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Abstract 

Deliberative Monetary Valuation (DMV) aims to make the process of environmental 

decision making more democratic than conventional economic methods of monetary 

valuation. This research assesses the limitations of DMV, in particular, the difficulty it 

has in allowing for the background social/cultural inequalities of participants and the 

differences in their communicative competence. The PhD makes an original contribution 

to the understanding of the conditions under which DMV can meet its democratic promise 

by taking a capability-based approach to address these limitations. The research involved 

a deliberative forum and a survey relating to a forest conservation issue in rural Colombia. 

In Chapter 2 the different DMV approaches are reviewed and critically assessed with 

regards to their potential to be inclusive, which is important in establishing the democratic 

legitimacy of collective decisions. Stated-preference methods of valuation that are 

commonly used in economics, e.g. contingent valuation, have been criticized because the 

principle of willingness to pay may exclude low income earners who do not have a 

capacity to pay. Deliberative valuation has been advocated as a way to overcome this 

problem, but deliberation may also be exclusive. In this review two deliberative valuation 

frameworks are compared. The first is grounded on the idea of rational discourse that 

emphasizes argument at the expense of other communicative strategies. It seeks to secure 

inclusion through procedural rules and pre-requisites but fails to address the underlying 

democratic limitation of argumentation.  The second does not rely on the distinction 

between rational and rhetorical speech and therefore admits alternative forms of 

communication. This approach recognizes differences in the communicative capacities 

and practices of those who take part in deliberation and so is better equipped to improve, 

but not guarantee, inclusion. 
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The above arguments inform the analysis in Chapter 3 of a DMV workshop that was 

applied to a forest conservation issue in Colombia. My results suggest that those 

individuals who occupy recognized social (environmental) leadership positions tend to 

dominate discussions. Despite the dominance of some participants, however, most of the 

inequality in participation seems to be explained by participants’ unobserved personal 

characteristics rather than external constraints or within-group pressure. This last finding 

is further explored in Chapter 4, based on the understanding that the product of a valuation 

exercise may be an array of expressions of willingness-to-pay (WTP) by individuals or a 

collectively agreed monetary value. Concerns have been raised, however, as to whether 

this product is an outcome of thoughtful and independent decision-making or influenced 

by social pressures to conform. My study examines this issue by analyzing the impacts of 

social conformity on WTP under two different decision scenarios: individual and 

collective. The results suggest that the impacts of social conformity are greater when a 

collective decision is required.  

The findings suggest that while DMV may not be perfect, it is still a useful tool for more 

democratic decision making as long as the preferences that inform those decisions are the 

outcome of an inclusive and reflective process. This is shown in Chapter 5 by analyzing 

how DMV can inform a Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES) scheme for tropical dry 

forest conservation, which provided the basis for the case study presented in this thesis. 

Payment for ecosystem services (PES) has recently gained support in natural resource 

management and conservation policy, but whether it should be considered a market-based 

instrument remains contested. Chapter 5 addresses the disputed economic framing of PES 

to demonstrate an alternative way of understanding it. The core argument is that PES 

schemes should be interpreted as governance arrangements in which payments represent 

a social or political act. Using the Q methodology and qualitative data from surveys it is 
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found that participants did not view the payment as a market transaction. Rather, the 

payment is better interpreted as a mechanism that facilitates mutual co-operation. 

Potential beneficiaries of ecosystem services saw themselves as co-operators with their 

actions dependent upon the reciprocity of ecosystem service providers. While most 

participants were willing to pay (to an extent), results suggest that the design of a PES 

scheme based on the idea that local residents pay landholders the full opportunity cost of 

forest conservation will lack social acceptability and therefore legitimacy.  

My research makes an original contribution to the understanding of how DMV can make 

the valuation process more democratic. First, from the normative perspective it suggests 

the adoption of a notion of deliberation which do not restricts political communication to 

argument but that it accepts any form of communication. In this way deliberation does 

not restricts in advance the type of values that can be expressed, the ways in which they 

are articulated, and the qualities of the persons who articulate them. I argue that this by 

no means compromise the ideal of a rational and un-coerced agreement among equal and 

free individuals. Second, results from the case study shows that although individuals 

participate unequally in deliberation that do not prevents the expression of reflective and 

independent preferences. And, third DMV democratizes valuation to the extent that it 

takes note on the reasons that support the monetary value expressed by participants, and 

in this way it sheds light on the aspects that would make a governance arrangement, i.e. 

PES program, socially acceptable and thus legitimate.  
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CHAPTER 1 - 

The Democratization Promise and Challenges of the Deliberative 

Monetary Valuation of the Environment: An Introduction 

1.1 Introduction 

“Ours is a democratic age” writes Dryzek (2013b, p. 99) and the “dominant current in democratic 

theory is now a deliberative one” (Dryzek, 2004, p. 144). Ecological Economists are in accord with 

this idea as they think that deliberation can democratize environmental decisions (Zografos & 

Howarth, 2010). The deliberative turn puts communication and reflection at the center of democracy, 

which is no longer conceived in terms of the aggregation of preferences. Rather, democratic 

legitimacy is derived from a process of decision making that emphasizes the competent, informed and 

respectful dialogue among free and equal citizens (Dryzek & Niemeyer, 2010a). Legitimacy therefore 

entails the right, opportunity and capacity to participate (Dryzek & Hendriks, 2012). Although 

deliberation is in itself a contested concept, it can be broadly defined as: “communication that induces 

reflection on preferences, values and interests in a non-coercive fashion” (Mansbridge et al., 2010, p. 

65). 

Ecological economists have therefore seen in deliberation the possibility for making more 

environmental, rational and democratic decisions (Baber & Bartlett, 2005; Norgaard, 2007). Some 

also think that monetary valuation and deliberation are compatible, thus giving rise to an emergent 

research program dubbed deliberative monetary valuation (DMV) (Niemeyer & Spash, 2001; Spash, 

2007). Developing in parallel is the call for a better understanding of the limitations of the deliberative 

project, and in particular those related to the influence that the asymmetries of power and resources 

have on the deliberative process (O'Neill, 2007; Zografos, 2015).  
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This dissertation contributes to the body of knowledge by examining the relationship between 

people’s background conditions (e.g. education levels), their communicative capacity, and their 

opportunity to influence others during discussions. These elements come together to characterize what 

Young (2000) has labelled the internal exclusion problem. Participants in a deliberation are internally 

excluded if, despite being formally included in the forum, they lack the opportunity to influence the 

thinking of others. According to Young (2000) by restricting deliberation to logical argumentation a 

deliberative process excludes the voices of the less educated and more marginalized groups. Internal 

exclusion undermines deliberation’s legitimacy claim insofar as collective decisions are not informed 

by the preferences of autonomous and competent participants. 

  

This study addresses this problem and in so doing fills a gap in the body of knowledge. It also proposes 

a new perspective on the democratization potential of DMV. In addition, it identifies and explores the 

implications of the deliberative democracy debates on what constitutes deliberation for the DMV 

project. By doing this, this study makes an important contribution to the deliberative valuation project 

and, more generally, to the deliberative ecological economics field.  This chapter will first review the 

literature that provides the conceptual foundations for this thesis. It then proceeds to identify the 

research gap to which this study contributes. The methods and structure of the thesis are presented in 

the later sections.  

 

1.2 Literature Review 

 

1.2.1  Non-market valuation 

 

The exercise of economic valuation has to do with estimating the impacts of changes in ecosystem 

services (ES) on the welfare of individuals. The calculation of the economic value of the benefits 
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(costs) derived by an improvement (deterioration) in ES supply in monetary terms1 is based on the 

notion of compensation. That is, the amount of money that would be necessary to offset the benefits 

(or the costs) of the environmental change as perceived by the individual  (Bockstael & Freeman III, 

2005). It is thus assumed that individuals have well defined preferences over alternative bundles of 

goods and that they are willing to substitute the ecosystem service in question for other goods so as 

to leave the individual no worse or better off because of the change. In functioning markets such 

substitution is observable and the price helps reveal how much each individual is willing to pay for 

the benefits of the ES. The problem is that most ES have public good attributes, non-rivalry in 

consumption and non-excludability, which prevents markets from efficiently operating to allocate 

those services and thus to provide meaningful prices.  To overcome this lack of market information 

economists have developed non-market valuation methods to measure economic tradeoffs.  

 

Non-market valuation approaches are often classified according to whether the method is based on 

observed economic behavior, from which individual preferences are revealed, or from responses to 

survey questions in which individuals state their preferences. Revealed preference methods are built 

on the observation that the quantity of an ES sometimes does influence the choices individuals make 

about other market goods. For instance, people may be willing to pay higher prices for homes closer 

to open space areas or better air quality. By contrast, stated preference methods, such as contingent 

valuation, rely on people´s responses to hypothetical question about future behavior, i.e., how people 

say they would behave in a certain hypothetical situation (Whitehead & Blomquist, 2006).   

 

As part of the policy process non-market valuation methods are usually used to provide the monetary 

estimates of the non-market impacts of the policy so they can be included in the respective cost-benefit 

                                                           
1 Although in practice most applications use money metrics other units of measurement are in principle possible 
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analysis (CBA). Underpinning the use of CBA in the policy process is the utilitarian argument that 

decisions should be based on the maximization of the net benefits to society (National Research 

Council, 2004). If the present value of the net benefits is positive, then the policy yields more gains 

than losses and so it is more efficient than the status quo (Whitehead & Blomquist, 2006). This 

decision rule thus implies that measures of individual welfare change can be aggregated into a 

measure of social welfare change.  

 

 The problem, however, is how to come up with a measure of the social net benefits of a policy in a 

situation where individuals have different preferences over the alternatives. The Pareto criterion 

provides the minimum standard for judging the social convenience of a policy or project. According 

this criterion, a policy should be undertaken if at least one individual is made better off while no one 

is made worse off. Attractive as it is, the Pareto principle has proven controversial. First, because 

alternative allocations of resources are evaluated relative to the status quo, which may or may not be 

socially just or desirable. For instance, a policy in which only the rich gain is deemed socially 

desirable even if it makes society more unequal. Second, the Pareto criterion is also considered of 

limited practical relevance or too restrictive since for most real world policies some will gain while 

others will lose.  

 

A way to evaluate policies that impose costs on some while benefiting others is the Kaldor-Hicks 

compensation principle, according to which a policy should be accepted if winners are able to 

compensate losers and still be better off than in the absence of the policy. The criterion, however, 

does not require that compensation be actually paid. Therefore it draws on the strong ethical 

assumption that the pure possibility of compensation is enough to motivate a policy (Johansson & 

Kritröm, 2016). Accordingly, the potential compensation principle allows for policy changes that 

benefit the rich at the cost of the poor. Regardless of these objections, the principle is widely used by 
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economists since it provides the rationale for the aggregation of individual welfare measures 

(Bockstael & Freeman III, 2005), while at the same time separates the efficiency dimension from the 

equity dimension by handling over the distributive aspects of the social choice problem to decision 

makers (Atkinson & Mourato, 2008; Johansson & Kritröm, 2016).   

 

1.2.2  Deliberative valuation methods 

 

In a deliberative valuation exercise participants express a monetary value, WTP or WTA, after taking 

part in a series of group activities, which typically involve information delivery, discussion among 

participants, and a valuation task. A deliberative process of valuation thus offers participants time, 

information, and opportunities for social interaction and discussion, which may result in the 

development and articulation of robust preferences (James & Blamey, 2005). Deliberative methods, 

however, differ in their underlying theoretical and philosophical underpinnings and thus in their final 

purpose. Two broad approaches could be distinguished: analytical and democratic (Lo, 2011). Under 

the analytical view, deliberation’s objective is to enhance participants’ knowledge and understanding 

of the valuation task, improving in this way the validity of the valuation method. The normative and 

theoretical foundations of the neoclassical welfare economics are not questioned. The democratic 

approach, by contrast, is more interested in the political and normative qualities of the decision 

process and its outcome than in fixing the method of valuation. It is therefore more attuned to the 

theory of deliberative democracy than its analytical counterpart.  

 

DMV methods can be further classified according to who is the value provider (the individual or the 

group) and the terms in which the WTP is specified (individual or social). The first approach involves 

the elicitation of an individual value after taking part in a group discussion (Charitable contribution). 

The second approach consists of the individual elicitation of a social WTP (Expressed social), that is, 
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how much the individual thinks society should pay. The remaining two approaches require the group 

to collectively agree on the amount that either an individual should pay, or that society should pay. 

While the value arising from the former is interpreted by Sagoff (1998) as a “fair share” payment, the 

latter is akin to an arbitrated social value (Spash 2008), Table 1.1. Based on this I classify DMV 

empirical applications into three types, namely, citizen’s juries, market stall, and participatory 

workshops.  

Table 1.1 Deliberative Forms of value expression in DMV 

 Terms in which WTP specified 

Value provider Individual (disaggregated value) Social (aggregated value) 

Individual in group setting Charitable contribution Expressed social WTP/WTA 

Group Fair price Arbitrated social WTP/WTA 

Source: Spash (2007, 2008) 

 

Citizens´ Juries 

 

The citizen’s jury (CJ) method is similar to legal juries. A small group of people representing a larger 

population is selected and asked to spend several days discussing a public issue. Jurors hear and 

question witnesses, deliberate on a pre-specified charge and reaches a conclusion, which under ideal 

circumstances is consensual. The CJ technique has been predicated on democratic rather than on 

analytical grounds. Because jurors act like representatives of society, not of themselves, they are 

expected to act in their capacity as citizens concerned with the public good rather than consumers 

concerned with their own private interest (Aldred & Jacobs, 2000). The CJ technique has been applied 

to several environmental management issues and in most cases the outcome is a decision on a 

preferred action among a set of alternatives. A key feature of the method is that jurors are empowered 

to produce a “citizens” report and thus they play a more active role in the formulation of the specific 

policy issues. 
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To the best of my knowledge the study by James and Blamey (2005) is the only application involving 

a monetary valuation task.  The authors conducted a three-day process where a group of jurors 

examined different alternatives for national park management. Through the process jurors received 

information, hear presentations from the witnesses (i.e. experts) and questioned them, and after 

debating they reached a decision on the preferred park management alternative, which included a 

decision on how much the jurors though individuals should pay, fair price, to finance the plan. 

 

Market Stall 

 

The market stall (MS) approach, first proposed by Macmillan (2002), attempts to combine the CJ 

method with stated preference methods with the primary intention of producing WTP estimates. In 

this sense applications falling into this category follow the analytic approach to deliberation described 

above. Although originally defined in terms of the CJ method, in practice MS applications are varied 

in terms of their protocol. Their duration could go from a few hours meeting to last several days, may 

or may not include witnesses, and the monetary value could be elicited using either contingent 

valuation or choice experiment. All of them see the group process mostly as an educational workshop 

in which individuals receive information and learn about the object of valuation. Accordingly, all 

studies seek to produce individual WTP values (charitable contribution) 

Participatory workshop 

 

Participatory workshops encompass those applications which fall under the democratic approach but 

that do not explicitly follow a CJ protocol. They typically involve a one meeting comprising several 

discussion sessions. Discussions are always facilitated by a moderator, they may or may not involve 

the presentation of experts, and participatory techniques that structure social interaction are sometimes 

used (e.g.  Dietz, Stern, and Dan (2009)). Monetary outcomes are on the form of charitable 

contribution or fair price. Unlike the MS approach, the individual WTP values produced by 
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participatory workshops are not by defect understood in terms of the neoclassical interpretation of 

value. Rather, the meaning of these WTP values is a matter of interpretation.  

Table 1.2 Key aspects of previous empirical DMV studies 

Author Method* Length Experts Rationale Form of value Valuation 
Macmillan, 

Philip, 

Hanley, and 

Alvarez-

Farizo (2002) 

MS 2h meetings 1 

week apart 

No Analytical Charitable contribution CV 

James and 

Blamey 

(2005) 

CJ 3 days Yes Analytical/democratic Fair price n.a 

(Álvarez-

Farizo & 

Hanley, 2006) 

MS 3 sessions, 3 days 

apart 

No Analytical Charitable 

contribution/fair Price 

CE 

Urama and 

Hodge (2006) 

MS 5 sessions 1 day 

apart 

Yes Analytical Charitable contribution CV 

N. Lienhoop 

and D. 

MacMillan 

(2007) 

MS 1 meeting. 1.5 

hours 

No Analytical Charitable contribution CV 

Shapansky, 

Adamowicz, 

and Boxall 

(2008) 

MS 3 meetings, 1 

month apart 

(group 1) 

Yes Analytical Charitable contribution CE 

Robinson, 

Cloustin, Suh, 

and 

Chaloupka 

(2008) 

MS 2 days Yes Analytical Charitable contribution CE 

Dietz et al. 

(2009) 

PW 1 day No Analytical/democratic Charitable contribution CV 

Ito et al. 

(2009) 

PW 1 day, 3 sessions No Democratic Charitable 

contribution/fair Price 

CE 

Álvarez-

Farizo, Gil, 

and Howard 

(2009) 

MS 2 meetings, 5 days 

apart 

Yes Analytical Charitable 

contribution/fair price 

CE 

Szabo (2011) MS 2 1-2 hour 

sessions 

No Analytical Charitable contribution 

/citizen frame 

CV 

Kenter, Hyde, 

Christie, and 

Fazey (2011) 

PW 1 meeting, 3-4 h No Analytical/democratic Fair price CE 

Lo (2013) PW 1 meeting, 6h Yes Democratic Charitable contribution CV 

Völker and 

Lienhoop 

(2016) 

MS 1 meeting, 2h No Analytical Charitable contribution CE 

CV: Contingent valuation, CE: Choice experiment 

MS: Market Stall, CJ: Citizen jury, PW: Participatory workshop 

*Based on my interpretation, although it is sometimes specified by the authors 
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1.2.3   The political foundations of deliberative valuation 

 

Deliberation, as social interactive process, involves communication and reflection about preferences, 

values and interests, all of which are amenable to be transformed by the process of deliberation 

(Dryzek, 2000; Elster, 1997). But what is deliberation? Early theories stress rational justification 

whereas recent elaborations expand the range of admissible political communication (Bächtiger, 

Niemeyer, Neblo, Steenbergen, & Steiner, 2010).  In what follows I will present the deliberative 

democracy theory based on this distinction. I use the term “Classical”, following Mansbridge et al. 

(2010), to identify early theories and from its more recent elaborations are characterized in terms of 

their departures from this classical model.  

 

Classical deliberation 

 

According to Mansbridge et al. (2010) the classical deliberation model is that in which individuals 

with conflicting opinions about what is good for the polity reach consensus after going through a 

process of reasoned dialogue. Deliberation, on this account, embodies the Kantian ideal of the public 

use of reason and as a consequence place demanding requirements on the character of communication 

(O'Neill, 2007). Rational argument is emphasized at the expense of other communicative strategies, 

like rhetoric and storytelling. Habermas’ (1984) communicative action and Rawls’ (2005) public 

reason are important building-blocks for the concept of deliberation.  

 

Habermas (1984) began by claiming that understanding in language is the medium for coordinating 

action . The focus is on how communication allows a person to reach understanding with someone 

else about something (Habermas, 1998, p. 228). Meaning is an intersubjective affair which cannot be 

detached from the context in which the speaker gives the hearer something to understand (Finlayson, 

2005). Speech acts make understanding possible as long as they reveal the intention of the speaker. 
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By using language “the speaker can motivate the hearer to accept the offer contained in his speech act 

and thereby to accede to a rationally motivated binding force” (Habermas, 1984, p. 278).  

 

Habermas distinguishes between the illocutionary and perlocutionary effect of utterances. Through 

an illocutionary act the speaker performs an action saying something, for example a warning, by 

which the speaker’s intention becomes evident. Through perlocutionary acts the speaker produces an 

effect upon the hearer, for example the warning issued by the speaker gives the hearer a fright. In 

conjunction with locutionary acts (what the speaker says) illocutionary acts, by being open to view, 

make the speech act self-sufficient. In contrast, perlocutionary effects depend on a context of 

purposive action that goes beyond the speech act in itself. A perlocutionary effect may be strategically 

motivated if it is not declared or if it is brought about by deceptive speech acts (Habermas, 1998). 

Perlocutionary acts in this sense are conceived by Habermas as a special class of strategic interaction 

and as such cannot give rise to agreements grounded on reason. Communicative action can only arise 

from illocutionary aims, in Habermas’ (1984) own words: 

 

I shall speak of communicative action whenever the actions of the agents involved are 

coordinated not through egocentric calculations of success but through acts of 

reaching understanding. In communicative action participants are not primarily 

oriented to their own individual successes; they pursue their individual goals under 

the condition that they can harmonize their plans of actions on the basis of common 

situation definitions (Habermas, 1984, p. 286) 

 

Communicative action involves understanding and the harmonization of plans. Understanding comes 

about when we know what makes a speech act acceptable. This is possible because illocutionary acts 

specify the validity claim the speaker is raising (Finlayson, 2005, p. 35). In this sense, by accepting a 

validity claim the hearer reaches an agreement with the speaker. They harmonize their plans on the 

basis of the reasons offered and accepted. Actions characterized in these terms are communicatively 
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rational and as put by Habermas (1984, p. 17): “the rationality  of those who participate in this 

communicative practice is determined by whether, if necessary, they could, under suitable 

circumstances, provide reasons for their expressions”. 

 

Communicative rationality can therefore only be realized through speech acts in which contested 

validity claims are vindicated or criticized by means of reason. This is what  Habermas calls 

argumentation. But what makes some arguments stronger or weaker than other arguments? To this end 

he distinguishes three aspects of argumentative speech. First, argument as a process has to do with a 

form of idealized communication. Its properties or pragmatic presuppositions, initially presented as the 

ideal speech situation, are according to Bohman and Regh (2014): (a) No one capable of making a 

relevant contribution has been excluded; (b) participants have equal voice; (c) they are internally free 

to speak their opinion without deception or self-deception; and, (d) there are no sources of coercion 

built into the process and procedures of discourse. Second, argumentation as a procedure is a form of 

interaction normatively regulated in such a way that participants engage in competition for the better 

arguments. Finally, arguments as products are reasons that support conclusions; in this sense arguments 

are judged, as Habermas (1984) explains: “in virtue of their intrinsic properties and with which validity 

claims can be redeemed or rejected”(p. 25).   

 

These three aspects refer to the institutional context in which argumentation occurs, the individuals 

who engage in argumentation, and the characteristics of the communicative expressions. In this sense, 

argumentation produces communicatively rational outcomes if the procedure is inclusive and power-

free, and if participants are committed to present sincere speech acts that can be justified by adequate 

reasons. In summary, Habermas’ theory: (i) tends to emphasize rational argument as the only 

appropriate mode of communication,  while other forms are regarded with suspicion as long as they 

can involve manipulation through their perlocutionary effects; (ii) the ideal of communicative 
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rationality downplays self-interest; (iii) public reasoning should lead to a rationally motivated 

consensus; and, (iv) procedural conditions aimed at securing communication in conditions of equality 

among participants are required if communicatively rational outcomes are to be produced. 

 

Turning to Rawls’(2005), the first thing to say is that public reason is, in a general sense, an idea of 

justifiability and acceptability of the moral and political rules that regulates our common life (Quong, 

2013). Rawls (2005) writes it: “is the reason of equal citizens who, as a collective body exercise final 

political and coercive power over one another in enacting laws and amending the constitutions”(p. 

213). This exercise of citizen’s reasoning in the public forum is guided by a political conception of 

justice, i.e. the principles and values that all citizens can endorse when applied to the basic structure 

of society. Justice as fairness is one of such political conceptions. 

 

On this account Public reason is exercised by reasonable and rational agents.  Reasonable citizens, 

viewing one another as free and equal, are prepared to propose principles and standards as fair terms 

of cooperation and to abide by them, even at the cost of their own interests, provided that others also 

accept those terms. It is an idea of cooperation not grounded on strategic interaction but on reciprocity. 

The rational part has to do with the ends and interests pursued by the individual, and the choice of 

means to attain those ends. It does not imply that rational agents are solely self-interested, other 

regarding preferences are possible. The reasonable and the rational are therefore two distinct, 

independent and complementary ideas, each forming part of the of the fair terms of cooperation. 

 

Through the exercise of public reason, rational and reasonable citizens can specify the political 

conception of justice that is to apply to the basic structure of society. Such terms of fair cooperation 

can only be laid down by free and equal citizens fairly situated, i.e. in a situation in which participants 
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have equal bargaining power and threats of force, coercion and deception are absent. The original 

position with the veil of ignorance is an ideal situation or point of view from which a fair agreement 

between free and equal persons can be reached.  

 

In saying that public reason is guided by a political conception of justice, Rawls is also defining the 

content of public reason. A political conception of justice is composed of two parts: (a) substantive 

principles of justice for the basic structure of society; and, (b) guidelines of inquiry, that is the 

principles of reasoning and rules of evidence. The exercise of public reason thus demands that citizens 

appeal to the liberal values embodied in the political conception of justice. Comprehensive moral, 

religious and philosophical doctrines cannot be invoked, even if they are constitutive of the person’s 

conception of the common good. They provide an individual, even a social, but not a public basis for 

justification.  

 

These values are accompanied by acceptable ways of reasoning and essential pre-requisites for 

deliberation to be possible and fruitful. With regards to the former point, Rawls makes reference to 

the fundamental concepts of reason and standards of correctness and criteria of justification, otherwise 

there is no reason but rhetoric or persuasion. On the latter point, Rawls lists the following three 

institutions: (i) public financing of elections and ways of assuring the availability of public 

information; (ii) a certain fair equality of opportunity, especially in education and training so all parts 

of society can take part in debates of public reason; and, (iii) a decent distribution of income and 

wealth, for its absence those in a better position tend to dominate those with less and control the 

political power in their own favor. 
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Public discussion does not necessarily end in consensus. Reasonable disagreement is possible “given 

the many hazards involved in the correct (and conscientious) exercise of our power of reason and 

judgement in the ordinary course of political life” (Rawls, 2005, p. 55). When this happens a vote is 

an adequate method to settle a question if it is debated by appeals to political values and citizens vote 

their sincere opinion. 

 

Note that Rawls, like Habermas, highlights the importance of the institutional context in which 

deliberation occurs, the characteristics of those who take part in deliberation (reasonable citizens), 

and the nature of political communication if deliberation is to produce fair agreements. To summarize, 

Rawls’ public reason conception: (i) tends to restrict deliberation to specific subject matters, i.e. 

constitutional essentials and aspects of basic justice; (ii) according to (Benhabib, 1996) it is not a 

process of reasoning but a regulative ideal imposing limits upon how individuals ought to reason 

about public matters; (iii) reasons are public as long as they appeal to the liberal values embedded in 

the political conception of justice.; (iv) reasoned argumentation is the only admissible mode of 

communication; (v) deliberation does not necessarily ends in consensus, though strives for it; and, 

(vi) procedural conditions and institutional arrangements are necessary for guaranteeing a fair 

deliberative process and as a consequence fair outcomes. 

 

Departures from the classic ideal 

 

Contemporary developments in the deliberative democracy’s theory have moved away from the 

language of reason “with its enlightenment overtones” (Mansbridge et al., 2010) and the idea that 

legitimate deliberative outcomes require consensus (Bächtiger et al., 2010). Gutmann and Thompson 

(2004), for instance, define deliberation in terms of mutual justification, i.e. the reasons that citizens 

give each other to justify decisions. Mutual justification sets the ground for legitimate agreement 
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because citizens are regulated by the principle of reciprocity, according to which they ought to give 

one another reasons that are mutually acceptable and generally accessible. Dryzek and Hendriks 

(2012) go further by taking an expansive view of what counts a deliberative communication. Any 

kind of communication is admitted on the condition that it can induce reflection, is non-coercive, can 

connect particular interests to general principles, and involve and effort to communicate in terms that 

others can accept.  

 

These departures from the classical ideal have been motivated by several interrelated objections. The 

first relates to the rejection of rational argument as the only form of communication deemed 

deliberative. Young (1996) and Sanders (1999) argue that the focus on rational argument is a 

culturally biased conception of deliberation that tend to silence or devalue some people or groups, 

with the paradoxical effect of privileging the role of experts over that of ordinary citizens (Ward, 

Norval, Landman, & Pretty, 2003). Others also contend that the idea of rational communication is 

itself a social construction which usually benefits those already in power (Kohn, 2000). Consequently, 

Young (2000) stresses the need to admit wider forms of communication in order to make deliberation 

more inclusive. According to the critics, classical deliberation’s strategy of separating power from 

reason by distinguishing between those forms of communication that aim at convergence through 

reason from those that are strategic in nature is problematic because every form of communication 

can be coercive, even argument, and so the reason-power separation is to be achieved through other 

means, among them the inclusion of alternative forms of communication such as storytelling and 

rhetoric (O'Neill, 2002; Siu & Stanisevski, 2012). Dryzek (2000), for instance, does not focus on the 

types of communication admissible but on the capacity of different modes to induce reflection on the 

part of those who attend to communication. To examine the deliberative character of any form of 

communication he proposes two tests. Communication must be non-coercive and connect particular 

interests to some general principles (Dryzek & Hendriks, 2012). 
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These tests are applied also to argument, which is forceless only if participants in deliberation share 

an equal communicative competence (Dryzek, 2000). Communicative competence means, in the 

terms of Habermas, that participants in deliberation have the capacity to raise and challenge validity 

claims, i.e. that they can understand and critically assess the arguments of others and offer good 

arguments on their own (Parkinson, 2006). Unequal communicative competence thus implies that 

some are in a better position to impose their views by denying to others access to the reasons that 

justify their conclusions.  

 

That argument must be forceless is crucial if deliberation is to produce collective decisions informed 

by reflective, informed and more public-spirited preferences (Cohen, 1989; Elster, 1997). But if 

inequalities in resources, status and other forms of privilege impede the argumentative equality that 

deliberation demands it is hard to sustain that non-coerced mutual agreement is attained (Fung, 2005). 

This has led some to impose demanding conditions on the deliberative process in order to secure equal 

participation (Bohman, 1997; Knight & Johnson, 1997), but as Peter (2007) has rightly pointed out 

this amounts to demand that justice is realized prior to deliberation. Dryzek (2000) for his part 

contends that is better to rely as much as possible on mechanisms endogenous to deliberation and less 

on the definition of social-preconditions and individual commitments. 

 

Second, consensus is deemphasized. For liberals and critical theorists the idea of consensus is 

undesirable and unrealistic in plural societies, particular in those where deep moral disagreement 

and/or deep divisions looms large (Dryzek, 2013a). Deliberation, liberals argue, should seek the 

fairest terms of living (Gutmann & Thompson, 2004). Moreover, pluralists contend that in a society 

with pervasive and deep moral disagreement the idea of a comprehensive common good becomes 

tyrannical because moral differences can only eliminated through repression (Gutmann & Thompson, 
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2004; Rawls, 2005).  Similarly, for difference democrats the desire for political unity suppress 

difference given that the privilege and dominant position of some allows them to articulate the 

common good in their terms (Mouffe, 1996; Young, 1990). 

 

For Niemeyer and Dryzek (2007) the goal of deliberation is to produce agreement about the issue at 

hand, what they call meta-consensus. The idea of meta-consensus represents a departure from the 

principle of complete consensus as the benchmark for legitimacy. Rather, its role is to structure 

continued dispute without the need to erase difference. Take for example a situation where the parties 

to a dispute do not recognize the legitimacy of each other’s values, i.e. there is deep moral 

disagreement (Dryzek, 2013a). In this situation the task of deliberation is to allow the parties to 

recognize the legitimacy of disputed values. In a similar line, Gutmann and Thompson (2004) 

conceive deliberative democracy as a second order theory whose aim is to make room for continuing 

moral conflict. When it comes to preferences, the locus of neoclassical environmental valuation, an 

attractive case is that of a workable agreement. Participants agree on a course of action but for 

different reasons (Dryzek, 2000). This concept will be used for assessing the results of the case study 

presented in Chapter 5.  

