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1. Introduction 

Ever since Aristotle’s outline of the political animal in his Politics, the notion of dialogue as at 
the center of political life has been strong, and inspired a vibrant tradition within democratic 
theory to designate public deliberations as a cornerstone of participatory democracy and 
representative government (Barber 1984; Connolly 1983; Dahl 1989; Fishkin 1992 & 1995; 
Habermas 1996; Mansbridge 1983). This tradition turns away from, or at least expands, the 
voting-centric notion of democracy as a fair competition of aggregated fixed preferences, by 
focusing instead the on the processes of interest formation that precedes the act of voting. 
These talk-centric approaches argues that, through reasoned speech, people can convey their 
feelings of right and wrong, and of good or bad (i.e. their basic values), and thereby use 
processes of public deliberation to advance towards a shared conception of the desirable. 
Thereby, deliberative processes are to their essence value-based in that they seek to 
determine what ought to be the political response to an issue, and requires people to elucidate 
their own values and preferences, justify them to others, and make trade-offs among them. 

Also in political practice, it is today reasonable to talk about a “deliberate turn” (Chambers, 
2003), as the use of deliberative approaches have become a key strategy for political decision-
makers aiming at strengthening legitimacy and effectiveness in complex policy settings by 
increasing participation and dialogue in, or surrounding, the decision-making processes. In 
particular on issues reflecting conflicting values about the public good, broad participation and 
face-to-face communication have been suggested to produce a variety of positive democratic 
outcomes (Benhabib 1996; Bickford 1996; Bohman 1996; Cohen 1989; Mansbridge 1983 & 
1996; Sunstein 1993; Warren 1992 & 1996), and is applied both for reducing conflict and 
increasing learning among competing stakeholders in, for instance, co-management 
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arrangements (Berkes, 2009; Carlsson & Berkes, 2005; Schusler et al, 2003; Pinkerton 1989) as 
well as to tackle public policy problems that require the careful consideration of publicly held 
values. Apart from increasing the perceptions of the political system and its processes as 
legitimate (Black 2008, McLaverty and Halpin 2008 Chambers, 1996 & 2003; Manin, 1987), 
deliberation is also believed to facilitate a further number of positive outcomes. Processes of 
deliberation, it is suggested, reduce conflict among competing interests (Dietz et al. 2003; 
Dryzek, 2000, 2001 & 2005; Smith, 2001; Dryzek & Niemeyer, 2006; Irvin & Stansbury, 2004; 
Baber, 2004); lead to a deeper understanding for and tolerance of opposing views as well as 
develop better, more reasonable and informed arguments (Gutmann & Thompson 1996, 
Chambers, 2003); induce a broadened sense of collective, rather than individual, interests 
(Chambers, 1996), and strengthen social capital (Putnam, 2000; Fishkin, 1995). Thus, 
deliberation caters for more informed personal positions, mutual understanding among 
participants, a stronger sense of communal responsibility, and a higher process- as well as 
outcome legitimacy (cf. Barabas 2004; Pellizzoni 2001; Koontz 2005, March and Olsen 1989; 
Ryfe, 2005; Zwart, 2003). 

