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Introduction 

Ideally, processes of political deliberation should not create winners and losers. Deliberative 

theorists argue that through a fair and qualitative process of deliberation where all relevant 

arguments are voiced and all relevant positions are represented, a decision can be reached that 

is acceptable for all affected. The ideal deliberative process is thought to create not only a 

ground for legitimate decision- making, but also an equal provision of information and 

strengthened political resources among its participants. Through numerous empirical studies 

of people engaging in deliberation, psychologists and political scientists have been successful 

in proving that participants actually can and do change their mind after participating in 

deliberative talks with others (for an overview see Mansbridge 2010). Although not as widely 

justified by empirical analysis, several studies indicate that public deliberation can also 

support enlightenment and capacity-building among participants (Gastil 2004, Morrell 2005).  
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The effects of participation in deliberative processes are, although, far from generally 

applicable. The relationship between deliberative practices and sought-after effects on 

participants has proven to be a complex one. There is a growing number of studies showing 

that transformative effects on participants taking part in deliberative practices are dependent 

on external factors. Along with these studies, the list of factors thought to affect the studied 

relationship is also getting longer. Previous research has thus indicated that the effects of 

deliberation are dependent on social characteristics of the participants (Sanders 1997, 

Mendelberg 2002, Van Stokkom 2005, Min 2009), as well as their knowledge and education 

(Merkle 1996:602). Also prior experiences of political engagement and factors regarding the 

deliberation itself (Hallberg 1999, Gastil 2004, Niemeyer 2007) have proven to be of 

importance. In order to answer the question of who comes strengthened out of the ECC 

deliberation, a wide range of factors should therefore be investigated.   

Regardless of the complexity of public deliberation, the expectation of positive effects of such 

practices on participants has paved the way for a “deliberative turn” in participatory 

governance (Goodin 2008). Public deliberation is today implemented by organizations and 

institutions as a tool, for deciding on or recommending policy alternatives but also for 

training, activating, empowering or “shaping” its participants (Dahlstedt 2009, Cruikshank 

1999:34). The central goal for the use of public deliberation is (beside the creation of a 

common legitimate decision) to reinforce competences, and knowledge as well as changing 

attitudes among participants. By way of getting information on political issues and 

participating in intense political discussions with other citizens, participants of political 

deliberation are thought to strengthen many of the competences needed for political 

participation. Processes of public deliberation implemented in contemporary democracies are 

hence thought to function as “schools in democracy” (Pateman 1970), leaving participants 

more competent as well as more willing to embark in societal engagement and political 

participation after their participation than they were at the outset.  

One prominent critique of deliberative democratic theory is that its supporters underestimate 

the intractability of resolving political conflict among actors with diverse interests by way of 

rational discussion (Gutmann and Thompson 1996); and consequently that it fails to 

comprehend that deliberative processes produce winners and losers (Barabas 2004, Mouffe 

2000, Blaug 2002, Hansen 2008).  While this critique is of course most applicable for and 

debated within the realm of the decision-making function of deliberative processes, it is also a 

critique which is important when facing the second promise of deliberation, the 
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transformation of the participants into more knowledgeable and capable citizens.  Is 

deliberation, given the possibility that it is a procedure that produces winners and losers in 

terms of policy outcome, really a viable tool for reinforcing political competences among 

citizens? Rather, we would argue, that it is possible that deliberative practices also produce 

winners and losers in terms of transformations of competences and capacities.  

In order for deliberation to be a successful instrument for promoting political capacity, a 

function for which deliberative processes are often implemented, not only should benefits be 

evident among participants but also distributed within the group of participants in a 

normatively satisfying way, either equally or equalizing. Participation in deliberative 

processes could possibly work equalizing – making those who lack political capacity at the 

outset most fortuned; or oppositely - reinforce initial inequalities among participants. In light 

of this critique of deliberative theory it is of interest to investigate who, if any, are the winners 

and losers of deliberation, not only regarding the outcome of the process in terms of the 

reached decisions, but in terms of capacity building. The question explored in this paper is 

then; who comes strengthened out of political deliberation? 

The focus of the paper is on the outcome of public deliberation in terms of the participants’ 

evaluation of their own capacity to take part in and make a difference in society. We will 

analyse the distribution of changes in level of political self-belief, i.e., political efficacy, 

among participants in a public deliberation project on the issue of European social and 

economic policy. The analysis shows that while most participants remain more or less 

unaffected by participating in public deliberation, these processes have both winners and 

losers. Some participants come strengthened out of participating while others lessen their 

beliefs in their capacity for political engagement. In our attempts to find explanations for the 

evident differences in outcome, we conclude that prior political efficacy is the strongest 

determinant of strengthening one’s level of political efficacy in relation to deliberation. Public 

deliberation does seem to equalize political efficacy among participants, as those participants 

who had low levels of political efficacy were uninterested and not knowledgeable about 

politics at the outset, were strengthened by the process to a greater degree. Within this broader 

pattern we also find that a positive perception of one’s own performance in the deliberation is 

increasing the positive changes. We conclude the paper with a discussion about the results and 

their implications. 
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The rest of the paper is distributed as follows; first we introduce the central theoretical 

concepts of the paper (deliberation and political efficacy). This section is followed by a 

discussion about the relationship between public deliberation, political efficacy, 

socioeconomic status (resources), and political equality, which provide the theoretical 

framework of the paper. Thereafter the analysed case, the 2009 European Citizens 

Consultations, is introduced. We continue by presenting the analytical design of the study and 

thereafter our analysis. The paper is ended with a summary of the analysis and a concluding 

discussion surrounding the practical and theoretical implications of our findings. 

 

Key Concepts 

Deliberation 

Deliberation is a form of communication often defined in opposition to sole registration of 

preferences i.e., aggregation, that includes not only putting forward arguments or preferences 

but also giving reasons and justifications for those arguments and preferences in the light of 

arguments of others (Thompson 2008, Wright and Street 2007). This definition forms a kind 

of necessary basis for understanding the concept of deliberation that falls close to the 

definition of the word in more every day use as the act of “weighing and examining the 

reasons for and against a choice or measure”.
1
  In addition to this stripped-down definition, 

the use of the concept in political thought and specifically within democratic theory has 

produced a set of more comprehensive and competing definitions or rather normative ideals of 

deliberative interaction. One common characteristic among many operationalizations is that 

they discriminate between deliberation and other forms of communication and interaction 

(Steiner 2008). Deliberation is separated by a varying set of procedural/substantial constraints. 

Only to the extent that the investigated practices of communication employ these constraints 

are they qualified as being deliberative. Such constraints can regard the inclusiveness of 

different actors in the deliberative communication, the prolonging of the deliberation in time, 

the rules structuring the communication itself and if the deliberation is structured to reach a 

decision within the group, the rules through which this decision is made.  

