important is the ability to experience those claims directly. Attention must thus be paid to creating 
spaces that are not only deliberative but also tactile, so individuals can experience for themselves the 
phenomena around which knowledge claims are being made. This becomes particularly important in 
environmental conflicts, given that they often involve objects/processes that are epistemologically removed from 
our lived worlds. To inform this argument, the case of a non-profit seed bank, where just such a tactile space has 
been created, is examined.


NOTES: This article doesn't touch on climate issues, but does touch on a particular feature of the climate 
challenge, namely the vague and ambiguous nature of the climate problem. Many environmental or ecological 
problems are more abstract than others. This article looks at the way in which 'tactile space' (in this case a seed 
bank) has any effect on deliberative outcomes. The author argues that it does as it creates a form of 'situated 
knowledge' for the participants in which they can 'see' and 'test' competing knowledge claims. However, the 
author specifically notes, "the sheer scale and complexity of global climate change presents challenges as to the 
creation of such a "tactile space". 


Collins, K., & Ison, R. (2009). Jumping off Arnstein’s Ladder: Social Learning as a New  
Policy Paradigm for Climate Change Adaptation. Environmental Policy and  
Governance, 19, 358–373.  

ABSTRACT: Participation of citizens, groups, organizations and businesses is now an essential element to tackle 
climate change effectively at international, European Union, national and local levels. However, beyond the 
general imperative to participate, major policy bodies offer little guidance on what this entails. We suggest that 
the dominance of Arnstein’s ladder of citizen participation in policy discourses constrains the ways we think 
about, and critically the purposes we ascribe to, participation in a climate change context. We suggest an alter- 
native framing of climate change, where no single group has clear access to understanding the issue and its 
resolution. Thus adaptation is fundamentally dependent on new forms of learning. Drawing on experiences of 
social learning approaches to natural resource managing, we explore how a commitment to social learning more 
accurately embodies the new kinds of role, relationship, practice and sense of purpose required to progress 
adaptive climate change agendas and practices. 
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NOTES: The author's argue that Arnstein’s ladder remains central to many evaluations of participatory 
mechanisms but that this over reliance keeps forces people to view participation as a false dichotomy with 
regards to power (either decision makers have it or its transferred to citizens) - interesting distinction between 
“reactive adaptation” and “anticipatory adaptation” - make the point that over reliance on Arnstein’s ladder 
provides a myopic evaluation of participatory processes set in an understanding of power as exclusive and  
dichotomous substance – either citizens have full power, or decision makers have power, as you one party gains 
more power the other looses.   (Aylett, 2010b) is a good responder to this as he articulates three different  
'ontologies’ of participatory power: Arnstein’s ladder, a rights based approach and a social goods based 
approach.


Darier, É., & Schüle, R. (1999). “Think Globally, Act Locally”? Climate change and public  
participation in Manchester and Frankfurt. Local Environment, 4(3), 317–329.  

ABSTRACT: “Think Globally, Act Locally” was one of the most famous slogans in the 1970s environmental 
movement. Discourses about global climate change are now a vivid illustration of this new “global thinking”. 
Although there is a substantial amount of research about global environmental issues and policy initiatives, there 
is still a gap in understanding of how law publics actually comprehend global climate change. Using qualitative 
research methods, this study is a comparison of how lay publics in Frankfurt (Germany) and Manchester (UK) 
perceive these issues and the possible solutions. The study found strong similarities in lay public perceptions in 
both cities including that (1) awareness of global environmental issues is always contextualised in broader 
perspectives not exclusively “environmental”, (2) there is a shared and strong sense of global equity based on 
recognition of differences and (3) there is an ambivalence about the role of environmental “information”. 
Differences between lay public perceptions in Manchester and Frankfurt can be explained by specific features of 
national cultures.


NOTES: Primarily focused on questions of public perceptions and opinions about “global thinking” through 
focus groups. Four areas of concern addressed are: Perceptions of Climate Change, Responsibilities, Obstacles 
to Actions for Climate Protection, and Opportunities for Action. The conclusion that the abstract refers to about 
Climate change being “contextualized” refers to the recognition by participants that Climate change is also 
about issues of demography, consumption, pollution, inequality, etc. Other than that, the conclusions were not 
overly surprising. Participants recognized that CC is complex, a global problem but that some countries (China 
for example) have differing responsibilities etc. Essentially a rehearsal of Kyoto arguments of “differentiated 
responsibilities”   


Edwards, P. B., Hindmarsh, R., Mercer, H., & Bond, M. (2008). A Three-Stage Evaluation 
of a Deliberative Event on Climate Change and Transforming Energy. Journal of  
Public Deliberation, 4(1).  