 

Finally, although deliberative democracy’s theories have been developed in the context of developed 

western societies their reach is thought to be much larger. This should lead us to question whether 

those theories adequately address issues of importance for developing countries, such as: the legacies 

of colonialism; material conditions and socio-economic inequalities; structural inequalities in 

recognition; and, the relevance of western conceptual categories for reflecting non-western realities 

and/or understandings (Kapoor, 2002; Williams & Mawdsley, 2006).  As Young (2000) points out 

radical injustices can occur when those who suffer a wrongful harm lack the terms to express their 

claim of injustice within the prevailing normative discourse.  For example, Tanasescu (2015) and 
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Rodríguez Garavito (2012) have shown in the South-American context how through participatory 

processes indigenous understandings and claims have been accommodated to fit dominant paradigms 

and concepts, such as nature and rights, helping in this way to maintain the prolonged history of 

exclusion as well as to prevent real cross-cultural understanding.  

 

Deliberation in the Habermasian tradition is seen as a modern phenomenon. Gambetta (1998) for 

example thinks that while the deliberative ideal fits well into the European analytical cultures, in Latin 

America it is a project doomed to failure. For Sass and Dryzek (2014) the identification of deliberation 

with modernity is inadequate for extending deliberation to “premodern” and non-Western people, as 

long as it quickly assumes that those are societies resistant to criticism and self-reflection.  

 

Consequently, Sass and Dryzek (2014) propose approaching deliberation as a universal competence 

whose character varies across time and space. In other words, deliberation does not have to look the 

same at all places and at all times. They define culture as the web of meanings, symbols and norms in 

terms of which action is constituted. In this sense culture is not treated as a pre-determined distribution 

of subjective values, attitudes and beliefs which then can be assessed against the standards defining 

an ideal political interaction. What is more, cultures are not assumed to be well defined wholes but 

units with ill-defined and overlapping boundaries (Gintis, 2007), hence cultures and communities, 

though related, are separated and distinct entities. In this sense, the idea of culture does not pretend to 

neatly classify individuals into well delimited groups but to recognize that it is part of what defines, 

though not fully determines,  people’s identity and their way of reasoning (Sen, 2006). 

 

This intersubjective account of culture is both adequate for understanding the meaning of political 

actions in the context in which it is performed, and compatible with an expansive notion of 
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deliberation, i.e. that which do not restrict political communication to argument. Accordingly, a 

deliberative approach grounded on an expanded notion of political communication has better 

prospects to include people from different social backgrounds, and to facilitate the deliberative 

interchange across cultures.  

 

To conclude this section, recent theories of deliberative democracy depart, to differing degrees, from 

a rational consensus ideal and embrace a notion of deliberation not restricted to argumentation, where 

consensus is no longer seen as the benchmark for legitimacy. In this view deliberation has a greater 

capacity to encompass multiple values and ways of valuing by taking into account the diverse social 

and cultural conditions of those who deliberate. This fosters inclusion in three ways. First, it does not 

restrict a priori the type of values that can be expressed. Second, it does not require that values be 

articulated in a particular way. In this sense it welcomes the myriad of languages of valuation without 

presupposing that all of them have to articulate their value claims in rationalistic terms. Third, it does 

not assume that all individuals are equally capable and situated to participate in deliberation, rather it 

takes into account people’s inherent differences, therefore it does not assume that deliberation is for 

certain type of persons.  

 

1.2.4  The promises of deliberative valuation 

 

 

The ecological economics field has been quick in embracing deliberation as a viable alternative to the 

neoclassical model of valuation. Ecological economists’ dissatisfaction with neoclassical 

environmental valuation stems from its individualism, its extension of the market metaphor to issues 

which are political and ethical in nature, its assumption of given preferences which are to be 

discovered but not transformed, its lack of attention to the reasons informing preferences, its 

incompatibility with value pluralism, and its focus on efficiency over equity and justice concerns 
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(Bromley, 2006; Gowdy, 2004; O'Neill, Holland, & Light, 2008; Parks & Gowdy, 2013; Sagoff, 1998; 

Söderbaum & Brown, 2010; Spash, 2007; Vatn, 2005b). They argue that deliberative approaches that 

are attuned to value pluralism do not silence those voices that express values which are incompatible 

with the axioms of consumer choice (Gowdy, 2004; Zografos, 2015). They have also appealed to 

deliberation’s procedural character and participatory nature to claim that deliberative valuation 

outcomes are fairer and more legitimate (Brown, Peterson, & Tonn, 1995; Howarth & Wilson, 2006; 

Lo, 2011). As Norgaard (2007) has contended deliberation is a necessity given the obvious 

connections between the environment, shared understanding, justice and democracy.  

 

Deliberation improves the exercise of valuation in a fundamental way. By providing participants 

opportunities for social interaction and discussion valuation outcomes are grounded on more informed 

and reflective preferences. In deliberation people not only receives information from experts and 

researchers but also from other lay citizens. This allows for the inclusion of non-scientific forms of 

knowledge which could give rise to different perspectives in regards to the problem in question. The 

greater amount of information is also accompanied by a discussion dynamic that enrichens 

participants’ learning process, ultimately contributing to the formation of more robust preferences. 

This process, however, transcends the information and learning dimension since in a deliberation 

participants make collective judgements about policy actions and their outcomes, bringing to the fore 

the moral and justice dimensions of the environmental issue under consideration. As a consequence, 

collective outcomes are influenced by reflective preferences which arise from a process that involves 

the participation of autonomous and competent actors. That is, on Dryzek’s (2000) terms, 

democratization through greater democratic authenticity.  

 

Among the different deliberative alternatives proposed, deliberative monetary valuation (DMV) 

combines elements of economic valuation with deliberative processes (Niemeyer & Spash, 2001), yet 
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there is no universal definition of DMV. As in the deliberative democracy theory DMV approaches 

differ on their normative presuppositions, and consequently they also differ in their capacity to meet 

their democratic claim. DMV has developed theoretically under different ethical and political 

perspectives. One version grounded on communitarianism, calls for decision and valuation processes 

that leads people to perform the role of a citizen concerned with the community’s common good. 

Citizens, on this view, leave aside their self-interests to approach the collective problem from a ‘We’ 

(Etzioni, 1988) perspective (Pelletier, 2010; Sagoff, 1998; Vatn, 2009b). Politically this is a 

communitarian position which rejects the individualism of liberals, and although it claims that it is 

open to plural values it rejects consequentialist ethical positions (Lo, 2014). Deliberation as a 

communicative process is understood in Habermasian terms. Others attempt to ground their DMV 

model on Rawls in order to argue that that DMV produce fair outcomes as long as valuation is done 

through a fair procedure, one in which participants address the issue from an objective an impartial 

stance (Howarth & Wilson, 2006; Wilson & Howarth, 2002). Finally, Lo (2013); Lo and Spash 

(2013), taking distance from the previous two alternatives, draw on Gutmann and Thompson (2004) 

and Dryzek (2000) to present DMV as a second order theory in which the meaning of the monetary 

value is to be interpreted in the light of the discourses deployed and contested during deliberation.  

 

Because these three alternatives differ on the key issues identified in the preceding section (such as 

the type of communication deemed deliberative, the role of consensus, and cultural differences), they 

are not equally positioned to deal with the challenges that background inequalities pose for their 

democratic aims. How they respond to the fact that economic inequalities enable wealthier parties to 

wield communicative power, that individuals encounter each other with different capacities to 

deliberate, and that cultural differences may favour hegemonic discourses or styles of communication 

in decision making, needs clarification. This study addresses questions concerning the potential of 

DMV to make environmental valuation more inclusive and thus more democratic. 
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1.3 Research gaps 

 

Three research gaps emerge from the literature reviewed above. First, although the different normative 

DMV approaches recognize the risk that the asymmetries of power in resources entails for the 

democratic aim of DMV little attention has been paid to the problem of exclusion that arises from 

specifying a too demanding concept of deliberation. Chapters Two and Three contribute to this gap 

conceptually and empirically. Second, DMV models diverge on whether value expressions after 

deliberation should be individual or collective. Chapter Four address this gap by analyzing individual 

and collective WTP decisions. In doing so it also contributes to the study of the interplay between 

different decision structures and the social forces of deliberation, e.g. groupthink, which can limit 

participants’ capacity to express thoughtful and independent preferences. The third gap this study 

attempts to contribute to is to the literature that analyses the value expressions that arise from a DMV 

process, in turn helping to substantiate a normative DMV theory which does not demands consensus. 

Chapter five makes a contribution along these lines by examining the relationship between WTP 

expressions and their underlying reasons and discourses. Finally, the context of the location where 

this research was carried out is itself a contribution to the scant empirical DMV literature. While most 

of the DMV studies have been conducted in developed countries contexts, this study was conducted 

in a rural location of a developing country, Colombia.  

 

1.4 Aims 

 

In addressing these gaps this thesis is guided by the general research question: ‘Can deliberative 

monetary valuation overcome the problems that background inequalities pose to its democratic 

claims?’ 

Answering this research question entails the need to address a set of key sub-questions: 
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1. How can deliberative monetary valuation overcome the deficit of neoclassical environmental 

valuation? 

1.1. How can deliberation make monetary valuation more democratic? (This is addressed in 

Chapters 2, 4 and 5) 

1.2. How do researchers in the deliberative monetary valuation field deal with the problem of 

background inequalities? (Which is addressed in Chapter 2) 

2. What are the consequences of background inequalities for the democratic potential of 

deliberative monetary valuation? 

2.1. What is the relationship between background inequalities and internal exclusion? 

(Something that is addressed in Chapters 2 and 3) 

2.2. How can internal exclusion be avoided? (That is also dealt with in Chapters 2 and 3) 

2.3. Are changes in preferences driven by social pressures? (Which is addressed in Chapter 5) 

 

The first set of sub-questions address DMV’s democratic claim, which arises from deliberation’s 

potential to incorporate participants multiple value perspectives (Question 1.1). There is the common 

assertion that DMV, as a political process, is inherently more democratic than standard stated 

preference methods, e.g. contingent valuation, because it does not exclude participants on the basis of 

their income nor does it exclude a priori those preferences not fitting the utilitarian rationale. 

Deliberation, however, takes place against a background of inequality of conditions and social 

positions which can undermine DMV’s democratic aim. Different DMV approaches can then be 

assessed in this regard (Question1.2).  

 

The second set of sub-questions thus address the link between people’s diverse social and cultural 

backgrounds and the opportunity they have to meaningfully participate during a deliberation 

(Question 2.1), and in this way it leads to an examination of the measures that can promote inclusion 
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(Question 2.2). Inclusive DMV, however, also demands an exploration of the social forces that may 

arise during group discussion and prevent the expression of independent preferences (Question 2.3). 

 

1.5 Content and structure of the thesis 

 

The thesis consists of six chapters: A General Introduction (Chapter 1) and Conclusion (Chapter 6) 

and four results chapters (2-5). The results chapters are in the form of manuscripts formatted to meet 

the requirements of peer reviewed journals to which they have been submitted. As a result, there is 

some repetition among them, including in the descriptions of the study site and reference lists. There 

are also literature reviews at the start of each results chapter in accordance with the requirements of 

the journals. Some aspects of the results presented in Chapters 3 and 5 have also been published as a 

conference paper and extended abstracts which were presented at two international conferences. 

 

1.5.1  Thesis outline 

 

Chapter 2 examines the DMV literature by relating it to the theory of deliberative democracy. It 

focuses on the different notions of what constitutes deliberation to assess the limitations of current 

DMV models, and elaborates a capability-based approach to communicative competence to 

investigate the ways in which DMV could be made more inclusive. This provides the conceptual basis 

for the empirical enquiry of Chapter 3, which, based on the audio-recordings of group discussions and 

socio-demographic data, aims at analyzing the relationship between people’s background conditions 

and their participation in a deliberation. Chapter 4 extends the analysis by exploring whether the WTP 

expressed after deliberation were driven by social conformity effects. By discerning the influence of 

collective versus individual decision mechanisms on the occurrence of such effects it sheds light on 

the controversy surrounding the way in which WTP values should be obtained, i.e. provided by the 

individual or by agreed upon at the group level. 
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Chapter 5 further analyses post-deliberation WTP expressions in light of the reasons on which they 

were backed up by participants, and the discourses to which they were related. This chapter seeks to 

demonstrate how DMV can make more democratic the valuation process and the environmental 

policy it informs. Chapter 6 presents a summary of findings to then revisit the guiding research 

questions. It concludes by pointing to future research directions. 

 

1.6 Methods 

 

To address the research questions, I organized a deliberative workshop in which participants discussed 

a payment for ecosystem services (PES) policy aimed at conserving the tropical dry forest of the 

region. The topic of discussion was chosen given its relevance for Colombian environmental policy 

and the realities of the area where the study was carried out (detailed below). The PES policy 

presented for discussion followed the guidelines the Colombian government has put forward to 

implement this type of schemes, particularly the requirement that the scheme be implemented and 

funded at the municipal level. The objective of the PES is to transfer a financial incentive (through a 

municipal tax) from households to landowners in exchange for forest conservation. Participants were 

asked their willingness to pay a tax to finance the PES program.  

 

The theory of discursive democracy underpinning the empirical enquiry requires that along with 

preferences reasons and discourses be recorded. Given that in a DMV exercise preferences are 

expressed through monetary values, WTP, a contingent valuation survey was designed and 

implemented. The contingent valuation is a standard stated preference method used by economists to 

value in monetary terms those ecosystems goods or services not traded in a market. It does so by 

presenting to respondents a hypothetical scenario in which the quantity or quality of the good in 

question is varied and participants are asked their maximum willingness to pay to secure the 
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environmental gain. As discussed in the preceding sections, DMV combines such an economic 

process of valuation with the political process of deliberation. 

 

To study the discourses surrounding the payment issue the Q methodology is employed (details are 

provided in Chapter 5). This methodology is used for this study because it allows participants to 

communicate their point of view through the sorting of a set of statements about the subject matter, 

i.e. the topic of discussion. The sorting of these statements provide the frame of reference by which 

participants’ point of view is to be interpreted and discourses emerge from the sorting patterns across 

the pool of participants. In this sense Q is coherent with the theory of discursive democracy 

(Niemeyer, 2011). Moreover, the method is well suited for studies involving a small number of 

respondents because it is not premised upon demographic representation. 

 

1.6.1  Study area 

 

This research was undertaken in a rural location in the Colombian Caribbean (Figure 1). It comprises 

towns and villages in the jurisdiction of the municipalities of Luruaco and Santa Catalina which have 

the following characteristics: (i) they are located in a region where there still are remnants of Tropical 

Dry Forest (TDF), a type of forest highly endangered in Colombia; (ii) the TDF has been declared as 

an strategic ecosystem for Colombian environmental policy, thus conservation in private lands 

through payments to landowners are part of the policy toolkit; (iii) the conservation of the remaining 

forests is under threat because of rapid land use change and resource extraction related to: extensive 

cattle ranching, mining and wood-fuel; (iv) is an area characterized by the high incidence of poverty 

(income-based) and low levels of educational attainment; and, finally, (v) land ownership is highly 

unequal. 
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The situation described above mean: that policies aimed at conserving the TDF through monetary 

payments to landowners are a contested issue as long as it entails a payment from the “poor” to the 

“rich”; and, that participants in the deliberative valuation exercise command few resources and have 

low levels of formal education. These features make the case study a good fit to the purposes of this 

investigation. 

 

 

Figure 1.1 Study site in Colombia 

 

 

1.6.2  Data collection strategy and instruments 

 

The data was collected in four stages, as described below. 

 

Phase 0: Developing the environmental valuation scenario 

Qualitative data was gathered during this stage with the aim to develop the valuation scenario around 

which the deliberative workshop was designed. Key information was obtained also for the 

development of the contingent valuation survey and the Q questionnaire.  Data collection strategies 

included: 



 

43 
 

 Semi-structured personal interviews (five interviews with key informants to assess perceptions 

about forest conservation, its importance for the community and ecological conflicts); and, 

 Focus group (one focus group with eight members of a conservation NGO was conducted to 

discuss perceptions about the government and public participation in decision-making). 

 

Phase 1: Pre-deliberation individual interviews 

Face to face interviews were carried out with a sample of randomly selected individuals. During 

this stage a contingent valuation survey was administered. 

 Contingent valuation survey (n=225) to assess people’s willingness to financially support the 

forest conservation program proposed. The program was presented as a payment for 

ecosystem services type of scheme (PES), the objective of which is to transfer financial 

incentives (through a municipal tax) from households to landowners where the remnants of 

TDF stands in exchange for conserving the forest. The valuation question presented was: “Are 

you willing to pay a monthly tax to the municipal government to finance the protection of the 

700ha of forests that are in the municipality’s jurisdiction?” Because I lacked a list of 

households with appropriate contact information participants were randomly selected during 

fieldwork.  

 

Phase 2: The deliberative forum 

Group discussions were audio-recorded. Transcriptions from the audio-recordings were used for 

analyzing participant’s level participation in discussion. For each participant the number and time 

of interventions was measured. Details of the forum are provided in the next subsection. 
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Phase 3: Post-deliberation 

After discussions participants answered 

 Contingent valuation survey (n=39). The valuation question that was asked in Phase 1 was 

administered again. Consequently, the WTP expressions of the 39 workshop participants 

were measured before and after deliberation 

 Q questionnaire (n=39). Participants rank sorted 40 statements which captured a broad 

range of opinions concerning the conservation of the TDF and related issues. Statements 

were obtained from the data collected during Phase 0. Each of the statements was assessed 

using a nine-point scale using a forced distribution ranging from strongly disagree (-4) to 

strongly agree (+4).  They were analyzed using the Q methodology (explained in Chapter 

5) 

 

1.6.3  The deliberative workshop 

 

Overview 

 

The deliberative workshop was carried out the 26th September 2014 at the school of the village of 

Arroyo de Piedra. It was a one-day event which started at 9:00 am till 3:00pm. It was sponsored by 

Universidad del Norte and organized by myself with support from Universidad del Norte staff. The 

objective of the workshop was to assess the public acceptance of a PES scheme intended to conserve 

the last remnants of TDF in the area. Thirty-nine ordinary citizens participated. Participants received 

a cash remuneration of COP25,000 (USD 13.5). 

 

Participant recruitment 

 

Participants were recruited from the contingent valuation survey sample. Fifty individuals were 

selected on the basis of their place of residence, education level, gender and engagement in 
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conservation activities. Thirty-nine of them showed up on the workshop day. They were randomly 

assigned to five small-discussion groups. By randomly inviting participants from the initial sample I 

tried to avoid the biases that arise from self-selection problems, like recruiting a homogenous group 

of highly motivated individuals sharing their concern for environmental protection.  

 

Table 1.3 Deliberative workshop participants' background 

Subject Group Age Gender Education Municipality 

6ag01 1 31 Female “Tertiary” Luruaco 

22rp01 1 20 Male “Tertiary” Luruaco 

26vd01 1 74 Male Primary Luruaco 

1aa01 1 40 Female Secondary Santa Catalina 

11cc01 1 35 Male “Tertiary” Santa Catalina 

36ly01 1 42 Female Secondary Luruaco 

31jd01 1 32 Male “Tertiary” Luruaco 

16dp01 1 45 Female Primary Luruaco 

21rg02 2 47 Female “Tertiary” Luruaco 

37dp02 2 40 Male Secondary Luruaco 

32na02 2 31 Female Primary Luruaco 

17to02 2 54 Male Primary Luruaco 

7mm02 2 40 Female Secondary Santa Catalina 

2av02 2 56 Male Primary Santa Catalina 

27mc02 2 50 Female Secondary Santa Catalina 

23ia03 3 33 Female Secondary Luruaco 

13ef03 3 44 Female Secondary Santa Catalina 

3jo03 3 40 Male Primary Luruaco 

38ac03 3 50 Female “Tertiary” Santa Catalina 

8gg03 3 36 Female “Tertiary” Santa Catalina 

33cr03 3 19 Female Secondary Luruaco 

28ep03 3 58 Male Secondary Santa Catalina 

29nc04 4 52 Female Mid-secondary Luruaco 

24oc04 4 24 Female “Tertiary” Luruaco 

4dd04 4 61 Male “Tertiary” Santa Catalina 

34ng04 4 41 Female Secondary Luruaco 

39jm04 4 57 Male Primary Santa Catalina 

19jo04 4 35 Male Mid-secondary Luruaco 

9ym04 4 44 Female Primary Santa Catalina 
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14jm04 4 40 Male Mid-secondary Santa Catalina 

20yg05 5 46 Female “Tertiary” Luruaco 

30cf05 5 19 Male Secondary Luruaco 

35ag05 5 36 Female Mid-secondary Luruaco 

10oh05 5 26 Male “Tertiary” Santa Catalina 

25im05 5 39 Female Secondary Luruaco 

5eg05 5 55 Male Secondary Luruaco 

 

Sessions 

 

The deliberative process was split into three parts. The first was an introductory session. The main 

objective of this session was to define the rules of engagement, which were not imposed by the 

research team but worked out between the facilitator and participants, this with the aim of giving 

participants ownership of the process (Chilvers, 2008). The second part comprised three discussion 

sessions that were structured around the main topic, which was framed as “knowing the opinion of 

the local community about the TDF and the PES policy as a conservation strategy”. Each session 

began with a short presentation made by the facilitator, which included basic information and the 

session’s guiding questions. This was followed by discussions. The duration ranged from 30 to 40 

minutes for each discussion session.   

 

The first discussion session focused on “Concern about the TDF”. Participants expressed their views 

about the importance of the forest for their livelihoods, wellbeing, and the perceived relationship 

between conservation and development. Indicative questions included: ‘Should we protect the TDF 

of the region? Why?’ and ‘Does conservation of the TDF impede development?’ The second 

discussion session presented the PES scheme under the heading ‘Conservation policy. Financing 

conservation locally’. Participants discussed their opinions about the PES and specifically about their 

WTP to finance the program through a new tax. The PES scheme was described in the same terms 

and using the same information that was used in the contingent valuation survey. At the end of this 
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session the valuation question was administered again. Participants made their WTP decisions 

individually and privately.  

 

In the third and final discussion session participants were asked to make a collective decision on the 

amount (WTP) they thought households should pay to finance the protection of the TDF. To make 

the decision participants in each group first announced if they were willing to pay or not. If there was 

unanimous agreement on paying, then they discussed the amount to pay. If there was not unanimous 

agreement, then participants could engage in discussion and then vote. If the result was paying they 

then discussed the amount to pay.   

 

In the third, and last, part of the workshop the five groups joined together to exchange their views. 

Each nominated one group member to share the views of the group she or he represented. At the end 

of this activity the Q questionnaire was administered and participants received the monetary incentive.  

 

1.7 Publications 

 

The publications stemming from the research presented in this thesis are as follows: 

Papers in review 

Vargas A., Lo, A., Howes, M., & Rhode, N. (in review). The problem of inclusion in deliberative 

environmental valuation. Environmental Values (Chapter 2) 

Vargas A., Lo, A., Rhode, N., & Howes, M. (in review) Influence of background inequalities on 

participation in deliberative valuation: Lessons from small-group discussions on forest 

conservation in Colombia. Ecological Economics (Chapter 3) 
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Vargas, A., Rhode, N., Lo, A., & Howes, M. (in review) Deliberative valuation: Social influences and 

peer effects on expressed willingness to pay. Journal of Environmental Planning and 

Management (Chapter 4) 

Vargas, A., Howes, M., Lo, A., & Rhode, N. (in review) Public deliberation on payment for ecosystem 

services: A case study of tropical dry forest conservation in Colombia. Land Use Policy (Chapter 

5) 

Conference paper 

Vargas, A., (2015). Deliberative monetary valuation: preferences and participation. 1st Congress of 

the Andean Society for Ecological Economics. Universidad del Valle, Cali, Colombia (see 

appendix 9) 

Extended conference abstracts 

Vargas, A. (2015). Mapping discourses to understand public acceptance of a payment for forest 

protection policy in Colombia: An application of Q methodology. X international convention on 

environment and development. Palacio de Convenciones, La Habana, Cuba 

Additional relevant publications 

In addition to submitted manuscripts that formed the results chapter of this thesis, there are other 

relevant publication, related to, but not directly part of this thesis: 

Vargas, A., Díaz, D. (accepted for publication) Going along with the crowd? The importance of group 

effects for environmental deliberative monetary valuation. Cuadernos de Economía. (see 

appendix 10) 
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1.8  Concluding remarks 

 

In this introductory chapter the theory of deliberative democracy was reviewed and a link was made 

to the deliberative valuation of the environment in general and DMV in particular. The democratic 

aspirations and as well as the limitations of deliberative valuation were presented. This revision thus 

laid the ground for a more detailed analysis of DMV in relation to its capacity to make the valuation 

process more democratic. This is done in the following chapters. 
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CHAPTER 2 -  

The Problem of Inclusion in Deliberative Environmental Valuation 
 

The previous chapter provided a synthesis of the political dimension of environmental valuation 

methods. It included a review and discussion of the democratic deficit of standard valuation methods, 

and presented the theory of deliberative democracy that serves as the theoretical framework of this 

PhD. This chapter investigates the democratic challenges faced by the deliberative monetary valuation 

(DMV) alternative. It specifically discusses the relationship between the forms of communication 

deemed deliberative and people’s opportunity to participate in discussion. In doing this this Chapter 

help answer research questions 1.1, 1.2, 2.1 and 2.2, thus indicating how DMV can make monetary 

valuation more democratic. 

Chapter 2 is currently under review by the journal Environmental Values. It has been altered in 
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2.1 Abstract 

 

The idea of inclusive collective decision making is important in establishing democratic legitimacy, 

but it fails when citizens are excluded. Stated-preference methods of valuation that are commonly 

used in economics have been criticized because the principle of willingness to pay may exclude low 

income earners who do not have a capacity to pay. Deliberative valuation has been advocated as a 

way to overcome this problem, but deliberation may also be exclusive. In this review two deliberative 

valuation frameworks are compared. The first is grounded on the idea of rational discourse that 

emphasizes argument at the expense of other communicative strategies. It seeks to secure inclusion 

through procedural rules and pre-requisites but fails to address the underlying democratic limitation 

of argumentation.  The second does not rely on the distinction between rational and rhetorical speech 

and therefore admits alternative forms of communication. This approach recognizes differences in the 

communicative capacities and practices of those who take part in deliberation and so is better 

equipped to improve, but not guarantee, inclusion.  

 

Keywords: Deliberative monetary valuation, Inclusion, Democracy, Environmental valuation, 

Communicative rationality 

 

2.2 Introduction 

 

In environmental decision making, public participation is increasingly being promoted as a way to 

enhance the legitimacy of decisions. Neoclassical economists believe that stated preference valuation 

approaches, such as the contingent valuation method (CVM), can provide opportunities for public 

participation by allowing representatives from the affected population to evaluate public decisions 

and select the best options for them. This is regarded as crucial for enhancing the democratic 

legitimacy of environmental cost benefit analysis (ECBA) (OECD, 2006).  
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ECBA, in general terms, provides information about whether a policy change is likely to improve 

social welfare, defined as the aggregation of individual welfare. ECBA’s core activity is the estimation 

of monetary values for environmental changes, in many cases through techniques such as the CVM, 

which employ surveys to describe a hypothetical buying situation in order to ask respondents their 

maximum willingness to pay for a change in the level of provision of the environmental good 

(Bockstael & Freeman III, 2005). 

 

From a political perspective ECBA resembles the aggregative model of democracy according to 

which a democratic decision represents the most widely and strongly held preferences (Elster, 1997; 

O'Neill et al., 2008). On this account a democratic process must  allow for the expression of competing 

preferences, and requires a fair method for adding them (Young, 2000). ECBA fails in both respects. 

First because precludes the expression of preferences that are not in accordance with ECBA’s 

rationale, e.g. lexicographic preferences; and second, because the aggregation method is not fair as 

long as the intensity to which a preference can be expressed is contingent upon the individual’s income 

(Gowdy, 2004; Wegner & Pascual, 2011).  

 

Ecological economists have therefore proposed alternative valuation methods grounded on the 

theories of deliberative democracy, which emphasize free deliberation among equals.  They argue 

that deliberative procedures can enhance the democratic legitimacy and procedural justice of 

collective decisions regarding the environment (Lo, 2011; Randhir & Shriver, 2009; Söderbaum & 

Brown, 2010; Wilson & Howarth, 2002).  

 

Deliberative monetary valuation (DMV) is one of these alternative valuation methods (Niemeyer & 

Spash, 2001).  Through a combination of political and economic processes, DMV asks   participants 
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to state, individually or collectively, their willingness to pay (WTP) after going through a group 

discussion process (Spash, 2007, 2008). The problem, however, is that despite being participatory, 

DMV does not guarantee democratically better outcomes. A key criterion of democratic legitimacy is 

the degree to which those affected by a decision have been included in deliberation. According to 

Young (2000), there are two forms of exclusion: external and internal. External exclusion occurs when 

individuals or groups who intend to participate are left out of the forum. Internal exclusion occurs 

when individuals lack the effective opportunity to influence the thinking of others even when they 

have access to the forum.  

 

Proponents of deliberative valuation have made reference to this later type of exclusion as the “ability 

to say” (O'Neill & Spash, 2000). The capacity and confidence of citizens to speak and to be heard are 

unevenly distributed across the sample of participants due to variations in education level and ability 

to use formal languages (Spash, 2007). Deliberative valuation proponents have relied on the 

procedures of debate and discussion to secure equal and free participation, but fail to adequately 

address the democratic limitation of rational argumentation. This paper argues that procedures 

designed to give equal footing to participants but unattended to variations in communicative 

competence severely compromise people´s ability to say and ultimately the democratic legitimacy of 

valuation.  

 

This paper reviews the conceptual and empirical DMV literature and analyze it in light of the internal 

exclusion problem. In the next section, the basis of the deliberative valuation alternative is briefly 

discussed.  Section 3 develops the “ability to say” issue in order to critically review the theoretical 

and empirical DMV literature in section 4. The final section concludes. 
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2.3  The DMV Project 

 

In addressing environmental conflicts an important observation is that  decisions are shaped in the 

context of an uneven distribution of wealth, power and voice (O'Neill et al., 2008). But how and to 

what degree these distorting factors shape a decision is contingent upon the chosen decision-making 

processes that determine whose interests are to count and to what extent (Vatn & Bromley, 1994).  

 

While the standard approach to CVM and ECBA presupposes that economics is about efficiency and 

politics about equity (Atkinson & Mourato, 2008) deliberative approaches, by contrast, do not pretend 

to separate economics from politics. Rather equity and efficiency are expected to be simultaneously 

addressed by deliberators. In the deliberative settings proposed by  Brown et al. (1995); Ward (1999), 

participating citizens do not represent specific interests but take into account the interests and values 

of other stakeholders. Similarly, drawing on Rawls´s Theory of Justice (1971), Wilson and Howarth 

(2002) assert that a fair deliberative valuation process will produce a fair outcome.  

 

Following a different  line of argument, Sagoff (1998) contends that when making a collective 

decision individuals act as citizens who express their opinions about what we ought to do as society 

rather than private consumer preferences.  Deliberative approaches should therefore be used to 

evaluate options for managing the environment because they put the individuals in the appropriate 

social context and discourage self-interested consumer perspectives (Jacobs, 1997; Soma & Vatn, 

2010; Vatn, 2005a, 2009a, 2009b).  

 

Whether these deliberative principles could make sense of monetary valuation, however, is contested. 

Sagoff (1998) for instance, accepts monetary valuation on the basis that WTP figures may be 

reinterpreted as a fair share, not welfare losses or gains. For  Vatn (2009b) monetary assessments and 
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deliberation seem to be incompatible because they are based on conflicting assumptions about the 

process of valuation e.g., collective reasoning vs. individual trade-offs.  

 

Drawing on critical theory  Lo (2014) argues that deliberation and monetary valuation are 

incompatible as long as they are premised upon competing moral theories (consequentialist vs. 

deontological, for example). But if deliberation is conceptualized as a second order theory whose 

purpose is to structure the dispute among the claims of conflicting first order theories (e.g. 

consequentialist, deontological), and the meaning of the monetary value is left open to post-

deliberative interpretation, then deliberation and monetary valuation can be made compatible (Lo & 

Spash, 2013). This implies, however, that money values are no longer an economic but a political 

construct.   