                                                           
1
 Wiktionary: deliberation 
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When employed within political science, the concept of deliberation is often used in relation 

to a process of communication around political issues that is structured to reach a decision 

within the groups of participants. So also is the case when the concept of deliberation is used 

to describe the processes of political communication that was the European Citizens 

Consultations’ national consultations. In these consultations (described more at length in a 

following section), groups of participants discussed, with assistance from and under the 

supervision of a moderator and guided by discussion rules, social and economic issues in 

Europe. Through agreements in the discussions and voting they decided on recommendations 

to the EU-institutions.  By employing a broad and allowing definition, the happenings of the 

European Citizens Consultations can be seen as public deliberation.  

 

Political Efficacy  

As briefly mentioned in the introductory section, political efficacy is a form of political self-

belief, the belief in one’s own capacities to take part in and change society. The definition of 

political efficacy has however, been constantly debated and still is today (see e.g., Morell 

2003, Caprara et al. 2009, Beaumont 2010).  

When the notion of political efficacy was introduced in 1954 by Campbell, Gurin and Miller, 

it was considered a one-dimensional concept. It was defined as “... the feeling that political 

and social change is possible, and that the individual citizen can play a part in bringing about 

this change” (Campbell et al., 1954:187). Political efficacy was thus seen as a mixture of the 

perception that the system is responsive to the will of its citizens and the perception that the 

citizens do possess the capacity to bring about their will in more concrete ways or actions. 

Just a few years later, Lane (1959:149 ff) pointed to the two-dimensional nature of the 

concept and was later supported by many other scholars (see e.g., Easton and Dennis 1967, 

Balch 1974, Verba et al. 1995).  The two dimensions are most commonly referred to as 

internal and external political efficacy. Internal political efficacy refers to the "perception of 

personal skills for political participation" and external political efficacy to "perceptions of 

responsiveness of the political system to the concerns of individuals" (Yeich and Levine 

1994).  As one can see, the two dimensions both stem from the thoughts of Campbell et al. 

(1954) meaning that the core “discovery” of these researchers is still in the heart of what is 

called political efficacy. As for this paper, we agree to some extent to these definitions of 

political efficacy. We admit that both the external and internal political efficacy is of 
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importance when studying different aspects of political behaviour. Both the belief in one’s 

personal skills for political participation and the belief that one’s actions and opinions are 

heard are important factors when studying political behaviours and phenomena. 

However we do not intend to see them as two parts of the same concept since they do not 

measure or actually refer to the same political resources. Nor do “internal” and “external” 

political efficacies behave in the same way towards other important measures and concepts 

concerning political resources and attitudes (see e.g., Craig and Maggiotto 1982, Hayes and 

Bean 1993, Yeich and Levine 1994). Thus, when using the term political efficacy we only 

refer to an individual’s belief in their own capacity to take part in and make a difference in 

society, which then becomes our dependent variable.  

 

Theoretical framework  

Political inequality is a democratic problem which is multifaceted and puts democracy up to 

discussion in many ways including different aspects of citizenship, political systems, decision 

procedures, minority rights, and so forth (Dahl 1989; 2006). The political inequality can also 

consist of various factors of which the most commonly discussed would be the unequal 

distribution of (political) resources which is closely connected to unequal participation among 

citizens (see e.g., Verba et al. 1995). 

The inequality in participation and a perceived decline in political activity among the citizens 

in today’s modern democracies, are seen as very worrisome and some even speak of the 

“crisis of democracy” (Crozier, Huntington et al. 1975, Gray and Caul 2000, Putnam 2000, 

Mair and van Biezen 2001, Dalton and Wattenberg 2002, Putnam 2002, Galston 2004). Not 

least since many scholars of democratic theory are stressing the importance of active, 

enlightened, and engaged citizens (Pateman 1970, Thompson 1970, Barber 1984, Dahl 1989). 

But, as Dahl (see e.g., 1989; 2006) points out, it is also a crucial condition for a democracy 

that participation and information are more or less equally distributed among the demos. 

Today the last point seems to fall short in most liberal democracies due to variations in the 

more or less fixed socioeconomic status causing uneven levels of political resources among 

citizens.   

The debate on democracy and political equality has also contributed to the earlier mentioned 

“deliberative turn” since many scholars and policy makers wish to increase the participation 
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rates and in some way equalize the distribution of political resources. As we shall see, it is 

well established that there are winners and losers in terms of political resources and political 

participation. The question is if those groups are the same as for winners and losers of public 

deliberation.  

 

Static and dynamic determinants of political inequality 

As the root of the democratic threat of political inequality, research often leans on the 

distribution of socioeconomic status (SES) (Verba et al. 1995, Dahl 2006) Within SES, one 

often looks at factors such as education, income, gender, living area, ethnicity, etc. (see e.g., 

Milbrath and Goel 1977, Verba et al. 1978, Verba et al. 1995, Ødegård and Berglund 2008). 

With higher education comes more access to information and skills needed for public debate. 

Further, an individual’s living area can establish better networks and contacts which offer 

opportunities to make one’s interests heard. In turn, all of these factors give greater 

opportunities for participation. The unequal lots or allocation of resources are causing 

inequality in the political processes. Some of the demos are not reaching their democratic 

potential even if there are no legal obstacles. Furhter, these factors are quite rigid and static 

and thus being hard to change both on the individual and societal level, painting a bleak future 

for political equality in terms of an equal participation of citizens. As one can see, there are 

winners and losers in terms of political resources worrying both normative researchers and 

policy makers. 

However, Verba et al. (1995) not only point to the importance of SES-related factors when 

explaining political participation and the distribution of political resources, but also to more 

dynamic factors. One of these factors is political efficacy, the belief in one’s competence: 

In many ways, then, the belief in one’s competence is a key political attitude. The self-

confident citizen appears to be the democratic citizen. Not only does he think he can 

participate, he thinks others ought to participate as well. Furthermore, he does not merely 

think he can take part in politics; he is likely to be more active. And, perhaps most significant 

of all, the self-confident citizen is also likely to be the more satisfied and loyal citizen. 

(Almond and Verba 1963:257)  

As can be seen from the quote, political efficacy is indeed something to count on in relation to 

political participation but also an important political resource per se. The potential of political 
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efficacy is further proven by other research on the concept; one’s belief in one’s own capacity 

to make a difference in society is indeed a powerful predictor of political participation and 

correlated with political interest and knowledge (see e.g., Campbell et al. 1954, Almond 

and,Verba 1963, Abramson 1983, Finkel 1985, Yeich and Levine 1994, Verba et al. 1995, 

Morell 2003, Caprara et al. 2009, Beaumont 2010).  