ABSTRACT: Formulating deliberative evaluation tools indicates an important new field for the practitioner of 
deliberative design due to the increasing adoption of deliberative policy mechanisms by governmental and non- 
governmental organizations. Evaluation tools aid the design, effectiveness and deliberative integrity and 
legitimacy of these mechanisms. Relatively few studies though have reflected on how to conduct evaluation. 
Here, we report on our formulation of a three-stage approach to deliberative evaluation, which we applied in an 
independent evaluation of a Courageous Conversation on Climate Change and Transforming Energy (March 
2007), designed by the Ethos Foundation, Queensland, Australia. Overall, we found our schema successful in 
identifying both the positives and negatives of the design, of what could be applauded and what needed 
revision. More broadly, we advance that it offers a useful approach for practitioners to develop further, especially 
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in getting the balance right on evaluating process and outputs, to which we have added inputs in reflection of 
deliberative design advances.


NOTES: The overarching goal of this paper is to argue for the three-stage evaluation framework. The three 
stages include input, process, and output criteria, which a significant emphasis on process. It was an 
independent of the Ethos Foundation's Climate Change and Transforming Energy Courageous Conversation. 
The author's argue that their framework was indeed helpful in evaluating both the positives and negatives of the 
deliberative event design and helps provide a more comprehensive evaluative framework than has otherwise 
been proposed thus far. The goal of the "courageous conversations is to "bring together leaders, emerging 
leaders, key players, and stakeholders...to discuss big environmental and social policy issues", as such it is less 
a citizen centred deliberation.


Few, R., Brown, K., & Tompkins, E. L. (2007). Public participation and climate change 
adaptation : avoiding the illusion of inclusion. Climate Policy, 7(1), 46–59.  

ABSTRACT: Public participation is commonly advocated in policy responses to climate change. Here we 
discuss prospects for inclusive approaches to adaptation, drawing particularly on studies of long-term coastal 
management in the UK and elsewhere. We affirm that public participation is an important normative goal in 
formulating response to climate change risks, but argue that its practice must learn from existing critiques of 
participatory processes in other contexts. Involving a wide range of stakeholders in decision-making presents 
fundamental challenges for climate policy, many of which are embedded in relations of power. In the case of 
anticipatory responses to climate change, these challenges are magnified because of the long-term and 
uncertain nature of the problem. Without due consideration of these issues, a tension between principles of 
public participation and anticipatory adaptation is likely to emerge and may result in an overly managed form of 
inclusion that is unlikely to satisfy either participatory or instrumental goals. Alternative, more narrowly 
instrumental, approaches to participation are more likely to succeed in this context, as long as the scope and 
limitations of public involvement are made explicit from the outset.


NOTES: This article adopts a refreshingly critical stance in analysing the recent “participative turn” in 
environmental policy-making. The authors remark that participation has been promoted both instrumentally, as a 
means of ensuring that decisions are better geared toward their objectives, and as an empowering end in itself, 
ceding communities greater control over the decisions that affect their lives. “Participation” has become a catch-
word describing a range of activities included between acquiring information on decisions already taken and 
mass-mobilisation. Looking at participative decision-making processes for climate change adaptation in coastal 
zones of the UK, the authors note that the planning agencies have attempted to steer participants towards 
support for predetermines goals by de facto containing participation (for example, by blocking dissent and 
avoiding conflicts). These participative processes featured a marked “managerialism” --locals’ views were made 
to fit with predetermined strategies, and public participation was seen as nothing more than a legitimising force. 
The result was that these participative experiments fuelled feelings of disillusion and disempowerment among 
the population. The authors conclude by suggesting that: any participatory process will only gain legitimacy if the 
relevant stakeholders are included; different social contexts may require different participatory mechanisms; and 
stakeholders must have a genuine opportunity to construct, discuss and promote alternative options. 


Hartz-Karp, J., & Meister, H.-P. (2011). Creating Resilient Cities Through Empowered,  
Deliberative Participation. In K. Otto-Zimmermann (Ed.), Resilient Cities: Cities  
and Adaptation to Climate Change Proceedings of the Global Forum 2010 (pp.  
177–185). Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands.  
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ABSTRACT: Social and physical climate change scientists agree that to effectively address climate change, we 
will need new “technologies” of cooperation. Placing collaborative governance at centre stage, this paper 
explores how best to develop resilient cities based on best practice and innovative design. After researching 
best practice stakeholder collaboration, this paper analyses the common themes that characterize cli- mate 
adaptation strategies, and documents the success factors typifying best practice. Based on this research and 
experience, it outlines the IFOK model for new governance and supporting institutional strategies. In addition, 
the paper argues that a more radical redesign of engagement and governance will be critical in order to achieve 
community resilience and joint action. It outlines how this can be achieved through collaborative governance, 
involving the deliberated wisdom of ordinary citizens, i.e. by instituting deliberative democracy. Examples of 
deliberative democratic practice across the globe are highlighted, including an innovative initiative to develop a 
deliberative community and collaborative governance in regional Western Australia.