 

2.4 Ability to say and internal exclusion 

 

The “ability to pay” argument exposes the problem of CVM in excluding individuals on the basis of 

income. The same argument can be used to articulate the issue of deliberative exclusion due to the 

uneven distribution of citizen´s capacities, and confidence, to both speak and to be heard (O'Neill & 

Spash, 2000; Spash, 2007). Following Young (2000) we distinguish internal from external exclusion 

and build on this to present a conceptualization of the “ability to say” in terms of Sen’s (1999)  

capabilities approach. 

 

2.4.1  Deliberative exclusion 

 

Deliberation is exclusive to the extent that the asymmetries of power and resources present in society 

prevent some voices from public participation (O'Neill et al., 2008). External exclusion occurs 

because powerful actors can use their political and economic resources to strategically manipulate a 
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deliberative process to silence certain perspectives or legitimize political agendas (Niemeyer & Spash, 

2001; O'Hara, 1996; O'Neill, 2007).  

 

Internal exclusion is less apparent because it occurs within deliberation. People are internally 

excluded because they lack effective opportunity to influence the thinking of others.  According to 

Young (2000) the source of internal exclusion are the exacting standards of political communication 

required by the deliberative ideal with its  assumption that deliberation is both culturally neutral and 

universal in character;  but as she asserts  “it actually carries the rhetorical nuances of particular 

situated social positions and relations” (Young, 2000, p. 63). A deliberative setting that privileges 

argument is more likely to be influenced by society´s structural inequalities which “inhibit the political 

participation of some citizens with formally equal rights at the same time that they relatively empower 

others”(Young, 2000, p. 34) 

 

Theories of deliberation grounded on Habermas´s Theory of Communicative Action (1984) or Rawls´s 

public reason (2005) utilise an idea of deliberation that is restricted to rational argumentation. Other 

forms of communication, like rhetoric and narrative, are treated with suspicion as they are considered 

strategic in nature. According to them is only through the impersonal force of argument that 

autonomous and free citizens should reach an agreement. For Young (2000)  argument is necessary 

if public discussion is to produce just and wise decisions, but she thinks there are reasons to be 

suspicious of argument.  

 

First, it requires shared premises and conceptual frameworks for framing the issues. Those needs, 

interests and sufferings of injustice that cannot be expressed according to shared premises within these 

shared discursive frameworks are excluded (Young, 2000). Second, it assumes norms of 
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“articulateness”. Spoken expression that follows the structure of well-formed written speech, speech 

framed as straightforward assertion, that is formal and general and that proceeds from premises to 

conclusions in an orderly fashion is privileged over other modes of expression. According to Young 

these norms of “articulateness” are culturally specific and “those who exhibit such articulate qualities 

of expression are usually socially privileged” (Young, 2000, p. 39). Third, norms of deliberation that 

privilege speech which is dispassionate and disembodied presuppose an opposition between reason 

an emotion that devaluates forms of expression used by marginalized groups and minorities (Young, 

2000).  

 

Hence, a more inclusive deliberative framework should welcome alternative forms of communication 

(e.g. greeting, rhetoric and narrative) to further understanding among deliberators not sharing the 

same background conditions. Alternative modes of communication are not substitutes for argument 

but important complements. In Young´s own words 

 

“Greeting, I claim, precedes the giving and evaluating of reasons in discussion that aim to reach 

understanding. If parties do not recognize and acknowledge one another, they will not listen to 

arguments. Rhetoric always accompanies argument, by situating the argument for a particular 

audience and giving it embodied style and tone. Narratives sometimes are important parts of 

larger arguments, and sometimes enable understanding across difference in the absence of 

shared premises that arguments need in order to begin” (Young, 2000, p. 79). 

 

  

The aim, besides justification, is to establish credibility, to create empathy, to trigger a sense of 

injustice and to draw the attention of the audience to one’s claims and experiences (Mansbridge et al., 

2010). Empirical evidence from small group deliberation shows that non-argumentative forms of 

communication are used by deliberators to build a common informational base and to critically 

analyze information  (Black, 2012); to foster understanding (Black, 2008; Dryzek & Lo, 2014); to 

question and to challenge experts (Walmsley, 2009); to build trust and sincerity (Ryfe, 2006); to 
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justify arguments (Steiner, 2012); and, to represent new interests and identities (Polletta & Lee, 2006).  

Polletta and Lee (2006) found that women are more likely to use narrative and that a minority 

perspective claim is more likely to be advanced using narrative that other type of claims. With regards 

to participation, the evidence from jury studies and deliberative mini-publics indicates that those who 

tend to have greater presence in deliberation are those with higher educational and income levels, 

males, and people with better occupational status (Siu, 2009; Siu & Stanisevski, 2012; Steiner, 2012).    

 

The empirical evidence suggests that non-argumentative communication is not exclusively used by 

minorities and marginalized groups, that participation is partially related to social and economic 

variables, and that non-argumentative forms are often compatible with, and helpful for, the 

deliberative model ideals. This lends support to the position that a normative DMV framework should 

avoid reducing communication to a procedural condition for meeting its ideals. Rather, what is 

important is to distinguish communicative acts aimed at reaching understanding and cooperation from 

those intended to strategically manipulate others. This differentiation “cannot be made by means of a 

distinction between purely rational and merely rhetorical speech” (Young, 2000, p. 66) but requires 

the application of critical standards to all forms of communication. Communication should be non-

coercive, it should connect particular interests to some general principles, and it should involve an 

effort to communicate in terms that others can accept (Dryzek & Niemeyer, 2010a).  

 

A deliberative framework that admits alternative forms of communication has also better prospects 

for being relevant in different contexts, for example non-Western societies and developing countries.  

By not being predisposed to particular ways of expressing and reasoning it is better equipped, though 

not fully capable, than its rationalistic counterpart for encompassing what Martínez-Alier (2002) 

labels the multiple languages of valuation (e.g. livelihoods, sacredness, rights) that underlie  

ecological distribution conflicts. This is so because idea of languages refers not only to the multiplicity 
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of values that are at stake in an ecological conflict but also to the ways in which people around the 

world express those judgements, not all of them articulable in rationalistic terms (Ward et al., 2003). 

Young (2000), for instance, insists in that alternative forms of communication are especially valuable 

for expressing claims of injustice which cannot be articulated within the prevailing normative 

discourse but that demand a new one. As an example. Taking the Ecuadorian of the rights of nature 

as a case study, Tanasescu (2015) nicely illustrates the role that pre-defined normative languages in 

combination with the use of the indigenous as a symbol of  harmonious living with and within nature2 

played in advancing the interests of nature advocates while contributing to the long history of denying 

indigenous agency.  

 

Taken all together we can say that a deliberative valuation framework predisposed to argumentation 

imposes an undue burden on deliberators for their competence to participate in deliberation is 

conditioned by their capacity to reason in a particular way. But if reasoning is a capacity expressed in 

different ways in various cultural contexts (Mercier, 2011), then a broader concept of political 

communication  does not contradict deliberation’s rationality aims while allowing for a DMV 

framework better suited for accommodating social differences and recognising the cultural specificity 

of deliberative practices. A less rigid notion of communicative competence is thus needed. This is 

further explored in what follows. 

 

2.4.2          Advancing inclusion in the forum 

 

Under the capability approach, individual advantage is judged by a person’s capability to do things 

she or he has reason to value. The focus is on the freedom that a person actually has to do this or be 

                                                           
2 This image of the indigenous is in itself a Western romantic construction, which is in fact misleading and 
oversimplifying (see the Pristine Myth in Miller (2007)) 
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that (Sen, 2009). These beings and doings are called functionings. Being communicatively competent 

is a key functioning for deliberation. 

 

The degree of communicative competence in deliberation depends on both the presence of resources 

(e.g. schooling) necessary for this capability, and the extent to which these resources can be converted 

into a functioning.  Sen (1999) distinguishes different sources of variation between resources and the 

advantages individuals get from them.  

 

First, personal heterogeneities (e.g. physical conditions, cognitive and non-cognitive skills) influence 

how a person can convert a resource into a functioning. For instance, if a person has cognitive 

disabilities, schooling will be of limited help. Second, social factors shape the context in which the 

individual employs his or her resources and abilities, and makes choices. Those factors could operate 

at the societal level, like public educational arrangements, or at the smaller scale of the micro-political 

interaction of deliberation, such as norms favoring specific modes of communication or admissible 

forms of knowledge. Third3, relational perspectives are those factors that influence how the individual 

understands his or her relative position in society, like social norms and conventions that define gender 

roles or discriminating practices.  

 

Based on the above we can show more clearly the central role that communication plays in advancing 

inclusion. We can start by seeing communication as a social factor. Accepted forms of communication 

in deliberation are part of the social context in which a participant has the opportunity to influence 

others. By defining how the individual is expected to communicate in a deliberation what it is to be a 

                                                           
3 Sen (1999) also includes environmental diversities (e.g. climate and location) and distribution within the family. These 
are beyond the scope of our analysis. 
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communicatively competent actor is also defined.  Consequently, the advantages the individual can 

get from the resources he or she commands are conditioned by what counts as deliberative 

communication. What kind of communication counts as deliberative could be exogenous, as in 

deliberation theories grounded on Habermas´s (1984) and Rawls´s public use of reason (2005), or 

endogenous to the actual deliberative practice, i.e. internally derived from the communicative 

practices of those who take part in deliberation.  

 

In the first case of exogenous definition, the individual´s communicative competence is judged 

according to their capacity to raise and challenge validity claims by means of reasoned argumentation. 

On this account an individual becomes a better deliberator by acquiring those resources which can 

improve his/her argumentative performance. Hence the call for institutions that correct for disparities 

and that guarantee that each citizen has the capacity to participate in deliberation (Bohman, 1997; 

Knight & Johnson, 1997). The problem with this formulation is that deliberation is conditioned to the 

future realization of some ideal conditions at the social level. Current inequalities of resources and 

power are not addressed, and deliberation does not play a role in counterbalancing them. 

 

In the second case of endogenous definition, communicative competence is not set in advance but 

emerges from the interaction between the communicative practices of those who deliberate and their 

personal characteristics and resources. There is no predisposition to a particular form of 

communication, rather individuals employ those that better suits them. The only procedural pre-

requisite that deliberation demands is an open mind in a spirit of reciprocity (Dryzek, 2000; Niemeyer 

& Dryzek, 2007).  
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Deliberation does not then have to wait until resource inequalities are redressed and does not purport 

to erase difference but to recognize it, which means that it is attuned to those relational factors that 

shape how deliberation occurs in a given socio-cultural context.  Relational factors are also key to the 

achievement of communicative competence. If there is a social norm that women are not allowed to 

appear in public with men, for example, then it becomes difficult or even impossible for women to 

use the resource (e.g. schooling) to enable the communicative functioning in a deliberative setting 

that does not take that norm into account. This, however, should not be interpreted as an uncritical 

acceptance of social norms but as a recognition of their presence. The challenge then is to identify 

those practices that reinforce social injustices from those normatively promising (Sass & Dryzek, 

2014). 

 

Finally, personal heterogeneities (e.g. cognitive and non-cognitive skills, physical conditions) play a 

fundamental role. First, significant inequalities in resources raise the possibility for those better 

positioned to exercise political domination. This, however, does not imply that resource equality 

guarantees political equality in the forum. Individuals differ in their ability to convert resources into 

communicative competence. Second, personal heterogeneities imply that the compensation needed to 

redress disadvantages vary across individuals and also that even with compensations disadvantages 

cannot be fully “corrected” (Sen, 1999).  In other words, full equality in communicative competence 

is unachievable. 

 

From the above discussion it is clear that: i) political equality and inclusion are not reducible to 

resource distributions; and, ii) communicative norms play a key role in improving inclusion in the 

presence of an uneven distribution of resources and capabilities, see for instance Clifford (2012). 

Although redressing resource inequality is desirable, it should not be seen as a prerequisite of 

deliberation. Rather, what should be recognized is the two-way relationship between the rules of, and 
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conditions for, deliberation and the participatory capabilities of the public. Public policies can enhance 

people´s capabilities and the rules of deliberation can be sensitive to those capabilities, but also the 

direction of public policy and the rules governing deliberation can be influenced by the use of 

participatory capabilities by the public.   

 

2.5 Inclusion in Deliberative Valuation 

 

O'Neill and Spash (2000) and Spash (2007) recognizes the risk of exclusion that unequal 

communicative competence entails and suggests that: 

“Exclusion is dealt with more explicitly by political processes, and confidence and trust in the 

structure and conduct of the process are recognized as highly important features. Thus, 

dominance by one interest is to be avoided and silent parties are to be encouraged to have their 

say” (Spash, 2007, p. 694).  

 

This observation points to the importance of deliberation’s procedural character, though no further 

elaboration is presented. In what follows we organize the theoretical DMV literature by means of a 

distinction between classical and expansive deliberation (Bächtiger et al., 2010; Mansbridge et al., 

2010) in order to explore how they address the internal exclusion issue. 

 

2.5.1  Classical deliberation 

 

Classical deliberation is rooted in the Kantian ideal of the public use of reason, as exhibited by 

Habermas (1984) and Rawls (2005). On this account deliberation “implies a systematic process 

wherein actors tell the truth, justify their positions extensively and are willing to yield to the force of 

the better argument” (Bächtiger et al., 2010, p. 33). The ultimate goal is to reach consensus. The focus 

is on deliberative intent and it relies on a sharp distinction between the uses of language that aim at 

convergence through reason and those that are strategic in nature (O'Neill, 2002, p. 253).  
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For Rawls, the concepts of reason, standards of correctness, and criteria for justification are necessary 

if inquiry is to be free and public, otherwise there is no reasoning but rhetoric (Rawls, 2005). 

Similarly, Habermas (1984) distinguishes speech acts that reveal the speaker´s intention, 

illocutionary, from those that produce an effect upon the hearer, perlocutionary. While the former 

makes a speech act self-sufficient the later depends on a context of purposive action. It may be 

strategically motivated if it is not declared or if it is brought about by deceptive speech acts 

(Habermas, 1984, 1998).  Communicative action can only arise from illocutionary aims. For DMV 

theorists falling into this category, deliberation is akin to a process of reasoned argumentation, which 

means that they rely on strategies different to communicative standards to secure inclusion in the 

forum.   

 

DMV theories influenced by liberal political ideas, for example, envisage deliberation as the space 

where impartial and objective collective decisions are made (Brown et al., 1995; Howarth & Wilson, 

2006; Wilson & Howarth, 2002). For Brown et al. (1995) this is the case if citizen´s are to act as 

agents of society. Only capable citizens can be appointed as juries. They should be reasonable, free 

of any personal conflict of interest, free of mental or emotional disability, and possess an adequate 

level of maturity, intelligence and education (Brown et al., 1995). On this account the freedom and 

equality of those fairly situated for conceiving the fair terms of social cooperation is achieved by 

prescribing the qualities that a reasonable citizen must meet. Brown´s deliberative framework 

achieves inclusion through the exclusion of those less able to reason. Like Rawls, they see the public 

use of reason as a privilege of a few, even a solitary thinker can do the job (Dryzek, 2000, p. 15). 

 

Wilson and Howarth (2002) for their part present Rawls’ original position as a “useful model of what 

we should strive to mirror in value-articulating institutions”(Wilson & Howarth, 2002, p. 433) if 

legitimate and fair outcomes are to be produced. To put into practice these normative ideals Wilson 
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and Howarth (2002, p. 435)  define social fairness in terms of a deliberative forum that: i) Protects 

participants from uncompensated harms; and, ii) Ensures that participants have a common set of rights 

or capabilities. Social equity stresses the need for ex-ante equality and freedom, which would be 

realized ex-post if the deliberative procedure is fair.  A fair procedure is one in which: i) there are not 

access restrictions to deliberation; ii) participants are allowed to influence the agenda; iii) to introduce 

their own assessment of an ecosystem service; iv) to express their own attitudes, needs and 

preferences; v) coercion is absent; and, vi) the goal is to reach a consensus value among participants. 

 

To secure inclusion in the forum Wilson and Howarth (2002) do not exclude outright those less 

capable but stipulate resource and capability equality, and lay down the conditions for the free and 

un-coerced exercise of reason. Yet, their solution remains unsatisfactory for two reasons. First, 

inclusive deliberation is contingent upon the realization of ideal conditions of equality while current 

ones remain unattended. Second, the call for a common set of capabilities losses its force if we do not 

pay attention to the communicative norms that regulate deliberation. As we argued in Section 2.4.2   

equality in communicative competence, although unachievable, is advanced through changes that 

come from within deliberation, not only through external institutional changes.  

 

Ward (1999) too sees deliberation as a place where impartial judgements are made. He appeals to 

Harsanyi´s (1955) extended preferences as a regulative ideal. Individuals formulate their ethical 

preferences by putting themselves in the shoes of various subjects. On this account deliberating 

citizens: “are not asked to express their own personal evaluations but their judgements about what 

environmental quality is worth for society as a whole” (Ward, 1999, p. 79). Once individuals have 

adopted the right positional perspective they engage in a process of reasoned argumentation regulated 

by an ideal of communicative rationality that demands full equality in communicative competence  

(Ward, 1999, p. 81).  
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On Ward´s (1999) formulation the problem of internal exclusion could be addressed by selecting 

adequate representatives, after all, Harsanyi’s extended preferences means that the juror 

empathetically project himself into the position of the other subject (Adler, 2014). So, as Brown and 

colleagues, Ward´s framework could achieve inclusion through the exclusion of the less able. 

 

Another strand of the literature adopts a communitarian oriented perspective to present deliberation 

as the right institutional context for making decisions about the environment. In deliberation 

individuals are able to perform their citizens’ role of defining and protecting the common good from 

a “We” perspective (Sagoff, 1998; Vatn, 2005a, 2009a). It relies on Habermas´ communicative action 

(1984) to regulate the reason-giving process. Communication is to develop appropriate norms. This 

is communicative action built on social (“We”) rationality. “Communicative action is about reasoning 

together over which solutions should be sought and testing arguments concerning which norms or 

behavioral rules should be supported in the specific social setting” (Vatn, 2009b, p. 2209).   

 

Deliberation is thus instrumental in positioning individuals into the correct evaluative attitude, one in 

which the environment is evaluated using the right principles. The issue of inclusion is therefore 

limited to being able to engage in argumentation about what norms supports community´s shared 

values. But, if participants are not capable enough to do so then: “the institutional challenge in this 

case is whether one should create specific rules that help secure the defined rights of these groups in 

the deliberative process, respectively let them choose to be represented by advocates” (Vatn, 2009b, 

p. 2213). Yet, as we have already discussed, without revising deliberation´s communicative norms 

these solutions are unsatisfactory. Procedural rules alone assume that individuals are equally capable 

to communicate, which also means that a representation devise envisaged on this presumption runs 

the risk of achieving inclusion through discriminatory conditions of admissibility.  
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2.5.2  Expansive deliberation 

 

According to Mansbridge et al. (2010): “Contemporary deliberative theorists have moved away from 

the language of “reason”, with its Enlightenment  overtones of a unitary knowable entity, to a focus 

on mutual justification” (Mansbridge et al., 2010, p. 67), which could be achieved through 

communication forms other than argument (Dryzek & Hendriks, 2012) . Agreement founded on 

mutual justification is possible because citizens are regulated by the principle of reciprocity (Gutmann 

& Thompson, 2004) and, according to Bächtiger et al. (2010), it weakens the truthfulness and sincerity 

requirements of the classical ideal.  

 

It is important to note that an expanded version of deliberation does not require the complete 

abandonment of Habermas´s ideas. Rather, the concepts of communicative action and rationality are 

still used but decoupled from the sharp distinction between rational and rhetorical speech. Lo and 

Spash (2013), for instance, conceptualize deliberation as a Habermasian discourse, in which: 

“differently situated individuals are engaged in a dialogue in an effort to search for common 

understandings exclusively by offering arguments that could induce reflective assent on the basis of 

their merits” (Lo & Spash, 2013, p. 782).  Citizens are not instructed or expected to subscribe to a 

particular moral belief or to perform a defined role, but to respect and to recognize each other´s ethical 

perspectives. 

 

In this framework values should be articulated “by focusing on the fabric of conversation and the 

psychodynamic between individuals” (Lo & Spash, 2013, p. 15), therefore it is by analyzing the use 

and structure of language that value expressions should be interpreted. Despite the emphasis on 

argumentation the approach is kept open to other communicative strategies. This is more clearly stated 
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by Lo (2013) where the emphasis is on the role that communication plays in bringing about 

cooperation in situations of moral disagreement.  

 

“Cooperative action is rational to the extent that our differently reasoned interests or perspectives 

can be generalized to make sense of one another. Generalization connects one point to another 

without displacing it. Cooperative action that is communicatively coordinated through a creative 

search for generalizable interests does not require expansion or reduction of one or more 

discourses” (Lo, 2013, p. 87).  

 

A discourse is presented as a set of categories and concepts embodying specific assumptions, 

judgements, contentions, dispositions and capabilities (Dryzek & Niemeyer, 2008). Discourses could 

then be expressed and contested through a wide range of communicative strategies. What is important 

is that the particular ideas, concepts, facts and values embedded in a discourse be challenged, revised 

and synthesized. If this is so, then collective decisions are to be informed by reflective preferences. 

Moreover, it is through contestation that manipulation and coercion could be averted (Dryzek, 2000).     

 

By taking an expansive view of what counts as deliberation the discursive alternative is better 

equipped to respond to the internal exclusion challenge. Deliberation aims are not tightly tied to 

particular forms of communication, rather it focuses on the role that communication plays while at 

the same time recognizes that any kind of communication could be coercive. Coercion and 

manipulation are not ruled out so deliberation can occur, on the contrary it is through deliberation that 

those risks are minimized.  
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Table 2.1 Conceptual elements of the two DMV approaches 

 Classical Expanded 

Admissible political 

communication 

Argument Any kind is conditionally 

accepted 

Dominant a priori 

assumption about 

deliberators 

Reasonable persons 

(Rawls)/community 

members 

Reflective individuals 

Ideal participant Educated, informed Articulate, informative 

Aim of deliberation Consensus Justification of value 

claims 

Source: adapted from Lo and Spash (2013) 

 

2.6 Empirical DMV 

 

The inclusion issue has also received some attention in the empirical DMV literature, where authors 

agree in that it is important to regulate discussion in order to: avoid someone leading the arguments, 

to allow the natural flow of ideas, to counter participants’ toward strategic behavior, to facilitate group 

consensus and prevent false or forced consensus, and to secure that participants have an equal 

opportunity to influence the outcome (Álvarez-Farizo et al., 2009; James & Blamey, 2005; Kenyon, 

Hanley, & Nevin, 2001; Macmillan et al., 2002). These authors thus have great confidence in in the 

capacity of the moderator to induce a “good” deliberative behavior and little trust in the self-regulative 

capacity of deliberation. However, as Aldred and Jacobs (2000) report, moderators although necessary 

are not neutral and thus they remain sceptic on the possibility of construing a neutral deliberative 

process. For Curato, Niemeyer, and Dryzek (2013) points out non-neutrality is not a problem as long 

as it does not impede the exchange of critical discourses. 
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With regards to how people communicate and interact during a deliberative valuation exercise, the 

evidence, though scant, does not lend support to classic deliberation.  Aldred and Jacobs (2000) found 

that jurors assessed experts on the basis of their credibility and not in terms of the information they 

provided, a finding which goes against the Habermasian account of rationality that informs their 

normative model. Dryzek and Lo (2014) on their part showed how rhetoric allowed climate change 

deniers and others to accept that particular green-house mitigation measures were acceptable policy 

choices.  

 

In terms of the practical implications for conducting a DMV exercise the discussion we have presented 

highlights the importance of the rules of engagement that regulate the communicative interchange. 

We think that these rules should not be imposed by the researchers but agreed upon by the participants 

in order to give them ownership of the process (Hobson & Niemeyer, 2012). In a similar vein we do 

not think that participants should be required to perform a particular role or adopt a particular attitude, 

as done for example by Soma and Vatn (2010) and  Grönlund, Setälä, and Herne (2010).  

 

The facilitator is another important aspect. His role must be operational rather than substantive. That 

is, limited to keep the group within the agenda of activities - not to be confused with the agenda of 

topics for discussion- without encouraging a particular deliberative behavior. As long as facilitation 

is not intrusive, i.e. impartial, it can promote equality of opportunity for meaningful participation. 

Another alternative is to use techniques, e.g. nominal group, that promote an orderly and equitable 

discussion, see for instance Dietz et al. (2009). In any case, it is important to recognize that although 

these measures can be used to foster participation they can also constraint discussion and prevent the 

critical engagement across participants.  
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2.7 Conclusion 

 

Achieving inclusion in deliberation is important for the democratic legitimacy of collective decisions 

regarding the environment. Advocates of deliberation for environmental valuation have recognized 

the risk of exclusion that the uneven distribution of communicative competence entails, but the focus 

on the procedures and pre-requisites under which a deliberative forum occurs, while at the same time 

adhering to a rationalistic idea of communication, have prevented them from successfully addressing 

the issue. A DMV framework that aspires to be more democratic than the standard ECBA approach 

should not cling onto a rational discourse ideal for it risks to exclude those voices which cannot 

express their claims in a pre-defined rationalistic way.  

 

A normative DMV framework that involves more flexible forms of communication and which is more 

interested in the outcomes of communication than communicative intent has better prospects for 

fostering inclusion in the forum, although it cannot fully guarantee it.  Institutional changes aimed at 

securing that deliberation occurs under conditions of equality are important, yet not a prerequisite. 

The argument presented here does not intend to downplay the importance of redressing inequalities. 

What it says is that it should not, however, be set as a necessary condition for deliberation. 

 

So far we have argued that an expansive view of deliberation is more inclusive, yet the nuances of 

what is that which is included deserves a further discussion, particularly given that the idea of 

inclusion is intertwined with the larger issue of representation, which poses the challenge of how to 

generate a decision making process that is recognized as legitimate by those necessarily excluded 

from the process itself (Davies, Blackstock, & Rauschmayer, 2005). So what is to be represented, and 

hence included in deliberation, individuals or discourses? Here we concur with Dryzek and Niemeyer 

(2010b) in that discursive representation also represents persons insofar as individuals are 
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multifaceted selves constituted by discourses and who can reflect across the discourses they engage. 

This view does not undermine the argument we have laid out so far given that discourses must be 

articulated by someone in the deliberative forum.  

 

Inclusion thus is about discourses as well as the persons who articulate them in the forum. Yet, the 

absence of internal exclusion does not necessarily means that all discourses have found their way onto 

the forum for some of them could have been excluded at other stages of the decision making process 

(Schouten, Leroy, & Glasbergen, 2012). This, however, is a risk faced by any deliberative approach 

given the systemic influences of context and power in the larger structures of democratic decision 

making (Bickerstaff & Walker, 2005). This paper has been mainly concerned with the deliberative 

forum in itself, yet the issue previously mentioned is of great importance for advancing democracy in 

environmental decision making, and so in this sense it points to the need of thinking on the role that 

DMV should play in a larger deliberative system of environmental governance.     
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CHAPTER 3 - 

Influence of Background Inequalities on Participation in Deliberative 

Valuation: Lessons from Small-Group Discussions on Forest 

Conservation in Colombia 
 

The previous chapter critically assessed the DMV literature in the light of the internal exclusion 

problem. It argued for grounding DMV on an expansive notion of communication in order to make it 

more inclusive, while at the same time retaining its capacity for producing communicatively rational 

outcomes. Based on this conceptual framework, this chapter investigates how participatory activity 

in a deliberation is related to participant’s background conditions. It addresses research questions 2.1 

and 2.2and in this way it points to the ways in which background inequalities challenge the democratic 

potential of DMV as well as to the measures than can help overcome such problems. 

Chapter 3 is currently under review by the journal Ecological Economics and has been formatted to 

that journal style. The citation is as follows:  

Vargas A., Lo, A., Rhode, N., & Howes, M. (in review). Influence of background inequalities on 

participation in deliberative valuation: lessons from small-group discussions on forest conservation 

in Colombia 
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manuscript 
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3.1 Abstract 

 

In natural resource decision making, deliberative monetary valuation (DMV) methods have been 

proposed as a more democratic alternative to traditional contingent valuation methods (CVM). DMV, 

however, is not without its critics and there is some debate about how socio-economic inequalities 

amongst participants may skew deliberative outcomes through a process of exclusion.  We use the 

results of a deliberative workshop and surveys applied to a forest conservation issue in Colombia to 

test DMV methods.  Our results suggest that those individuals who occupy recognized social 

(environmental) leadership positions tend to dominate discussions. Despite the dominance of some 

participants, most of the inequality in participation seems to be explained by participants’ unobserved 

personal characteristics rather than external constraints or within-group pressure. We also did not find 

evidence that participants’ stated WTP was systematically influenced by their more participative 

peers. Our findings suggest that while DMV may not be perfect, it is still a useful tool for more 

democratic decision making. 

Keywords: Deliberative monetary valuation, exclusion, group pressures, legitimacy 

 

3.2 Introduction 

 

In a typical study using the contingent valuation method (CVM) researchers collect data from 

individuals in isolation. Standard surveys are administered in a setting that prevents respondents from 

sharing their opinions and perspectives with each other. Neoclassical theory states that there is no 

need for social interaction because individual preferences are what matters when assessing the 

desirability of collective decisions. If people have access to, and an understanding of, the relevant 

information and the valuation scenario is adequately designed, respondents are likely to offer 

meaningful and truthful responses derived from well-formed preferences. In contrast, deliberative 
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valuation methods are advocated on the assumption that social interaction is necessary for producing 

better collective decisions (Bromley, 2004; Söderbaum & Brown, 2010).    

 

Deliberative monetary valuation (DMV) combines economic and political processes to place a 

monetary value on environmental goods and services. Participants are asked to state, individually or 

collectively, their willingness to pay (WTP) after participating in a deliberation. The monetary value 

obtained is meant to be used in environmental assessments, however, these figures do not lend 

themselves to a single interpretation (Spash, 2008). One of the aims of DMV is to increase the 

legitimacy and fairness of collective decisions regarding the environment (Wilson & Howarth, 2002)  

through participation in an open, inclusive and reciprocal dialogue among free and equal citizens 

(Cohen, 1989). 

 

Critics of deliberation argue that participants who are more privileged will dominate discussions, i.e. 

deliberation favors those who are most educated and who possess higher social status (Young, 2000). 

In this sense, deliberation is influenced by society’s structural inequalities which “inhibit the political 

participation of some citizens with formal equal rights at the same time that they relatively empower 

others” (Young, 2000, p. 34). This gives rise to the “internal” exclusion phenomenon in deliberation. 

People are internally excluded because they lack the opportunity to influence the thinking of others. 

In a similar vein O'Neill and Spash (2000) discuss the "ability to say" issue. Exclusion in deliberation 

arises from the uneven distribution of the capacity to speak and to be heard. This uneven capacity can 

be due to variations in the level of education and the ability to use formal languages (Spash, 2007).  

 

Uneven participation can also lead to the risk that attitudes expressed after deliberation will converge 

towards those of the more privileged participants (Sunstein, 2004). Consequently, collective decisions 
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are less likely to be informed by reflective preferences. Unreasoned conformity, instead, could prevail 

(Luskin, Fishkin, & Jowell, 2002). Participatory inequality could therefore compromise DMV’s 

capacity to achieve its democratic potential.  

 

Here we draw on Sen's (1999) capability approach to analyze the DMV alternative in terms of people’s 

capacity to participate in public discussion. An important implication of this approach is that it 

highlights the central relevance of capability inequality, but does not, by itself, lead us to demand 

capability equality, as some have suggested (Wilson & Howarth, 2002). Based on this we argue that 

we should not expect, nor demand, equal participation in deliberation. Nevertheless, participation 

inequality could be mostly explained by personal characteristics, rather than social circumstances. 