With being more dynamic we mean that it is a more individually changeable political 

resource, something that we will turn to in the next section. Although being strongly 

correlated with the traditional SES variables (see e.g., Abramson 1983, Finkel 1985, Hayes 

and Bean 1993, Verba et al. 1995), political effiacy has has also proven to have an unique 

effect going beyond the effects of SES regarding political participation and political equality 

(see e.g., Hayes and Bean 1993, Beaumont et al. 2006, Feldman et al. 2007). 

To sum up, due to unequal distribution of foremost the static SES, modern democracies face 

the issue of political inequality where citizens do not reach their democratic potential equally. 

There is inequality in important political resources giving winners and losers in terms of being 

part of the society. The SES is hard to change but there are also other more dynamic resources 

such as political efficacy that are at play. Political efficacy is, however, also closely connected 

to SES and thus unevenly distributed, but at the same time of a more dynamic nature and 

would theoretically be able to be altered by terms of public deliberation, something which we 

will turn to in the following section.  

 

Public Deliberation as a pathway for political efficacy  

Previously one was almost exclusively interested in the effects of political efficacy on various 

forms of participation (see e.g., Campbell et al. 1954, Milbrath and Goel, 1977). In the last 

decades one has thus come to realize the importance of political efficacy as an important 

resource per se, in terms of having politically confident citizens (see e.g., Verba et al. 1995, 

Bandura 1997 Caprara et al. 2009, Beaumont 2010). The interest in what causes political 

efficacy and not just its mere effects are thus being studied increasingly (see e.g., Bandura 

1997, Beaumont 2010).   

In this paper we are foremost interested in sources of political efficacy. We would like to 

investigate if public deliberation can function as a pathway for increasing political efficacy 

and in this case, whose political efficacy is affected by this type of activity. The effects we are 
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interested in are concerning how political efficacy relates to political equality. Are there 

potential “equalizing effects” to be found when trying to increase citizen’s political resources? 

In other words; the sources of efficacy are of interest since we see public deliberation as a 

potential pathway of efficacy due to its participative nature and the effects are of interest since 

the distribution of political resources is closely connected to political equality.  

Beaumont (2010, with reference to Bandura 1977, 1997) proposes that there are four 

pathways to gaining political efficacy; real life mastery experiences, role models, 

encouragement/social networks, and positive outlooks. In this paper we are mostly interested 

in the first two pathways or sources of political efficacy since our study investigates the 

effects of a real life political experience where the participators take part themselves and also 

are exposed to others who might serve as role models for their political behavior. Additionally 

one could also argue that public deliberation potentially brings encouragement to its 

participants but the opposite might also be true. 

It is thus through pathways of a political real life mastery experience and the exposure to 

potential role-models, that we find the theoretical link between the concept of political 

efficacy and the concept of public deliberation. Connecting this link to the potential of 

political efficacy to have “positive effects” on its citizens above and beyond the more static 

SES, we can also investigate effects on political equality through public deliberation.  

Our line of thinking, where the starting point is political inequality, can then be illustrated as 

follows; 

Figure 1: Initial state 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Public deliberation as a pathway of political efficacy, extending to more equal 

demos 
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In figure 1 above we find the initial state where the more static resources such as SES, money, 

time etc., are leading to political inequality in terms of political efficacy thus making the 

citizens unequal in their “political roles”. People with high SES tend to participate more, be 

more interested and knowledgeable about politics and also possess a higher level of political 

efficacy (which in turn also correlates positively with participation, knowledge and interest), 

and vice versa. The initial state then consists of citizens in either virtuous circles or vicious 

circles, leaving us with a democracy with the ideals on political equality far away. In Figure 2 

we then describe what we hypothesize will happen when people take part in public 

deliberation. First of all we define public deliberation as a mastery experience as well as a 

place where you can meet role models and thus get some vicarious influences and support 

from peers. It is a real life mastery experience since the participants are asked to actively 

engage in something that has to do with politics. It provides role models both from the fact 

that they meet other citizens who share their experiences and the fact that they meet people 

who actually work politically in some way. It is also likely that they meet both peers and 

politicians who support their potential political involvement. Based on previous research we 

then hypothesize that the experience coming from taking part in public deliberation will in 

fact increase the participants’ political efficacy. We also think there is ground for an 

equalizing effect where people with already low SES and levels of political efficacy gain 

more from taking part in such an activity (see e.g., Hayes and Bean 1993, Beaumont et al. 

2006, Feldman et al. 2007). This would then lead to less political inequality in terms of 

distribution of political efficacy and the positive effects of increased political resources (such 

as more political participation). So if the ones with the lowest SES and other resources are the 

ones that are foremost strengthened by the partaking in the public deliberation we will see 

equalizing effects on political efficacy.  

In other words; today’s political inequality due to unevenly distributed SES and resources are 

seen as a problem for the democratic ideal. The idea is that it is easier to affect the more 

dynamic political resources (such as political efficacy), and that the least resourceful are more 

prone to be affected. This means in some way bypassing the SES in order to level out other 

political resources that will also bring about further positive effects such as political interest 

and knowledge. On the basis of the discussion above we propose that the ECC process can be 

seen as an experimental setting for exploring the relationship between public deliberation and 

political efficacy. With this theoretical background we then ask the questions up to empirical 
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evidence; who are the ones who gain political confidence due to deliberation? And are there 

any signs of an equalizing effect of public deliberation? 

 

Case description: The European Citizens Consultations 

Following lengthy debate about the EU’s democratic deficit, the European Commission (EC) 

has, during the last decade, included ideas of participatory and deliberative democracy in EU-

policies (COM 2001, TCE 2004, The Lisbon Treaty 2008). The search for new ways to 

interest, mobilize, and involve European citizens has been at its most intense after the Dutch, 

French, and Irish referendums, which halted the plans for an EU Constitution. Adding to this 

setback for the EU integration process were various indications that the distance between the 

EU and its citizens was growing. Among the more troubling indicators was decaying trust for 

EU institutions (COM 2001, COM 2005: 3) and decreasing voter turnouts in the European 

parliamentary elections in many EU member states.  

In order to address this negative trend and “bridge the gap” between its institutions and its 

citizens, the EU has initiated a set of participatory engineering strategies spearheaded by the 

Commission (EC) and focused on involving European citizens in EU affairs (COM 2005, 

COM 2007, COM 2008). Among other measures, these strategies have entailed the initiation 

and support of projects of public deliberation. The EC has pursued many different agendas in 

their participatory engineering strategies. Among other goals they seek to increase political 

participation at the European level, combating a weakening interest in the EU, fostering a 

common European identity and educating citizens about the EU (COM 2005, COM 2008, 

Hüller 2010). These projects of public deliberation can be interpreted as examples of a politics 

of activation (Dahlstedt 2009, Rose 1999) as increased competences and changed attitudes are 

sought after among the participants. 