NOTES: A book chapter so a little shorter. Basic outline for need to coordinated between government, industry, 
and society. Authors point to Deliberative Democracy as providing new opportunity for helping cities create 
effective climate change adaptation strategies. Overall this is a pretty basic assessment and not overly helpful.


Hobson, K., & Niemeyer, S. (2011). Public responses to climate change: The role of  
deliberation in building capacity for adaptive action. Global Environmental  
Change, 21(3), 957–971.  

ABSTRACT: Public deliberative platforms have been argued as potentially beneficial in fostering adaptive 
capacity to respond to climate change. However, little is known about the veracity of such claims, and indeed 
how deliberation and adaptive capacity can and do intersect. In response, this paper reports on findings from a 
project into public responses to climate change in the Australian Capital Region. It utilizes quantitative analysis—
in the form of Q methodology—and qualitative analysis, to compare discourses that emerged from individual 
scenario-based interviews with those that emerged at the end of a 4-day public deliberative process. It shows 
that while the scenario interviews had an impact on participants, this impact is not sustained. By contrast, the 
deliberative process gave rise to new discourses, one of which (labelled “Collective Action Imperative”) is argued 
as indicative of a potentially constructive personal and collective adaptive capacity. However, advocating 
deliberative processes still requires caution, as less adaptive discourses prevailed, suggesting strong 
governance signals and leadership are still essential for fostering a positive public response to the challenges of 
climate change.


NOTES: Primarily focused on whether or not deliberation alters people’s perceptions and responses to climate 
change. Through discursive representation and q-sorting methods, they demonstrate that there is significant 
movement as the deliberative process unfolds as people engaged in the issues. Less skeptical participants 
became less skeptical, and other participants became open to a much broader array of policy options to deal 
with the problem. Focus of the paper is about creating citizen’s with the adaptive capacity to address climate 
change and on changing the minds of participants. 


Kerkhof, M. van de. (2004). Debating Climate Change: A Study of Stakeholder  
Participation in an Integrated Assessment of Long-term Climate Policy in the  
Netherlands. Lemma Publishers. 

ABSTRACT: The importance of involving actors from society in solving the unstructured problems such as those 
concerning global environmental change has gained wider recognition in recent decades. The participation of 

�6



these 'stakeholders' may leader to better decisions, increase awareness and support, and enhance the 
legitimacy and accountability of decision making. At the same time, however, there are many critics who oppose 
the involvement of stakeholders. This book considers stakeholder participation to be important and enriching 
from problem-solving processes, but it also argues that, to increase its value, the participatory methodology 
needs to be improved.


NOTES: This book is a case study of an Integrated Assessment of Climate Policy in the Netherlands. Integrated 
assessment is defined as "a structured process of dealing with complex issues, using knowledge from various 
scientific disciplines and/or stakeholders, in such a manner that integrated insights are made available to 
responsible decision makers" (pg 53, quoting Rotmans, 1998: 155). It is primarily concerned with the role that 
stakeholders (defined broadly to include the domain of 'society' in contrast to domains of science and policy) 
have as participants within this process. In addition, it is primarily concerned with such participation taking place 
to deal with what the author terms "unstructured problems" where there is much more ambiguity, uncertainty, 
and complexity concerning the problem which is often emerging in a context of "hard political pressure, values in 
dispute, and high decision stakes" (28) and thus greater input of the 'societal' domain is required. Overall, this 
case study provides an interesting case study to understand the ability of 'stakeholder' participation with a very 
specific and circumscribed policy decision making process. Some critique might be made of the focus on 
stakeholder over citizen participation, but as noted, the term 'stakeholder' was defined rather loosely. Finally, the 
central concepts for design and evaluation of the process were "learning" and "argumentation". While this may 
help us understand the effect that such a process had on the participants, it leaves unanswered the question 
what effect this process had on the long-term climate policy in the Netherlands context.


Klinke, A. (2012). Democratizing Regional Environmental Governance: Public  
Deliberation and Participation in Transboundary Ecoregions. Global  
Environmental Politics, 12(3), 79–99.  

ABSTRACT: None provided.


NOTES: This is an intriguing article which outlines the rationale for potential institutional structures that can 
provide uptake from a transnational public sphere to help manage ecoregional issues. The bulk of the article is 
dedicated to proposing a three-level institutional structure comprised of "local public advisory committees", a 
"supranational deliberative body representing the transnational public sphere" and "transnational executive 
body" from the previous deliberative body. This institutional structure would primarily be comprised of randomly 
selected individuals that are fed information from other transnational experts such as "epistemic communities" in 
order to come up with legitimate and well reasoned policy decisions that do not succumb to typical partisan 
posturing.


Lee, M., Armeni, C., Cendra, J. D., et. al. (2012). Public Participation and Climate Change  
Infrastructure. Journal of Environmental Law, 25(1), 33–62.  