 

We use an empirical DMV study to examine people’s patterns of participation in discussion and relate 

their participatory activity to their socio-economic conditions. Our aim is to determine if socially 

advantaged individuals tend to dominate discussions. Specifically, we (a) examine whether individual 

participation during deliberation is related to socio-economic conditions (i.e. leadership, education, 

income, gender); (b) analyze participation inequality to examine the extent to which it is explained by 

socio-economic conditions; and (c) examine the effect of participation inequality on the expressed 

WTP.  

 

Citizens were gathered to discuss a payment-based private land conservation program (PLC) aimed 

at conserving the last remnants of tropical dry forest (TDF) in the Colombian Caribbean. We use 

transcripts of the deliberation's audio-recordings to measure participatory activity through the 

frequency and length of participants’ interventions. We develop and implement a survey instrument 
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to collect responses regarding peoples’ willingness to fund the PLC program, as well as their socio-

economic characteristics.   

 

3.3 Citizen Participation in Deliberation 

 

Deliberative democracy theorists usually argue that ordinary citizens should have the opportunity to 

take part in deliberation, ideally on an equal footing (Steiner, 2012). Equality in participation requires 

that no one person dominates the deliberative process, irrespective of differences in power and 

prestige (Thompson, 2008). One of the challenges of deliberation arises when the concept of 

democratic discussion is equated to critical argument (Young, 2000). Young (1996) argues that this 

is a culturally biased conception of deliberation that tends to silence or devalue some people or groups. 

For example, those with higher education and income levels, those who are males and those with a 

special social status are expected to have the greatest influence in collective group deliberations. How 

does this critique relate to the normative DMV frameworks that have been proposed? 

 

3.3.1  Capabilities and Deliberation 

 

As with the "ability to pay" argument, which exposes the problem of conventional valuation in 

excluding individuals on the basis of income, the "ability to say" argument makes reference to the 

exclusion that arises in deliberation because of the uneven distribution of citizen's capacities to take 

part in public discussion (O'Neill et al., 2008; Spash, 2007). Identifying the source of those disparities 

is important because it sheds some light on the ways in which disadvantages can be rectified, as well 

as the degree to which this is feasible and desirable. As previously mentioned, Sen (2009, p. 232) 

argues that the capability perspective highlights the central relevance of the inequality of capabilities 

in the assessment of social disparities, but does not demand that we endorse policies aimed at 

equalising everyone's capabilities. 
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One of the basic capabilities, necessary for avoiding or escaping poverty, is that of political 

participation. For deliberation it means being capable of engaging in public discussion, i.e. to be 

communicatively competent. The degree to which an individual becomes communicatively competent 

depends upon both the presence of the necessary resources (e.g. schooling) and the extent to which 

these resources can be converted into a capability. Sen (1999) distinguishes different sources of 

variation between resources and the advantages individuals get from them. First are personal 

heterogeneities or conversion factors (e.g. physical condition, cognitive and non-cognitive skills). 

Second are social factors that shape the context in which the individual employs their resources and 

makes choices. The norms regulating communication and admissible forms of knowledge are an 

important factor in deliberations. Finally, relational perspectives are those factors that influence how 

the individual understands his/her relative position in society, for example, social norms and 

conventions that define gender roles or discriminating practices. 

 

In deliberation, the element that connects these three sets of factors is communication. The degree to 

which one can be considered communicatively competent depends to a certain extent on the kind of 

communication deemed admissible. DMV approaches that are based on the Kantian ideal of the public 

use of reason restrict deliberation to a process of reasoned argumentation. Thus, communicative 

competence is set in advance and people's capacity to deliberate is judged according to standards of 

adequacy external to the actual deliberative practice. By this account, a person becomes a better 

deliberator by acquiring those resources which can improve his/her argumentative performance. 

Consequently, there has been a call for institutions to correct disparities in the allocation of relevant 

resources (e.g. income, opportunities, rights and entitlements) or to only grant access to deliberation 

to the most capable individuals (Bohman, 1997). 
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The problem with the emphasis on redressing resource inequalities is that it ignores how people differ 

in their ability to convert resources into communicative competence. Different levels of skills related 

to cognition and communication prevent individuals from achieving an equal level of communicative 

competence even if they are granted the same resources (Bohman, 1997). The point is that resource 

equality does not translate into capability equality. In some circumstances disadvantages cannot be 

fully "corrected" (Sen, 1999). 

 

A more inclusive DMV approach is one that does not assume that citizens are similarly situated and 

capable of making use of all their opportunities and resources. In this approach, the idea of 

communicative competence is not set in advance but emerges from the interplay between the 

communicative practices of those who deliberate and their personal characteristics and resources. 

There is no predisposition to a particular form of communication, instead individuals employ those 

forms that best suit them so there is greater potential to accommodate a diversity of people. In other 

words, inclusion is advanced through the recognition of difference. 

 

3.3.2  In search of an inclusive DMV 

 

DMV proponents who aim to make environmental valuation and decision making more democratic 

are critical of the procedures that take preferences in isolation from public debates. Two broad 

alternatives, which can be distinguished as classical and critical, are often proposed. The first, is 

justified by the view that ecological goods or services should be evaluated in a setting where a sense 

of social belonging is evoked, so that individuals are expected and encouraged to take a public interest 

perspective that goes beyond their personal considerations. The second draws on critical theory to 

present deliberation as a procedural framework for social cooperation in which discourse is utilised 

as a mechanism for conflict resolution. 
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In the classical approach there is a line of argument built on the idea that individuals should play 

different roles, citizen-consumer, in accordance with the nature of the object of valuation and the 

social context in which they are situated (Vatn, 2009a, 2009b). Sagoff (1998), for instance, argues 

that when making a collective decision individuals express opinions about what they ought to do as 

society rather than private consumer preferences. By this account the individual is construed as a 

community member who is expected to take on the citizen role to address the problem from a "We" 

perspective. A deliberative process of valuation is therefore appropriate because it places the 

individual in a social context that stresses the principles, beliefs, and commitments of the community 

(Jacobs, 1997; Vatn, 2005a).  

 

It is assumed that deliberation is regulated by Habermas' theory of communicative action and, as a 

consequence, deliberating individuals must be able to engage in arguments about which norms 

support the community's shared values (Vatn, 2009b). But, if citizens are not able or competent 

enough to take part in deliberation then specific rules that help secure the rights of participants must 

be created and/or allow for  more competent representatives to be selected (Vatn, 2009b). 

 

Others take on a liberal perspective to advocate for a process in which impartial and objective 

decisions are made. In these deliberations participants are encouraged to adopt a public-interest 

perspective or to act as agents of society (Brown et al., 1995; Ward, 1999). Some see deliberation in 

terms of Rawls' original position in order to remove the vested interests and personal inclinations of 

participants (Brown et al., 1995; Howarth & Wilson, 2006; Wilson & Howarth, 2002). Because 

decisions made within the discussion group are expected to be impartial and objective, there is no 

problem in restricting the access to those most able to use reason. For example, Brown et al. (1995) 

indicate that participants should be reasonable, free of personal conflict of interest, free of mental and 

emotional disability, and possess an adequate level of maturity, intelligence and education. Like 
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Rawls, these authors see the public use of reason as a privilege of a few, even a solitary thinker can 

do the job (Dryzek, 2000).  

 

In an attempt to avoid discriminatory conditions of admissibility, Wilson and Howarth (2002) require 

equality in resources and capabilities as a pre-requisite for deliberation, i.e. the condition of equality 

among participants is achieved before deliberation begins. According to Young (2000) this type of 

argument suffers from a circularity problem: ideal deliberative processes lead to substantively just 

outcomes because deliberation begins from a starting point of justice. The problem of exclusion is 

solved by postulating it away. 

 

The critical approach focuses on the capacity of deliberation to facilitate reciprocal understanding and 

recognition between individuals. It does not assume any objective moral position nor does it have a 

substantive notion of the common good. It highlights the potential of discourse to identify valuation 

biases hidden behind disciplinary assumptions and conceptual norms (O'Hara, 1996), and to 

emancipate value formation and expression at the micro-political level (Lo, 2013; Lo & Spash, 2013). 

According to this view, deliberation supports the social construction and reconstruction of 

preferences, on the understanding that deliberation enables individuals to pursue their own forms of 

valuation. This means that it is open to alternative forms of communication and so does not rely on 

the sharp distinction between rhetorical and rational speech (which is required by the classical 

approach) to meet the ideal of non-coercive agreement. By admitting wider communicative strategies 

the approach is also amenable to the idea that reasoning is a capacity expressed in different ways, not 

a privilege of modern Western societies or a particular type of person (Sass & Dryzek, 2014). 
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The issue of inclusion is therefore not limited to an institutional design challenge but is addressed 

within deliberation as long as it recognizes the diversity of participants and their forms of expression 

and reasoning. Deliberation conceived in this way has, therefore, a greater potential to include people 

from diverse social and cultural backgrounds, and to recognize the pervasive heterogeneity of human 

beings with respect to their capacity to take part in public discussion. It also means that a more 

inclusive deliberative framework looks beyond institutional fixes external to the actual deliberative 

practice to pay greater attention to deliberation’s communicative and social interaction aspects. 

 

To summarize, we can say that: (a) Political equality and inclusion are not limited to resource 

distributions; (b) Communicative norms play a key role in improving inclusion in the presence of an 

uneven distribution of resources; (c) Equality in the capacity to deliberate is unachievable and as a 

consequence unequal participation in deliberation is to be expected; but (d) This inequality could be 

explained by differences in personal conversion factors. 

 

What then should we expect in terms of people’s participation in deliberation? If political equality is 

the presumption that all participants have an equal chance of affecting the outcome and if we assume 

that all participants are equally competent, then there must not be great discrepancies in their level of 

participation. Logically, this also means that participation measures should be uncorrelated with 

background conditions variables, like education and social position. But, if we recognize that equality 

in communicative competence is not feasible due to the personal conversion factors then unequal 

participation in deliberation is to be expected, yet it must be explained by unobserved personal 

characteristics. 
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3.4 Material and Methods 

 

3.4.1  Study site  

 

The study was conducted in the Colombian municipalities of Luruaco and Santa Catalina, between 

the cities of Barranquilla and Cartagena in the Colombian Caribbean (Figure 1). The area was once 

covered by tropical dry forest, TDF, but due to expanding human population and associated economic 

pressures the forest is now highly fragmented and degraded. TDF are characterized by pronounced 

seasonality in rainfall distribution, causing seasonal droughts that have a great impact on all 

organisms, and result in high levels of endemism and diversity. Globally, the TDF has long been 

considered the most threatened major tropical forest types (Sánchez-Azofeifa & Portillo-Quintero, 

2011), partly due to being located in areas with good conditions for agricultural and cattle 

development. 

 

TDF are in danger of disappearing in Colombia. Estimates suggest that less than 4% of their original 

area remains intact and that most of the remaining forest areas in the country are tiny fragments 

surrounded by crop-lands and grasslands. Only 3% of the remaining dry forests in the country are 

inside Protected Areas (PA) (García, Corzo, & Etter, 2014). Given the critical conservation status of 

TDF and its role in the provision of important ecosystem services, e.g. erosion prevention and 

maintenance of soil fertility, the TDF has been declared a strategic ecosystem for Colombian 

environmental policy. Further expansion of PAs and payment-based policies aimed at conserving 

forests on private land, for example Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES), are considered priority 

management strategies. 
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Figure 3.1 Study site location in Colombia 

 

We conduct this study in an area where some TDF remnants in good condition and with high 

conservation value remain. Two of these remnants were accorded PA status prior to the 

commencement of the research. The area also has a relatively long history of conservation in relation 

to the protection of the Cotton-top tamarin (Saguinus oedipus) an endemic, critically endangered 

primate (Savage, Guillen, Lamilla, & Soto, 2010) . In terms of the socio-economic conditions it is 

important to mention the high incidence of poverty in the local communities (Vargas & Díaz, 2014). 

 

3.4.2  Citizen’s deliberation on forest conservation policies   

 

We held a deliberative workshop and recruited participants using a two-step procedure. In the first 

stage, we randomly selected 225 households from the study area to participate in a contingent 

valuation survey. We administered the survey face to face between July 19 and August 22, 2014. In 

all households we asked the valuation question: "Are you willing to pay a monthly tax to the municipal 

government to finance the protection of the 700 ha of forests that are inside the municipality?” If the 

answer was affirmative, we asked the respondent to state his maximum WTP. We then asked an open 

ended question where respondents mentioned the factors they took into consideration when making 
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the WTP decision, as proposed by Dietz et al. (2009). We used the payment card format as an 

elicitation method4.   

 

In the second stage we invited 50 households from the initial sample to participate in the deliberative 

workshop. We selected these households on the basis of the place of residence, educational level, 

gender and engagement in conservation activities. In total 39 people showed up on the workshop day 

(Table 1)5. We randomly assigned the participants to five small discussion groups (4 groups of 8 and 

1 group of 7). 

 

Participants were involved in a series of group discussions on TDF conservation issues. More 

precisely, participants assessed a private land conservation policy based on monetary incentives to 

landowners and financed by municipal government revenue. The workshop comprised three 

discussion sessions. The first focused on "Concern about the TDF", where participants expressed their 

views about the importance of the forest for their livelihoods, well-being and the perceived 

relationship between conservation and development. The second session of discussion explored 

people's opinion about the acceptability of the proposed policy and their willingness to fund it through 

a new tax. We described the policy in the same terms and using the same materials that we used during 

the first stage contingent valuation survey to avoid introducing an information variable bias that we 

could not account for in analyses of the resulting data. In the third small-group discussion session we 

asked participants to make a collective decision on the amount (WTP) they thought citizens should 

pay to finance the protection of the TDF. 

                                                           
4 ($1, $2, $3, $5, $7, $10, $15, $20, $30, $40, $50) values in thousand Colombian pesos 
5 Participants in the workshop received COP25,000 for their participation 
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At the end session 2 we re-administered the contingent valuation survey from Stage 1 to allow us to 

compare the results of the survey before and after deliberative discussions.  

 

 

Table 3.1 Sample socio-demographics 

Variable % (n) 

Env_leader  12.8 (5) 

Education  

Primary or less 28.2 (11) 

Mid secondary 10.3 (4) 

Secondary 35.9 (14) 

“Tertiary” 25.6 (10) 

Income(2013 USD 

monthly) 

 

 <128 35.9 (14) 

 128-192 35.9 (14) 

 193-256 15.4 (6) 

 256-321 7.7 (3) 

 >321 5.1 (2) 

Female 56.4 (22) 

Age (years, average) 42.4 

  

3.4.3  Variables and measures  

 

We assessed individual participation in deliberation using two measures based on the frequency and 

time of interventions, all expressed relative to the members of their small group. We audio-recorded 

all discussions and used transcriptions of sessions 1 and 2 as the primary material for analyses. 

Participatory rate variables are: 

 Intervention: The number of times that each participant spoke divided by the total number of 

interventions made within the small group 
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 Time: The total time in seconds that each participant spoke divided by the total time of 

interventions made within the small group 

We measured background conditions using the following variables: 

 Female: dummy variable taking the value of 1 if the respondent is a female 

 Age in years 

 Education: We used the following categories according to the highest grade of education 

completed. Primary or less; Basic-Secondary (6-9th grade); Mid-secondary (10-11th grade); 

and "Tertiary". It is important to note that most of the people that fall into the last category 

have pursued technical or specific skills training, which in most cases culminate in the receipt 

of certificates, but no participants had completed undergraduate education.  

 Income: average monthly household income. We used six income brackets (see Table 3.1). 

 Env_lead: dummy variable taking the value of 1 if the respondent is recognized as 

environmental leader. Five participants were leaders. 

We used the following variables in the WTP regressions: 

 𝑙𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑡: The logarithm of the mid-point interval of the payment card in period t, where t=pre 

if the WTP was measured before deliberation and t=post if the WTP was measure after 

deliberation.  

 𝐹𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑠𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡: Open-ended data were coded to capture the number of factors respondents took 

into consideration when making their WTP decisions, as in Dietz et al. (2009)  

 𝐺_𝑋:  For each participant the weighted average WTP of his or her small group, using 

participation rates (X: Intervention, Time) as weights. The small group weighted average 

exclude the participant in question, thus varying from participant to participant within each 

group. 
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3.5 Results 

3.5.1  Participation in deliberation 

 

A total of 710 interventions with a total duration of 285 minutes were made during the two sessions 

(Table 2), which means that on average each individual spoke 18 times and for 7.3 minutes. Women 

spoke more than men (64.5% of interventions, 52.8% of time), although men’s interventions were 

longer on average, 7.9 minutes versus 6.8 minutes. When broken down by educational level, we 

observed that the most educated participants spoke more on both a total and average basis. For 

example, the typical “Tertiary” education participant number of interventions was 2.5 times greater 

than that of the average less educated participant. In terms of income a greater share of the 

interventions and time corresponded to lower income individuals, but when we calculated the relative 

number of interventions or time, those with the highest income participated more. Individuals at the 

top end of the income scale made on average 34 interventions and spoke for 14.8 minutes, whereas 

participants in the lowest income category made 18.9 interventions and spoke for 7.5 minutes. 

Environmental leaders, despite only comprising 13% of participants, made one third of the 

interventions and spoke one third of the total time (Table 2).  

 

We found clear heterogeneity amongst the groups. Take for example groups 1 and 3. In group 1 the 

average number of interventions was 4.6 vs 41.1 in group 3, which translates into 76 vs 14.4 seconds 

per intervention for groups 1 and 3, respectively. While group 3 was a much more talkative, group 1 

participants tended to make longer and more elaborate interventions.  

 

In summary we found that individuals participated unevenly in discussions; suggesting that (i) 

participatory rates are positively related to education levels and leadership position, and (ii) that there 

were appreciable differences between groups in terms of their internal communicative dynamic.  
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Table 3.2 Participatory activity 

  Interventions 

(%) 

Time       (%) Interventions 

(mean #) 

Time  (mean 

min.) 

Env_leader  1 31.4 31.5 44.6 18.0 

0 68.6 68.5 14.3 5.7 

Education Primary or less 17.5 19.0 11.3 4.9 

Mid secondary 11.7 5.9 20.8 4.2 

Secondary 35.1 31.0 17.8 6.3 

“Tertiary” 35.8 44.1 25.4 12.6 

Income  <128 37.2 36.6 18.9 7.5 

 128-192 22.1 14.8 11.2 3.0 

 193-256 26.2 28.4 31 13.5 

 256-321 4.9 9.8 11.7 9.3 

 >321 9.6 10.4 34.0 14.8 

Female 1 64.5 52.8 20.8 6.8 

0 35.5 47.2 14.8 7.9 

Group 1 5.2 16.4 4.6 5.9 

2 13.2 18.0 11.8 6.4 

3 46.3 27.7 41.1 9.9 

4 21.1 17.8 18.8 6.4 

5 14.1 20.0 14.3 8.2 

  

We conducted a regression analysis to determine if there is a relationship between participation rates 

and participants' background conditions. We used cluster standard errors to better account for the 

structure of the data, with the small discussion group as the cluster unit. Regression model errors are 

thus assumed to be independent across clusters but correlated within them. Given the small number 

of clusters present in our case we followed Imbens and Kolesar (2012) and used the Bell and 

McCaffrey (2002) modification because it has better coverage rates than conventional cluster standard 

errors.  
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Participants occupying a recognized leadership position are significantly more vocal than non-leaders 

(Table 3.3). They tended to make more statements and to use more time. We did not find any 

relationships between participation rates and education, gender, income or age. 

Table 3.3 Regression relationships between participant background and their participation in 

discussions  

 Intervention Time 

Env_leader 0.116*** 

(0.030) 

0.173*** 

(0.042) 

Education 0.016 

(0.015) 

0.016 

(0.029) 

Income 0.006 

(0.007) 

0.012 

(0.022) 

Female  -0.004 

(0.02) 

-0.054 

(0.047) 

Age 0.00 

(0.00) 

0.00 

(0.00) 

Constant 0.035 

(0.081) 

0.052 

(0.183) 

Obs. 39 39 

R-square 0.35 0.39 

Cluster standard error using Bell and McCaffrey (2002) 

adjustment in parenthesis. ***p<0.01 

  

3.5.2  Inequality in participation 

 

We used the Shapley decomposition method to analyse the degree to which participation inequality 

is explained by background conditions. The goal is to determine the exact contributions of each 

explanatory variable of a linear regression to the total explained variation. Contributions are the 

percentage contributions of each independent variable to the variance of the dependent variable 

(Israeli, 2007).  In our case this decomposition allows us to determine the contribution of each 
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background condition variables to the overall participation inequality, represented as the variance in 

participation rates.  

 

We found that the most important variable contributing to participation equality is whether the 

participant is an environmental leader (Table 3.4), which explains ~23% of the total variation in both 

the number of interventions and time. The second most important variable influencing participation 

is education (~8.3% for interventions, ~7% for time, Table 3.4). We did not find any strong 

relationships between income, gender and age with participation level.  

 

In summary, we found that background conditions account for approximately one third of the 

variation in participation suggesting that most of the variation in participation rates is associated with 

personal heterogeneities. In other words, with non-observed individual characteristics related to 

cognitive and non-cognitive skills among others. 

 

 Table 3.4 R-Square Shapley decomposition of regression relationships between participant 

background and their participation in discussions  

 Intervention Participation 

Env_leader 0.23 (65) 0.23 (60) 

Education 0.08 (24) 0.07 (17) 

Income 0.03 (9.0) 0.05 (14) 

Female 0.00 (0.0) 0.04 (9.0) 

Age 0.00  (1.0) 0.00 (1.0) 

R-Square 0.35 (100) 0.39 (100) 

Shapley value (contribution %) 
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3.5.3  Participation and WTP  

 

Our last test objective was to examine the influence of participation inequality on the stated WTP. 

Drawing on the Luskin et al. (2002) information driven model we express the change in WTP 

(Δl𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖,) as a function of the number of factors participant i took into account when answering the 

valuation question, (𝐹𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑠𝑖𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡) and the difference between the participant's WTP prior to 

deliberation and the average post deliberation WTP of his or her small group, (𝑙𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖𝑝𝑟𝑒 − 𝐺_𝑋𝑖𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡). 

The idea behind the first explanatory variable, 𝐹𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑠𝑖𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡, is that group discussion leads 

participants to assimilate new perspectives, interpretations, and to acquire new information, ultimately 

influencing their expressed WTP. We assume that a greater number of factors signals information 

gain and learning. 

 

 The second explanatory variable is intended to capture the influence of others on the decision made 

by the individual. Our expectation is that in the presence of pressure to conform participants tend to 

narrow the difference between their own and their small group’s opinion.  We used participatory rates 

as weights to calculate the small group’s average WTP, as perceived by each participant. This takes 

into account that the small group’s opinion will be perceived differently by each participant because 

it depends on his own and other’s participatory activity. While the least participative member hears 

too much, the most participative hears too little. Because there is a negative built-in correlation 

between (𝑙𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖𝑝𝑟𝑒 − 𝐺_𝑋𝑖𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡) and the dependant variable, we entered 𝑙𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖𝑝𝑟𝑒 and 𝐺_𝑋𝑖𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡 as 

separate variables. Our expectation is that the coefficient for 𝑙𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖𝑝𝑟𝑒 will be negative and positive 

for 𝐺_𝑋𝑖𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡 if participants tend to move towards their perceived group average.  

 

As seen in the regression between participation rates and participant background variables we used 

cluster standard errors adjusted to take into account the small number of clusters and sample size. On 
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average, we found that WTP changes do not appear to be driven by the influence of others, but by the 

number of factors considered (Table 3.5). Individuals who took more issues into account exhibited a 

greater increase in their WTP after deliberation than those considering fewer factors. Participants 

mentioned on average 1.1 factors before deliberation and 1.9 factors after deliberation (t-test, p < 

0.001). We observed the greatest change in those participants whose Δl𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖 was positive, from 1.1 

factors mentioned before to 2.4 factors mentioned after deliberation (t-test, p < 0.001). 

 

Table 3.5 Influence of participation on WTP 

 Time Intervention 

𝑙𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑒 -0.748*** 

(0.214) 

-0.744*** 

(0.212) 

𝐹𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑠𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡 1.304** 

(0.528) 

1.284** 

(0.560) 

𝐺_𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡 0.584 

(0.531) 

 

𝐺_𝑇𝑖𝑚𝑒𝑖𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡  0.520 

(0.435) 

Constant -2.80 

(3.819) 

-2.28 

(3.181) 

Obs. 38 38 

R-Square 0.474 0.477 

Cluster standard error using Bell and McCaffrey (2002) adjustment in 

parenthesis. ***p<0.01, **p<0.05 

 

 

3.6 Discussion 

 

This research addressed three objectives through a DMV exercise regarding forest conservation in the 

Colombian Caribbean. Based on the idea that some degree of participatory inequality is to be expected 

and that it must be explained by participant's personal characteristics rather than just their social 
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circumstances, our study investigated: (a) The relationship between individuals' background 

conditions and their participation in deliberation; (b) The extent to which participation inequality is 

explained by background conditions; and (c) Whether unequal participation affected the stated WTP, 

signaling the potential presence of small group mechanisms. 

 

Our results indicate that citizens participated very unevenly in discussions and that this unequal 

participation was principally related to individual's recognized position of leadership, a result that 

lends some support to the internal exclusion critique. It seems that those not occupying privileged 

positions have fewer effective opportunities to influence the thinking of others. This result is not 

atypical but echoes what others have found in the political science literature (Steiner, 2012). In the 

DMV literature Kenyon et al. (2001) provide anecdotal evidence of uneven participation in their 

Citizen's Jury experiment.  

 

We found that the lion's share of participation inequality, however, was associated with unobserved 

individual characteristics, which include those personal conversion factors that determine the degree 

to which participants are able to transform their resources into communicative competence. On one 

hand, individuals considered better off tend to dominate discussions, but on other, most of the 

inequality in participation seems to be related to unobserved personal characteristics or 

heterogeneities. We interpret these results as saying that although DMV has a greater democratic 

potential than CBA, this claimed superiority must not simply accepted but critically scrutinized. In 

other words, mere participation in discussion is not sufficient. 

 

In terms of the relationship between participation and WTP our results are encouraging. Our results 

suggest that deliberation lead participants to consider more aspects of the decision and to assimilate 
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new perspectives and interpretations, without being unduly influenced by other opinions. In other 

words, our results suggest that changes in an individual's stated WTP seem to be driven by learning 

(more broadly) rather than by the preponderance of the opinions of others. Note also that while the 

first set of results indicate that those in a privileged social position tend to dominate discussion, the 

absence of evident group effects means that decisions by people were more likely to be independent.  

 

3.7 Conclusion 

 

DMV promises to overcome the democratic limitation of conventional valuation methods by giving 

citizens the opportunity to participate in a deliberation. The shift from decision procedures based on 

the aggregation of preferences elicited in isolation to a deliberative one aims to make collective 

decisions more legitimate. A key criterion of democratic legitimacy, however, is the degree to which 

those affected by a decision have been included in deliberation. Inclusion is more than being present 

at a discussion; it demands that participants have the opportunity to influence the outcome.  

 

In the context of a forest protection policy in the Colombian Caribbean, our study found that 

participation in deliberation was uneven and related to people’s social status. Most of the participatory 

inequality however, was related to participant’s personal unobserved characteristics. Uneven 

participation, however, did not lead to the expressions of preferences driven by social conformity. 

Our findings point to the importance of paying more attention to what happens during deliberation. 

The promises, but also the limitations, of DMV rest upon its social interactive nature.  

 

From the normative perspective we think that a more inclusive DMV approach should not impose 

narrow limits on what constitutes deliberation, for it assumes that individuals are equally situated and 

capable of taking part in discussion once they have the opportunity to do so, and thus wrongly 
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concludes that the only challenge that deliberation faces is external constraints that prevent people 

from speaking up. Rather, is better to rely as much as possible on mechanisms endogenous to 

deliberation and less on the definition of social pre-conditions and individual commitments (Dryzek, 

2000). The consideration of people’s background and personal differences can aid in the design and 

implementation of DMV studies in accordance with the conditions and circumstances of those who 

participate. This way, the democratic character of valuation methods which are subsequently 

incorporated into decision-making can be enhanced. 
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CHAPTER 4 - 

Social Influences on Expressed Willingness to Pay: Results of a 

deliberative monetary valuation study in Colombia 
  

The previous chapter examined the influence of background conditions on the individual’s level of 

participation in a deliberation. It demonstrated that participants who occupy leadership positions in 

their communities tended to be more participative than their peers. Also showed that participatory 

inequality was related to the leadership position and educational levels, yet unobserved personal 

characteristics seem to explain most of the inequality in participation.  This chapter builds on these 

results to investigate test whether WTP expressions after deliberation were driven by social 

conformity.  This chapter answers research question 2.3, which is key for analyzing the capacity of 

DMV for producing decisions informed by independent and reflective preferences and thus to assess 

DMV’s democratic potential. 

Chapter 4 is currently under review by the Journal of Environmental Planning and Management and 

has been formatted to that journal style. The citation is as follows:  

Vargas A., Lo, A., Rhode, N., & Howes, M. (in review). Social influences on expressed willingness 
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4.1 Abstract 

Deliberative monetary valuation (DMV) methods can support environmental decision making 

by enabling the exchange of arguments and information to produce more democratic outcomes. 

The product of a valuation may be an array of expressions of willingness-to-pay (WTP) by 

individuals or a collectively agreed monetary value. Concerns have been raised, however, as to 

whether this product is an outcome of thoughtful and independent decision-making or 

influenced by social pressures to conform. Our study examines this issue and addresses concerns 

about the use of DMV based on a public deliberation of forest conservation in Colombia. We 

analyzed the impacts of social conformity on WTP under two different decision scenarios: 

individual and collective. The results suggest that the impacts of social conformity are greater 

when a collective decision is required. These findings indicate that tensions between the 

differing goals of DMV could undermine its democratic promise. 

Keywords: Deliberative monetary valuation, deliberative democracy, social conformity, 

willingness to pay, tropical dry forest 

4.2 Introduction 

In recent years the use of deliberative methods for ecosystems services valuation has received 

increased attention by the academic community. Deliberation is promoted because of its potential to 

lead participants to consider a greater range of perspectives than would be thought of by an isolated 

individual (Dietz et al., 2009; Parks & Gowdy, 2013). Moreover, inasmuch as collective decisions are 

informed by reflective preferences they are expected to be more democratic and rational (Baber & 

Bartlett, 2005; Dryzek, 2000).  But deliberation is more than the exchange of arguments and 

information, it is a social activity that shapes group’s capacity to perform better than isolated 
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individuals. A particular worry is that people’s tendency to conform socially could override their 

capacity for thoughtful and independent decision-making. If our attitudes and behaviour can be 

powerfully shaped by the people around us, then the social dynamic of deliberation has the potential 

to unduly influence individual judgement and decision making, particularly towards the views of the 

powerful and the majority (de Dreu, 2007).  

 

In the social interaction setting of a deliberation people’s behaviour, opinions and preferences could 

be influenced by others in ways that go beyond learning and reflecting. Informational signals and peer 

pressures can induce people to go along with the crowd (Sunstein, 2004), challenging the democratic 

and epistemic claims made by proponents of deliberation (Solomon, 2006). If peer pressures drive 

changes in opinions then the claim that these changes are driven by rational arguments would become 

untenable (Fishkin, 2009).  Moreover, if those who tend to conform are the less powerful then 

deliberation may actually promote the exclusion of marginalized voices (Siu & Stanisevski, 2012; 

Young, 1996). This is not to say that social influence is undesirable per se and should be avoided by 

all means, for it is an inevitable part of human interaction. The question is to what extent social 

interaction can erode the independent decision-making of participants.   

 

Deliberative monetary valuation (DMV) combines deliberation with monetary valuation. After taking 

part in group discussion participants express their willingness to pay/accept (WTP/WTA) for the 

proposed environmental or policy change (Niemeyer & Spash, 2001). Although the literature on DMV 

recognizes to some extent that the promises as well as the perils of deliberation rest upon its social 

interactive nature, this is an issue that has received little empirical attention. Among the scant 

empirical research literature that looks into the interactive aspect of deliberation, the studies by Dietz 

et al. (2009) and Vargas and Diaz (2017) stands out by addressing explicitly the presence of group 

effects in WTP elicitation. Using a between-groups design these studies did not find evidence that 

WTP expressed after deliberation was driven by social pressures. It should be noted, however, that in 
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their exercises participating groups did not attempt to make a collective decision and participants 

decided their WTP individually. 