This promise of a ‘transformative power of dialogue’ has also inspired a range of critique 
directed towards the use of economic non-market valuation techniques, applied both in 
research and to guide formal political decision making on goods not suitable for price-based 
models, such as environmental goods. Over the recent past, environmental decision-making 
has been increasingly influenced by stated-preference approaches to environmental valuation, 
such as contingent valuation (e.g., Pearce et al., 2006). These typically aim at measuring 
people’s willingness to pay for an environmental improvement or their willingness to accept a 
change that is likely to reduce welfare. However, for proponents of participatory approaches 
these methods rely on overly restrictive assumptions. Most notably, the criticism relates to the 
context of choice (i.e., the information provided to respondents as well as the limited 
opportunities for deliberation) (e.g., Jacobs, 1997), the assumption of well-articulated, 
exogenous preferences for environmental goods (e.g., Norton et al., 1998), and the focus on 
individual rather than community values (e.g., Sagoff, 1998). Recently, therefore, attempts 
have been made to combine methods based on economic valuation on the one hand and 
deliberative approaches, following the lead from Dryzek (e.g. 1990 & 2005), on the other 
(Howarth and Wilson, 2006; Alvarez-Farizo and Hanley, 2006 Alvarez-Farizo et al, 2009; 
Alvarez-Farizo et al, 2007; Macmillan et al, 2002 Gregory and Wellman, 2001; Niemeyer and 
Spash, 2001; Wilson and Howarth, 2002; Jacobs, 1997). In particular, applying deliberative 
monetary valuation (DMV)-techniques, is assumed work as a tool for raising moral and value 
concerns, through discussion and debate allowing for participants to move beyond mere self-
interest, and to ultimately changing preferences by incorporating values that are framed in 
terms of the common good. In theory, deliberation is a key to eliciting or changing values 
through an intentional reflection on public, rather than private, issues.  
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Although the literature on deliberation has grown rapidly over the past decades, it has mostly 
been theoretical. With some prominent exceptions (e.g. Delli Carpini et al, 2004; Ryfe, 2005), 
comprehensive empirical work on deliberative processes are quite rare, and presents mixed 
empirical evidence on its ability to deliver the proposed benefits (Szabo, 2011; Chambers 1996; 
Janssen & Kies, 2005; Sulkin & Simon, 2001). The bulk of empirical research also focus the elite-
to-elite discourse of stakeholder deliberations, where participants already at the outset hold 
significant knowledge of the issue at hand and are well familiar with their own and their 
organization’s value-laden goals, rather than the citizen-to-citizen dialogues of public 
deliberations (e.g. Harris et al, 2012, who finds significant differences when comparing 
stakeholder representatives and ordinary citizens). Processes and outcomes aside, to date we 
also have a rather limited knowledge of the content of deliberative processes, i.e. what 
actually transpires when people deliberate on a given issue and how participants process the 
value-based appeals presented to them. This is surprising as the level of abstraction on which 
the deliberations revolve should have significant bearing on the outcomes in terms of value 
elicitation and –change. The strong emphasis on learning and value-change in both deliberate 
democratic theory and practice, for example, suggest that competing core values (e.g. 
environment v economy; individualism v. collectivism; freedom v. regulation; conservation v. 
exploitation; development v. stagnation; tradition v. modernization etc.) should be at the 
center of the deliberative process. Although it seems reasonable to assume that stakeholders, 
acting as representatives or spokespersons for an organized interest within a deliberative 
setting, are able to discuss and debate an issue with an emphasis on the impact decisions have 
on core values and thus to broaden perspectives from an individual to a collective line of 
reasoning, does this hold also for public deliberations where the participants are ordinary lay 
people without any organizational affiliations? 

The purpose of this paper is to explore the content of a public deliberation. We do so in a case 
that should present ideal conditions for enlightened deliberations on core values: the planning 
of a large-scale on-shore wind-farm. Due to its size (1001 planned turbines) and the conflicts of 
interest surrounding it, the case has received significant political and media attention focusing 
value-conflicts. The participants have all volunteered to participate in the deliberations and 
thus showed a personal interest in the issue. Given these conditions, do the deliberations 
concern the value-conflicts presented by political elites and media (and subsequently applied 
to construct attributes in e.g. a choice experiments and non-market valuations)? Or, do 
deliberations rather revolve round more salient, issue-specific opinions? Furthermore, what 
does this tell us about the prospects for applying public deliberations as a tool for raising moral 
and value concerns, and for solving or amending values-based conflicts of interest? 

 

2. Case description 
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Although this paper analyses only on one specific deliberative process, we nevertheless 
suggest it to be possible to provide some broad conclusions and to identify areas where further 
research on deliberative processes is needed. The case studied focuses on the expansion of on-
shore wind power in northern Sweden and involve a range of values and interests assumed to 
be at the center of public debate. For instance, as with most propositions for large-scale land-
use, both economic and socio-cultural interests clearly conflicts as energy policy meets the 
demands of several extractive and non-extractive uses such as grazing lands for reindeer; areas 
for tourism and recreational use; as well as claims on sustained nature conservation. The 
proposed wind-park development is located in Markbygden, Piteå Municipality. Due to its 
geographical setting in the Swedish north as well as to its physical traits, a number of values-
driven conflicts of interest have been reported both by the mandatory Environmental Impact 
Assessment conducted by the wind-power company (e.g. Svevind, 2008a; Svevind 2008b) as 
well as through considerations expressed by local authorities and in public media debates. 

When fully developed, the wind park is vast industrial project comprising 1001 turbines and 
producing 8-10 TWh/year (Svevind, 2008a), making it one of the largest onshore wind farms in 
the world and accounting for almost 50 percent of the Swedish national planning-goal for 
renewables (Swedish Government, 2009). Considering physical resources, the area of 
Markbygden is well suited for wind-power installations; it is endowed with both good wind 
resources and crossing power grids that can transport electricity to meet demands. In addition, 
the area has been extensively exploited by forest industry and the environmentally protected 
areas are few. Still, such a large scheme as the one planned would dominate the landscape in 
the whole area and would unavoidably affect local flora and fauna. Most notably, concerns 
regarding negative impacts on migratory birds in general and the sensitive Golden eagle in 
particular have been raised. We can thereby also identify a conflict of interest within the 
environmental domain, as the global need for renewables is placed opposite local 
conservationist interests. This is also evident in policy as wind-power development display 
intricate conflicts between Swedish National Environmental Quality Objectives; “a reduced 
climate impact” may, for example, diminish the possibilities for “a magnificent mountain 
landscape”. 