The 2009 European Citizens Consultations (ECC) is one such project and the largest EU-

initiated participatory engineering project to date. The ECC was organized by the Rue 

Baudouin Foundation, along with a consortium of fifty non-governmental organizations, 

foundations, and universities. The project involved online discussion forums and face-to-face 

deliberation in all twenty-seven EU member states. The project timeline spanned almost a full 

year (December 2008 to October 2009), and was divided into three major phases. In 

December 2008, online discussion forums were opened in all EU member states. The online 
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discussions were open to the public and attempted to set the agenda for the rest of the project. 

Citizens were asked to debate the issues they found most important for the social and 

economic future of Europe, and put forward proposals for what the EU should do to “shape 

our social and economic future in a globalised world.” Until early March 2009, citizens could 

vote in favor of (but not against) proposals; the ten proposals in each country that received the 

most votes were then selected to set the agenda for the next phase of the project (Karlsson 

2010a, 2010b). 

This was followed by the national citizen consultations, the main events of the ECC project 

that made the scene for the political deliberation which is investigated in this study. The 

national consultations were held in every country in March 2009. “Mini-publics” of 30 to 150 

citizens (depending on the size of the country), chosen through a stratified sampling of the 

population, were invited to participate in a two-day event. The participants were first 

contacted in January of 2009, when the interest in participation among a larger sample of 

citizens in each country was inventoried. Among those who were interested, a sample of 

citizens’ representative of the wider public in each country with regard to age, gender, and 

geographical distribution was invited to be ECC participants. Those accepting to participate 

were given access to the ECC online forum and received information on the project as well as 

the first questionnaire of the study. When a person declined the invitation a “statistical twin” 

with regard to the three factors investigated was invited in his/her place. Participants received 

a payment of 50 Euros for their participation and reimbursement for their travelling expenses.   

During the national consultations that lasted two days, group deliberations, votes, meetings 

with experts, and debates with policy-makers took place. The participants were divided into 

groups of eight to ten persons that, together with a moderator, discussed and conducted votes 

in order to agree on and shape one to three common recommendations to the EU-institutions. 

If the group could not reach a common decision, a vote was introduced and supervised by the 

moderator. The participants had access to a group of experts on different policy areas with 

instructions to support the discussions with relevant information and perspectives when 

demanded by the participants. On several occasions participants had the chance to comment 

on the progress of other groups in plenum discussions and open floor sessions where all 

participants visited the moderators of the other groups to give them comments. On two 

occasions during the consultations votes were conducted when the whole group of 

participants in the national consultation agreed on which recommendations to continue 

working on and in the second vote, which to include in the final report. These final 
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recommendations were then presented to and discussed with MEPs and candidates in the 

upcoming 2009 EP election from the country. The second questionnaire of this study was 

answered after the decision on which recommendations to include in the final report. 

Figure 3: The ECC process, and empirical design 

 

In the subsequent phases of the ECC project, excluded from this analysis, the national 

recommendations where synthesized into a common set of European citizens’ 

recommendations and presented to representatives of the EU-institutions. The discussions of 

the twenty-eight national consultations and approximately 160 discussion groups covered a 

wide array of subjects, ranging from international migration to the transparency in EU-

institutions. Environmental issues were of highest priority in many of the national 

consultations, and the recommendation to the EU-institutions on global warming received the 

strongest support from the participants in all national consultations.
2
 In Figure 3, the whole 

ECC process is illustrated. The brackets marked T1 and T2 display when in the process the 

questionnaires of this analysis were filled in by the participants. The first questionnaire was 

sent to the participants two weeks before their participation in the national consultations of the 

ECC, and the second questionnaire was given to the participants at the end of the last day of 

the national consultations.  

 
                                                           
2
 “The EU should aim to reduce global warming and phase-out fossil fuels by promoting renewable energy from 

water, solar, wind, hydrogen, waste, and residues from industry. Member States should cooperate and develop 

energy sources on the basis of both national and regional conditions. This includes de-centralised energy 

production, energy self-sufficient regions and communities and by using economic instruments and incentives 

for internationally coordinated research.“ 
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Research design and methodological considerations 

This study will be conducted by way of statistical analysis of survey data. The empirical 

material available for addressing the developments in political efficacy among the ECC 

participants is quantitative data based on a survey analysis including four questionnaires. The 

first questionnaire was sent out to a sample of the participants two weeks before the national 

consultations. The second questionnaire was answered by all participants on the end of the 

second day of the consultations.
3
  

Only a smaller sample of participants was included in both surveys (both before and after the 

consultation). The sample included all participants of eight
4
 out of the twenty-eight national 

consultations and the surveys of this sample will make out our material for this study.  In 

relation to the whole body of participants the representativeness of this sample is satisfying. 

No greater differences are visible between the total population and the smaller sample in 

social characteristics such as gender, social class or education (see Table 1). What is obvious 

when investigating the social background of the respondents of the study is that they are 

generally well educated and prominently middle or upper-class.  Only around 20% of the 

participants (as well as the sample) perceive themselves to be working class, and around 30% 

say that they have a low level of education. This asymmetry visible in the body of participants 

in the ECC project reveals a bias in the recruitment of participants towards higher social status 

which is recognizable in other projects like the ECC (see for example Merkle 1996). The 

social representativeness of the respondents of this study to a wider public is therefore limited.  

                                                           
3
 Two additional questionnaires were answered by the participants on the beginning of the first day of the 

national consultations and three months after the national consultations. In some instances data from these 

questionnaires are included in the analysis. These data are however only regarding background information 

about the participants such as their educational background and their prior experiences of political participation. 

Hence the usage of these questionnaires is not interfering with the before-after design of the analysis. 

4
 Sweden, Germany, Luxemburg, Ireland, France, Greece, the Netherlands, and Malta.  
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Table 1: Characteristics of the ECC participants and analyzed sample 

 

All ECC 

participants 

(N=1634) 

Sample  

(N=439) 

Women 50,4% 51,0% 

 (n=824) (n=224) 

Men 49,6% 49,0% 

 (n=810) (n=215) 

Middle class or Upper class 79,3% 79,1% 

 (n=1203) (n=311) 

Working class 20,7% 20,9% 

 (n=314) (n=82) 

High level of education 72,1% 71,7% 

 (n=1023) (=276) 

Low level of education 27,9% 28,3% 

 (n=396) (n=109) 

 

In order to analyse whether and to what extent participation in the deliberation of the ECC 

project is connected to a reinforcement of political resources in the forms of political efficacy, 

before and after measurements of these variables are recoded into an index for changes in 

political efficacy.  The change index, making out the dependent variable of the study, is 

constructed in accordance to the following formula.  

C = T2 – T1 

C represents changes between the measurements before and after ECC. T1 is the level of 

political efficacy before the ECC deliberation, and T2 is the level after the deliberation. These 

variables range from 0, which is the lowest level of political efficacy, to 9, which represent 

the highest levels.
5
 Hence, the formula produces a value that can be negative, zero or positive. 