 

DMV approaches differ in whether the after deliberation WTP value is provided individually or if it 

is collectively agreed upon by the group. To take this into account this study analysed the influence 

of social conformity on the WTP using two different decision structures: individual and collective. 

We asked the following three research questions: (1) Do participants’ WTP expressed after 

deliberation change because they attempt to conform to the rest of their small group?; (2) How do the 

decision structures influence participant’s WTP change?; and, (3) Do the socio-demographic 

characteristics of participants influence the degree their WTP is changed by the deliberation? The 

answers to these questions are important because they can inform DMV practitioners’ understanding 

of the role that social influences play in monetary valuation and, as a consequence, DMV’s capacity 

to meet its epistemic and democratic claims.  The answers also shed light on an understudied 

dimension of deliberative valuation methods and thus address an important gap in the knowledge. 

 

In this study we use a quasi-experimental within-subject design to analyse expressed WTP before and 

after a deliberation in two different decision structures: i) Individuals decide privately within a group 

setting; and, ii) Participants sit together to make a joint decision. To the best of our knowledge, the 

within-subject approach with a focus on the decision structure is a novel contribution to the field that 

provides insights on the circumstances under which social pressures are more likely to occur in a 

deliberative valuation exercise.  We used data from a DMV workshop that examined people’s 

willingness to pay for conserving the last remnants of Tropical Dry Forest (TDF) through a Payment 

for Ecosystems Services Program (PES). The study took place in a rural location in the Colombian 

Caribbean. The next section discusses the issue of social influence. This is followed by an explanation 

of the research methodology. The results are then analysed and discussed and some general 

conclusions are drawn. 
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4.3 Social influence and DMV 

 

Deliberation is expected to produce more environmentally friendly, rational and democratic decisions 

than standard stated preference methods because, as a set of rules that structure and frame the 

valuation process, DMV emphasizes social interaction (Jacobs, 1997; Parks & Gowdy, 2013; Vatn, 

2009b). But, as has been widely reported by social psychologists, concurrence-seeking and concerns 

about group cohesion could give rise to phenomena such as groupthink and group polarization 

(Levitan & Verhulst, 2015). According to the latter group discussion may reinforce an individual’s 

pre-deliberative judgements, tending to move the group toward a more extreme position in accordance 

with individual predispositions (Schkade, Sunstein, & Hastie, 2010). Groupthink occurs when social 

pressures toward conformity leads to inadequate consideration of arguments, resulting in a consensus 

formed in the absence of dissenting opinions (Turner, Pratkanis, & Struckman, 2007).  

 

These type of phenomena originate from the desire to fit in, to be accurate and correct and to maintain 

a positive self-concept (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004). According to the former, people change attitudes 

in a deliberate attempt to gain the social approval of others and in this way affiliate with them. When 

individuals conform to the group’s norm they not only gain social approval but also avoid social 

sanctions.  

 

Cialdini and Goldstein (2004) refer to the goal of accuracy as people’s desire to form a correct 

interpretation of reality and behave in a way that is generally accepted and individually rewarding. 

The goal of accuracy is primarily driven by informational signals. In this case the views of others 

serve as reference points to determine if people’s own views are correct. A perceived consensus can 

motivate a change in attitude if the individual sees himself in a minority position and thus more likely 

to be wrong, or reinforce the confidence in their attitude if thinking that the majority share their view. 

The motivation to maintain a positive self-concept is linked to the other motivations mentioned above 
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in the sense that when people conform to the views of others their self-esteem is enhanced, protected 

or repaired (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004).  

 

Contextual factors also play a role, for example, are individual decisions made in private or in public? 

Are participants required to come to a mutually agreed decision? Does the decision making task carry 

any social significance? Whether deliberation improves decisions depends to a great extent on the 

interplay between individual motivations and the structure of the group process. Several observations 

can be made.  First, the distinction between private and public responses is important in understanding 

the link between social influence and attitude change (MacDonald & Nail, 2005). While agreeing in 

private and in public with the group´s decision signal that the individual truly adheres to such a 

decision, publicly agreeing with the group but disagreeing in private indicates that decisions in public 

are being driven by compliance (Nail & MacDonald, 2007). On a related point, independent decisions 

are said to arise from expressing disagreement in public and in private, thus indicating that other´s 

attitudes do not determine the participant’s own decisions on how to behave or what to believe (Nail 

& MacDonald, 2007). 

 

Second, when groups are encouraged to come to a consensus the groupthink phenomenon is more 

likely to be present (Baron, 2005). In such a situation each participant recognizes that dissent may 

preclude the group from reaching a decision and so they are more likely to abstain from disputing an 

argument, particularly if that position seems to be held by the majority of the group. A majority rule, 

by contrast may not discourage dissent as long as those holding the minority view do not see 

themselves as socially responsible for a faulty group decision (Kameda & Sugimori, 1993). This does 

not necessarily mean that a majority is superior to a consensus as a guide for decision making. As 

Sager and Gastil (2006) have shown that the consensus process leads to greater levels of satisfaction 

on the part of participants, who in turn associate the consensus decision rule with “higher levels of 
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procedural fairness, better integration of their views, and superior representation of the views of other 

group members” (Sager & Gastil, 2006, p. 20).  

 

Finally, the topic of discussion matters (Farrar, Green, Green, Nickerson, & Shewfelt, 2009) because 

it may determine whether participants have strong prior views which are not easily influenced. It 

might also mean that there are accepted ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ answers against which people’s own 

views are assessed and judged. In this respect small-group deliberation differs in a substantive way 

from the more common settings used in conformity studies that do not entail active discussion and 

the judgments in question are inconsequential or do not have any social meaning (Baron, 2005; 

Levitan & Verhulst, 2015) 

 

All of these contextual factors are relevant for DMV. Approaches that favour the collective expression 

of the social WTP require individuals to publicly state their WTP as part of a collective decision 

process that strives for consensus (Howarth & Wilson, 2006; James & Blamey, 2005; Wilson & 

Howarth, 2002). Other approaches, by contrast, see deliberation as a prelude to the individual 

elicitation of monetary values and as consequence WTP expressions remain private (Álvarez-Farizo 

& Hanley, 2006; N. Lienhoop & D. C. MacMillan, 2007; Macmillan et al., 2002). Spash (2007, 2008), 

for example, classifies DMV into four approaches according to who is the value provider (the 

individual or the group) and the terms in which the WTP is specified (individual or social). 

 

The first approach involves the elicitation of an individual value after taking part in a group discussion 

(Charitable contribution). For some the purpose is to improve the resulting individual WTP (see for 

example: (Macmillan et al., 2002; Robinson et al., 2008; Szabo, 2011).  Underpinning this view is the 

idea that the purpose of a valuation exercise is to uncover individuals’ true preferences.  For these 

approaches the WTP must reflect people’s own independent preferences. Social influence, however, 

may undermine this objective.  
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The second approach consists on the individual elicitation of a social WTP (Expressed social), that is, 

how much the individual thinks society should pay. Gregory and Wellman (2001) argue for the 

elicitation of social willingness to pay on the ground that it prevents people interpreting the payment 

as a charitable contribution, that it is a more realistic policy option, and that it better captures the 

opportunity cost of public resources. 

 

The remaining two approaches require the group to collectively agree on the amount that either an 

individual should pay, or that society should pay. While the value arising from the former is 

interpreted by Sagoff (1998) as a “fair share” payment, the latter is akin to an arbitrated social value 

(Spash, 2008). Notwithstanding the differences on which terms the WTP is to be specified, when the 

value provider is the group the problem of how the collective decision is (or should be) made arises. 

While some normative DMV approaches are built around the idea of consensual decision-making 

(Howarth & Wilson, 2006; Wilson & Howarth, 2002) others are open to alternative decision 

mechanisms (Lo, 2013).  

 

At the practical level, few studies have attempted to obtain group estimates of the WTP. In a recent 

attempt Kenter et al. (2011) used a choice experiment where group decisions were made after 

participants either reached a consensus or after a vote if a disagreement could not be resolved. These 

authors found that deliberation groups regarded the protection of ecosystem services as an imperative, 

regardless of the monetary cost. They believe that this outcome was based on the participant´s own 

opinion rather than conformity to social norms.  

 

What this discussion reveals is that different DMV approaches imply different decision structures 

which in turn determine, to an extent, how the different social conformity mechanism (mentioned 

above) play out. In particular, for DMV approaches where the WTP is expressed at the group level 

(fair share and arbitrated) social conformity mechanisms could be stronger because individual 
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decisions are publicly announced and tendencies toward concurrence-seeking are strengthened by the 

goal of achieving consensus. 

 

Table 4.1 Forms of value expression in DMV 

 Terms in which WTP specified 

Value provider Individual (disaggregated value) Social (aggregated value) 

Individual in group setting Charitable contribution Expressed social WTP/WTA 
Group Fair price Arbitrated social WTP/WTA 

Source: Spash (2007, 2008) 

 

A last issue of importance for DMV is the social status asymmetries underlying social influence. 

Critics argue that deliberative procedures are not neutral but give undue advantage to those individuals 

who are more educated, males and occupy privileged positions (Young, 2000). If those better-off are 

more participative then it is more likely that they would be more influential. Interestingly that does 

not necessarily require their deliberate attempt to manipulate others. It could be due to the fact that 

their information and opinions are repeated more frequently. By making the information they have 

more salient they direct the attention of others to that particular bit of information and as a result other 

information tends to be ignored or de-emphasized (Kerr & Tindale, 2004). For DMV the consequence 

is that expressed preferences may reflect to an extent the influence of unequal power relations. When 

this happens the DMV process fails to provide a space in which participants have equal opportunity 

to influence the outcome, and excludes relevant discourses from debate (Schouten et al., 2012).  

 

4.4 Methods 

We test the following hypotheses: 

H1: After discussion participants change their individual WTP to better match the WTP of the rest of 

the group; 

H2: The variance in WTP within each group will be smaller after deliberation; 
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H3: Conformity is more likely to occur when the decision is collective; and, 

H4: Socio-demographic characteristics do not predict conformity. 

Taken together H1 and H2 indicate whether group discussion leads to conformity even if participants 

make an individual private decision, allowing us to answer our first research question. H3 captures 

the influence of a collective public decision, our second research question. Finally, H4 examines the 

relationship between socio-demographic characteristics and social influence.  

 

4.4.1  Field setting 

Our study took place in northwestern Colombia in an area where Tropical Dry Forest (TDF) remnants 

in good condition and high conservation value remain, but face significant pressures from human 

activity. The drivers of deforestation and forest degradation in the area are: extensive cattle ranching, 

mining, and extraction of wood for fuel. The TDF is highly endangered in Colombia, with less than 

4% of its original area remains intact, so it has been declared a strategic ecosystem for Colombian 

environmental policy (García et al., 2014). Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES) are therefore 

priority management strategies.  

 

In this study we presented to participants a PES-type scheme aimed at securing the provision of 

ecosystem services (ES) by paying landowners to protect the forest. The purpose of the PES is to 

transfer incentives through a tax levied on households residing in the municipalities of the study area 

to landowners where the remnants of TDF are still found in exchange for a halt to deforestation. 

 

4.4.2  Field data 

 

We held a deliberative workshop and recruited participants using a two-step procedure. In the first 

stage, we randomly selected 225 households from the study area to participate in a contingent 

valuation (CV) survey. We asked the valuation question: "Are you willing to pay a monthly tax to the 
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municipal government to finance the protection of the 700 ha of forests that are inside the 

municipality?” If the answer was affirmative, we asked the respondent to state their maximum WTP. 

We then asked an open ended question where respondents mentioned the factors they took into 

consideration when making their WTP decision, as proposed by Dietz et al. (2009). A payment card 

format was used as an elicitation method6.   

 

In the second stage, 50 households from the initial sample were invited to participate in the 

deliberative workshop based on their place of residence, educational level, gender and engagement in 

conservation activities. In total 39 people showed up on the workshop day7. We randomly assigned 

the participants to five small discussion groups (4 groups of 8 and 1 group of 7). The 39 participants 

included 22 females and 17 males. Their average age was 42 years. Ten of the participants had pursued 

some kind of training or technical formation beyond secondary, although none of them had completed 

undergraduate education. Fourteen were educated to high school (grade 10-11), four finished at grade 

9 and eleven were educated to primary. Regarding income, 27 reported earning less than COP600,000 

per month (USD3218) (for more details see Tables A1 and A2 supplementary material).  

 

We asked participants the willingness to pay question at three different points: 𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖1 for t=1, 𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖2 

for t=2 and 𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖3 for t=3, as described below. First, individually during the initial CV survey, t=1. 

Participants then took part in group discussion, after which they answered again the valuation question 

individually, t=2. Participants were not allowed to speak with other participants while answering the 

question. Finally we asked participants to make a collective decision on the WTP amount they though 

an individual should pay, t=3. To make the decision participants in each group first announced if they 

were willing to pay or not. If there was unanimous agreement on paying then they discussed the 

                                                           
6 ($1, $2, $3, $5, $7, $10, $15, $20, $30, $40, $50) values in thousand Colombian pesos 
7 Participants in the workshop received COP25,000 for their participation. 
8 2013 market Exchange rate: COP1,869 per USD. Source: Banco de la República, Colombia 
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amount to pay. If there was not unanimous agreement then participants could engage in discussion 

and then vote. If the result was paying they then discussed the amount to pay.  To examine H1 and 

H2 we use 𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖1 and 𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖2, while for H3 we compare 𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖2 and 𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖3. Note that the WTP 

obtained in t=1 corresponds to the standard exchange price interpretation of the WTP, whereas in t=2 

it amounts, using the terminology of Table 1, to a charitable contribution and in t=3 to a fair price. 

 

In addition to the WTP variables we included two variables aimed at capturing individual differences 

related to their participation in discussion. The first one is the number of factors participants took into 

account when answering the valuation question, Factorsit.  This variable was constructed based on 

the open ended debriefing question that followed the valuation question. For each participant we 

counted the number of reasons (factors) they mentioned to justify their WTP decision. For example, 

one participant answered: “I pay because forests provide us clean air. Creates consciousness in others 

to do the same”. This answer comprises two different reasons, one related to the provision of 

ecosystem services and the other is to motivate other people to pay by setting an example. The second 

measure is the participation rate measured as the ratio between the time (in seconds) the participant 

spoke up during discussion and the total time of interventions of his group, Timei2. 

Socio-demographic variables included: 

 

 H_income: dummy variable taking the value of 1 for income levels greater than 

COP600,000 (USD321) 

 H_educ: dummy variable that takes the value of 1 for participants that have pursued 

some kind of education or technical training after finishing secondary;  

 Female: dummy variable identifying females.    
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This is a quasi-experiment in the sense that it lacks full-control measures as in a laboratory 

experiment. Nevertheless, by randomly assigning discussion partners participants are exposed to 

discussion groups whose demographic or ideological profile is not known a priori, a design which  is 

adequate to examine the extent to which individuals gravitate toward the within group majority 

opinion (Farrar et al., 2009).  

 

4.5 Results 

4.5.1  Overall WTP change 

 

Conformity is characterized by a shift in behavior or attitudes to be closer to the responses of others. 

Here we build upon and extend previous results presented in (XX). To assess the grade of dissimilarity 

between the participant and the group we calculated the difference between the average WTP of 

participant’s small group in t=2 and their pre-deliberation WTP, 𝐺𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝𝑖2 − 𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖1. To prevent 

feedback effects the small group mean excludes the participant in question in each case. We call this 

measure Distance. A positive correlation between this variable and the amount of change in the WTP 

(∆𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖 = 𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖2 − 𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖1) signals the potential presence of conformity.  If the group to which the 

participant was assigned tend to state a greater WTP than he/she, then the participant´s WTP must 

increase and so ∆𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖 > 0. It is important to note that since WTP decisions in t=2 were individual 

and in private participants do not actually observes other´s decisions but infer them. As the WTP 

measure we use the natural logarithm of the mid-point of the payment card response, so the Distance 

and ∆𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖 variables are relative measures.  

 

The results suggest that the greater the difference between participant’s initial WTP and that of their 

group the more they change their WTP (Table 2 first column)9. This result, however, must be qualified 

                                                           
9 Estimations were performed using cluster standard errors for inference. Bell and McCaffrey (2002) modification for 
small samples was employed.  For statistical analysis we used the software STATA 11 and the code provided by 
Brigham Frandsen, which can be downloaded at https://economics.byu.edu/frandsen/Pages/software.aspx 
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since there is a regression toward the mean phenomenon between Distance and ∆𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖 because the 

term 𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖1 is present in both variables. To take this into account we split the Distance variable into 

its components. The expectation is that the sign for the coefficient accompanying 𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖1 be negative, 

picking up the regression toward the mean effect, while for Groupi2 is positive if participants tend to 

move towards their perceived group average. Results (column 2 Table 2) support both expectations. 

To corroborate these results we included the Factorsi2 and Timei2 variables. The first variable captures 

learning effects due to deliberation and the second takes into account participant´s different degrees 

of involvement in discussion. The results in column 3 of Table 2 show that when included these 

controls Groupi2 is no longer significant. If anything, it seems that for those who mentioned a greater 

number of factors the relative increase in their WTP was larger. 

 

Table 4.2 Predictors of participants' WTP change 

 (1) WTP (2) WTP (3) WTP 

Distance 0.766***   

 (0.230)   

    

ln(WTPi1)  -0.757*** -0.743*** 

  (0.240) (0.206) 

ln(Groupi2)  1.117*** 0.695 

  (0.363) (0.418) 

Factorsi2   1.225** 

   (0.457) 

Time   0.0714 

   (5.423) 

Constant -1.541*** -4.239 -3.467 

 (0.557) (3.109) (2.629) 

Observations 38 38 38 

R-square 0.42 0.42 0.48 

Standard errors clustering by group using Bell and McCaffrey (2002) 
adjustment, in parenthesis.  ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1 

The natural logarithm of WTP was used for calculations 
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4.5.2  Movement toward the group and higher status participants  

 

To identify participants whose WTP change got them closer to the group mean we created a dummy 

variable, closeri, that takes the value of 1 if the distance between the participant own WTP and the 

group’s mean WTP is reduced. This variable only identifies if the participant moved towards the 

group but ignores the amount of change. According to this measure 13 (34%) participants changed 

their WTP toward that of their group mean. We explored the relationship between this variable and 

the socio-demographic characteristics (Table 3). Frequencies show that the change in the WTP of 

higher educated and higher income participants are more likely to be in a direction that reduces the 

distance from the group´s mean. In terms of gender, women are more likely to get closer to the group’s 

mean than men. A Fisher’s exact test is used to examine the relationship between these socio-

demographic characteristics and the closeri variable was performed. Only the relation between 

H_income and closeri is significant but at the 10% level (p-value<0.1). 

 

Table 4.3  Relationship between Socio-demographics characteristics and conformity. Values are 

number of participants in each category; row frequencies are in parenthesis 

 

Variables 

Closer Fisher’s exact test 

p-value Yes No 

H_educ >Secondary 5 (0.5) 5 (0.5) 0.263 

Secondary or less 8 (0.286) 20 (0.714) 

H_income >COP600,000 6 (0.55) 5 (0.45) 0.0963 

COP600,000 or less 7(0.259) 20 (0.741) 

Female Yes 9 (0.428) 12 (0.572) 0.307 

No 4 (0.235) 13 (0.765) 

 

 

In order to analyse the relevance of high status individuals as the center of gravity we first 

assessed participant’s status by summing the variables: H_income, H_educ, Female and Leader. The 

last one is a dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if the participant is a recognized community 
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leader. Five participants are identified as such10. The maximum score of 4 is assigned if  H_income=1, 

H_educ=1, Leader=1 and Female=0 (i.e. males), in other words to “high” income and education males 

who are leaders. Within each group the highest status participant was identified. In two of the five 

groups the highest status participant is a woman. In one group three participants (males) are identified 

as having high status.  High status individuals are more participative than their peers. Measured by 

time they used on average 30% of the total time within each group, while non-high status used on 

average 9% of the time. 

 

Similar to the closeri variable we created the Hcloseri variable which takes the value of 1 if the 

distance between the participants own WTP and the highest status participant WTP is reduced. This 

variable only identifies if the participant moved towards the highest status individual; 13 (42%) out 

of 31 non-high status did so, 7 of them women.   

 

A logistic regression analysis with closeri  and Hcloseri  as dependent variables and these socio-

demographic variables indicates that while higher income individuals as well as females are more 

likely to get closer to their small-group’s mean11 (Table 4 column 1), none of the independent 

variables helps predict  Hcloseri
12 (Table 4.4 column 2).  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
10 Three of these participants were leaders in a community based conservation program that operates in the area, and 
two were the political authority of their village. The last two have also been involved in conservation activities  
11 We also estimated an OLS model with cluster standard errors using the Bell and McCaffrey (2002) Adjustment. 
Results are similar 
12 For the Hcloser regression we also used more disaggregated income and education categories and the results 
remain qualitatively the same. 
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Table 4.4 Predictors of movement toward the mean of the group and high status individuals.   

Average marginal effect of the logistic regression are presented 

 Closer Hcloser 

H_educ 0.11 -0.09 
 (0.158) (0.35) 
H_income 0.25 0.23 
 (0.105)** (0.174) 
Female 0.23 -0.12 
 (0.104)** (0.147) 

n 38 31 
Pseudo R2 0.114 0.034 
Log 
pseudolikelihood 

-21.61 -20.35 

Standard errors clustering by group.  ***p<0.01, 
**p<0.05, *p<0.1 

 

 

4.5.3  Divergence and convergence 

 

As previously mentioned an undesirable effect of deliberation can be group polarization. This is where 

a group’s opinions tend to become more extreme after discussion. A sign that polarization might have 

occurred is that the group’s mean becomes more extreme with respect to the whole participant sample 

initial mean (Luskin et al., 2002). The initial distance between the group and the whole sample 

indicates whether the group tends to be to the right or to the left of the initial center of gravity, thus a 

further movement in that direction is a signal of deliberation induced extremism (Table 5).  

 

For three groups (1, 4, 5) the pre-deliberation mean was larger than the whole sample mean but only 

in one of them the mean WTP shifted further away (5), i.e. reinforced its initial position, mainly 

because four participants increased their WTP. The other two groups that started above the sample 

mean moved in a contrary direction as the majority of participants within each group expressed a 

lower WTP after deliberation.  For the two groups that started below the sample’s mean (2, 3) only 

group 3 reinforced its position, though that was not caused by a movement in mass but because most 

participants did not change their initial WTP while two of them lowered theirs.  
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Conformity should also be reflected in a convergence of opinions that must cause the within-group 

standard deviation to shrink. A first look shows that for three groups the post-deliberation standard 

deviation was lower, yet for one of them there is just a slight difference (group 3). A more formal 

analysis shows that there is not statistical difference between pre and post deliberation within 

variances. To obtain the residual (within) group variances we ran the regression 

 

𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖𝑗 = ∑ 𝛿𝑗𝐷𝑗 + ∑ 𝛾𝑗𝐷𝑗𝑇 + 휀𝑖𝑗
5
𝑗=1

5
𝑗=1  (1) 

 

Where Dj is a dummy variable that identifies membership of individual i to group j and T is dummy 

variable denoting times before and after deliberation, 𝛿𝑗 represents the group’s average WTP before 

deliberation and  𝛾𝑗 the change in groups average WTP after deliberation. Let us define  𝜎𝑡=1
2  and 

𝜎𝑡=2
2  as the before and after deliberation residual variances, i.e when T=0 and when T=1, across all 

groups.  If deliberation has no homogenizing effect then we expect 𝜎𝑡=1
2 = 𝜎𝑡=2

2  , while if 𝑊𝑇𝑃𝑖𝑗 tend 

to approach 𝑊𝑇𝑃̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅
�̅� when T=1 then we expect 𝜎𝑡=1

2 > 𝜎𝑡=2
2 . This can be tested using the ratio 

�̂�𝑡=1
2 /�̂�𝑡=2

2 , which has an Fn1-k, n2-k distribution under the null. We estimate �̂�𝑡=1
2 = 11.17 and �̂�𝑡=2

2 =

10.28, hence F=1.08796. This has a p-value of 0.8, then there is no statistically significant evidence 

of reduced within group variance after deliberation13.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
13 The test using the robust test statistic proposed by (M. B. Brown & Forsythe, 1974) yields the same result (p-
value:0.79). For the WTP variable in levels, not log transformed, the result is similar, the null of equality of variances is 
not rejected (p-value:0.14) 
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Table 4.5 WTP changes at the group level 

Group Mean lnWTP (SD) Number of participants 

changing their WTP 

Group 

reinforce 

initial 

position?/1 
Pre Post Mean 

t-test  

Down Same Up 

1 5.87 (3.70) 3.72 (3.98) 1.15 4 3 1 No 

2 3.40 (4.26) 7.46 (0.25) -2.51** 2 0 5 No 

3 4.83 (4.06) 3.72 (3.98) 1.27 2 6 0 Yes 

4 8.32 (1.15) 6.12 (3.82) 1.50 4 1 3 No 

5 5.76 (3.97) 7.27 (3.32) -1.26 1 2 4 Yes 

Total 5.69 (3.79) 5.57 (3.65) 0.17 13 12 13  

/1: Initial position is reinforced if group mean lnWTP change towards the same side of the whole sample 

mean as the group is prior to deliberation 

**p<0.05 

 

4.5.4  Collective decision 

In order to address H3 we analyze the change in WTP in moments t=2 and t=3. With regards to 

decisions made in t=2 the social situation in t=3 has changed in two respects. First, reaching consensus 

becomes an explicit collective goal. Second, individual opinions regarding the WTP become public.  

The results in Table 6 indicate that three groups reached unanimous decision with regards to paying, 

all of them in the first five minutes of the third session. For group 2 this was not a problem since all 

seven participants had expressed, in private, a positive WTP in t=2. The absence of underlying 

disagreement facilitated an immediate unanimous decision with an accorded value in the payment 

card of COP1,000, the lowest of the WTP range in t=2 for that group. In contrast, groups 4 and 5 

reached a unanimous decision although some members had expressed in t=2 their unwillingness to 

pay (two in group 4 and one in group five). The key point here is that potentially dissenting members 

were a minority. In both groups the value agreed moved towards the median value of the distribution. 

 

The remaining two groups, 1 and 3, did not reach a unanimous decision. In them the initial underlying 

disagreement in regards to paying was not inclined towards one side, rather the groups were evenly 

split between paying and not paying. In group 3 participants voted and paying was supported by 5 

and rejected by 3. One participant changed his mind. The group agreed on the minimum value of the 
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payment card format (COP1,000). In contrast, group 1 could not resolve their disagreement through 

discussion nor voting. 

Table 4.6 Individual to collective decision 

Group 

(n) 

No of participants, 

WTP>0 in t=2 

Median WTP in t=2 

(min-max)a 

Agreement Value agreed 

by the group 

1 (8) 4 500 (0-2,000) No  

2 (7) 7 1,000 (1,000-2,000) Unanimity 1,000 

3 (8) 4 500 (0-2,000) Vote 1,000 

4 (8) 6 2,000 (0-7,000) Unanimity 2,000 

5 (7) 6 3,000 (0-15,000) Unanimity 2,000 

a: WTP actually selected in the payment card format 

 

4.6 Discussion 

The results do not suggest a systematic pattern of conformity within-groups. The first hypothesis, H1, 

does not receive strong support. Although WTP changes tend to reduce the distance between 

participants’ WTP and their group mean WTP, that change seems to reflect to some extent a reversion 

to the mean and the influence of learning. That is not to say that conformity motivated WTP change 

was absolutely absent but that it was an uncommon phenomenon.  In this study 34% of participants 

got closer to their small-group mean.  

 

The second hypothesis anticipated a reduction in the dispersion of the WTP. Contrary to H2 the within 

group variance in t=2 did not diminish and deliberation did not reinforced individual´s previous 

dispositions, in other words there is no evidence of social conformity taking the form of group 

polarization. An often mentioned cause of polarization is deliberation among like-minded people 

(Grönlund, Herne, & Setälä, 2015). The deliberative valuation studied here was based on a random 

assignment of individuals into small-groups, which yielded heterogeneity in demographic variables 

and pre-deliberation WTP, increasing the likelihood of confronting participants with diverse 

viewpoints and experiences (Table A1 supplementary material). In a related work (Chapter 5) we 

demonstrated for this same DMV workshop that participant’s WTP decisions were backed by a variety 
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of discourses and justifications, indicating that participants recognized and assessed a wide range of 

issues rather than relying on intuition or heuristics.  

 

To examine the third hypothesis, H3, participants were given the task of sitting together to make a 

joint decision. The results indicate that such a change in the decision structure affected the groups in 

different ways. One group failed to make a decision, one resorted to voting and three achieved 

consensus without difficulty. Regarding the latter the interesting point here is that in two of the groups 

a unanimous outcome was possible because those who constituted a numerical minority changed their 

mind without offering resistance, in accordance with the type of conformity known as compliance. 

While in private these participants did not agree to pay when exposed to others they acquiesced to the 

majority position. As a result the collective decision reached by these groups could be characterized 

as an instance of groupthink, to the extent that consensus was easily formed because dissenting 

positions were not brought into discussion by those holding them.  

 

Going back to the motivations driving conformity various mechanisms could have been at play. First, 

it is possible that compliance was driven by positive affective states that arise from having 

conversations and being exposed to others, i.e. positive emotions and feelings, (Burger, 2007) thus 

allowing people to fulfill their desire to affiliate with others. Second, by aligning with the majority 

view people avoid conflict and complete the decision task in a more rewarding way (Cialdini & 

Goldstein, 2004). Third, if paying (the majority position) is understood as part of a cooperative 

endeavor then those in a minority position shift their answer in order to adhere to an emergent social 

norm.  

 

This contrasts with the other two groups where a unanimous decision was not reached. In these groups 

arguments for or against paying were balanced. Because participants were not in a minority position 

they did not see themselves as being urged to respond in a desired way. The discussion that followed 
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disagreement allowed one group to tip the balance towards paying whereas in the other it strengthened 

each side’s position, hence precluding the resolution of conflict. 

 

In terms of socio-demographic characteristics, H4, regression results indicated that high income 

individuals and women were more likely to reduce their distance from their perceived group average. 

While the former is counterintuitive, the latter is in accordance with the idea that women are more 

motivated than men to affiliate with others given females greater tendency to be more relationship-

oriented than males (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004).  

 

Evidence from the political science field has shown that women tend to be less participative and to 

have less influence within in deliberating groups (Sunstein, 2004), particularly because discriminating 

norms and stereotypes silences them (Mansbridge, 2005). That does not seem to be the case in this 

study given that the participation rate for women was not much lower than for men (average Pertime 

12% vs. 15%). Similarly, there is no evidence that high status individuals functioned as a strong center 

of gravity despite the fact that they were more participative than non-high status individuals. 

 

All in all, results suggest that: (1) Individual and private decisions after deliberation are less likely to 

be driven by group effects; but, (2) When the decision is collective and public social influences 

become more relevant; and, (3) leading to consensual decisions characterized by groupthink when 

there is a clear minority position inside the group. In other words, the decision structure is the key 

element. Collective decisions in which groups strive for consensus are more prone to groupthink, 

partly because minority positions tend to be suppressed when facing an unified consensus supporting 

an opposite position (Baron, 2005). This, however, does not imply that consensus-seeking inevitably 

produces groupthink at the group level. (Baron, 2005), for example, argues that subgroup divisions 

fuel the debate inside the group, often leading to contentious and divisive discussions. This is what 
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we observed in group 1 where two subgroups engaged in a debate which prevented them from 

achieving a collective decision.  

