Does deliberation improve
the results of environmental
valuation studies?

Research Survey

Key Findings

Governments at all levels are challenged with
allocating limited budgets among competing
priorities. This is particularly difficult when
environmental protection is one of these priorities.
It often isn’t obvious what the benefits are from
investing in environmental protection relative to the
often very obvious alternative uses for the funds.

Deliberation may influence the results of
environmental valuation studies.
 Deliberation seems to cause people to think about the
community value for environmental indicators.

To better understand what people are willing to pay
for improvements in environmental indicators,
residents of the central Okanagan were invited to
participate in a survey to explore (1) the role that
level of concern plays, (2) how social networks
impact the likelihood of choosing an improvement
option relative to the status quo, and (3) how
participation in deliberation impacts the probability
of an improvement option being chosen. This fact
sheet discusses the impact of deliberation on the
results of environmental valuation studies.

 Deliberation participants are more informed relative to the
control group.

Options

Environmental Indicators

Survey participants were presented with three
future options, and asked to share their choices on
different levels of improvements for various
environmental indicators.

 Deliberation participants are different than the main sample,
so they may not represent the general population.

Indicators:
Groundwater Use
Proportional Use

Option

Price

No Action 0
Option 1

Price 1

Option 2

Price 2

This task revealed
which indic ators were
most important and
what respondents
would be willing to pay
to protect them.

Aquatic Habitat
# Spawning Kokanee Salmon

Natural Habitat
Area of Sensitive Ecosystems

Rural Character
The scenario for “no action’ offered no
environmental improvements, at no cost, while
Options 1 and 2 offered different sets of
improvements, but at a price. Each option had one
of three possible levels of improvement for each
indicator. In addition to the key choices, the survey
asked participants about their social network and
demographics.

Population Density in Rural Areas

Level of Improvement:
Less
More
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Does deliberation cause
people to think about the
community value of
environmental components?

Most environmental improvements are enjoyed by many in the community, regardless of who pays for the
improvements. The amount a person is willing to pay for environmental improvements will include both how much the
improvement is worth to them, and how much they care for the community. Giving people the opportunity to discuss
environmental improvements that the community can undertake may increase their willingness to pay for them. Even
if it doesn't, it may create a common understanding of the value of the improvements to the community, reducing the
variation between people's willingness to pay.
In this study, 'Deliberative Citizen Juries' (DCJs) were used to explore how participation in a deliberation experiment
impacts the probability that people would choose an improvement option.

The DCJ completed the
survey twice and
participated in the
deliberation exercise.

Survey #1

This survey had 3 groups of respondents:

Main Sample

Deliberative Citizen Jury (DCJ)

Control Group

The control group
completed the survey
twice but did not
participate in deliberation.

Survey #1

Survey #1

Deliberation
Survey #2

DCJ
(Treatment Group)

The main sample
includes everyone
who completed
the survey once.

Survey #2

Match
DCJ?

Yes
Control Group

Main Sample

No

Not Included

Note: People in the control group also had similar
characteristics to the DCJ so that the deliberation effect could
be isolated. If deliberation has an impact, there would be
differences in the results between the DCJ and the control
group.

First Indication:
People who participated in
the DCJ prefer improvement
scenarios over the
unimproved scenario, while
the control group was
indifferent between the
improvement and unimproved
scenario.

Deliberation Group

Improved

Unimproved

Control Group

Improved

Unimproved

1

A
Deliberation Group

Yes! There are multiple indications
that deliberation caused people to
think of the community value of the
environmental components rather
than their private value.

Control Group

2
Second Indication:
The control group seems to
think about the
environmental components
independently of each other,
while the DCJ group thinks
about them together.

3
Third Indication:
There is a decrease in
variation among the
DCJ group before and
after deliberation.

Variation in Willingness to Pay
Before Deliberation

After Deliberation

Deliberation helps people think about environmental components in terms of their
community value.

The results of this study indicate that deliberation helped
people to think about the community value of
environmental components rather than their private value,
providing evidence in support of the deliberation process.
Other researchers are encouraged to test this in their
studies.

Choice Task

Private Value +
Community Value

The deliberation group may not be representative of the general population.

There is some evidence that the deliberation group has
different preferences which means it may not be
representative
of
the
general
population.
Recommendations made by a deliberation group may
reflect the preferences that the general population would
have if they too had the opportunity to learn more about,
and engage, regarding the issue. However, those who
volunteer to participate in the deliberation may not
represent the full diversity in the general population, and
after the deliberation they have also had a different level
of engagement with the issues.

Deliberation

General

Group

Population

Deliberation participants are more informed.

People who participated in the deliberation process seem
to be more informed. They are more likely to choose an
improvement option, more likely to choose the most cost
effective option, they think about the relationship of the
components, there is less variation which means they are
more sure of their decisions, and on average they are
willing to pay more.

Improvement
Cost Effectiveness
Relationship of Components
Less Variation
Willing to Pay More

Combined with willingness to pay estimates this research can inform policy makers on who prefers what kind policies, and who
benefits the most from different conservation policies. For further information please visit http://www.wepgn.org/projects/view/
title/measuring-and-mobilizing-citizen-preferences-for-source-water-protection