Apart from these conservationist concerns, also other issues underpin the conflicts 
surrounding the proposed wind-park. Although Markbygden is sparsely populated, it is 
nevertheless heavily used for recreational purposes (e.g. hunting, fishing, berry picking, hiking, 
snow-mobiling) and there are a number of houses used for these purposes situated in the area. 
As such, both permanent residents and visitors have opposed the planned wind park, arguing 
that it will disrupt the possibilities for recreational activities, change the experience of visiting 
the area in the future and thus also reduce the value of their properties. These concerns 
further highlight a global-local conflict of interests spawned by the development of renewable 
energy sources, and opens for a discussion about the spatial distribution of duties and 
responsibilities as attempts to remedy the global problem of climate change and thereby 
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deliver goods to people in other countries (or increasing national energy security) unavoidably 
have repercussions for the local community where the wind-park is situated.  

Lastly, the development of a wind-park in Markbygden will also significantly infringe on the 
economic and cultural conditions for an indigenous minority-group, thus adding an ethical and 
ethno-political dimension to the issue and placing social-altruistic considerations at the 
foreground. In the case of Markbygden, almost the whole area planned for wind farming is 
located within the reindeer herding pastures used by the Eastern Kikkejaure Sámi village. Fully 
developed, the planned wind park, together with necessary roads constructions, would affect 
approximately 26% of the Sámi village’s winter grazing areas and would thus have major 
impacts on the possibilities for the Sámi village to pursue their traditional reindeer heading 
(Svevind, 2008b). In this aspect, the wind park would generate both direct negative effects 
(affecting the possibilities to use grazing pastures) and indirect negative effects (overgrazing in 
other areas and potential conflicts with other nearby Sámi villages). At the same time, 
however, the fact that some institutional arrangements (e.g. SFS 1974:152; SFS 1971:437) are 
already in place to ensure minority-specific rights related to resource management have 
previously spawned conflicts between the Sámi and the local community related to issues both 
of economy and access, particularly as reindeer husbandry not only are a significant cultural 
marker but constitutes the main source of income for the Sámi community.  

These negative aspects notwithstanding, the wind-park development is also, primarily by 
representatives of the municipality and the county, suggested to provide strong economic 
benefits to an area which over the past decades have seen a constant diminishing population 
and a loss of job opportunities. The possible positive impact on local and regional economic 
development, is primarily seen as resulting from an increase in employment opportunities 
during the many years of preparatory and construction work; a demand for local industries to 
deliver both construction materials and transport services; as well as a range of indirect 
positive effects on the local commercial and trade sector. We thereby note that the proposed 
development also include an economic aspect, conflicting with both conservationist, socio-
cultural, and ethical interests. 

 

3. Analytical framework 

An analysis cannot be reliable conducted without some sort of framework or a theoretical lens 
guiding the inquiry and determining what is important and what can be ignored (cf. Sabatier 
and Jenkins-Smith, 1993). In this study, we are interested in whether the public deliberation 
displays some of the key features of successful deliberative processes; an informed and 
competent discussion based on core values, and an ability to progress from a private to a 
collective perspective when deliberating on the issue. The framework applied here thus draw 
on two dimensions along which the content of the public deliberation is analyzed. 



Highly preliminary first draft – all comments welcome! 

6 

 

Dimension 1: Belief-system hierarchies 

The first dimension concern the depth or level of abstraction of the arguments presented by 
the participants and used throughout the deliberative process; asking if the deliberations 
involve the consideration of basic values and beliefs, or if they rather focus on expressing more 
shallow attitudes or opinions. The level of abstraction should be significant for both the quality 
and the outcomes of the deliberations, not the least since both an informed and reasonable 
reflection on the issue as well as a comprehensive process of learning require a values-based, 
rather than an attitudes-based, deliberation. Furthermore, if deliberation is to have any 
political bite, they must contain both comprehensive evaluations of the present situation as 
well as prescriptions for the future. To construct our analytical categories, we take departure in 
the model of the individual’s cognitive system as a hierarchical ordering of beliefs, outlined in 
both in social (e.g. Rokeach, 1973; Rohan, 2000) and political psychology/public opinion 
research (e.g. Peffley and Hurwitz, 1985; Putnam, 1976; Converse, 1964). According to these 
models, a person’s system of beliefs is arranged in a three-tiered structure in which basic, 
cross-contextual values inform more situational-specific beliefs and attitudes in a causal chain 
leading up to the formation of behavioural choices and opinions (e.g. Stern et al, 1999). To 
further distinguish between the different levels of abstraction in the personal belief-system, 
we follow on the tripartite structure outlined in the Advocacy Coalition Framework (e.g. 
Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999). 