ABSTRACT: This article explores the space for public participation during the consenting process for a nationally 
significant wind energy or carbon capture and storage infrastructure project. Legal obligations to provide 
opportunities for public involvement in these processes can be found in national, EU and international law. 
However, an examination of strategic planning policy suggests that in practice, very little will be up for 
discussion at this stage. This is consistent with a certain mistrust of the public in high-level policy discourse on 
the technological change thought necessary for climate change mitigation. Legally entrenched rights to 
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participate, coupled with limited opportunities to influence, create the danger that participation becomes a 
simple bureaucratic hurdle, frustrating for all concerned.


NOTES: As this article is aimed at a legal audience, the primary focus is on the legal requirements for public 
participation and as such are often quite minimalistic as regulatory bodies rarely go above and beyond the legal 
minimums required. Of note, however, is the focus on how the different public participation processes fit into the 
broader public policy context. Without such considerations of how public policy processes (minimally speaking) 
fit within the broader policy context, it is very easy to dismiss such processes or treat them as a legitimacy 
component requiring mere completion (we consulted the public...what's next). 


Lo, A. Y. (2013). Agreeing to pay under value disagreement: Reconceptualizing  
preference transformation in terms of pluralism with evidence from small-group  
deliberations on climate change. Ecological Economics, 87, 84–94.  

ABSTRACT: Plural values contribute to multiple arrays of expressed preferences. Conventionally, preference 
convergence toward consensus among initially disagreeing decision makers is understood in terms of 
diminishing value differences. A cogent account of consensual decision that respects non-diminishing value 
plurality is lacking. Instead there is a theoretic expectation for categorical consistency between subjective values 
and expressed preferences. Valuing agents in social interaction are expected to indicate identical preference 
orderings only if they hold correspondingly identical categories of values. This expectation precludes meaningful 
conceptualization of preference convergence under divisive normative dispositions. An alternative framework is 
proposed and illustrated by results from a designed deliberative forum on Australia’s climate change policy. Data 
were analyzed based on Q methodology. Results show that small-group deliberations enabled effective 
communication between distinctive subjective positions and broadened understandings between individuals. 
While a consensual decision gained progress, no identified value discourse diminished below a significant 
degree. Observed changes in values did not run parallel to the converging preferences, suggesting a decline in 
value-preference consistency. These changes nonetheless are amenable to the principle of value pluralism. An 
alternative rationality concept is needed to account for this moral ideal within economics.


NOTES: This is an interesting piece which combines deliberative theory to ecological economics pointing to the 
practice of "deliberative monetary valuation" (DMV). Rather than treating economic consumers as having 
preferences in isolation, this paper presents an empirical study of DMV from a deliberative forum on Australia's 
climate policy. The author's used Q methodology to evaluate the potential value preference change in a 
deliberative event. They conclude that deliberative processes show potential on altering individual’s preference 
formation, and this illustrates the various values that discursively shape various value preferences. One strength 
of this article is a continual contrast to how a neo-classical economics approach might respond to some of these 
conclusions. 


Malone, E. L. (2012). Debating Climate Change: Pathways through Argument to  
Agreement. London: Earthscan.  

ABSTRACT: As greenhouse gas emissions continue unabated and contentious voices fill the air, the question 
gains urgency: How can people with widely varying viewpoints agree to address climate change? Each 
participant in the debate seems to have a different agenda, from protecting economic growth in developing 
countries to protecting the energy industry in industrialized countries, from those aghast at the damage done to 
the Earth to optimists who think we just need to adjust our technological approach. Debating Climate Change 
sorts through the tangle of arguments surrounding climate change to find paths to unexpected sites of 
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agreement. Using an innovative sociological approach - combined discourse and social network analyses - 
Elizabeth L. Malone analyzes 100 documents representing a range of players in this high-stakes debate. Through 
this she shows how even the most implacable adversaries can find common ground - and how this common 
ground can be used to build agreement. Written in a clear, accessible style, this original research and insightful 
use of communication analysis will help advance understanding and negotiation on climate change throughout 
the pivotal times to come. Published with Science in Society.


NOTES: This book is less focused on deliberative events and more about tracing different arguments that might 
be proposed regarding climate change. As a result, it is more a broad discursive analysis that is trying to find 
common ground among distinct climate change arguments than it is about citizen engagement. 


McCrum, G., Blackstock, K., Matthews, K., Rivington, M., Miller, D., & Buchan, K. (2009).  
Adapting to Climate Change in Land Management: the Role of Deliberative  
Workshops in Enhancing Social Learning. Environmental Policy and Governance,  
19, 413–426.  

