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Introduction 
 
This research brief presents findings from the Citizens’ Panel on Edmonton’s Energy and 
Climate Challenges. The results demonstrate the long-term effect that participation in a 42 hour 
deliberative exercise had on participants’ levels of import placed on the issue of climate change 
(value), perceived ability to impact climate change (self-efficacy) as well as efforts to minimize 
climate change (behaviour).   
 
Relevant Literature 
 
The negative environmental implications of climate change are becoming increasingly common 
knowledge. Brody and colleagues (2008) report that over 68% of respondents acknowledge the 
harmful impact of climate change. However, other studies have found that citizens consider the 
environment to be only a moderate to low priority in their lives. Level of import placed on 
environmental issues is especially low when compared to other issues such as crime reduction or 
health care (Whitmarsh, Seyfang & O’Neill, 2011; Huddart-Kennedy et-al., 2009; Jones, Fly & 
Cordell, 1999). Successful mitigation of climate change is dependent on individuals’ willingness 
to behave in a pro-environmental manner, highlighting the importance of pursuing attitude and 
behaviour changing initiatives (Brody, Grover & Vedlitz, 2012). 

There has been recent academic attention on the use of deliberative exercises as a means 
of engaging the public with environmental issues (Hobson & Niemeyer, 2011). It is expected that 
deliberation will result in change in participant’s level of value placed on the issue. 
Theoretically, deliberation has the potential to foster change by both informing the participants 
and encouraging them to view climate change as a significant issue (Hobson & Niemeyer, 2011). 

Hobson and Niemeyer (2011) found that participation in a deliberative exercise 
encouraged a greater willingness to act in ways that mitigate climate change. Further research 
suggests that pro-environment behaviour change may not be a direct result of deliberation but 
instead a direct result of increases in both the levels of value participants place on climate change 
and self-efficacy towards climate change (Brody, Grover & Vedlitz, 2012;	Eggins et al., 2007; 
Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). Our values intrinsically motivate us to behave in manners that 
align with one another. Consequently, higher levels of value placed on an issue result in higher 
levels of behaviour related to that issue. Self-efficacy represents an individual’s perceived ability 
to create change through their own actions (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). It should be noted that 
Brody, Grover and Vedlitz (2012) found self-efficacy to be the strongest predictor for behaviour 
change.  
 



Case Study 
 
Random digit dialling was used to recruit a group of citizens, branded the Citizens’ Panel on 
Edmonton’s Energy and Climate Challenges, to learn about and discuss energy and climate 
issues in relation to the City of Edmonton. Over the course of six sessions participants received 
education around the relevant issues, this included a Citizens Handbook and presentations from 
climate scientists and policy experts which, in combination, provided participants with both 
general and specialized knowledge. Furthermore, due to the deliberative component of these 
sessions, participants had the opportunity to discuss this information as well as share additional 
information. Although formally included in the agenda this exchange of information also took 
part informally as random conversations between participants. 
 
Research Questions 

 
• How does deliberation affect participants’ perceived importance of climate change? 
• Do deliberative exercises affect participants’ perceived ability to affect climate change? 
• Are participants, following deliberation, more or less likely to alter their behaviour in an 

attempt to reduce climate change? 
 
Methods 
 
A series of surveys were administered to participants to measure long-term changes, due to their 
participation in the deliberative exercise, on the amount of importance they placed on the issue of 
climate change, their perceived ability to affect climate change as well as the degree to which 
they were taking action to mitigate climate change. Following the recruitment process, the 
Citizens’ Panel was composed of sixty-six participants. The aforementioned participants were 
asked to complete a pretest prior to the first session of the panel. Over the course of the six 
sessions, the number of participants lowered to 55, a result of attrition. A post-test was 
distributed to the remaining participants during the panel’s final session. Two and a half years 
after this date participants were asked to complete a follow-up survey. Some survey participants 
did not answer every question and consequently sample size varies by question.  
 
Results 
 
Results from the pretest indicate that before participation in the deliberative exercise, on average, 
participants found climate change to be a somewhat to very important issue (3.47). Post-
deliberation participants reported higher, on average, levels of value placed on the issue of 
climate change (Table 1), compared to pretest responses. This is true for post-test (3.79) as well 
as the follow-up survey (4.0). Overall, the change that occurred was 0.53 on a five-item scale.  
 