 

For the DMV project these results point to an unavoidable tension between the normative and 

democratic aims of deliberation and the risk that these aims be undermined by the actual deliberative 

process. Authors that argue for a deliberative process in which consensual decisions are grounded on 

participant’s consent and/or impartial judgements if collective outcomes are to be fair assume that 

individual decisions are autonomous (Brown et al., 1995; Howarth & Wilson, 2006; Ward, 1999; 

Wilson & Howarth, 2002). Their objective is therefore stymied if decisions are the product of 

unreasoned conformity. A similar problem must be confronted by deliberative valuation approaches 

built upon the ideal of reasoned consensus or that see consensual rules as more appropriate for 

deciding collective values and resolving conflict (Ito et al., 2009; Zografos, 2015). Conformity driven 

decisions that reflect the preferences of the powerful and privileged, or that leave aside relevant 

perspectives are far from being democratic (Schouten et al., 2012). 

 

4.7 Conclusion 

In the DMV literature a key question that needs to be addressed is whether expressed preferences after 

group discussion are the result of informed and independent decision-making or merely due to social 

pressures to conform. Underpinning deliberation’s multiple aims (rational, political and ecological) 

is the assumption that decisions are based on reflection by each and all of the participants (Baber & 

Bartlett, 2005; Dryzek, 2000; Solomon, 2006). Deliberation is first and foremost a socially interactive 

activity which influence people’s decisions through mechanisms that go beyond the exchange of 

persuasive arguments. Decisions made in a social situation are thus shaped by people’s motivations 

to affiliate with others, to be accurate, and to maintain a positive self-concept. But the extent to which 

people go along with the view of others, even by suppressing their own opinions, also depends on the 

decision structure. 
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In this study we examine the extent to which willingness to pay responses are driven by conformity. 

By varying the social context in which participants expressed their WTP we attempted to uncover the 

incidence of social influences. Deliberators made their decisions in three different situations: i) 

privately and in isolation (standard survey); ii) privately within a group setting; and ii) collectively, 

where participants sat together to make a joint decision.  This design allowed us to better discriminate 

discussion in itself from the way decisions are made. We did not find evidence suggesting that private 

expressions of the WTP after group discussion were systematically driven by group effects. When 

decisions were made collectively and in public, however, conformity driven decisions were apparent 

in cases where a clear numerical minority existed. Those in a minority position were not willing to 

pay and in this sense they dissented with the majority position of paying the tax to fund the proposed 

PES program, irrespective of the amount. The reasons those participants had for not paying where not 

put forward for discussion. This last point is of importance and deserves further investigation. If 

minority perspectives are silenced valuable information and alternative value judgements are lost, 

therefore undermining DMV’s potential to make better and more democratic decisions.  

 

These results have implications for the DMV alternative as they suggest that group decisions are more 

likely to be affected by social conformity. While some DMV approaches are content with the 

individual and private elicitation of preferences after group discussion [e.g. (Álvarez-Farizo & 

Hanley, 2006; Macmillan et al., 2002; Szabo, 2011)], others insist in that deliberation should strive 

for consensus on WTP values [e.g. (Brown et al., 1995; Howarth & Wilson, 2006; Sagoff, 1998; 

Ward, 1999; Wilson & Howarth, 2002)]. While the empirical evidence presented here is not a 

sufficient argument for selecting one alternative over the other it does points to the importance of 

paying greater attention to those social aspects of deliberation, like group’s composition and patterns 

of interaction, if DMV is to be a real pragmatic alternative. 

 



 

131 
 

4.8 Acknowledgements 

 

This work would not be possible without the financial and human support of the Strategic Area 

Program on Biodiversity, Ecosystem Services and Well-Being of Universidad del Norte, Colombia. 

Additional funding was provided by the Higher Degree Research financial support offered by the 

School of Environment at Griffith University, Australia. Funding sources had no role in any of the 

stages of this study. We would like to thank the participants of the deliberative workshop, who 

crucially contributed to the success of the research project. All procedures were in accordance with 

the ethical standards of the Human Research Ethics Committee of Griffith University, Australia, and 

the Ethics Committee of Universidad del Norte, Colombia. 

4.9 References 

 

Álvarez-Farizo, B., & Hanley, N. (2006). Improving the Process of Valuing Non-Market Benefits: 

Combining Citizens' Juries with Choice Modelling. Land Economics, 82(3), 465-478. 

doi:10.2307/27647723 

Baber, W. F., & Bartlett, R. V. (2005). Deliberative environmental politics. Democracy and 

ecological rationality. Cambridge: The MIT Press. 

Baron, R. S. (2005). So Right It's Wrong: Groupthink and the Ubiquitous Nature of Polarized Group 

Decision Making Advances in experimental social psychology, Vol. 37 (pp. 219-253). San 

Diego, CA, US: Elsevier Academic Press. 

Bell, R. M., & McCaffrey, D. F. (2002). Bias reduction in standard errors for linear regression with 

multi-stage samples. Survey Methodology, 28(2), 169-182.  

Brown, M. B., & Forsythe, A. B. (1974). Robust Tests for the Equality of Variances. Journal of the 

American Statistical Association, 69(346), 364-367. doi:10.2307/2285659 

Brown, T., Peterson, G., & Tonn, B. (1995). The Values Jury to Aid Natural Resource Decisions. 

Land Economics, 71(2), 250-260. doi:10.2307/3146505 

Burger, J. (2007). Fleeting attraction and compliance with requests. In A. R. Pratkanis (Ed.), The 

science of social influence: Advances and future progress (pp. 155-166). New York, NY, US: 

Psychology Press. 

Cialdini, R., & Goldstein, N. J. (2004). Social Influence: Compliance and Conformity. Annual Review 

of Psychology, 55(1), 591-621. doi:doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.55.090902.142015 

de Dreu, C. K. W. (2007). Minority dissent, attitude change, and group performance The science of 

social influence: Advances and future progress (pp. 247-270). New York, NY, US: 

Psychology Press. 

Dietz, T., Stern, P. C., & Dan, A. (2009). How Deliberation Affects Stated Willingness to Pay for 

Mitigation of Carbon Dioxide Emissions: An Experiment. Land Economics, 85(2), 329-347. 

doi:10.3368/le.85.2.329 

Dryzek, J. S. (2000). Delibertive Democracy and Beyond: Liberals, Critics, Contestations. New York: 

Oxford University Press. 

Farrar, C., Green, D. P., Green, J. E., Nickerson, D. W., & Shewfelt, S. (2009). Does Discussion 

Group Composition Affect Policy Preferences? Results from Three Randomized Experiments. 

Political Psychology, 30(4), 615-647. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9221.2009.00717.x 



 

132 
 

Fishkin, J. S. (2009). When the People Speak. Deliberative Democracy and Public Consultation. New 

York: Oxford University Press. 

García, H., Corzo, G., & Etter, A. (2014). Distribución y estado actual de los remanentes del bioma 

Bosque Seco Tropical en Colombia: Insumos para su gestión. In C. Pizano & H. García (Eds.), 

El Bosque Seco Tropical en Colombia: Instituto de Investigación en Recursos Biológicos 

Alexander von Humboldt 

 

Gregory, R., & Wellman, K. (2001). Bringing stakeholder values into environmental policy choices: 

a community-based estuary case study. Ecological Economics, 39(1), 37-52. 

doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0921-8009(01)00214-2 

Grönlund, K., Herne, K., & Setälä, M. (2015). Does Enclave Deliberation Polarize Opinions? 

Political Behavior, 1-26. doi:10.1007/s11109-015-9304-x 

Howarth, R. B., & Wilson, M. A. (2006). A theoretical approach to deliberative valuation: 

Aggregation by mutual consent. Land Economics, 82(1), 1-16.  

Ito, N., Takeuchi, K., Kuriyama, K., Shoji, Y., Tsuge, T., & Mitani, Y. (2009). The influence of 

decision-making rules on individual preferences for ecological restoration: Evidence from an 

experimental survey. Ecological Economics, 68(8–9), 2426-2431. 

doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2009.03.022 

Jacobs, M. (1997). Environmental valuation, deliberative democracy and public decision making 

institutions. In J. Foster (Ed.), Valuing nature? : Routledge. 

James, R. F., & Blamey, R. K. (2005). Deliberation and economic valuation: national park 

management. In M. Getzner, C. L. Spash, & S. Stagl (Eds.), Alternative for Environmental 

Valuation (pp. 225-243). London: Routledge. 

Kameda, T., & Sugimori, S. (1993). Psychological entrapment in group decision making: An assigned 

decision rule and a groupthink phenomenon. Journal of personality and social psychology, 

65(2), 282-292.  

Kenter, J. O., Hyde, T., Christie, M., & Fazey, I. (2011). The importance of deliberation in valuing 

ecosystem services in developing countries-Evidence from the Solomon Islands. Global 

Environmental Change-Human and Policy Dimensions, 21(2), 505-521. 

doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2011.01.001 

Kerr, N. L., & Tindale, R. S. (2004). Group Performance and Decision Making. Annual Review of 

Psychology, 55(1), 623-655. doi:doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.55.090902.142009 

Levitan, L., & Verhulst, B. (2015). Conformity in Groups: The Effects of Others’ Views on Expressed 

Attitudes and Attitude Change. Political Behavior, 1-39. doi:10.1007/s11109-015-9312-x 

Lienhoop, N., & MacMillan, D. C. (2007). Contingent valuation: Comparing participant performance 

in group-based approaches and personal interviews. Environmental Values, 16(2), 209-232. 

doi:10.3197/096327107780474500 

Lo, A. (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. doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.12.014 

Luskin, R., Fishkin, J. S., & Jowell, R. (2002). Considered Opinions: Deliberative Polling in Britain. 

British Journal of Political Science, 32(03), 455-487. doi:doi:10.1017/S0007123402000194 

MacDonald, G., & Nail, P. R. (2005). Attitude change and the public-private attitude distinction. The 

British Journal of Social Psychology, 44(1), 15-28.  

Macmillan, D., Philip, L., Hanley, N., & Alvarez-Farizo, B. (2002). Valuing the non-market benefits 

of wild goose conservation: a comparison of interview and group based approaches. 

Ecological Economics, 43(1), 49-59. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0921-8009(02)00182-9 

Mansbridge, J. (2005). Quota Problems: Combating the Dangers of Essentialism. Politics & Gender, 

1(04), 622-638. doi:doi:10.1017/S1743923X05220196 

Nail, P. R., & MacDonald, G. (2007). On the development of the social response context model. In 

A. R. Pratkanis (Ed.), The science of social influence: Advances and future progress (Vol.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0921-8009(01)00214-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2009.03.022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0921-8009(02)00182-9


 

133 
 

, pp. 193-222). New York, NY, US: Psychology Press. 

Niemeyer, S., & Spash, C. L. (2001). Environmental valuation analysis, public deliberation, and their 

pragmatic syntheses: a critical appraisal. Environment and Planning C-Government and 

Policy, 19(4), 567-585. doi:10.1068/c9s 

Parks, S., & Gowdy, J. (2013). What have economists learned about valuing nature? A review essay. 

Ecosystem Services, 3, e1-e10. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2012.12.002 

Robinson, J., Cloustin, B., Suh, J., & Chaloupka, M. (2008). Are citizens' juries a useful tool for 

assessing environmental value? Environmental Conservation, 35(04), 351-360. 

doi:doi:10.1017/S0376892908005213 

Sager, K. L., & Gastil, J. (2006). The Origins and Consequences of Consensus Decision Making: A 

Test of the Social Consensus Model. Southern Communication Journal, 71(1), 1-24. 

doi:10.1080/10417940500503464 

Sagoff, M. (1998). Aggregation and deliberation in valuing environmental public goods: A look 

beyond contingent pricing. Ecological Economics, 24(2-3), 213-230. doi:10.1016/s0921-

8009(97)00144-4 

Schkade, D., Sunstein, C. R., & Hastie, R. (2010). When deliberation produces extremism. Critical 

Review, 22(2-3), 227-252. doi:10.1080/08913811.2010.508634 

Schouten, G., Leroy, P., & Glasbergen, P. (2012). On the deliberative capacity of private multi-

stakeholder governance: The Roundtables on Responsible Soy and Sustainable Palm Oil. 

Ecological Economics, 83, 42-50. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.08.007 

Siu, A., & Stanisevski, D. (2012). Deliberation in Multicultural Societies: Addressing Inequality, 

Exclusion and Marginalization. In T. Nabatchi, J. Gastil, M. Leighninger, & G. M. Weiksner 

(Eds.), Demicracy in Motion: Evaluating the Practice and Impact  of Deliberative Civic 

Engagement. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Solomon, M. (2006). Groupthink versus The Wisdom of Crowds: The Social Epistemology of 

Deliberation and Dissent. The Southern Journal of Philosophy, 44(S1), 28-42. 

doi:10.1111/j.2041-6962.2006.tb00028.x 

Spash, C. L. (2007). Deliberative monetary valuation (DMV): Issues in combining economic and 

political processes to value environmental change. Ecological Economics, 63(4), 690-699. 

doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2007.02.014 

Spash, C. L. (2008). Deliberative monetary valuation and the evidence for a new value theory. Land 

Economics, 84(3), 469-488.  

Sunstein, C. R. (2004). Group judgements: deliebration, statistical means, and information markets. 

Chicago Law and Economics, Olin Working Paper, 219.  

Szabo, Z. (2011). Reducing protest responses by deliberative monetary valuation: Improving the 

validity of biodiversity valuation. Ecological Economics, 72, 37-44. 

doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2011.09.025 

Turner, M. E., Pratkanis, A. R., & Struckman, C. K. (2007). Groupthink as social identity 

maintenance. In A. R. Pratkanis (Ed.), The science of social influence: Advances and future 

progress (pp. 223-246). New York: Psychology Press. 

Vargas, A., & Diaz, D. (2017). Going along with crowd? The importance of group effects for 

environmental deliberative monetary valuation. Cuadernos de Economía, 36.  

Vatn, A. (2009). An institutional analysis of methods for environmental appraisal. Ecological 

Economics, 68(8–9), 2207-2215. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2009.04.005 

Ward, H. (1999). Citizens' juries and valuing the environment: A proposal. Environmental Politics, 

8(2), 75-96. doi:10.1080/09644019908414462 

Wilson, M. A., & Howarth, R. B. (2002). Discourse-based valuation of ecosystem services: 

establishing fair outcomes through group deliberation. Ecological Economics, 41(3), 431-443. 

doi:10.1016/s0921-8009(02)00092-7 

Young, I. M. (1996). Communication and the other: beyond deliberative democracy. In S. Benhabib 

(Ed.), Democracy and Difference: Contesting the Boundaries of the Political (pp. 120-136): 

Princenton University Press. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2012.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.08.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2009.04.005


 

134 
 

Young, I. M. (2000). Inclusion and Democracy: Oxford University Press. 

Zografos, C. (2015). Value deliberation in ecological economics. In J. Martínez-Alier & R. Muradian 

(Eds.), Handbook of Ecological Economics (pp. 74-99). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

135 
 

4.10 Supplementary material 

 

Table 4.7 Demographic characteristics and Pre-deliberation WTP 

Group Gender Education 

Female Male Primary Secondary >Secondary 

1 4 4 2 2 4 

2 5 3 4 3 1 

3 5 3 2 5 1 

4 4 4 2 4 2 

5 4 3 1 4 2 

  

Table 4.8 Demographic characteristics and Pre-deliberation WTP (continuation) 

Group Age1 Municipality WTP2 (t=1) 

Luruaco Sta Cat. 

1 40(20-74) 6 2 1,000(0-10,000) 

2 47(31-57) 4 4 0(0-5,000) 

3 42(19-58) 4 4 1,000(0-10,000) 

4 44(24-61) 4 4 2,000(1,000-20,000) 

5 39(19-55) 5 2 2,000(0-5,000) 

1: average(min-max) 

2: WTP as marked in the payment card. Median(min-max). Values in COP 

 

 

Table 4.9 Descriptive statistics for model variables (n=38) 

Variable Range Mean Median S.D 

WTP1 (COP) 0-25,000 3,394 1,500 5,189 

WTP2 (COP) 0-17,500 2,460 1,500 3,532 

WTP (COP) -1,900-11,500 -934 0 5,461 

Closer 0-1 0.34 0 0.48 

Distance  2.96-8.86 1.8 0.21 3.8 

Factorsi2 1-4 1.9 2 0.9 

Groupi2 (COP) 624-7,000 2,506 2,083 1,953 

Timei2 0-0.5 0.13 0.09 0.12 

H_educ 0-1 0.26 0 0.44 

Female 0-1 0.55 1 0.5 

H_income 0-1 0.29 0 0.46 

Education: dummy variable. 1 if educational level is greater than secondary 

Female: dummy variable. 1 if sex is female 

Income: dummy variable. 1 if Income is greater than COP600,000 (USD321) 
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CHAPTER 5 - 

Public Deliberation on Payment for Ecosystem Services: A case study 

of tropical dry forest conservation in Colombia 
 

The previous chapter examined the effect of social conformity effects on expressed WTP. It found 

that social conformity is more likely to be present when the WTP is collectively decided than when 

decisions are individual. It also demonstrated that participants’ WTP did not converge towards that 

of the high-status individuals despite them being more participative.  This chapter examines 

participants’ post-deliberation WTP in light of the reasons and discourses on which it is supported. 

By doing this this chapter demonstrates how deliberation contributes to democratize the process of 

valuation and the environmental policy it seeks to inform, thus addressing research question 1.1. 

Chapter 5 is currently under review by the journal Land Use Policy and has been formatted to that 

journal style. The citation is as follows:  

Vargas A., Howes, M., Lo, A., & Rhode, N.(in review). Public deliberation on payment for ecosystem 

services: A case study of tropical dry forest in Colombia. Land Use Policy 

The co-authors of this manuscript are my thesis supervisors, Assoc. Prof. Michael Howes, Assistant 

Professor Alex Lo, and Dr. Nicholas Rohde. My (Andrés Vargas) contribution to the manuscript 

involved: survey and workshop design, data collection, data analysis, and preparation of the 

manuscript 

Andrés Vargas (Corresponding author) 

Associate Professor Michael Howes (Principal supervisor) 

Assistant Professor Alex Lo (External supervisor) 

Dr. Nicholas Rohde (Associate supervisor) 
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5.1 Abstract 

 

Payment for ecosystem services (PES) has recently gained support in natural resource management 

and conservation policy. Whether it should be considered a market-based instrument however, 

remains contested. This article addresses the disputed economic framing of PES to demonstrate an 

alternative way of understanding it. The core argument is that PES schemes should be interpreted as 

governance arrangements in which payments represent a social or political act. This study examined 

how people understood a PES scheme for tropical dry forest conservation. Small-group deliberations 

involving 39 local participants were conducted in a rural location in Colombia. Q-methodology was 

used to identify and categorize participant perspectives about forest conservation. Four distinctive 

perspectives were found: Social Conservationism, Fair Development, Development Advocate and 

Political Action. Social conservationism places more importance on forest conservation while the 

other three perspectives emphasise development. None of the four perspectives consider conservation 

an obstacle to development and all are amenable to the idea of paying. The participants did not view 

the payment as a market transaction. The payment is better interpreted as a mechanism that facilitates 

mutual co-operation. Potential beneficiaries of ecosystem services saw themselves as co-operators 

with their actions dependent upon the reciprocity of ecosystem service providers. While most 

participants were willing to pay (to an extent), results suggests that the design of a PES scheme based 

on the idea that local residents pay landholders the full opportunity cost of forest conservation will 

lack social acceptability and therefore legitimacy. 

Keywords: Deliberative monetary valuation, Payment for ecosystem services, Deliberation, Tropical 

dry forest, Q-method 
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5.2 Introduction 

 

International commitments aimed at protecting biodiversity have increased the attractiveness of 

alternatives to the traditional Protected Areas (PA) approach, which is insufficient for the 

conservation of biological diversity on its own (Butchart et al., 2015). Every tract of land with 

conservation value cannot be converted into a PA, so measures based on payments (such as Payment 

for Ecosystem Services, PES) are gaining in popularity. This is particularly the case where a property 

regime conflict arises from situations where ecosystem services flow from forests as public goods, 

but the forested areas are on private land (Shogren  & Parkhurst, 2011). PES has gained prominence 

as part of the biodiversity conservation policy toolkit that can be used on privately owned land. In 

these situations those who have an interest in protecting nature, such as local residents, pay 

landowners to protect local habitats and/or species. The understanding of this arrangement as a market 

type mechanism is a matter of dispute. 

 

It is increasingly recognized that payments do not necessarily reflect a market transaction where 

people’s multiple values have been reduced to money and nature has been fully commodified. Rather 

than market mechanisms, PES programs  can be seen as a governance structure that creates new 

relationships between the beneficiaries and providers of ecosystem services (ES) (Vatn, 2015). These 

PES programs move beyond the narrow focus on efficiency to encompass a wider range of social 

equity considerations (Pascual et al., 2014). Deliberative processes of valuation have the potential to 

include these social equity issues and have been advocated as a means to better inform both policy 

design and decision-making (Lienhoop, Bartkowski, & Hansjürgens, 2015; Parks & Gowdy, 2013).  

 

Deliberative monetary valuation (DMV), as the name suggests, combines deliberation with monetary 

valuation. Democratically oriented DMV, however, is more than simply eliciting a monetary quantity 
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after deliberation and does not subsume the expressed willingness to pay (WTP) into a paradigm in 

which its meaning is ex-ante defined. On the contrary, its interpretation can only be appraised after 

deliberation in the light of participant’s subjective dispositions (Lo & Spash, 2013). This fits with the 

view of monetary payments as social acts (O'Neill et al., 2008). DMV and governance arrangements 

are linked where a monetary payment is a core component, such as in a PES program.  

 

This study contributes to the emerging literature that questions the standard economic interpretation 

of PES. Building on data from a DMV workshop, this study analysed how participants in deliberation 

understood the monetary payment underpinning the PES program. This research objectives were: (i) 

to know to what extent the monetary payment was understood as a market-type transaction; and (ii) 

to determine   on what terms they are more likely to accept the PES program. In this case, citizens 

were gathered to discuss a PES program aimed at conserving the last remnants of tropical dry forest 

(TDF) in the Colombian Caribbean. The relationship between the expressed WTP after deliberation 

and participant’s underlying point of view is examined. The results of this study are intended to inform 

policy and decision-makers on the design of a socially acceptable PES program. 

 

5.3 What is the role of deliberation in PES design? 

 

The conventional economic view of the conservation problem is that since landowners face a cost in 

taking actions to “produce” biodiversity, a monetary payment is required to encourage them supply it 

(Hanley, Banerjee, Lennox, & Armsworth, 2012). Following this logic, a conservation program based 

on payments, like a PES, is easily understood as a market transaction. Some authors however, argue 

that in practice these programs are better understood as governance structures which reconfigure the 

relationships between the market, the state and the community with the aim of resolving 

environmental conflicts (Paavola, 2007; Vatn, 2010).  
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Broadly understood, a PES scheme entails an act of exchange between an ES beneficiary and an ES 

supplier14. For market oriented interpretations the exchange amounts to a trade in which the 

beneficiary is actually a buyer whose WTP is key for estimating the demand of the ES or to provide 

a reference value against which parties negotiate (Whittington & Pagiola, 2012; Wunder, 2005). In 

other words, the WTP is a technical tool for getting the prices right and helps determine whether the 

program is a realistic option.  

 

Payments  however, goes beyond the scope of markets and includes multiple functional aspects (cost-

effectiveness, fairness, and incentives), which according to Wunder (2015), must be included in the 

PES recipe. Acknowledging that PES schemes are embedded in complex systems in which other 

social and political process operate has led to the incorporation of equity considerations related to: (a) 

people’s participation in the process; (b) the distribution of costs, benefits, burdens and rights; and, 

(c) the recognition of people’s norms, values and knowledge systems (McDermott, Mahanty, & 

Schreckenberg, 2013; Pascual et al., 2014) 

 

In DMV the WTP is not a technical tool but the outcome of a deliberative process, and as such, is 

better conceived as a political instrument that conveys useful information for the design of a socially 

acceptable PES scheme. Underpinning DMV is deliberative democracy’s emphasis on the reasons 

that citizens give to support their expressed preferences (Gutmann & Thompson, 2004). According to 

Niemeyer and Spash (2001), the information produced by a deliberative process for decision makers 

is accompanied by discourses that outline the reasons for the expressed preferences. By this account, 

                                                           
14 Here we focus on monetary payments although we recognize that in-kind payments are also possible. We recognize the burgeoning 

discussion on the PES concept and the debate on what should and should not be considered PES [see for example Wunder (2015)]. We 

refrain from participating in that debate to concentrate on the fact that a great number of programs in the field involve payment from ES 

beneficiaries to landowners. 
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expressed WTP is not seen as a self-explanatory decision but needs to be read in the context of 

people’s underlying subjectivity15.  

 

Whether there should be correspondence between subjectivity and expressed preferences is in dispute. 

Some authors expect preferences to be consistent with the conception of values implicit in their theory, 

be it utilitarian (e.g. mainstream economics) or deontological [e.g. citizen-consumer (Sagoff, 1998)]. 

For others the pursuit of such consistency is detrimental to the principle of value pluralism because it 

cannot consider cooperative actions that rest upon the mutual recognition of generalizable interests 

(Lo, 2013). In this latter view, acceptable collective agreements do not require the convergence of 

people’s subjective values, but only agreement on the nature of the issue at hand, although not 

necessarily on the actual outcome (Niemeyer & Dryzek, 2007). We should not demand that those 

adhering to the same discourse must express the same preference nor that those holding the same 

preference must subscribe to the same discourse. Post-deliberative WTP expressions are better 

conceived as the outcome of a micro-political process that is subject to interpretation (Lo & Spash, 

2013).   

 

The post-deliberation WTP and its accompanying discourses are key elements for the design of a PES 

program because they signal to policy and decision makers on what terms citizens are more likely to 

                                                           
15 A discourse is a shared way of making sense of the world that is embedded in language, and constructs meaning and relationships, 

as well as helping to define common sense and the legitimacy of knowledge (Dryzek, 2013b). Subjectivity is a key element of a discourse.  

Subjectivity makes reference to the way in which the political issue at hand is understood from the perspective of the individual (Dryzek & 

Berejikian, 1993; Niemeyer, 2011). Subjectivity comprises individual’s values and beliefs that underpin preferences (Niemeyer & Dryzek, 

2007).   
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endorse the program.  It is likely that those terms make reference to social and distributive issues, the 

plurality of values, and diverse social and cultural backgrounds. 

 

5.4 Research Methods 

5.4.1  Background on the study site 

 

The study was conducted in 2014-15 in the Colombian municipalities of Luruaco and Santa Catalina, 

between the cities of Barranquilla and Cartagena in the Colombian Caribbean, The area was once 

covered by tropical dry forests, TDF. They are now highly fragmented and degraded. At the national 

level it is estimated that less than 4% of their original area remains intact and that only 3% of the 

remaining forests are inside Protected Areas (PA) (García et al., 2014). TDF have been declared a 

strategic ecosystem for Colombian environmental policy. Further expansion of PAs and payment 

based policies aimed at conserving forests on private land are priority management strategies. 

 

This study was conducted in an area where some TDF remnants in good condition and with high 

conservation value remain. The area also has a history of conservation related to the protection of the 

Cotton-top tamarin (Saguinus oedipus) an endemic, critically endangered primate (Savage et al., 

2010). The primary drivers of deforestation and forest degradation in the area are: i) extensive cattle 

ranching; ii) construction material mining; and, iii) extraction of wood for fuel and making of charcoal 

for domestic and commercial use. Extensive cattle ranching is associated with Colombia’s historical 

high inequality in land ownership (Faguet, Sánchez, & Villaveces, 2015), whereas mining has recently 

expanded due to the real estate booms in the nearby cities of Barranquilla and Cartagena. Ranching 

and mining affect the land tenancy structure towards further inequality. In contrast, wood extraction 

for fuel and charcoal is an activity mostly carried out by the non-land owning residents of the area.  

 



 

144 
 

The PES scheme presented to the participants for discussion was based on the Colombian national 

PES policy that is meant to guarantee the provision of hydrological services. For this study, the policy 

objective was changed from hydrological services to forest protection. The rest of the scheme follows 

government guidelines (Decreto No. 953, 2013), where the municipal government is responsible for 

the administration and funding (using its tax revenues) of a scheme aimed at securing the provision 

of ES by paying landowners to either protect the forest or change current land-use patterns. 

 

In this case, the objective of the PES was to transfer financial incentives (through a municipal tax) 

from households residing in the municipalities of Luruaco and Santa Catalina to landowners of the 

TDF remnants in exchange for forest conservation. Forested areas inside each municipality were 

identified through the official map that guides Colombia’s TDF conservation policy (Instituto de 

Investigación de Recursos Biológicos Alexander von Humboldt, 2013). The focus of this study was 

on the payment issue, i.e. on the willingness of households to pay an additional tax to fund the PES 

scheme. 

 

By applying the government’s blueprint to a particular context several aspects deserving further 

attention emerge. First, the relationship between ES users and ES providers is highly asymmetric and 

contrary to what is found is most of PES schemes, where small landholders living in poverty are 

usually the providers and the government or private sector organizations the “buyers” (Milder, Scherr, 

& Bracer, 2010). In this case, most of local inhabitants live in poverty whereas landowners are better-

off. Second, is mandatory for local governments to implement and fund the scheme using their own 

revenue, despite their fiscal condition. Local governments in the area of study have limited resources 

and capacity to obtain money from sources other than the national government (e.g. foreign aid) to 

compensate for the tax revenue used to implement the policy. Tax changes, therefore, are a realistic 

option. This also implies that from the perspective of the local government and its constituency the 
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PES transaction is not voluntary. In this study area the combination of land inequality and low levels 

of economic development make very unlikely that a PES scheme following the national guideline be 

pro-poor. On the contrary, it seems to produce questionable results from an equity perspective 

 

5.4.2  Data collection 

 

Semi-structured personal interviews 

 

Five semi-structured personal interviews were conducted with key informants, identified based on 

their involvement in conservation activities. These interviews assessed their perceptions of forest 

conservation, its importance for the community and environmental conflicts.  

Focus group:  

 

One focus group was conducted to discuss perceptions of the government and public participation in 

decision-making. Eight people participated. The focus group was part of a larger training activity 

carried out by a local conservation NGO, who selected the eight participants. 

Deliberative workshop: 

 

A total of 39 participants were recruited for the deliberative workshop using a two-step procedure. In 

the first stage a random sample of 225 households in the study area were chosen to participate in a 

contingent valuation survey. The survey was administered face to face between July and August 2014. 

In the second stage, 50 households from the initial sample were invited to participate in a deliberative 

workshop. They were selected on the basis of their place of residence, education level, gender and 

engagement in conservation activities. The 39 participants were randomly assigned to five small 

discussion groups (four groups of 8 and one group of 7)16.  

                                                           
16 One participant did not complete the Q questionnaire and was excluded from further analysis. 
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Participants were involved in a series of group discussions focused on TDF conservation issues. The 

workshop comprised three discussion sessions. The first focused on "concern about the TDF", where 

participants expressed their views about the importance of the forest for their livelihoods and well-

being, as well as the perceived relationship between conservation and development. The second 

session was about the proposed policy. The valuation question presented was: "Are you willing to pay 

a monthly tax to the municipal government to finance the protection of the 700 ha of forests that are 

inside the municipality?” If the answer was affirmative the respondent was asked to state their 

maximum WTP. This was followed by an open ended question in which respondents were asked to 

explain the factors they took into consideration when making the WTP decision. The payment card 

format was used as elicitation method.17 In the third discussion session participants were asked make 

a collective decision on the WTP that they thought citizens should pay. The Q questionnaire was 

applied at the end of the day. 

 

5.4.3  Data Analysis: Q-Method 

 

The Q-method aims to analyse subjectivity, that is, it attempts to enable the communication of a 

personal point of view. Subjectivity is inherently expressive and subjective expressions are anchored 

to an internal frame of reference (McKeown & Thomas, 2013). The Q-method combines qualitative 

and quantitative data to explore the opinions that exist about a topic within the sample population. It 

has been widely used in analysing the different social perspectives that exist in environmental issues 

(Brannstrom, 2011; Bredin, Lindhjem, van Dijk, & Linnell, 2015; Curry, Barry, & McClenaghan, 

2012; Lansing, 2013; Webler & Tuler, 2006).  