ABSTRACT: This paper explores how deliberative workshops might enhance social learning about climate 
change adaptation among land managers in northwest Europe (Scotland). To date, methods for enhancing social 
learning in the context of adaptation and climate change have been neglected. In this study, location specific 
agro-meteorological indicators for both observed and future climate data were produced. The indicators were 
used as a basis for discussion in four deliberative workshops. The workshops sought to raise awareness of 
climate change issues, ensure the validity and utility of the indicators, stimulate thinking about adaptive 
responses and increase land managers’ capacity to adapt. Land managers’ adaptations to climate change fell 
into four broad categories: changing what they do, how they do it, when they do it or the frequency with which 
they do it. This paper therefore reflects on the use of deliberative workshops as an effective technique to 
enhance social learning regarding adapting to climate change.


NOTES: This paper looks at the potential of deliberative workshops to contribute to social learning about climate 
change adaptation among land managers in Scotland. It does a good job of illustrating the role that deliberation 
plays in allowing the land managers to translate the general science of climate change into practices concerning 
local practices in specific contexts for a specific target of dealing with climate adaptation. The question that 
remains is whether this counts as deliberation aimed towards a specific collective recommendation or is merely a 
form of information sharing and networking about best practices given a common set of concerns. This would 
raise questions about the effectiveness of deliberation for the sole purpose of social learning. Often social 
learning is treated as a beneficial by-product of deliberative events. However, the focus on land managers does 
present a more helpful audience to involve as the social learning the experience would be more easily applied to 
their everyday practices. 


Mula, R. P., Wani, S. P., Rai, K. N., & Balaji, V. (2010). Lessons from women’s participation  
in ICRISAT R4D projects: Talking points for climate change initiatives. Climate and  
Development, 2(4), 378–389.  

ABSTRACT: Women have a key role in the organization of agricultural production. Their participation in agri-
related projects is not only to make food available for the households; they participate to satisfy practical and 
strategic needs, where the latter are essential for self-worth. Women are one of the most vulnerable groups to 
bear the consequences of climate change. The experiences of the International Crops Research Institute for the 
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Semi-Arid Tropics (ICRISAT) in its research for development (R4D) projects provided substantive insights for the 
inclusion and empowerment of women in both the physical and social environment. Lessons learned for bringing 
in women’s perspectives into projects include the importance of tangible economic benefits and users’ 
perspectives in the management of local economies and social networks. These lessons led to women making a 
difference in the areas of village and organizational leadership, livelihood management and knowledge 
management, which are critical in addressing climate change impacts. Designing interventions for women 
requires an active process of social construction and negotiation, and that interventions should not be viewed as 
a package with simple and linear and systematic patterns.


NOTES: Some interesting points about gender and sustainability but overall not very helpful as it is primarily 
concerned with issues of agriculture, local seed knowledge, and so on that allows for adaptive capacity 
concerning climate change.


Niemeyer, S. (2007). Deliberation in the Wilderness: Displacing Symbolic Politics.  
Environmental Politics, 13(2), 347–372.  

ABSTRACT:  The environmental benefits of deliberative democracy are increasingly cited, but not well 
understood. Nor are the processes involved in arriving at deliberated policy preferences in contrast to those 
under the status quo. Analysis of the Far North Queensland Citizens’ Jury (FNQCJ) reveals that the difference 
reflects as much a move away from a non-deliberative status quo as toward a deliberative ideal. Before 
deliberation, symbolic arguments proffered by political interests resulted in deep fracturing of an underlying 
environmental consensus. The deliberative process served to dissipate symbolic claims, liberating citizens to 
formulate their own judgements based largely on this pre-existing environmental concern. The findings suggest a 
focus for deliberative democracy in displacing symbolic politics that disenfranchises both nature and humans.


NOTES: This paper argues that one of the most important effects of deliberation is to dispel symbolic politics. 
The author defines symbolic politics as the utilization of symbols with the purpose of contriving public support 
for particular aspects of policy issues, in a way that benefits particular stakeholders or interests. Three main 
conclusions: (1) deliberation gets people to think about a complicated issue, thus raising awareness about that 
issue; (2) deliberation increases the sophistication of one's opinions; (3) deliberation dispels symbolic politics. 
Niemeyer's argument here is that deliberation helps people get beyond their self-interests towards the interests 
of the community. However, the author stresses that, in the particular case of the Far North Queensland Citizens' 
Jury, participants did not have material interests at stake and were therefore 'free' to adopt a disinterested 
perspective.


Pellizzoni, L. (2003). Uncertainty and Participatory Democracy. Environmental Values, 12,  
195–224.  