A negative value emerges if the initial level is higher than the level reported after the 

deliberation, representing a downfall in political resources connected to participating in the 

deliberation. A value of zero is created if equal levels reported in both measurements 

represent a total continuity. A positive value emerging when the level after the deliberation is 

higher than the value reported before represents a reinforcement of the political resource.  

The empirical analysis aimed at explaining variations in the above described dependent 

variable will be carried out in four stages. First we will identify the existence of what has 

earlier in this text been called winners and losers, namely participants whose political 

                                                           
5
 For a more detailed description of the construction of the different variables in the study see appendix 1.  
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Independent 

variables 

efficacies are reinforced respectively reduced in connection to the deliberation. The second 

stage is to identify the existence of statistically reliable changes within the population, and to 

secure if there is a significant variation in the dependent variable to explore. The preceding 

stages of the analysis are made out of exploratory approaches investigating the relationships 

between a set of independent variables and changes in political resources connected to the 

deliberation. The aim of this analysis is to investigate the main question of this analysis, 

namely what factors are affecting the emergence of reinforcements of political efficacy in 

connection to deliberation. In other words, we try to identify what characteristics are common 

among participants who become strengthened by political deliberation. This part of the 

analysis is carried out through bivariate analysis (stage 3) and finally through multivariate 

models (stage 4). 

Figure 4: Research design 

   

 

 

 

Figure 4 above offers a graphical representation of the research design. The statistical model 

will investigate the relationship between the content of the boxes with black outlining. As the 

dependent variable is covering the change between a time before and after the deliberative 

process, it is possible to investigate the effects of participation in the deliberative process even 

though the deliberation in itself is not included as a variable in the analysis. By way of 

analysing the relationship between a set of independent variables and levels of reinforcement, 

continuity or demise, i.e., change in political efficacy among participants in political 

deliberation, we are attempting to identify the circumstances (our independent variables) 

under which political deliberation can reinforce political efficacy.   

 

Deliberative 

process 

(Unstudied 

factor) 

Change in political 

efficacy 
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Analysis 

Does the deliberation create winners and losers? 

In order to give an answer to the question posed in the headline of this section, two separate 

analyses will be conducted. First the aggregated changes in political efficacy among the 

participants between the first and second measurements will be presented. This helps us 

identify the existence and frequency of positive and negative changes in connection to the 

deliberation. Secondly, an analysis is introduced measuring changes of the mean value in our 

measurement of political efficacy among all participants, between the measurement before 

and after the ECC national consultations. This analysis also offers a measurement of the 

statistical significance of the aggregated changes among the participants.  

Figure 5: Winners and losers of deliberation: manifest changes in political efficacy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes: The figure displays a histogram of the changes in political efficacy betewen the  

two measurements. N=257 

 

The diagram above (Figure 5) displays the share of participants experiencing different sizes 

and directions of changes (or continuity) on our measurement of political efficacy, between 

the first and second measurement. The most common category is those participants who have 

the same level of political efficacy before and after the ECC national consultations (35,4%). A 

vast majority experience no change or a small change, 1 step on the 10-point scale (71,9%). 

The pattern of changes follows a normal distribution curve, with a slightly negatively-skewed 

tendency indicating that positive changes are more common than negative changes. It is 
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therefore more common to leave the ECC experience with a higher level of political efficacy 

than before the project (37,8%), than it is to leave the project with a lower level of political 

efficacy (26,8%). Large changes are uncommon but most participants (64,6%) report some 

change on the political efficacy scale between the two measurements. As has already been 

explained in the section on research design above, the index is based on three different survey 

questions, for a positive change to have occurred in this measurement, counting all changes, 

the respondent would only have to report a one-point higher answer to one of these index-

basing questions.   

We can conclude that the ECC process produced both winners and losers regarding the 

strengthening and weakening of their political efficacy. While the majority remain unchanged 

by the ECC experience, a quarter of the participants display negative changes on the political 

efficacy index.  This group of participants left the ECC experience with a lower belief in their 

own political capacity than they had when entering the ECC process. A larger minority, over a 

third of the participants, left the project strengthened. It is then evident that only a minority of 

the participants are strengthened by the deliberation.  

While the descriptive statistics in Figure 5 create a good illustration of the situation, they offer 

no measurements of statistical significance. In order to get an assessment of the reliability of 

the witnessed changes in political efficacy we therefore have to employ other statistical 

analyses. In Table 2 below, mean value comparisons with paired T-tests are displayed 

offering such assessment. By way of paring two comparable (sharing the same scale) 

variables and calculating the difference in mean value between them in a population, as well 

as the distribution of differences among individual cases in a population, these tests assess the 

certainty with which we can regard the observed changes not to be determined by chance. The 

tables below present such tests, on differences between the first and second measurements of 

the political efficacy index for the ECC-participants. 

Table 2: Mean comparisons and paired T-tests of changes in political efficacy 

 t1 t2 change % of scale N 

Political Efficacy (0-9) 5,265 5,502 +0,24* +2,7% 257 

      
Notes: ***p>0,001, **p>0,01, *p>0,05, (*)p>0,1,   
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When investigating the aggregated changes in political efficacy among all respondents, it is 

clear that the ECC experience on a whole led to more positive than negative consequences for 

the participants’ political efficacy. This result is equivalent with the figures displayed in Table 

2, demonstrating that the ECC deliberations produced more winners than losers. Political 

efficacy is on average increased by 2,7% on the index. The paired sample T-test also reveals a 

statistical significance of this increase on the 95% level of certainty. We can, on the basis of 

this result, conclude that the ECC process on average had a significant positive effect on 

political efficacy among its participants. The question remaining however, is if the positive 

effects are reserved only to specific groups of participants. What characteristics are common 

among those who became strengthened by their participation? 

 

Who comes strengthened out of deliberation? 