 

                                                           
17 ($1, $2, $3, $5, $7, $10, $15, $20, $30, $40, $50) values in thousand Colombian pesos. 
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The Q-method involves participants’ sorting a set of statements (Q-sample) about the subject matter 

that are provided by the researchers. According to McKeown and Thomas (2013), an ideal Q-sample 

is composed of statements that are in the native language of the participants, are comprehensive,  and 

represent a cross-section of the range of their expressed opinions. The interviews and focus group 

enabled us to identify 92 such statements (the concourse) related to the topic of interest. Statements 

were classified into six categories, which were not a priori defined but emerged from the analysis of 

the data. This categorisation was then used to reduce the concourse to 40 representative statements 

that provided adequate coverage of the range while simplifying the sorting process (Supplementary 

Material Table A1). All statements were in Spanish. 

 

Participants were asked to sort these statements according to how well they represented their own 

opinion, using a forced-choice distribution with a scale running from -4 (disagree most) to +4 (agree 

most). The forced-choice distribution dictates the number of statements that can be assigned a 

particular ranking value. The resulting rank-ordered set is the Q-sort. Participant’s Q-sorts were 

analysed by means of principal component analysis (PCA)  (Webler, Danielson, & Tuler, 2009).  

 

Factors were rotated using the Varimax algorithm.18 The resulting factors represent the assembled 

points of view, or discourses. Each discourse represents categories described similarly by individuals 

who are significantly loaded on the same factor. Finally, factors are analysed through the 

interpretation of the pattern of statements that characterizes each typical discourse. This is an 

interpretative activity in which the meaning of each statement is conditional on its position relative to 

the other statements. The Watts and Stenner (2012) crib sheet method for factor interpretation which 

aims at sound and holistic factor interpretations was followed. 

                                                           
18 Statistical analysis was done using the PQmethod software, freely available from: 
http://schmolck.userweb.mwn.de/qmethod/downpqwin.htm . 

http://schmolck.userweb.mwn.de/qmethod/downpqwin.htm


 

148 
 

The Q-method was used because it is underpinned by the communication of viewpoints among 

individuals as if they were deliberating (Lo, 2013). Q-methodology is also an established approach 

for exploring political behaviour and is coherent with discourse theory (Niemeyer, 2011). The 

resulting discourses were supplemented by the qualitative data coming from the open-ended 

debriefing question (that followed the WTP question) to gain a deeper understanding of the 

relationship between the discourse and the individual’s expressed WTP.  

 

5.5 Results 

 

Based on the criteria used for retaining factors, (eigenvalue > 1, variance > 40%, account for most Q-

sorts, Watts & Stenner, 2012), four factors were extracted for rotation. These four factors explained 

51% of the variance with 36 of the 38 Q sorts loading significantly on one or more of the factors 

(Table 1). 

Table 5.1 Factor characteristics 

Factor characteristics FA: Social 
conservationism 

FB: Fair 
development 

FC: Development 
advocate 

FD: Political 
action 

Eigenvalue 9.7 4.5 2.9 2.2 
No. of defining sorts 14 10 12 6 
Average relative 
coefficient 

0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 

Composite reliability 0.982 0.976 0.98 0.96 
S.E of factor scores 0.13 0.16 0.14 0.2 
% variance explained 19 12 13 7 

 

 Factor A: Social Conservationism (12 uniquely loaded; 14 significantly loaded) 

Factor A represents a conservationist position. This discourse sees forests as an integral part of 

people's lives (statement 28), and recognizes its importance in protecting endangered species and 

natural resources (27, 22) (Table 2). Although people who are influenced by this discourse think that 

the government is not solely responsible for protecting the environment (5), they do not firmly assert 

that it is everybody’s duty. Hence their acceptance of the forest’s importance does not automatically 

translate into a strong environmentalist position. Social conservationists are not pure nature 
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protectionists that embrace strong preservationism because they believe that conservation does not 

diminish local employment opportunities (24) and reject the idea that access to forest resources must 

be restricted because local people overexploit them (11).  They see the deforestation problem as more 

to do with the actions of a few powerful actors, such as rich landowners (who own most of the land) 

and mining companies (33, 35). As a result, the proposition of compensating landowners for the costs 

associated with measures aimed at protecting forests is strongly rejected (10). Compensation that is 

directed at poor households is also rejected but not so vehemently (9).  

 

These responses suggest that social conservationism is not characterized by a preservationist position 

that sees either the conservation-development or the nature-people relationships as a state of conflict. 

They are more inclined towards a sustainable development discourse that affirms the possibility of 

jointly advancing the goals of improving human welfare and environmental protection. 

 

With regards to WTP, five individuals refused to pay. A look at the justifications offered after 

answering the valuation question (Supplementary material Table A2, last column), reveals that they 

disagree with the idea of paying because either: they do not have the money - they think that the 

government should pay; and/or they do not trust the landowners. The justifications of the eight 

participants who expressed a positive WTP, included the willingness to contribute to a good cause 

and support for incentives to change behaviour. In some cases participants considered their budget 

constraints as a relevant factor.  
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Table 5.2 Factor interpretation crib sheet for Factor A: Social conservationism 

Statements ranked at +4 

27 Forest of this region must be conserved to protect animal species at risk of extinction +4 
28 We are part of the environment, without it we would not exist +4 
Statements ranked higher in Factor A than in other Factors 

22 Protecting forests is necessary because we are running out of natural resources +2 
33 If we as a community don´t take action then business will not compensate for the deforestation they 

cause +3 
35 Land is owned by few, cutting down the trees benefits them and harms the local community 0 
36 Money cannot compensate welfare loss I experienced due to forest destruction +1 
40 Large projects´ benefits do not compensate for the environmental damage experienced by local people 

+1 
Statements ranked lower in Factor A than in other Factors 

5 Forest and environmental protection is government´s responsibility -2 
7 Colombia is a country with great natural richness, we should protect it, it´s part of our development -1 
9 Poor households affected by forest protection must be compensated -2 
11 The use of forests must be restricted because people don´t use it rationally -3 
16 Forest conservation is a source of development -1 
18 Everybody should contribute to forest protection because it is for our region´s benefit 0 
Statements ranked at -4 

10 Landowners affected by forest protection must be compensated -4 
24 Forest conservation diminishes local employment opportunities -4 

  

Factor B: Fair development (8 uniquely loaded; 10 significantly loaded) 

This factor represents a more pro-development discourse with a strong emphasis on distributional 

costs and benefits (Table 3). Participants subscribing to this discourse wanted to see the expansion of 

economic activity (statement 34), but not at any cost. They believed that measures should be taken to 

minimize environmental impacts (15) and that companies should finance forest protection programs 

(1) on the understanding that the environmental damage they cause hinders the expected social and 

economic benefits for the local population (13, 14). Their concern about the distribution of costs and 

benefits also extends to other dimensions. Compensation must be paid to poor households affected by 

conservation measures (9) and the community should have greater participation in environmental 

decision-making (38). 

 

Although this factor cannot be classed as an environmental discourse it has a sympathetic disposition 

about conservation. Natural richness is thought to be part of society’s development (7), thus 

everybody should contribute to protecting it (18). Nonetheless, some inconsistencies can be observed, 

i.e. considering forests as essential (19) while maintaining a mild position about their contribution to 
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human well-being (29). Fair development discourse is more concerned with the degree to which the 

social and environmental costs generated by natural resource exploitation fall most heavily on the 

local population while the economic benefits are reaped by outsiders, especially rich individuals and 

companies. Fair development is weakly conservationist and their subsequent contribution to forest 

protection is likely to be contingent on other´s actions.  

 

In this factor two individuals were not willing to pay. They argued that this was the government’s 

responsibility and that the government was corrupt.  The six participants willing to pay state that it 

was a good cause to protect the forest but that their budget constraints prevented them from making a 

larger payment. Interestingly one individual also said that his contribution was contingent on the 

reciprocity of landowners, signalling that the PES scheme is viewed as a collective effort in which 

trust among members is key for mutual cooperation.    

Table 5.3 Factor interpretation crib sheet for Factor B: Fair development 

Statements ranked at +4 

1 Business should pay to protect the forest as compensation for the environmental damage they cause +4 
7 Colombia is a country with great natural richness, we should protect it, it´s part of our development +4 
Statements ranked higher in Factor B than in other Factors 

9 Poor households affected by forest protection must be compensated +2 
12 Environmental authorities and the government are aware of our environmental problems but they do 

nothing about it +1 
13 Mining destroys the forest and does not bring benefits to local people +2 
14 Business causing environmental damage do not contribute what they should to local wellbeing +1 
15 The expansion of mining, agriculture and industry must not be stopped because it is a source of 

development, what we need is to prevent environmental damage +3 
18 Everybody should contribute to forest protection because it is for our region´s benefit +3 
19 Forests are essential, we cannot put a price on them +3 
Statements ranked lower in Factor B than in other Factors 

2 The government is not interested in protecting the region´s forests -3 
29 Forest must protected because they improve our wellbeing -1 
Statements ranked at -4 

34 Mining and cattle ranching produce deforestation and generates development, but that development is 
not for local people -4 

38 Consulting the community about the environmental impacts of mining and infrastructure projects is an 
obstacle to development -4 
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 Factor C: Development advocate (10 uniquely loaded; 12 significantly loaded) 

This discourse is characterized by a pro-development orientation (statement 40) which takes a 

conservative, though somewhat ambiguous, attitude to public participation (Table 4).  It considers 

that the public has become more willing to participate in decision-making (39), which is seen as a 

good thing in relation to forest management (37), but at the same time it is concerned that too much 

public involvement impedes development (38). This could be due to the more pro-business element, 

which denies the need for public pressure to force companies to compensate for the damage they 

cause (33). Moreover, development advocates are more cautious when it comes to affirming that 

companies have a responsibility for compensation (1). Development advocates see the forest in 

anthropocentric terms (31), and are therefore willing to trade environmental quality for money (36). 

They are more inclined to trust in economic incentives to protect the forest than in changing people’s 

ways of thinking (3). 

 

In relation to the WTP, two participants were unwilling to pay and eight expressed a positive WTP. 

The issues mentioned by the two participants not willing to pay were corruption and the view that 

conservation is a personal decision which should not be related to monetary incentives.  For those 

willing to pay, the most common justification was the need to protect the forest and that their budget 

constraint prevented them from making a larger payment. 
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Table 5.4 Factor interpretation crib sheet for Factor C: Development advocate 

Statements ranked at +4 

31 If forests are destroyed we lose the services they provide to us, like oxygen and recreation +4 
39 People are now more participative in protecting the environment +4 
Statements ranked higher in Factor C than in other Factors 

23 Protecting forests is necessary because we are running out of natural resources -1 
24 Forest conservation diminishes local employment opportunities -1 
37 Local participation in forest management is very important +3 
38 Consulting the community about the environmental impacts of mining and infrastructure projects is an 

obstacle to development +2 
Statements ranked lower in Factor C than in other Factors 

1 Business should pay to protect the forest as compensation for the environmental damage they cause 0 
3 Conscientiousness is more important than money to protect the forest and the environment -1 
33 If we as a community don´t take action then business will not compensate for the deforestation they 

cause -2 
Statements ranked at -4 

36 Money cannot compensate welfare loss  I experienced due to forest destruction -4 
40 Large projects´ benefits do not compensate for the environmental damage experienced by local people -

4 

 

 

Factor D: Political Action (4 uniquely loaded; 6 significantly loaded) 

In this discourse the emphasis is on issues concerning the government (Table 5). This is not an 

environmentalist perspective (statements 19, 21, 26, 27, 30, 31, 32), although it argues that forest 

protection could bring economic benefits (2). This discourse considers that the environment should 

have a higher priority on the government’s agenda (2, 4) because it is one of the government’s key 

responsibilities (5).  Despite distrust in the government (6), the political action discourse argues that 

the government rather than citizens should bear the financial costs of environmental protection (8). 

Citizens on their part, have a greater role to play through public participation (38, 39) and by adopting 

a more ecologically friendly way of thinking (3). For this political action discourse, the forest is 

appraised from an anthropocentric perspective. Economic development ranks higher in their priorities, 

yet the discourse does not argue that there is an inevitable trade-off between development and 

conservation, so forest conservation policies could have win-win solutions. 

 

Of the four uniquely loaded participants only one rejected the payment citing a lack of money as the 

reason. The remaining three individuals said that they were willing to pay because it is a way to 
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motivate other people, have a better environment, maintain the natural resource base and forest’s 

benefits, and keep it for future generations. 

 

Table 5.5 Factor interpretation crib sheet for Factor D: Political action 

Statements ranked at +4 

4 Regional environmental issues should be more important on the government agenda +4 
5 Forest and environmental protection is government´s responsibility +4 
Statements ranked higher in Factor D than in other Factors 

2 The government is not interested in protecting the region´s forests +1 
3 Conscientiousness is more important than money to protect the forest and the environment +3 
6 For environmental protection I don´t trust the government, it´s corrupt +2 
8 Environmental protection costs must be borne by the government, not by the citizens +2 
10 Landowners affected by forest protection must be compensated -1 
17 Forest protection is an opportunity of economic benefit for local people +2 
20 No environmental policy is viable unless the current socio-economic model is changed +1 
25 Local people do not benefit from mining and infrastructure employment opportunities because they lack 

proper training +2 
Statements ranked lower in Factor D than in other Factors 

13 Mining destroys the forest and does not bring benefits to local people -3 
19 Forests are essential, we cannot put a price on them -1 
21 Forests should be protected because animals have a right to live 0 
26 The forest must be preserved for future generations 0  
27 Forest of this region must be conserved to protect animal species at risk of extinction -1 
30 Forests are an important part of our history -1 
31 If forests are destroyed we lost the services they provide to us, like oxygen and recreation -2 
32 If the forests are destroyed we lost much of what we already have -2 
35 Land is owned by few, cutting down the trees benefits them and harms the local community -3 
Statements ranked at -4 

38 Consulting the community about the environmental impacts of mining and infrastructure projects is an 
obstacle to development -4 

39 People are now more participative for protecting the environment -4 

 

5.6  Discussion 

 

Subjective positions and post-deliberation WTP are related in different ways. Participants who adhere 

to the same discourse might or might not be willing to pay and those willing or unwilling to pay do 

not necessarily subscribe to the same discourse. So how can we understand these results? The first 

point to note is that the identified discourses did not embrace a strong conservationist position nor did 

they see conservation and development as mutually exclusive. There was also no evidence of personal 

values that reject monetary valuation on moral grounds. Rather, fairness considerations are more 

salient.  
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Although the discourses are sympathetic, to varying degrees, to the idea of protecting the forest 

through a payment-based program, they do not fully support it. That is, there is no consensus on the 

issue. Two outcomes can be identified. First, those who subscribe to different discourses but support 

the same course of action, i.e. pay or not pay. Second, those who subscribe to the same discourse but 

take divergent positions with regards to whether or not to pay.  

 

In the first outcome the support for a course of action is not grounded on the same underlying value 

orientation but on the identification of generalizable interests. For two-thirds of the participants this 

means that paying is a mutually acceptable solution. What makes this possible is the general view that 

the forest is important and that conservation is not considered an obstacle to development, i.e. even 

the most pro-development discourses consider forest conservation an endeavour worth funding. The 

most pro-conservation discourse, Factor A, is also the one in which the idea of paying landowners 

receives the least support, not because it is considered morally wrong, but because it is seen as unfair. 

Nevertheless, for the majority of Factor A participants their interest in protecting the forest overrode 

their equity concerns. 

 

It is clear that this majority support for paying should not be confused with the common acceptance 

of a market type transaction. Rather, what seems to predominate is a motivation that is akin to a 

charitable donation to a worthy cause. Participants are willing to contribute to support what they 

consider a good cause while taking into account their budget constraints (Dietz et al., 2009; Spash, 

2007). Participants also mentioned, although less frequently, justifications in which the payment is 

seen as an incentive for landowners to conserve (e.g. participant 23IA03) but also for common citizens 

to be more active in the conservation efforts (e.g. participant 6AG01).  
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This last point is interesting because it indicates that intrinsic motivations of citizens are not sufficient 

to support the program: the payment functions as a mechanism for internalizing the cost that 

conservation entails. As in most common good problems, endogenous levels of trust and reciprocity 

are not enough to guarantee success. Rule enforcement is a key aspect of the governance regime that 

requires observers to monitor the forest condition (Ostrom, 2005). If people pay, they are more likely 

to want to verify landowner and government compliance.  

 

The second outcome, that a common discourse can still produce a divergent position in relation to 

paying, indicates that despite similarities in the underlying subjective values of participants, there is 

still disagreement about the action proposed. In all four discourses the minority position is to reject 

the payment. The reasons offered allow us to identify the source of disagreement including the lack 

of money; the role of the government; and issues of reciprocity and trust.  

 

The lack of money justification does not pose a moral challenge because it does not question the 

acceptability of the proposed payment but points to a personal lack of capacity. The reciprocity and 

trust justifications, on the other hand, make direct reference to the interaction between actors in the 

PES. In this case study, the conservation program is viewed as a collective action problem where 

participants see themselves as cooperating and expect landowners to reciprocate, yet they think 

landowners are more likely to default. In this case the disagreement is driven by differences in beliefs, 

not by rejection of the idea of payment. 

 

Discussion of the role of government raised two issues. First, some participants refused to pay based 

on the belief that it is the government’s responsibility to fund the conservation program. Second, was 

a concern about government corruption. This latter issue indicates that the divergent opinions about 
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whether or not to pay were driven by belief differences. A more serious challenge is posed by the 

responsibility objection as it suggests that some participants do not think that paying is an acceptable 

option. Interestingly this issue was brought about by participants who loaded either on factor A 

(11CC01, 20YG05) or factor B (35AG05), where fairness concerns were more salient. Although they 

do not represent the majority, their concern should not be overlooked and alternative conservation 

policies or non-monetary payments (e.g. time contributions) should be considered. 

 

5.7 Conclusions 

 

Using this case study in Colombia we aimed at investigating the capacity of DMV to help in the design 

of a payment-based forest protection program, i.e. PES. By recognizing that acts of exchange are 

social acts that have social meaning, a link can be made between monetary expressions arising from 

deliberation and the payments around which a PES scheme is configured. As part of the PES structure, 

payments convey information which help define the nature of the interaction between relevant actors 

(e.g. ecosystem services users and landowners). Whether a money transfer is regarded as a market 

trade, a reward or an incentive depends on the specific values and motivations involved, which in turn 

influence what is considered just and socially acceptable (Muradian & Rival, 2012; Paavola, 2007).   

 

In this study we found that post-deliberative WTP expressions were related in a non-unique way to 

the underlying discourses. The Q sorts revealed that the willingness to financially support the PES 

program depends on the relationships between the environmental, social and political underpinnings 

of discourses as well as individual beliefs. The majority of participants expressed a positive WTP, yet 

there is no evidence that they viewed the payment as a market transaction. Motivations akin to a 

charitable contribution coexisted with understandings of the program as a collective action problem 

in which participants see themselves as co-operators whose actions are contingent on the reciprocity 
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of landowners. In this case payments are more readily seen as incentives for collective action than 

market transactions (Muradian, 2013). 

 

It was also found that paying was not unanimously accepted. Does the absence of consensus mean 

that the deliberative process failed? Not if deliberation is seen as a dynamic process based on mutual 

justification whose end is to manage continuing disputes. The social acceptability of the PES scheme 

does not rest upon the achievement of unanimous agreement but on the procedure for decision-making 

and the institutional arrangement that makes dialogue sustainable. This result is in accordance with 

the broad conceptualization of PES as a governance structure aimed at resolving conflicts and 

facilitating human coordination (Vatn, 2010). 
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Table 5.6 Q-statements and their category 

Number Category Q statement 

1 Fa Business should pay to protect the forest as compensation for the 
environmental damage they cause 

9 Fa Poor households affected by forest protection must be compensated 
10 Fa Landowners affected by forest protection must be compensated 
13 Fa Mining destroys the forest and do not bring benefits to local people 
14 Fa Business causing environmental damage does not contribute what they should 

to local wellbeing 
34 Fa Mining and cattle ranching produce deforestation and generate development, 

but that development is not for local people 
35 Fa Land is owned by few, cutting down the trees benefits them and harms the local 

community 
36 Fa Money cannot compensate my welfare loss due to forest destruction 
40 Fa Large projects´ benefits do not compensate for the environmental damage 

experienced by local people 
2 G The government is not interested in protecting the forest 
4 G Regional environmental issues should be more important on the government 

agenda 
5 G Forest and environmental protection is government´s responsibility 
6 G For environmental protection I don't trust the government, is corrupt 
8 G Environmental protection costs must be borne by the government, not the 

citizens 
12 G Environmental authorities and the government are aware of our environmental 

problems but they do nothing about it 
3 CP Conscientiousness is more important than money to protect the forest and the 

environment 
11 CP The use of forests must be restricted because people don´t use them rationally 
18 CP Everybody should contribute to forest protection because it is for our benefit 
19 F Forests are essential, we cannot put a price on them 
21 F Forests should be protected because animals have a right to live 
22 F Protecting forests is necessary because we are running out of natural 

resources 
23 F Other problems are more important than forest protection 
26 F The forest must be preserved for future generations 
27 F Forests of this region must be conserved to protect animal species at risk of 

extinction 
28 F We are part of the environment, without it we would not exist 
29 F Forest must be protected because they improve our wellbeing 
30 F Forests are an important part of our history 
31 F If forests are destroyed we lose the services they provide us, like clean air and 

recreation 
32 F If the forests are destroyed we lose much of what we already have 
7 D Colombia is a country with great natural richness, we should protect it, it´s part 

of our development 
15 D The expansion of mining, agriculture and industry must not be stopped because 

it is a source of development, what we need is to prevent environmental 
damage 

16 D Forest conservation is a source of development 
17 D Forest protection is an opportunity of economic benefit for local people 
20 D No environmental policy is viable unless the current socio-economic model is 

changed 
24 D Forest conservation diminishes local employment opportunities 
25 D Local people do not benefit from mining and infrastructure employment 

opportunities because they lack proper training 
33 PP If we as a community don't take action then business will not compensate for 

the deforestation they cause 
37 PP Local participation in forest management is very important 
38 PP Consulting the community about the environmental impacts of mining and 

infrastructure projects is an obstacle to development 
39 PP People are now more participative in protecting the environment 

Some statements could be associated with more than one category. We assigned statements to what we 
considered their primary category. 
Fa: Fairness. G: Government. CP: Conservation policy. F: Forest importance. D: Development. PP: Public 
participation  

Table 5.7Subjects’ factor loadings, WTP and factor considered in determining WTP 
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Subject Factor* Age Sex WTP (COP) Justification 

6AG01 A 31 Female 1,000 To contribute. We take good care because 
we pay 

29NC04 A 52 Female 2,000 To contribute. Budget constraint 
24OC04 A 24 Female 7,000 To contribute 
4DD04 A 61 Male 5,000 Improve well being 
23IA03 A,B 33 Female 1,000 Incentivize landowners. Future generations 
13EF03 A 44 Female 0 Landowners receive the money and then 

do nothing to conserve the forest 
20YG05 A,C 46 Female 0 Budget constraint. Government should pay 
22RP01 A 20 Male 1,000 To have a better environment 
26VD01 A 74 Male 0 Budget constraint 
1AA01 A 40 Female 0 Budget constraint. Contribution in time 
11CC01 A 35 Male 0 Community conflicts. Government should 

pay 
34NG04 A,B 41 Female 2,000 Good cause. Budget constraint 
21RG02 A 47 Female 1,000 To have a better environment 
30CF05 B 19 Male 15,000 Financial capacity 
36LY01 B 42 Female 1,000 Good cause 
3JO03 B 40 Male 0 Government’s responsibility 
31JD01 B,D 32 Male 2,000 To protect the environment. Contingent on 

landowners reciprocity 
39JM04 B 57 Male 0 Corruption 
37DP02 B 40 Male 1,000 To protect the forest. Budget constraint 
35AG05 B 36 Female 3,000 Budget constraint. Government’s 

responsibility 
32NA02 B 31 Female 2,000 To protect the forest. Budget constraint 
19JO04 C 35 Male 1,000 Budget constraint 
9YM04 C 44 Female 0 Corruption 
38AC03 C 50 Female 1,000 Is in our own interest. We take good care 

because we pay 
8GG03 C 36 Female 2,000 Forest benefits 
33CR03 C 19 Female 0 Conservation is a personal decision. We 

should not pay 
28EP03 C 58 Male 1,000 To protect the forest 
17TO02 C 54 Male 1,000 To protect the forest. Budget constraint  
7MM02 C,A 40 Female 1,000 To protect the forest. Budget constraint 
2AV02 D 56 Male 1,000 Budget constraint 
27MC02 C 50 Female 2,000 To protect the forest. Budget constraint 
10OH05 D 26 Male 10,000 Forest benefits. Future generations 
16DP01 D 45 Female 0 Budget constraint 
14JM04 D 40 Male 3,000 We need forest’s resources for our 

subsistence. Budget constraint 
25IM05 D(-) 39 Female 1,000 Better environment. Motivate other people 
5EG05 D(-),C 55 Male 2,000 Incentivize landowners 

(-): Negatively loaded 
*Based on significant factor loadings at the 0.01 level 
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CHAPTER 6 - 

Synthesis and Conclusions 
 

6.1 Introduction 

 

Deliberative processes of valuation are increasingly being advocated by ecological economists. By 

putting communication and reflection at the center of the valuation process deliberation advocates 

seek to produce decisions that are not only more rational and ecological conscious, but also more 

democratic. The central argument of this thesis is that this possible as long as there are not a priori 

constraints on: the type of values that can be expressed, the way in which those values are articulated, 

and the qualities of the persons who attend to a deliberation. This is based on the interaction of 

deliberation’s communicative norms, people’s background conditions and the capacity of DMV to 

foster inclusion.  

 

The first part of the argument indicates that to advance inclusion is not necessary to require that 

participants adopt a set of commitments or a particular role, e.g. citizen, or that inequalities in 

resources and capabilities be redressed before deliberation begins. The second part of the argument 

that this thesis puts forwards is that an inclusive DMV framework should not rely on a narrow 

conception of deliberation as rational argumentation nor to require that WTP expressions be arrived 

at by consensus. The third part of the argument presented here is that, since the meaning of the WTP 

is not ex-ante established but appraised after deliberation, the policy relevance of DMV rests upon 

the connection between individual WTP expressions and the reasons on which it is backed. This 

research supports a version of DMV that is in line with contemporary developments in the theory of 

deliberative democracy but that is at odds with other DMV models. This chapter presents a discussion 

of the preceding arguments and brings them together to outline the DMV approach more inclusive 

than its counterparts.  
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The results chapters of the thesis (2-5) are structured in the form of scholarly manuscripts, with their 

own introduction, discussion, conclusion and reference list. This final chapter focuses on summarizing 

key results and the resulting implications of the four results chapters. 

 

6.2  Synthesis of chapters 

 

Chapter 2 reviewed the literature on DMV. Normative approaches to deliberative valuation recognize 

that the unequal distribution of communicative competence entails for the democratic aim of DMV. 

Two broader currents in the DMV theory were identified in accordance to the principles of 

deliberative democracy that underpin them. The Classical Deliberation approach draws from 

Habermas and Rawls to present deliberation as a communicative process that prizes rationalistic ways 

of expression. While logical argumentation is considered an acceptable form of deliberation other 

forms, like rhetoric and narrative, are regarded as normatively undesirable because they are seen as 

inherently manipulative. 

 

In this view the ideal outcome of rational consensus is brought about by the argumentative 

engagement among free and equal citizens, but if deliberators do not share an equal communicative 

competence then the ideal is compromised. Critics of Classical deliberation contend that its 

communicative norms discriminate against the less educated, and marginalized groups and minorities. 

Different measures have been proposed to overcome this problem: correcting those inequalities in 

resources, e.g. schooling, that give rise to unequal communicative competence; specifying procedural 

norms that rule out coercion and guarantee an equal opportunity to speak; and, selecting adequate 

representatives, i.e. those who are competent enough to deliberate. Under this approach, however, 

DMV’s democratic potential is undermined because it fails to adequately address the democratic 

limitation of rational argumentation. The need for equal argumentative competence becomes so 
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central that it leads to the exclusion of other voices, languages and persons. It also ignores the capacity 

of deliberation to question the forces that have given rise to such inequalities in the first place.  

 

The second approach, Expansive Deliberation, is more open to alternative forms of communication 

and do not present consensus as the ultimate end of deliberation. It does not require that participants 

be equally competent to communicate in a pre-defined way. On the contrary, it recognizes that 

participants arrive at a deliberation endowed with different resources, capacities, and traditions. This 

allows for a more inclusive DMV approach without undermining its capacity to produce rational 

decisions. This argument is supported by drawing on Sen’s capability approach to show than an 

adequate notion of communicative competence has to take note of people’s differential abilities to 

articulate their views, not only pay attention to the conditions and procedures of debate.  

 

Although this view implies the absence of a priori standards according to which communicative 

competence is judged it does not, however, mean that a deliberative forum cannot be assessed in terms 

of its inclusiveness. The participation levels of deliberators can always be observed and measured, for 

example by counting the number and time of interventions. So, if participants are equally competent 

to deliberate and if they engage in competition for the better arguments19, then there must not be great 

discrepancies in their levels of participation. But, if we recognize that equality in communicative 

competence is not feasible then unequal participation in deliberation is to be expected, yet it must be 

explained by unobserved personal characteristics (e.g. cognitive skills). In other words, participation 

should not be systematically related to participants’ background conditions, like education and social 

position.  

 

                                                           
19 Both are assumptions of the Habermasian ideal of communicative rationality. See Chapter 1 
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These ideas are revisited by means of an empirical DMV study in Chapter 3, where the relationship 

between participants’ background conditions and their participation levels in deliberations was 

examined. Thirty-nine citizens of a rural location in the Colombian Caribbean where gathered to 

deliberate on a payment for ecosystem services (PES) program aimed at conserving the remnants of 

tropical dry forests inside their municipalities. They took part in a one-day workshop where they 

participated in group discussions. Discussions were audio-recorded.  

 

A quantitative analysis of the audio-recordings revealed that participants occupying a recognized 

leadership position, as well as those more educated, were on average more likely than their peers to 

participate during discussions. The bulk of participatory inequality, measured as the variance in 

participation rates, however, was found to be related to non-observed personal characteristics. 

Furthermore, unequal participation does not seem to have led to WTP expressions driven by social 

pressures to conform. Despite deliberation being dominated by “high” status individuals it still 

allowed for the individual expression of independent preferences. 

 

This later finding is further examined in Chapter 4, where the influence of social conformity effects 

on the WTP expressions were analysed. After discussion participants made their WTP decisions in 

two different decision structures, in accordance to DMV’s current debate about who should provide 

the monetary value. While in some approaches and applications it is the individual, in others a group 

decision is preferred.   In the first decision structure participants expressed their WTP individually 

and in private, as in a traditional survey. In the second, they were required to arrive to a group decision 

on the amount that an individual should pay. Results indicate that the extent to which social pressures 

to conform influence participants’ decisions are contingent on the decision structure. While in the first 

case there is no evidence of social conformity effects, in the second they are apparent when some of 

the group’s members are in a minority position. Results point to an inherent and inevitable tension 
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between DMV’s normative aim of consensual decisions and deliberation’s social interactive 

character. 

 

Although in Chapter 4 demonstrated that the individual expression of the WTP was not driven by 

social pressures to conform, this does not mean that the monetary value should be taken at face value, 

because as the outcome of a deliberative process it is open to post-deliberative interpretation. 