ABSTRACT:  The article deals with some implications of radical uncertainty for participatory democracy, and 
more precisely for Participatory Technology Assessment (PTA). Two main forms of PTA are discussed. One is 
aimed at involving lay citizens and highlighting public opinion. The other is addressed to stakeholder groups and 
organisations, not only in terms of interest mediation but also of inclusion of their insight into a problem. Radical 
uncertainty makes “intractable” many environmental and techno- logical issues and brings into question 
traditional and new approaches to policy- making. Its consequences are explored from the viewpoint of new 
science, deliberative democracy, and network governance. Radical uncertainty calls for a rethinking of the aims 
of public deliberation, and a reinterpretation of the divide between opinion- and position-oriented PTA. To look 
for a public opinion, understood as a shared principled view, can prove misleading, as can thinking of 
stakeholder participatory arrangements in the usual way. When facts and values overlap, and are deeply 
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controversial, the only opportunity for mutual understanding may be to look for practical, “local” answers, based 
on different positional insights. Moreover, radical uncertainty also affects interest determination and pursuit, and 
may enhance the opportunity of joint, inclusive, non- strategic issue definition and solution devising. This vision 
of public deliberation is consistent with the idea of network governance. However, fragmentation can affect the 
effectiveness and legitimacy of participatory policies. Trying to handle fragmentation from the top, as many 
suggest, is unlikely to be successful. A more promising endeavour is to foster deliberative settings which, 
although positioned at the level of “local” and often contingent networks and commonalities, are open to include 
“Otherness” – other contexts, other problem definitions, other concerns.


NOTES: This is a rich piece with a lot of in depth and robust theoretical discussion and worthy of a second, 
more careful read. However, the general argument is the issue of dealing with deliberation in a context of radical 
uncertainty. One of the biggest issues is the definition of the problem. Habermas’ theory rests on assumptions 
about universality of reason, rationality and language. Different languages, or discourses, bring different 
assumptions that develop discursive battles over problem definition. In contexts of uncertainty this is even more 
so. Taking climate change, one can frame it as an issue about demographics (too many people), or consumption, 
or market failure, and so on. Each of those distinct discourses is inevitably incommensurable with others on a 
certain level and trying to negotiate those inevitably results in power struggles, such as the defaulting to a 
dominant or more broadly accepted discourse and problem definition. - Also calls for a rethinking of deliberative 
practices as position-oriented (representing different discursive positions, so to speak) rather than opinion-
oriented (demographic representation). - Uncertainty also requires more coordination and decentralized 
deliberative decision-making results in more fragmentation, which is unhelpful in addressing problems marked 
by radical uncertainty. 


Peterson, N. D., Broad, K., Orlove, B., Roncoli, C., Taddei, R., & Velez, M.-A. (2010).  
Participatory processes and climate forecast use: Socio-cultural context,  
discussion, and consensus. Climate and Development, 2(1), 14–29.  

ABSTRACT: Participatory processes are increasingly promoted by various groups as among the best 
approaches to increase efficiency, democracy and equity in decisions involving climate forecasts. Yet little is 
understood about the interaction between participation and its surrounding socio-cultural environment in the 
context of the dissemination and use of climate forecasts. This article draws on two case studies: water 
allocation choices in Brazil and agricultural decision making in Uganda. The focus is on two under-studied 
aspects of participatory processes: (1) the social norms of interactions that affect activity and outcomes through 
exclusion, pre-meetings, alliances, language and non-linguistic events; and (2) the diversity of goals and 
outcomes that motivate participation, including desire for consensus, social networking and community building. 
These norms and goals often result in behaviours and out comes unanticipated by the promoters. We argue that 
the influence of socio-cultural context on the process is not only an unavoidable characteristic of participation, 
but also what makes it possible in the first place, bringing meaning and purpose to the activity for many 
participants.


NOTES: This is an interesting article that brings social context into the broader analysis of public participation. 
The normative ideals behind public participation emerge from a very western approach to rationality. The 
analysis by these authors, and the case studies they investigate raises some important issues about social 
context that might alter why and how different people participate within such processes. The focus is on climate 
forecasting which tries to bridge a gap between more formal rational modelling and anecdotal experiential 
knowledge of the participants.
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Renn, O. (2006). Participatory processes for designing environmental policies. Land Use  
Policy, 23(1), 34–43.  

ABSTRACT: How can and should risk managers incorporate public preferences, integrate public input into the 
management process, and assign the appropriate roles to technical experts, stakeholders and members of the 
public? Which trade-offs should be used for risk management? Which concerns should be adopted in decisions 
that may determine life or death of many people? This paper discusses the potential of and requirements for an 
analytic-deliberative decision-making process in the field of risk management. It addresses the challenges for 
making public deliberation a part of the risk management process. Moreover, it articulates the requirements for 
integrating analytic reasoning with deliberation and interpretation. As a result of these requirements, a model of 
participation is developed that attempts to meet the two major objectives: to enhance competence in the 
decision-making process and to assign responsibility in managing risks to those who will be affected by the 
potential consequences.