As discussed in the introduction of this chapter, it is today, a well-established understanding 

within the research community, that the relationship between deliberative practices and its 

effects on participants is a complex one. In order to answer the question of who comes 

strengthened out of the ECC deliberation, a wide range of factors should therefore be 

investigated.  In this part of the analysis we will examine the intermediating effect of four sets 

of factors on the relationship between participation in political deliberation and changes in 

political efficacy.  The social characteristics of the participants will be included in these 

analyses since it is today common knowledge that factors such as education, class, and gender 

do affect both political participation and the political resources we are aiming to explore. In 

addition to those variables we will also investigate two other sets of factors regarding the 

background of the participants. Prior experiences of political participation may have some 

merit in explaining differences in political efficacy changes among the participants. One 

possibility is that the participants with much prior political experience have larger possibilities 

of being strengthened from participating in public deliberation. They may to a greater extent 

“know the ropes” of political participation and therefore be more likely to take advantage of 

this opportunity to push forward their ideas and to be successful in their participation in 

general. On the other hand, the participants with much experience may as well be less 

affected, positively or negatively by this event as it might have relatively less impact in 

relation to the line of experiences on which they base their political efficacy.   
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We also investigate the effect of prior political values such as ideological self-placement and 

attitudes towards the EU, as well as the democracy of the nation of the participants. By way of 

analyzing these factors we can investigate whether or not the positive effects of deliberation 

in an EU-initiated and -related project are exclusionary, benefitting those with priory positive 

feelings towards the EU.  Additionally, we investigate the effects of self-evaluations of the 

participants’ political efficacy before their participation in the deliberation. The inclusions of 

these variables make it possible to determine whether or not deliberation reinforces political 

efficacy among the already resource strong, or as the prior analyses indicate, foremost affects 

those with a low level of initial resources.    

 

The last set of factors concern the participants’ evaluation of the deliberations themselves. 

Their feelings on whether or not the group deliberations were equal, responsive, and open as 

well as their evaluation of their own personal performance in the deliberations is investigated. 

With these controls included, we are able to investigate the impact of the group on how the 

individual participants are benefitted or not from the debate. Much prior research on political 

deliberation has focused on group dynamics and the fulfilment of qualitative deliberation. 

While the theoretical literature on public deliberation has been strongly preoccupied with the 

normative criteria of group discussion, empirical research has suggested that the fulfilment of 

these criteria are of less importance than expected for explaining the emergence of positive 

effects among participants (Grimes 2008). Hence the importance of fulfilment of the 

normative criteria for deliberative group discussions is questioned. 

 

Figure 6: Intermediating factors included in the analysis 

 
Notes: The sets of independent variables are presented in shaded boxes, the dependent variables are displayed 

 

Political efficacy 
Participation in political 

deliberation 

Evaluation of the deliberation 

Social characteristics 

Political experiences 

Political orientations and 

resources 
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with bold text. The arrows in the figure represented supposed relationships between the independent variables, 

the underlying factor of the respondents participation in the deliberation and the dependent variable.  

 

All variables are created as additive indices, apart from the variables for social characteristics. 

The construction of the index and the included variables are described in appendix 1. The 

analyses of this paragraph will be presented in two steps. First bivariate correlations will be 

presented where all independent variables individually analysed in relation to the dependent 

variable, change in political efficacy between the first and second measurements (C = Index 

T2 – Index T1). After that, the individual variables for which significant relationships (on 

90% certainty level or more) are found, will be included in multivariate regression models. 

These models present the joint analysis of the study. 

 

Table 3: Partial correlation analysis, four sets of factors explaining changes in political 

efficacy 

 
Political efficacy  

(Change) 

Social characteristics  

Level of education -,098 

Social class (Working class – Upper class) ,059 

Gender (woman) ,047 

Political experiences  

Internet participation (last 12 months) -,039 

Information provision on the internet (last 12 months) -,029 

Political contacting (last 12 months) -,086 

Political protest (last 12 months) -,025 

Participation on ECC online forum  -,072 

Political attitudes and orientations  

Ideological orientation (left-right) -,060 

EU-skepticism ,004 

Satisfaction with politics and democracy ,003 

Self evaluation political knowledge and interest ,174** 

Level of political efficacy before ECC -,572*** 

Evaluation of the ECC process  

Evaluation of the discussion climate in the group ,061 

Evaluation of own performance in deliberation ,124(*) 

Notes: ***p<0,001, **p<0,01, *p<0,05, (*)p<0,1,  N= 75 -254, Dependent variable in all correlations is C 

(change in political efficacy), N= 75 -254. 
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Table 3 displays that significant relationships are found within two of the four sets of 

variables. Neither the social characteristics of the participants nor their political experiences 

appear to make any difference for whether or not a participant benefits from participating in 

political deliberation. It does not seem that these characteristics, such as having vast prior 

political experiences, or a high level of education are beneficial; neither do they hinder 

participants from benefiting, by way of making this experience less significant. The variance 

in changes in political efficacy hence seems to be dependent on other factors. Still we must 

remember the asymmetry of social characteristics visible within the group of respondents in 

this study, the low number of low-educated participants, and participants from a lower social 

class may well have had an impact on these results, rendering this conclusion somewhat 

unstable.  

For the rest of the sets of variables, one or more displays a significant relationship to the 

dependent variable. Making interpretations of these relationships based solely on the bivariate 

analyses is risky when being aware of the multitude of factors intervening in the relationship 

between deliberations. We therefore turn to the multivariate analysis introducing controls for 

all relevant factors, before making any interpretations of the results. The multivariate analysis, 

displayed below, includes all variables with identified individual significant relationships with 

the dependent variable. 

 

Table 4: Linear regression analysis of positive changes in political. Beta-coefficients with 

standard error in parentheses  

Political efficacy (change) 

Self evaluation political knowledge and interest before ECC 
-,215*** 

(,043) 

 

Level of political efficacy before ECC 
-,781*** 

(,048) 

 

Evaluation of own performance in deliberation 
,330*** 

(,053) 

 

N 239 

R
2
 ,444 

Adjuster R
2
 ,437 

 

Notes: ***p<0,001, **p<0,01, *p<0,05, (*)p<0,1. The models are controlled for multi-collinearity (VIF 

diagnosis <2,5). 
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The multivariate analysis of changes in political efficacy among the ECC participants, 

presented in Table 4, produces three significant coefficients and amounts to substantial 

explanatory power on both dependent variables. The strongest relationship is found between 

prior political efficacy and changes in efficacy. It is evident that it is foremost those 

participants who have the lowest levels of political efficacy before their participation in the 

deliberations who gain the most from participating. High initial levels of political efficacy 

create an exceptionally strong negative covariation with positive changes in political efficacy. 

It is also apparent that those participants with an initially low level of political knowledge and 

interest are more greatly benefitted from participation. Evaluating one’s own political 

knowledge and interest as strong is connected with a weaker gain in political efficacy from 

participating in the ECC process.  

The only positive relationship identified goes between a positive evaluation of one’s own 

performance in the deliberation and the gain in political efficacy. Hence, even though the 

major pattern shows us that it is the priory “weak” participants who enjoy the greatest benefits 

from participating; these benefits stand in positive relation to the perception of one’s own 

performance in the deliberation. Participants feeling that they personally were successful in 

their participation are, to a greater extent, experiencing positive changes in political efficacy 

between the two measurements. This relationship is subordinated to the dominant pattern of 

greater increases among the initially weak participants. Positive changes in efficacy are hence 

to no extent exclusive to participants that are satisfied with their own performance in the 

deliberation, but such orientation does aid the increase in political efficacy.  