Accordingly, Chapter 5 reports on the findings from a joint analysis of the WTP questions and the Q 

method task. It interprets the WTP expressions of participants in terms of their underlying discourses 

and the reasons offered to justify the decision. Interpretation is built on the idea that paying is a social 

act embedded with social meaning, consequently the WTP reflect diverse understandings of the issue 

at hand and no exclusively a market transaction based on individual’s own welfare assessments. In 

this account DMV contributes to the democratization of the valuation process insofar as it does not 

require that value expressions fit into a particular moral paradigm, be it utilitarian or deontological. 

Rather, it highlights the need to assess the monetary outcomes in the light of the reasons offered by 

participants. In this way DMV informs policy decisions by incorporating the information embedded 

in participants’ reflective preferences. 

 

6.3 Making DMV more inclusive 

 

Starting from the distinction between classical and expansive conceptions of deliberation, I have 

argued that the degree to which a deliberative process of valuation can include the plurality of values, 

languages and persons that attend to an environmental decision can only be met to the extent that it 

abandons any preconception about what constitutes an ideal form of political communication to 

concentrate on the capacity of deliberation to induce reflection on preferences in non-coercive fashion. 

On this account, DMV helps to democratize the valuation process if it involves the participation of 
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autonomous and competent individuals.  I argue for an account of DMV grounded in an expansive 

view of deliberation, i.e. one that admits any form of communication, and which recognizes that no 

form of communication is neutral. While any form of communication could be coercive, they also 

facilitate the deliberative engagement between individuals not sharing the same background 

conditions. To state this more clearly I will now return explicitly to the research questions listed in 

the introduction. 

 

How can deliberation make monetary valuation more democratic? 

The focus on communication means that deliberation is conceived as a social interactive process 

where participants bring to discussion their particular perspectives with the aim of resolving conflict.  

By opening up the valuation process to people’s multiple values and ways of valuing deliberation 

makes possible for participants to form and transform their preferences on the basis of a broader 

informational base. In this way the decisions of participants are not fully determined by their self-

regarding considerations but are also influenced by the moral, social and political perspectives of 

others. As a consequence, the act of valuation is not necessarily the expression of an individual welfare 

assessment, but reflect different considerations deemed important for granting legitimacy to the 

collective decision DMV is meant to inform (see Chapter 5). However, whether DMV can meet this 

promise greatly depends on how it deals with prevailing asymmetries of participants’ background 

conditions 

 

How do researchers in the deliberative monetary valuation field deal with the problem of background 

inequalities? 

The deliberative ideal ground mutual agreement on the impersonal force of reason. It assumes that 

once in the forum participants are equally competent and situated to deliberate. DMV theorists 
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sympathetic to this notion of deliberation think that this can be secured without changing 

deliberation’s communicative norms. Three strategies have been followed. First, was via procedural 

norms that rule out coercion and manipulation, and commit participants to adopt particular values. 

Participants are thus required to act as representatives of society or as citizens concerned with the 

common good (see Chapter 2 and 3).  

 

The second measure are larger institutional changes that guarantee that individuals have the same 

rights and are equally capable of taking part in a deliberation. In other words, to demand that equality 

of conditions be achieved before deliberation can begin. Finally, equality in the conditions to 

deliberate is achieved by selecting appropriate deliberators, i.e. those who better fit to the qualities 

deemed adequate by the theorist. In connection to the first point, this is not considered problematic as 

long as such competent individuals make impartial and objective judgments on behalf of society at 

large, or the community to which they belong. 

 

As I argued in Chapters 2 and 3, however, these egalitarian measures fail by assuming that the idea 

or argumentative deliberation they have in mind is transparent and neutral. In other words, they 

assume that argument is not imbued by, and does not reproduces, power. A more stringent criticism 

to the idea of rational deliberation also indicates that the idea of rationality which has come to 

dominate the thinking and practice of deliberation in fact encourages the conceptual tools of the 

dominant paradigm, thus helping to reproduce existing hierarchies.  

 

What is the relationship between background inequalities and internal exclusion? 

The internal exclusion critique to deliberation, advanced by critical theorists, relies on the claim that 

language is not separable from power. In other words, the prevalence of reason over power in founding 
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collective agreements cannot be attained by restricting deliberation to a particular form of 

communication (see Chapters 2 and 3). The claim is that an idea of deliberation which restricts 

communication to argument does not treat citizens as equals but favors those who are more educated 

and that occupy privileged social positions. The result being that less educated participants and/or that 

belong to marginalized groups have no real opportunity to influence the thinking of others despite 

being formally included in the decision making process (see Chapters 2 and 3).  

 

How can internal exclusion be avoided? 

As seen in Chapters 1 to 3 the rationalistic notion of deliberation may generate a problem of internal 

exclusion that propagates along two more dimensions. First, it may exclude from consideration those 

values not easily articulated in rationalistic terms. For example, while appeals to nature’s intrinsic 

value could prove substantial in a debate they are nonetheless very difficult to defend in a rationalistic 

deliberation (Ward et al., 2003). Second, in connection to the previous point, giving preeminence to 

a particular language excludes those other languages of valuation employed by different people 

around the world. In other words, it ignores that are different ways of reasoning. So, if the problem is 

a too narrow conception of deliberation then the obvious way to proceed is to abandon such a 

straitjacket and it is better to focus on the role that communication in general plays. This includes the 

recognition that any form of communication could be coercive. As I argued in Chapter 2 a more 

inclusive DMV approach should therefore welcome, conditionally, any form of communication. Such 

a DMV approach is more interested in the deliberative interchange among participants than in 

establishing ideal standards that are external to the actual deliberative process. It does not attempt to 

achieve equality in the capacity to deliberate, which is unachievable anyway (see Chapter 3), by 

erasing the differences among participants but through their recognition. 
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Are changes in preferences driven by social pressures? 

A challenge for the democratic aim of DMV that arise from the internal exclusion problem is that 

“high-status” participants are not only more participative but also more influential. The consequence 

for DMV being that preferences expressed after deliberation may reflect the influence of unequal 

power relations or social conditions, rather than participants’ independent and thoughtful decisions. 

Critics have downplayed deliberation’s democratic potential by pointing to the problems derived from 

social interaction, such as groupthink and polarization. Although they are right in that group dynamics 

could produce undesirable effects that in no way means that this is an inevitable outcome but a risk 

which have to be taken into account.  

 

As I showed in Chapter 4 the influence of social conformity effects is contingent on the decision 

structure of the deliberative process. DMV theorists are divided on whether after discussion the 

monetary value must be provided by the individual or by the group. While in the former case 

participants make individually, and often in private, their WTP decisions in the latter a collective 

agreement is sought. The evidence presented in Chapter 4 indicates that while individual decisions 

are less likely to be driven by group effects, collective decisions are characterized by groupthink in 

instances where there is a clear minority position inside the group. These results, apart from pointing 

to the inherent tension between deliberation’s ideals and its social interactive nature, complement the 

arguments presented in Chapter 5 in the sense that it deemphasizes consensus as the ideal outcome of 

a DMV process. Previous arguments also indicate that a DMV approach built on the recognition of 

difference, of values and cultures, should not seek to produce unanimous decisions in which 

participants agree on a course of action as well as on the reasons for it. Consensus is but one of various 

possibilities. 
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6.4 Limitations of the study 

 

As with all studies, there are some limitations to this research. First, the deliberative workshop failed 

to secure a demographically representative sample. The problem is not so much about the small 

sample size, that is inherent in any deliberation study, but about the composition of the sample. On 

average participants were older and more educated than the population of the study area, which in no 

way means a sample of highly educated individuals. Nevertheless, this did not prevent the inclusion 

of a broad spectrum of discourses and viewpoints. Second, the study did not manipulate 

experimentally the procedural norms that regulate deliberation, so it cannot assess the influence of 

enforcing a rule that restricts communication to rational argumentation. Although this could provide 

greater insights into the real impact of communicative norms, it is nonetheless questionable for it 

means that the researcher has a greater control on the deliberative process, thus undermining its 

democratic intention. Finally, the duration of the workshop, one day, could be considered too short 

for allowing for more thoughtful and in deep discussions among participants. Although giving 

participants more time could improve the quality of the deliberative process, financial and time 

constraints prevented me to design a larger and longer process.  

 

6.5 Suggestion for future research 

 

A topic which needs more theoretical and empirical attention is that of the relationship between 

culture and deliberation. Although I have made some comments on how they are intertwined more 

work needs to be done in that respect, particularly when ecological conflicts imply the encounter of a 

plural modern society with a more “traditional”20 one, e.g. indigenous people. A second area in need 

of more investigation concerns the psychological dimension of individual and collective decision 

making. DMV workshops under controlled conditions of a laboratory experiment type are needed to 

                                                           
20 Here I have made use of the term traditional in lack of a better one. With traditional I do not want to mean 
conservative nor to indicate backwardness.  
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disentangle the different mechanisms driving preference transformation and group effects. Although 

in this study I explored how the decision structure may influence decisions the quasi-experimental 

nature of the exercise prevented me to examine other possible causes, such as a change in the framing 

of the situation. A third topic which requires more study is how DMV is related to the larger 

environmental governance structure. DMV is an instance of more complex and larger formal decision 

making processes, so its real impact depends on the status is given to it and the role it plays.  
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Appendix 2.  Informed consent for the survey 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
By agreeing to participate, you will be confirming that: 

 You understand what participation in this research entails 
o The completion of a questionnaire will take about 1 hour to 

complete 
o The collection of your contact details 

 You have had any questions answered to your satisfaction; 

 This research does not serve any commercial purpose and will generate 
data for academic purposes only 

 There is no known risk to you by participating in this research 

 You understand that if you have any additional questions you can contact 
the research team; 

 You understand that your participation is voluntary and that you are free 
to withdraw at any time, without explanation or penalty; and 

 You understand that you can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at 
Universidad del Norte Human Research Ethics Committee on 3509505 
ext. 159 (or comite_etica@uninorte.edu.co) or the Manager, Research 
Ethics on 3735 54375 (or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au ) if you  have 
any concerns about the ethical conduct of the project. 

 

Questions / further information 
Whether you have questions or require additional information you can contact the Student 
Researcher, Andrés Vargas, at Universidad del Norte-Economics Department on 
3509509 (or andresmv@uninorte.edu.co, andres.vargas@griffithuni.edu.au). You can 
also contact Dr Michael Howes at  Griffith University on +61 7 373 27264 (or 
m.howes@griffith.edu.au). This research is being conducted with the support of 
Universidad del Norte and Griffith University in order to fulfil the requirements for a PhD 
degree. 

 
Privacy Statement 
“The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and/or use of your identified 
personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to 
third parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other regulatory 
authority requirements.   A de-identified copy of this data may be used for other research 
purposes.   However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded.   For further 
information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at http://www.griffith.edu.au/privacy-plan 
or telephone (+61-07- 3735 4375)” 

 
Expressing consent – anonymous or de-identified information 
Please retain this sheet for your later reference.  By completing the questionnaire I have 
consented to participate in the research. 
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Appendix 3. Informed consent for the deliberative workshop 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
By agreeing to participate, you will be confirming that: 

 You understand what participation in this research entails 
o The participation in a group discussion. This will take 8 hours of your time 
o The entire discussion will be audio-recorded but no-one will be identified 

by name on the tape 

 You have had any questions answered to your satisfaction; 

 This research does not serve any commercial purpose and will generate data 
for academic purposes only 

 There is no known risk to you by participating in this research 

 You understand that there will be a monetary incentive for participating in this 
research 

 You understand that if you have any additional questions you can contact the 
research team; 

 You understand that your participation is voluntary and that you are free to 
withdraw at any time, without explanation or penalty; and 

 You understand that you can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at 
Universidad del Norte Human Research Ethics Committee on 3509505 ext. 
159 (or comite_etica@uninorte.edu.co) or the Manager, Research Ethics on 
3735 54375 (or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au ) if you  have any concerns 
about the ethical conduct of the project. 

 

Questions / further information 
Whether you have questions or require additional information you can contact the Student 
Researcher, Andrés Vargas, at Universidad del Norte-Economics Department on 
3509509 (or andresmv@uninorte.edu.co, andres.vargas@griffithuni.edu.au). You can 
also contact Dr Michael Howes at  Griffith University on +61 7 373 27264 (or 
m.howes@griffith.edu.au). This research is being conducted with the support of 
Universidad del Norte and Griffith University in order to fulfil the requirements for a PhD 
degree 

 
Privacy Statement 
“The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and/or use of your identified 
personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to 
third parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other regulatory 
authority requirements.   A de-identified copy of this data may be used for other research 
purposes.   However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded.   For further 
information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at http://www.griffith.edu.au/privacy-plan 
or telephone (+61-07- 3735 4375)” 

 
Expressing consent – anonymous or de-identified information 
 
Please retain this sheet for your later reference.  By completing the questionnaire I have 
consented to participate in the research. 
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Appendix 4.  Contingent valuation survey  

 

Note: The original survey was administered in Spanish 

ECOSYSTEM SERVICES OF THE TROPICAL DRY FOREST  

This survey is to know what people think about the forests of the region and how can they be conserved. This 
survey is sponsored by Universidad del Norte and Griffith University.  

The survey includes questions about: your relationship and knowledge about the forest, and socio-economic 
aspects of yourself and the community. The questionare takes about 40 minutes to complete. All the 
information is confidential. 

Your participation is voluntary and you are free to withdraw at any time 

Would you like to participate in this survey?    ___YES  ____NO 

 

Questionnaire #  

Time of interview  

Name of respondent  

Contact details  

Date of interview  

Name of enumerator  

Municipality  

Village  

 

  

MODULE 1: ECOSYSTEM SERVICES 

Knowledge of the area 

 Do you think that activities like agriculture, cattle ranching and infrastructure projects must be limited in order to 
pretec the forests of the región?  

 Yes 

 No 
 

1. Why do you think that? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
Perceived Ecosystem Services  

2.  Do you think that the forests of the region provide benefits which improve your own well-being and that of the 
community? 

 Yes  No (go to 7) 
             

3.  Can you give an example?  
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…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

4. In the following table rank the ecosystem services according to the level of benefits they provide (1 is the least and 4 the 
most) (ENUMERATOR PLEASE SHOW THE ECOSYSTEM SERVICES TABLE TO THE RESPONDENT) 

Ecosystem service Order 

  

  

  

  

 

Human Well-being 

5. Please select the number below that best represents how you feel about each statement (1: Strongly disagree and 
4: strongly agree)            

a. This town is a safe place to leave      1 2 3 4 

b. I have access to food       1 2 3 4 

c. I have access to clean water for consumption    1 2 3 4 

d. I have access to a dwelling         1 2 3 4 

e. I think this town could be affected by a natural disaster in the nearby future       

           1 2 3

 4 

f. I have access to education services        1 2 3 4 

g. I have access to adequate health services       1 2 3 4 

h. In general I have all I need to be happy             1 2 3 4 

i. In this town the air is clean and non-polluted    1 2 3 4 

j. Lakes, wetlands and rivers in the are clean and non-polluted    1 2 3 4 

k. The relationship among neighbors is good      1 2 3 4 

l. There is trust among people in the town     1 2 3 4 

 

6.   Mention five words that you relate to the region. They could be positive or negative

1…………………………………………….. 

2. ……………………………………………. 

3. ……………………………………………. 

4. ……………………………………………. 

5.…………………………………………….
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7.  Are you member of an environmental organization? 

       Yes............................................................ 

       No  

 

MODULO 2: Contingent valuation 

 

 

 

The tropical dry forest is characteristic of regions where long dry periods are followed by a short rain period. One of 

its main features is the shedding of leaves from trees during the dry season. In the departments of Atlántico and Bolivar 

there still some remnants in good state of conservation and which are inhabited by endemic species of flora and fauna, 

among them the cotton top tamarin, a primate in risk of extinction.   

 

 

 

The tropical dry forest is in danger of disappearing in Colombia. Estimates suggest that less than 4% of their original 

area remains intact. For this reason, the tropical dry forest has been declared a strategic ecosystem for Colombian 

environmental policy. The primary drivers of deforestation in the area are: extensive cattle ranching, mining, and 

extraction of wood for fuel. 

 

In the municipality an area of 700 hectares is still covered by tropical dry forest. These areas are inside private land 

and are not protected by law. To avoid further deforestation of the remaining forests the government has proposed to 

pay to landowners to protect the forest. To finance the program a new monthly municipal tax on households will be 

levied. The program will be administered by the local government. 

 

Willingness to Pay question 

 

The objective of following questions is to know your maximum willingness to pay for protecting the 700 hectares of 

tropical dry forest which are inside the municipality. The payment will be through a monthly municipal tax levied on 

households. 

8.  Are you willing to pay a monthly tax levied on households to finance the protection of the 700 hectares 
of forests that are inside the municipality? 

 Yes (go to 9) 
 No (go to 10) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1 

Map 
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9.  In the following table mark the maximum value you are willing to pay 

Monthly value Anual total Total municipal 

revenue collected 

anually 

$1,000 $12,000 $61 millions 

$2,000 $24,000 $122 millions 

$3,000 $36,000 $183 millions 

$5,000 $60,000 $306 millions 

$7,000 $84,000 $428 millions 

$10,000 $120,000 $612 millions 

$15,000 $180,000 $918 millions 

$20,000 $240,000 $ 1,220 millions 

$30,000 $360,000 $1,836 millions 

$40,000 $480,000 $2,448 millions 

$50,000 $600,000 $3,000 millions 

 

10. Write the reasons you took into account for answering the previous question 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

Socio-demographics 

1. Place of residence 

………………………………… 

2. For how long have you been living there? 

              …………………………………  

3. Age 

…………………………………  

4. Gender: ____Male   ____Female 

5. Hihghest educational level attained 

 None 

 Primary (1-5) 

 Mid-secondary (6-9) 

 Secondary (10-11) 

 Tertiary 

6. Monthly household income  

 Less than $400 thousand 

 $400 thousand to $600 thousand 

 600 thousand to 800 thousand 

 $800 thousand to $1 million 

 $1 million to $1.5 millions 

 Greater than $1.5 millions 
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7. Number of household members 

 Number of adults (>17 years) 

 Number of child and young (<18 años) 

 

8. Do you have any comments or suggestions? 

 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

….…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……….……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………. 

Invitation 

Would you be willing to participate in a workshop to discuss about the environmental problems facing the 

region? 

Yes_____     No___ 

 

MAP 

Área BsT Luruaco sin protección permanente: Aprox. 700 Ha.

Área BsT Santa Catalina:  sin protección permanente Aprox. 700 Ha
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Figure 1 
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Appendix 6. Agenda and protocol of the deliberative workshop 
Note: Originally in Spanish 

 

Deliberative workshop 

Conservation policy at the local scale 

 

Objective: To know the local people’s opinion about the importance of the tropical dry 

forest and the Payment for Ecosystem Services policy as a conservation strategy. 

 AGENDA 

1. Register of participants and assignation to small-discussion groups 

2. Welcome 

3. Cooperation game, round 1 (45 min) 

4. Rules of engagement (10 min.) 

5. Session 1, introduction: The tropical dry forest, its conservation status and 

importance for the community (10 min) 

6. Session 1, group discussion: How concerned are you about the status of the 

tropical dry forest? (40 min) 

7. Break (15 min) 

8. Session 2, introduction: Conservation policy. A local Payment for Ecosystem 

Services scheme (10 min.) 

9. Session 2, group discussion: What is your opinion about the PES scheme? (40 

min)  

10. Contingent valuation survey (20 min) 

11. Cooperation game, round 2 (30 min) 

12. Lunch break 

13. Session 3, group discussion: Should we pay for conserving the forest? (1 hour) 

(1:15 pm a 2:15 pm) 

14. Large group discussion: present conclusions by one member of each group 

15. Q questionnaire (2:15 pm a 2:45 pm) 

16. Pagos  

 

PROTOCOL 

Cooperation game round 1 

 Moderators explain the game. Participants are instructed to not to talk among 

them 

 Practice rounds 

 Round 1. Each participant plays individually and in private. Fills the form and 

hand it to the facilitator, who in turn take them to the assistant for making the 

computations 

 

Task materials: 

 Instructions sheet 

 Counting sheet 

 Decision form 
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Engagement rules and warm up exercise 

 Each participant introduces himself. 

 Association game. Round-robin each participant says a Word associated to 

“forest” 

 Small group discussion to work out the rules of engagement. Agreed rules are 

written in large sheet and post it in the wall 

 Each small group must select a representative for presenting the conclusions in 

the last session.  

 

Session 1. Introduction 

The facilitator presents the information about the tropical dry forest, which is the same 

information that was used during the contingent valuation survey. 

Sesión 1. Group discussion: How concerned are you about the tropical dry forest? 

 Guiding questions 

 Should we  protect the forest? Why? 

 Forest protection impedes development? 

 Who benefits and who losses from the deforestation? 

 In relation to other public policies, how important is to protect the forest? 

 Has the government done enough to protect the forests? 

 Who is responsible for protecting the forests? 

Materials 

 Ecosystem services table (the same table used during the contingent valuation 

survey) 

 Tropical dry forest map (the same map used during the contingent valuation 

survey) 

 Figure 1. Fauna and drivers of change of the tropical dry forest (the same figure 

used during the contingent valuation survey) 

Session 2.  Introduction 

The facilitator presents the information about the payment for ecosystem services policy, 

which is the same information that was used during the contingent valuation survey. 

Materials 

 Information sheet: describes the PES policy 

Session 2. Group discussion 

Guiding questions 

 Do you think that paying is the right conservation policy? 

 Do you accept the idea of paying to landowners to protect the forest using the tax 

revenue of the municipality?  

 Are there alternative conservation policies? 
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Materials 

 Willingness to pay question form 

Session 3. Group discussion 

Groups make a collective willingness to pay decision 

 Should individuals pay to protect the forest? Round-robin participants give their 

opinion.  

 Group discuss and try to reach a consensual decision on whether individuals 

should pay. If the group cannot reach a consensual agreement then participants 

vote their opinion and the majority rues is applied 

 If the outcome, consensual or majority, is to pay then the process is repeated to 

decide on the monetary amount. 

Task materials 

 Collective decision form. One per group. Administered by the facilitator. 

Large group closing session 

 Each group representative presents their conclusions 

Cooperation game round 2 

 Instructions are presented again 

 Participants decide individually and in private 

Task materials:  

 Instructions sheet 

 Counting sheet 

 Decision form 

Q-questionnaire 

Task materials 

 Statements 

 Q distribution large sheet 

 Q form  
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Appendix 7. Q statements 
Note: Originally in Spanish 

Number Category Q statement 

1 Fa Business should pay to protect the forest as compensation for the 
environmental damage they cause 

9 Fa Poor households affected by forest protection must be compensated 
10 Fa Landowners affected by forest protection must be compensated 
13 Fa Mining destroys the forest and do not bring benefits to local people 
14 Fa Business causing environmental damage does not contribute what they 

should to local wellbeing 
34 Fa Mining and cattle ranching produce deforestation and generate development, 

but that development is not for local people 
35 Fa Land is owned by few, cutting down the trees benefits them and harms the 

local community 
36 Fa Money cannot compensate my welfare loss due to forest destruction 
40 Fa Large projects´ benefits do not compensate for the environmental damage 

experienced by local people 
2 G The government is not interested in protecting the forest 
4 G Regional environmental issues should be more important on the government 

agenda 
5 G Forest and environmental protection is government´s responsibility 
6 G For environmental protection I don't trust the government, is corrupt 
8 G Environmental protection costs must be borne by the government, not the 

citizens 
12 G Environmental authorities and the government are aware of our 

environmental problems but they do nothing about it 
3 CP Conscientiousness is more important than money to protect the forest and the 

environment 
11 CP The use of forests must be restricted because people don´t use them 

rationally 
18 CP Everybody should contribute to forest protection because it is for our benefit 
19 F Forests are essential, we cannot put a price on them 
21 F Forests should be protected because animals have a right to live 
22 F Protecting forests is necessary because we are running out of natural 

resources 
23 F Other problems are more important than forest protection 
26 F The forest must be preserved for future generations 
27 F Forests of this region must be conserved to protect animal species at risk of 

extinction 
28 F We are part of the environment, without it we would not exist 
29 F Forest must be protected because they improve our wellbeing 
30 F Forests are an important part of our history 
31 F If forests are destroyed we lose the services they provide us, like clean air 

and recreation 
32 F If the forests are destroyed we lose much of what we already have 
7 D Colombia is a country with great natural richness, we should protect it, it´s 

part of our development 
15 D The expansion of mining, agriculture and industry must not be stopped 

because it is a source of development, what we need is to prevent 
environmental damage 

16 D Forest conservation is a source of development 
17 D Forest protection is an opportunity of economic benefit for local people 
20 D No environmental policy is viable unless the current socio-economic model is 

changed 
24 D Forest conservation diminishes local employment opportunities 
25 D Local people do not benefit from mining and infrastructure employment 

opportunities because they lack proper training 
33 PP If we as a community don't take action then business will not compensate for 

the deforestation they cause 
37 PP Local participation in forest management is very important 
38 PP Consulting the community about the environmental impacts of mining and 

infrastructure projects is an obstacle to development 
39 PP People are now more participative in protecting the environment 

Some statements could be associated with more than one category. We assigned statements to what 
we considered their primary category. 
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Fa: Fairness. G: Government. CP: Conservation policy. F: Forest importance. D: Development. PP: 
Public participation  
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Appendix 8. Q dsitribution form 

 

  

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4

Strongly disagree Strongly agree

Participant
identification code
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Appendix 9. Extended abstract  

Presented in the I Congress of the Andean Society for Ecological Economics. 

Cali, Colombia, May 2015 

Abstract 

Deliberation based process of valuation are being increasingly advocated as an alternative 

to neoclassical stated preference methods; for they offer the foundation for a possible and 

practical reconciliation of rationality, strong democracy and demanding 

environmentalism (Baber & Barlett, 2005). At the root of our more pressing 

environmental problems is an economic and political system where citizens are conceived 

as mere competitors with no commitments beyond their own self interest. A system 

privileging communicative instead of strategic rationality then offers a promise. Several 

claims have been made on behalf of deliberation in an environmental  valuation context. 

The first, and most common claim, is that deliberation is the appropriate approach for 

addressing the clash of multiple and incommensurable values that plague environmental 

problems  (Kenter et al., 2015; O'neill, Holland, & Light, 2007). The second claim is that 

deliberation is good at integrating the multiple perspectives that attend a complex issue 

(Bromley Daniel, 2006). The third claim is that deliberation fosters the expression of 

values oriented to the common good rather than selfish interests (Sagoff, 1998; Vatn, 

2009). The fourth, and final claim, is that deliberative procedures enhance the legitimacy 

and procedural justice of collective decisions regarding the environment (Lo, 2011; 

Wilson & Howarth, 2002). 

 

Although deliberation is in itself a contested concept it can be broadly defined as 

“communication that induce reflection on preferences, values and interests in a non-

coercive fashion” (Mansbridge et al., 2010).  Communication should occur between free 

and equal citizens. A rough equality of power of voice is a condition for proper 

deliberation, in the absence of which the claims on behalf of deliberation are put under 

question (O'neill, 2007).  

This research is focused on the last two claims mentioned above. A greater orientation to 

the common good is possible if deliberation has the potential to influence the values, 

and/or the beliefs, and/or the preferences that the individual holds. This idea implies a 
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departure from the neoclassical paradigm on two grounds. First, it assumes that 

preferences are amenable to change, not fixed and given. Second, it demands an 

examination of the reasons for preferences if one is to explain with they change.  

 

The last claim is examined in light of the fact that deliberation takes place against a 

backdrop of asymmetries of power and resources. Because of this  deliberation has been 

criticized for not being neutral but exclusive, thus undermining deliberation´s legitimacy 

claims and questioning whether procedural rules are sufficient to guarantee equality 

among citizens. This research is concerned with the type of exclusion that (Young, 2002) 

defines as internal. A participant in a deliberative process is internally excluded if she 

lacks the opportunity to influence the thinking of others. This lack of opportunity may be 

caused by unfair procedural rules, for example when communication is restricted to 

rational argumentation, or by background inequalities that make some individuals more 

deliberative competent than others, like differences in educational levels.  

 

This research objectives are: First, to test the effect that deliberation has on expressed 

preferences, which are measured through willingness to pay (WTP). According to (Dietz, 

Stern, & Dan, 2009) WTP expressed after deliberation should be greater than before if 

deliberation directs participants attention to the social costs and benefits of policy choices 

and away from individual ones. Second, to analyze the relationship between background 

inequalities and the level of participation in deliberation. What is troubling for the 

deliberative project is not unequal participation per se but the presence of a systematic 

bias in the sense that individuals with higher levels of education and income tend to speak 

up the most. If this is so then the ability to speak may be as unequally distributed as the 

ability to pay (Spash, 2007)  

 

This study follows a mixed methods approach combining quantitative and qualitative 

data. A contingent valuation survey was implemented before and after a group discussion 

protocol. The former is an standard contingent valuation exercise while the later is called 

Deliberative Monetary Valuation (DMV). Qualitative data comes from transcripts of 

group´s discussion and from open ended questions that were included in the valuation 
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questionnaire. The study context is a policy proposal aimed at conserving tropical dry 

forest remnants through monetary payments made by the local community to landowners. 

The study was carried out in the Colombian municipalities of Luruaco and Santa Catalina, 

located in the departments of Atllántico and Bolivar, respectively.   

 

Regarding the first objective the research found that: i) average WTP did not change as a 

result of deliberation but, ii) significant variability was observed at the individual level; 

and iii) reasons supporting preferences indicates a greater orientation to the common good 

for those whose WTP increased, while there is no clear pattern for those whose WTP did 

not change or decreased after deliberation. Regarding the second objective data analysis 

suggest that: i) the level of participation in deliberation is related to educational levels. 

Individuals with higher levels of education tend to participate more, in terms of the 

number of interventions and the quality of those interventions.  

 

Preliminary conclusions. First, the valuation setting is not neutral. It matters whether 

preferences are elicited following the traditional approach or after a group discussion 

process. Although average  WTP was not affected by deliberation its’ meaning did 

change. Second, evidence suggesting that the ability to say is related to the socio-

economic background of participants lend support to the idea that deliberative process are 

not politically neutral but that asymmetries of power and resources could be reproduced 

by deliberative institutions. This last conclusion does not imply an abandonment of the 

deliberative project but point to the challenges that must be faced. This study argues that 

to overcome these obstacles, the DMV approach must be analyzed in terms of the larger 

environmental governance system, not only in function of its own internal structure.  
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Appendix 10. Paper accepted for publication: Abstract 

1

Going along with the crowd? The importance of group effects for environmental 
deliberative monetary valuation 

Andrés Vargas12, David Díaz1 

Abstract 
Deliberation is expected to enhance the validity and/or the democratic status of stated 
preference methods. Those objectives are challenged by the potential presence of group 
effects. Deference to the information publicly announced by others and social pressures 
to conform hinder people’s ability to express reflective and independent preferences. 
Through a split sample contingent valuation survey we tested whether participating in 
group discussion affects willingness to pay (WTP). We also tested for the presence of 
group effects.  Participants in group discussion stated a higher WTP and we did not find 
evidence of group effects. These results are favorable for deliberative valuation projects. 

Keywords: Deliberative democracy Social conformity: Public participation, 
Willingness to pay 

JEL codes: Q50, Q51, Q57, D61, D63 

Resumen 

La valoración deliberativa ha sido propuesta para mejorar la validez y/o el estatus 
democrático de los métodos de preferencias declaradas. La presencia de efectos grupales 
pone en duda la realización de estos objetivos. Falencias informativas y presiones sociales 
dificultan la expresión autónoma de preferencias. Se aplicó una encuesta de valoración 
contingente siguiendo un procedimiento cuasi-experimental con el propósito de estimar 
el efecto de la deliberación en la DAP y detectar la presencia de efectos grupales. Se 
observó una mayor DAP para los participantes en deliberación la cual no estuvo 
acompañada de efectos grupales. Estos resultados son favorables a la valoración 
deliberativa. 

Palabras clave: Valoración monetaria deliberativa, conformidad social, participación 
ciudadana, disponibilidad a pagar 

Códigos JEL: Q50, Q51, Q57, D61, D63 
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