NOTES: A more comprehensive overview and assessment concerning the theoretical potential of deliberation 
and its potential benefits. Some of the benefits noted include: enhance understanding, generate new options, 
decrease hostility and aggressive attitudes among the participants, explore new problem framing, enlighten legal 
policy makers, produce competent, fair and optimised solution packages and facilitate consensus, tolerated 
consensus and compromise. Renn then outlines a “cooperative discourse model” involving three consecutive 
steps:   Identification and selection of concerns and evaluative criteria; identification and measurement of 
impacts and consequences related to different policy options; and conducting a discourse with randomly 
selected citizens as jurors and representatives of interest groups as witnesses. The use of some formal decision 
making tools to help guide the process such as: value-tree analysis, and multi-attribute utility analysis. Overall, 
this paper is merely arguing for the “cooperative discourse model” as presented as an effective model of mini-
public for incorporating many of the distinct issues that emerge when dealing with environmental problems.


Smith, G. (2001). Taking Deliberation Seriously : Institutional Design and Green Politics.  
Environmental Politics, 10(3), 72–93.  

ABSTRACT: Deliberative democracy appears to be having a profound influence on contemporary green political 
theory. This article initially explores the growing fascination with democratic deliberation before raising the 
question of the implications for the shape of political institutions. Although both green and deliberative literatures 
are heavily committed to enhanced citizen participation, neither has systematically engaged with the task of 
institutional design. Three possible “models” of deliberative institutions are analyzed: mediation, citizen forums 
and referendum and initiative. Such institutional forms could be more extensively employed whether as part of a 
green politics of reform or as the basis for political institutions of a more radical sustainable society.


NOTES: This article shows evidence that deliberation on environmental issues alters peoples “worldviews”. 
Suggests three rationales/arguments for why deliberation is helpful for greens. 1. Pragmatic epistemological 
argument - allows decision makers to overcome issues of “bounded rationality” - the more people/perspectives 
in the room, the less likelihood a major issue will be missed. 2. Ethical Argument - many green arguments are 
couched in ethical (as opposed to instrumental) terms, and DD is better able to incorporate those ethical values 
as well as more “public spirited” values 3. Civic Argument - Allows citizens to develop a certain kind of civic 
mindedness whereby they propose and challenge different arguments. Smith then goes on to propose different 
institutional designs for different mini-publics that could help foster robust discussion on green values: Mediation 
and Stakeholder Group Engagement, Citizen Forums, and Citizen Initiative and Referendum: Alternative form for 
Direct Democracy. 
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Vasileiadou, E., & Tuinstra, W. (2013). Stakeholder consultations: mainstreaming climate  
policy in the Energy Directorate? Environmental Politics, 22(3), 475–495.  

ABSTRACT: Investigation of the conditions under which formal stakeholder consultations of the Directorate 
General Energy of the European Commission can help integrate climate change policy in energy policy in the 
European Union suggests that stakeholder consultations that aim at producing soft law and binding 
recommendations are rather insular, have low diversity of participants, and do not integrate climate change 
issues. Forums that aim at providing a discussion platform have higher diversity and integrate climate change 
issues to a certain extent. Stakeholder consultations can facilitate climate policy integration in European Union 
energy policy, as they take place early in the policy process. However, integration requires political commitment, 
and a concrete structure and format of the consultations that would facilitate integration.


NOTES: This article is primarily focused on the ability of stakeholder consultation forums to include climate 
change issues as part of its everyday agenda, what the authors refer to as mainstreaming climate change. They 
look at 6 different forums within the EU and find varying results. All the forums have participation by invitation 
only, and so are quite restrictive and primarily concerned with stakeholders rather than broad citizen input. 
Output of the study is focused on whether discussions within these forums includes climate change issues but 
little attention is given to what impact those discussions have on broad climate policy within the EU. 


Wesselink, A., Paavola, J., Fritsch, O., & Renn, O. (2011). Rationales for public  
participation in environmental policy and governance: practitioners’ perspectives.  
Environment and Planning, 43(11), 2688–2704.  

ABSTRACT: Participation has become a mantra in environmental governance. However, there are signs that the 
participatory agenda has started to lose its momentum and justification because of disappointments about 
actual achievements. Rather than focusing on improving participatory processes or articulating best practices, in 
this paper we seek to understand the more fundamental reasons why difficulties are encountered. In our 
interviews with professional involved in participation in environmental governance we found varying and 
potentially conflicting rationales for participation, with instrumental and legalistic rationales dominating. We 
contend that the institutional and political context in which this participation takes place is an important 
explanation of this prevalence. This includes the provisions for participation in EU directives, failing policy 
integration, institutional and political barriers, and failing political uptake of results from participation. We 
conclude there is a need for more reflexive awareness of the different ways in which participation is defined and 
practised in contemporary environmental policy making and for a more realistic assessment of possibilities for 
changes towards more participatory and deliberative decision making.