The respondents’ evaluation of the performance of their discussion group in the deliberation, 

on the other hand, has no influence on the dependent variable (see Table 3). While one’s own 

performance seems to be an important determinant for coming strengthened out of public 

deliberation, the discussion climate of the group  studied intensely within the research on 

public deliberation  stands without any affect. Quite surprisingly the personal outcomes of 

this very social form of political participation do not seem to be determined by a group-

oriented evaluation of the deliberation. Deliberation is a form of participation that unlike 

many others includes both expressive and interpretive moments, both speaking and listening 

to others. It is hence a particularly social form of participation and more often than not studied 

just as a social phenomenon (See e.g., Gastil 2009). The results from this study indicate that 

the importance of social components of this form of political participation might be 
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overestimated when it comes to determining the transformative effects among the 

participants. 

 

Summary and concluding discussion 

We have in this paper set out to seize the question of who comes strengthened out of a public 

deliberation, or in other words, to see what intermediating factors control changes in political 

efficacy connected to participation in a deliberative process. The theoretical grounds are that 

public deliberation is a political real-life experience and demanding mode of political 

participation, seen as a pathway for gaining political efficacy. In general, we find support for 

modest aggregated positive effects of public deliberation on political efficacy among the 

participants in the ECC process. More importantly we also identify winners as well as losers 

of this process as some participants gain and some decrease their level of political efficacy in 

relation to the ECC experience. 

In the second part of the analysis we address the central question of the paper as we 

investigate determinants of differences in changes in political efficacy. In order to learn more 

about what characterises the participants who come strengthened out of the ECC process, we 

investigate the intermediating effect of four sets of variables. We investigate the social 

characteristics of the participants, their previous political experiences, their political 

orientations, and resources as well as their evaluation of the ECC process. The analyses give 

indications of three main findings. Firstly, we identify a lack of clear social or experiential 

patterns indicating that being a “winner of deliberation” is not excluded to a specific group of 

people with the right background and resources. Secondly, the analyses indicate that the 

effects of participation in the ECC process were, if anything, equalizing as the groups of 

participants gaining the most positive effects from participating were the ones with low levels 

of political efficacy and a poor evaluation of their own knowledge and interest to start with. 

Third, the results also indicate that transformative effects of participation in deliberation are to 

some extent performance-reliant. The positive effects were stronger among participants who 

were content with their own performance in the deliberative process. The results of the 

analysis are summed up in Table 5. 
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Table 5: Summary of the results 

 
Political efficacy  

(Change) 

Education  

Social class  

Gender  

Prior political participation  

Ideological orientation   

EU-skepticism  

Satisfaction with politics and democracy  

Political knowledge and interest - 

Political efficacy before ECC - 

Evaluation of the discussion climate in the group  

Evaluation of own performance in deliberation + 

Notes: +: positive influence, -: negative influence, blank: no influence  

 

The implications of these findings can be interpreted as reassuring as well as troubling for the 

practice and theoretical field of public deliberation. On the negative side is the identification 

of a losing group of participants, not in terms of policy outcome but in terms of political 

efficacy. No less than one quarter of the participants came home to their ordinary lives with a 

weakened belief in their own political capacity. If we chose to believe the massive body of 

research on the predicative capacity of political efficacy, this group will be less likely to vote 

in an election, join a political organization or even to discuss politics with a neighbour after 

their participation in the ECC than before. For most of the people in this group, the negative 

effect was small and probably insignificant in the long run. Still this result indicates that 

deliberative processes may decrease the political engagement among some of its participants. 

This is a circumstance that must be taken into careful consideration when initiating 

deliberative processes in order to increase political competences and resources among 

participants. The process may have the opposite effect among a large portion of the 

participants. 

On a more positive note, and to some extent compensating for the negative implications, the 

positive effects of participating in this deliberative process seem equalizing as less resourceful 
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citizens, in terms of political efficacy, knowledge, and interest, gain more from the 

participation than the more resourceful. The “winners” of the ECC-consultation foremost 

seem to be the ones that came to the deliberation with low levels of political efficacy. Our 

final regression analysis shows that a low initial level of political efficacy is by far the 

strongest determinant of a positive change in political efficacy in the study. This means that it 

is in fact, the least resourceful participants that come out as “winners” of the deliberation and 

the participation in the ECC has thus had an equalizing effect on political efficacy on the 

aggregate level. This is a result that is reassuring for organisations and institutions 

implementing deliberative projects with transformative effects among participants as a goal.  

Also bearing positive implications are the implications of lacking significance of social 

characteristics and political experiences. What background you come from does seem to play 

an insignificant role in determining whether or not you come strengthened out of a process of 

public deliberation. In other words, social background and previous political experiences 

neither add to, nor subtract anything from the effect that the ECC experience has on their 

levels of political efficacy.  People seem equally affected/unaffected by the public 

deliberation regardless of previous experiences. A reservation must although, be made 

regarding this result associated with the asymmetrical distribution of social characteristics 

among the participants. Only a small group of the participants belonged to a low social class 

and had a low level of education. With this reservation made, the analysis implicates that 

social inequalities, and inequalities in political experiences can be overturned in public 

deliberation.  

A result with possible implications for the theoretical field of deliberative democracy and 

public deliberation is the finding that individual performance in the deliberative process 

seems to determine the outcome in efficacy change, while the evaluation of the deliberative 

quality in the discussion group is without effect. This result is in line with a recent study 

suggesting that the compliance of deliberative practices to normative ideals is overrated when 

it comes to the predication of effects of deliberation on participants (Grimes 2008).  Positive 

effects on political efficacy are apparent among participants who see themselves as 

performing well in the deliberation. This result per se is however, not so surprising since the 

evaluation of one’s own performance in the deliberation could be seen as a retrospective form 

of efficacy-beliefs or evaluations. The interesting part is the lack of effects stemming from the 

evaluation of the collective behaviour. Is personal performance compatible or opposing ideals 

for how a group should deliberate according to normative theories?  On the basis of our 
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analysis, one might question the compliance between the normative theories of deliberation 

and the anticipated gains of practices of public deliberation.   

To sum up, this study implies that deliberative processes may well produce winners and losers 

of public deliberation. The sometimes seemingly black-and-white/good-or-bad discourse on 

public deliberation can be heavily questioned on the basis of these results, much like the 

growing body of research published in later years complicating the discourse on positive 

effects of public deliberation. Also we can conclude that the winners of deliberation seem to 

be the ones who actually go into the debate with less belief in their own capacity to make a 

difference. We see a tendency of increased marginal utility for political efficacy in relation to 

the deliberation. Although the picture painted by this analysis is not one of a panacea for 

strengthening the political resources of citizens, the picture painted is not bleak. Rather it is a 

picture of a potential pathway for reinforcing political efficacy working best where it is 

needed most, among those whose prior political experiences and background have left them 

with a low confidence in their own political capacity, who have little knowledge and interest 

in political affairs.  
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Appendix: Variable construction with displayed Cronbach’s alpha reliability tests 

Variable 

 

Construction Reliability  

(Standardized C-α) 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES  

Social characteristics 

Level of education  If you were to assign yourself to a particular 

level of education, which one would that be? 