Table 1: Averages (Standard Deviation) for Value Placed on the Issue of Climate Change 

Pretest 
n=38 

Post-test 
n=47 

2.5Y Follow-up 
n=45 

Change 
Pretest to 2.5Y 

(Overall) 
3.47 3.79 4.00 0.53 



(.922) (1.122) (.853) 
Question: How important is the issue of climate change to you personally? 1: Not at all 
important, 2: Not too important, 3: Somewhat important, 4: Very important, 5: Extremely 
important. 
 
When perceived levels of self-efficacy following deliberation are compared to perceived levels 
of self-efficacy prior to deliberation we see an ongoing increase (Table 2). Like levels of value, 
the highest levels of self-efficacy were reported on the two and a half year follow-up survey. 
However, in this case, the long-term change is trivial; a 0.13 change on a four-item scale. Thus, 
participants’ efficacy remained constant across the data points. 
 
Table 2: Averages (Standard Deviation) for Self-Efficacy towards Climate Change 

Pretest 
n=34 

Post-test 
n=46 

2.5Y Follow-up 
n=44 

Change 
(Overall) 

2.71 
(.719) 

2.83 
(.643) 

2.84 
(.888) 

0.13 

Question: I can do little about climate change. 1: Strongly Disagree, 2: Disagree, 3: Agree, 4: 
Strongly Agree. Variables recoded to change the questions value from negative to positive. 
 
In terms of behaviour, participants report higher levels of effort to mitigate climate change across 
both post-deliberation surveys (Table 3). When compared to findings from the pretest, we 
observed a 0.33 increase on the post-test. However, on the two and a half year follow-up survey 
the level of change returned to pretest levels.  Because this overall change is temporary (2.94 to 
3.27 to 3.05), we conclude that participants’ long-term behaviour was not affected by the 
deliberative exercise. 
 
Table 3: Averages (Standard Deviation) for Behaviour to Reduce Climate Change 

Pretest 
n=36 

Post-test 
n=45 

2.5Y Follow-up 
n=44 

Change 
(Overall) 

2.94 
(.583) 

3.27 
(.654) 

3.05 
(.834) 

0.11 

Question: I am trying to act in ways that reduce climate change. 1: Strongly Disagree, 2: 
Disagree, 3: Agree, 4: Strongly Agree. 
 
Discussion 
 
When surveyed two and a half years after the date of the Citizens’ Panel’s final session 
participants reported that they considered climate change to be a very important issue. This 
coincides with past research indicating significant shifts in import regarding an issue following 
participation in a deliberative exercise (Eggins et al., 2007). We find this change to be 
substantive and indicative of deliberation’s potential to instil lasting increases in the amount of 
value participants place on the issue of climate change. Participants’ perceived ability to affect 
climate change saw only a slight overall change suggesting that participation in the deliberative 
exercise had no short-term or long-term effect. Results regarding behaviour suggest that 
deliberation can inspire substantive short-term increases to a participant’s degree of effort to 



minimize climate change. However, it appears that these efforts dwindle after long periods of 
time.  

Overall, findings indicate that deliberative exercises have the ability to cause substantial 
long-term changes in participants’ climate change-related values but not their self-efficacy or 
behaviour.  We argue that this is because climate change is an issue which requires collective 
action. Although deliberation affects participants’ import placed on climate change, they may 
still feel unable to make a significant impact. Despite the shift in values, participants do not feel 
empowered nor are they willing to act in ways to reduce climate change. This theory aligns with 
aforementioned literature suggesting that self-efficacy is the strongest predictor for shifts in 
behaviour (Brody, Grover & Vedlitz, 2012). Future research should look at possible methods 
which produce a significant and lasting increase to participants’ perceived ability to affect 
climate change and willingness to engage in climate change reducing behaviour as well as 
analyze the interplay between the values, efficacy, and behaviours mentioned in this study. 
Further research should also examine whether deliberative events cause an actual change in 
behaviours, rather than changes in willingness to engage in climate change-reducing activities.  
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