NOTES: The strength of this article is the conceptual clarity it brings by highlighting three distinct rationales for 
public participation: instrumental, substantive, and normative. Instrumental refers to the need to give increased 
legitimacy to existing policy goals; substantive rationales refer to increasing the quality of decision making 
through broader input; normative rationales entail democratic values of maximum participation and are thus 
deemed an intrinsic good. The authors go into further detail about their interviews with practitioners, which help 
them arrive at these distinct rationales, which also helps clarify some frustration in the public participation 
literature regarding outcomes as many processes might be operating according to different rationales. They 
argue future research should include reflexivity – to be more conscious about the specific goals/rationales of 
participatory processes – and realism – to understand deliberative ideals as a “heuristic” rather than an 
“attainable set of conditions” (pg 2700 quoting Pelleier et al, 1999, pg 105).
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Zhou, X., & Mori, H. (2010). National institutional response to climate change and  
stakeholder participation: a comparative study for Asia. International  
Environmental Agreements: Politics, Law and Economics, 11(4), 297–319.  

ABSTRACT:  Asian countries are building domestic institutions in response to climate change at both the 
international and domestic levels. Many countries have adopted the inter-agency coordination mechanism 
(IACM) as a national institutional approach to adjust the functions of various governmental agencies to tackle 
climate change. This article compares and contrasts national IACMs in four countries: Japan, the Republic of 
Korea, China and India. It examines (1) the structure and function of an IACM; (2) agencies and their specific 
roles in IACMs; (3) measures to empower the participation of other stake- holders including local governments, 
private sector, civil society and academia; and (4) changes in IACMs and reasons for such changes. Four 
success factors drawn from our comparative study suggest that an effective IACM should feature (1) strong 
overall coordination by the President/Prime Minister; (2) empowerment of the industry and environment agencies 
as joint lead agencies coordinating mitigation and adaptation; (3) involvement of all major sectorial agencies 
related to mitigation and adaptation; and (4) maximisation of the use of the comparative advantages of other 
stakeholders. The article highlights successful practices in Asia that can be emulated by other governments 
considering reform of their own domestic institutions in response to climate change.


NOTES: Focus of this article is more on stakeholder participation in inter-agency coordination mechanisms 
(IACM) and so is more focused on public administrations and less relevant to consideration deliberative 
democracy’s value for climate change.


Zwart, I. (2003). A greener alternative? Deliberative democracy meets local government.  
Environmental Politics, 12(2), 23–48.  

ABSTRACT: There is a view among some deliberative democrats that creating decision-making structures that 
approximate the deliberative ideal will lead to decisions that favour the life-supporting capacities of our natural 
environment. In their view, deliberative arrangements should be beneficial for environmental decision-making 
through their favouring of general rather than specific interests, and a subsequent ability to improve the 
legitimacy of the decisions that result. This article challenges such views, by analysing the outcomes of an 
Australian local government’s use of public deliberation to inform its review of waste management. The article 
argues that the participatory mechanism used in the case may be broadly understood as deliberative in its 
nature. Nevertheless, an analysis of its outcomes reveals that deliberative democrats wishing for environmentally 
beneficial decisions may be overly optimistic regarding the outcomes that result. This is due primarily to the 
subjective nature of generalizable interests, and differing perceptions regarding the legitimacy of the decisions 
that are reached. Thus the claim that deliberative arrangements will lead to both ecologically rational and 
legitimate collective outcomes is questioned.


NOTES:  This article does a good job of highlighting a number of issues concerning the use of deliberative 
democracy for environmental issues.   The article gives an overview of the rationale for deliberative democracy 
leading to more environmental concerns, especially situated in the work of Habermas. He then uses a case of an 
Australian local government initiative to see whether the theory operates as suggested in practice. He suggests 
that the ability of deliberative democracy to achieve environmental outcomes is questioned. Some of the more 
interesting or helpful points are that Zwart notes that what is termed a “generalizable interest” are often very 
subjective.   This subjectivity is a central reason for the difficulty of deliberative processes to achieve its stated 
goals. However, I feel like the author gets too hung up on the issue of “generalizable interests”.   While he does 
reference Dryzek in making this point, I feel the issue is that deliberative democracy is about making arguments 
in “public interest” frames rather and thus self-interested arguments don’t stand.  Zwart argues that many of the 
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participants still make arguments more for their self-interest, not wanting to be inconvenienced, however those 
arguments are made in public oriented ways and so there is validity to deliberative democratic claims. The 
question is whether DD while result in more environmentally beneficial outcomes and on this point I am more 
skeptical that it is an inevitable outcome. There is more POTENTIAL for environmentally beneficial outcomes 
because there is less opportunity for the decision making process to be captured by special interests, but like 
any collective decision process this is not guaranteed.


Sources that we discounted as irrelevant to the purposes of ABCD: 

Hamdi-Cherif, M., Guivarch, C., & Quirion, P. (2011). Sectoral targets for developing countries: combining 

	 “common but differentiated responsibilities” with “meaningful participation.” Climate Policy, 11(1), 731–

	 751. 
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