Please indicate the box (7 levels where 1: 

Lowest level – 7: Highest level) 

- (single item) 

Social class One sometimes speaks of the existence of 

various social classes and groups. If you were to 

assign yourself to a particular social class, 

which one would that be? (1: Upper class – 5: 

Working class) 

- (single item) 

Gender Which sex (0: Man – 1: Woman) - (single item) 

Participation (different modes) 

Internet participation  Additive index (0-7) based on three survey 

questions, in a questionnaire answered before 

the ECC deliberation: 

How often have you participated at internet 

debates about politics of the European Union? 

(0: Never – 3: Often) 

How often have you participated at internet 

debates about politics in general? (0: Never – 3: 

Often) 

During the last 12 months: Have you 

Participated in political activities over the 

internet? (0: No – 1: Yes)  

.764 

Information provision on internet  Additive index (0-7) based on three survey 

questions, in a questionnaire answered before 

the ECC deliberation: 

How often have you used internet for getting 

informed about politics of the European Union ? 

(0: Never – 3: Often) 

How often have you used internet for getting 

informed about politics in general? (0: Never – 

3: Often) 

During the last 12 months: Have you visited 

websites of political organizations, politicians 

or candidates? (0: No – 1: Yes) 

.755 

Political contacting  Additive index (0-2) based on two survey 

questions, in a questionnaire answered before 

the ECC deliberation: 

During the last 12 months: Have you Contacted 

a politician or a local government official? (0: 

.777 
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No – 1: Yes) 

During the last 12 months: Have you Contacted 

a member of a political party? (0: No – 1: Yes) 

Political protest  Additive index (0-3) based on four* survey 

questions, in a questionnaire answered before 

the ECC deliberation: 

During the last 12 months: Have you Signed a 

petition? (0: No – 1: Yes) 

During the last 12 months: Have you Taken part 

in a public demonstration? (0: No – 1: Yes) 

groupmember_dummy* (0: No – 1: Yes) 

* The “groupmember_dummy item does actually consist of 
two items: 

1) During the last 12 months: Have you Been active in an 

action group? (0: No – 1: Yes) 
2) During the last 12 months: Have you Been active in an 

NGO? (0: No – 1: Yes) 

Standardized C-α: .520) 
 

.540 

 

Participation on ECC online 

forum  

Additive index (0-10) based on four survey 

questions, in a questionnaire answered before 

the ECC deliberation:  

How frequently did you visit the ECC online 

forum? (0: Never – 5: Once a day) 

Have you Participated in an online discussion? 

(0: No – 1: Yes) 

Have you Voted for a proposal made by another 

citizen? (0: No – 1: Yes) 

Before being invited to participate in the 

European Citizens’ Consultations’ forum (ECC 

online forum) , how frequently did you visit 

online political debates in the last three months? 

(0: Never – 3: Often) 

.638 

Political values 

Ideological orientation  When you think of your own political beliefs, 

where would you place yourself on this line? 

(0= most left – 10 most right) 

- (single item) 

EU-skepticism  Generally speaking, do you think the 

[COUNTRY’S] membership of the European 

Union is (check one): ? (0:Non-skeptic 

1:Skeptic) 

- (single item) 

Self evaluation political knowledge 

and understanding  

Additive index (0-12) based on three survey 

questions, in a questionnaire answered before 

the ECC deliberation: 

- Generally speaking, how interested are you in 

politics in [COUNTRY}? (0: Not interested at 

all – 4: Very interested) 

- And how interested are you in politics at the 

.764  
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level of the European Union? (0: Not interested 

at all – 4: Very interested) 

- How well informed do you consider yourself 

to be about the European Union?  (0: Not at all 

informed – 4: Very well informed) 

Satisfaction with politics and 

democracy  

Additive index (0-8) based on two survey 

questions, in a questionnaire answered before 

the ECC deliberation: 

- Could you indicate how satisfied you are with 

the way democracy works in [COUNTRY]? (0: 

Very satisfied – 4: Very unsatisfied) 

- Could you indicate how satisfied you are in 

general with what the government of 

[COUNTRY has done during the past four 

years? (0: Very satisfied – 4: Very unsatisfied) 

.702 

ECC-evaluation 

Evaluation of the discussion 

climate in the group  

Additive index (0-12) based on four survey 

questions, in a questionnaire answered right 

after the ECC deliberation: 

- We were able to disagree openly in the group 

(0: Never – 3: Often) 

- Participants accepted different opinions as part 

of the deliberations (0: Never – 3: Often) 

- All participants were given equal opportunities 

to shape our final recommendations (0: Never – 

3: Often) 

- The facilitator managed to give everyone a 

chance to speak (0: Never – 3: Often) 

.570 

Evaluation of own performance in 

deliberation  

Additive index (0-9) based on three survey 

questions, in a questionnaire answered right 

after the ECC deliberation: 

- My own knowledge about the topics was 

sufficient to participate in the discussions (0: 

Fully disagree – 3: Fully agree) 

- I was able to express opinions and arguments 

adequately (0: Fully disagree –3: Fully agree) 

- The other participants of the consultation 

listened to me (0: Fully disagree – 3: Fully 

agree) 

.604 

Initial levels of Political Efficacy  

Political efficacy – T1 

(PET1_scale) 

Additive index (0-9) based on three survey 

questions, in a questionnaire answered before 

the ECC: 

-I am well qualified to play an active role in 

.609 
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politics (0: Fully disagree –3: Fully agree) 

-I have a good understanding of the most 

important political problems in our country (0: 

Fully disagree – 3: Fully agree) 

-Sometimes politics seems so complicated that 

people like me cannot really understand what is 

going on (0: Fully agree – 3: Fully disagree) 

VARIABLES USED FOR CONSTRUCTION OF DEPENDENT 

VARIABLES  

Political Efficacy 

Political efficacy – T2 

(PET2_scale) 

Additive index (0-9) based on three survey 

questions, in a questionnaire answered right after 

the ECC deliberation: 

-I am well qualified to play an active role in 

politics (0: Fully disagree – 3: Fully agree) 

-I have a good understanding of the most 

important political problems in our country (0: 

Fully disagree – 3: Fully agree) 

-Sometimes politics seems so complicated that 

people like me cannot really understand what is 

going on (0: Fully agree – 3: Fully disagree) 

.613 

 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE 

Political Efficacy  

Change in Political Efficacy  

 

 

PET2_scale – PET1_scale - 

 

 

 