At the highest level of abstraction, deep core beliefs consist of basic views on human nature; 
the priority of ultimate values (e.g. freedom, security, power); the basic criteria of distributive 
justice and the person’s socio-cultural identity (e.g. Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999). The 
deep core consists of beliefs that are deep-seated; highly resistant to change; and applicable 
on all types of issues or questions. This is consistent with the function of core values, broadly 
defined as abstract and general conceptions of the desirable that serve as the individual’s 
stable and enduring trans-situational guides and underpin the understanding that one end-
state of existence, goal or mode of conduct is more preferable than others. (e.g. Rokeach, 
1973; Schwartz, 1992; Sniderman et al, 1991). Being of a broad and trans-situational nature, 
values function as a guide to both evaluation and attitude formation in all aspects of the 
individual’s life and their significance for attitudes, preferences and choices pertaining to 
political issues and even specific public policies has been well-researched (e.g. Caprara et al, 
2006; Jacoby, 2006; Altemeyer, 1998; Barnea and Schwartz, 1998; Rohan and Zanna, 1996; van 
Deth and Scarbourough, 1995; Mitchell et al, 1993; Zaller 1992; Rasinski, 1987). According to 
these lines of research, values expressing general desirable goals are causally linked to policy 
specific attitudes and perceptions. Most people understand political issues in terms of values 
and base their political choices and policy preferences on the connections they draw between 
the issue and their personal value-priorities. Through their relative stability, values thereby 
make it possible for the individual to organize political evaluations and judgements in a 
relatively consistent manner, both over longer periods of time and in relation to a range of 
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diverse issues (cf. Goren, 2005; Feldman, 2003 & 1988; Alvarez and Brehm, 2002; van Deth and 
Scarborough, 1995; Sniderman et al, 1991; Brewer and Gross, 2005; Schwartz, 1994; Feldman, 
1988; Hurwitz and Peffley, 1987; Jacoby, 2006).  

In the three-tiered hierarchical structure, a set of more specific and empirically oriented 
beliefs, defined as worldviews; conceptions of reality (Gilbert et al, 1999; Rohan, 2000); or 
policy core beliefs (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999), serve as to link core values with 
situational specific attitudes and opinions by determining how values are interpreted, 
bestowed meaning and activated in relation to a specific area of the person’s life. In difference 
to the cross-contextual nature of core values, the more empirically oriented beliefs are directly 
oriented towards a specific policy-domain and collect therefore views on the basic causes of 
the problem in question; its seriousness (particularly as a threat to basic values); and the 
appropriate strategies for achieving core values within the domain. The latter includes beliefs 
on the proper role of government, the balance of market and governmental activity, 
preferences for different types of policy instruments; as well as the preferred participation by 
public, experts and elected officials in amending the problem (Sabatier, 1988; Sabatier and 
Jenkins-Smith, 1999). These empirical beliefs are also less resistant to change than core values, 
and can be affected and altered through, for example, processes of learning (Zafonte and 
Sabatier, 2004; Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1993). 

Lastly, both values and empirically oriented beliefs inform a wide range of attitudinal positions. 
Defined as affective or emotional evaluations of specific entities, expressing personal likes and 
dislikes as well as representing a person’s behavioural predispositions (Rohan, 2000; Glynn et 
al, 1999), the scope of attitudes is significantly narrower than for values and beliefs, focusing 
for the most part on specific aspects of a specific issue. In a policy perspective, attitudinal 
positions concern, for example, the seriousness of specific aspects of the problem in specific 
locales; as well as views on technical aspects of an issue such as administrative rules and the 
performance of specific programs or institutions (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999). Attitudes 
are both shallow and volatile, and will therefore be reconsidered when faced with new 
information. In fact, these attitudinal positions are consistently sacrificed before the person 
acknowledges weaknesses in her values or empirically oriented beliefs (Sabatier and Jenkins-
Smith, 1999; Sabatier, 1998). Their volatility also signals that a challenge of ones attitudes do 
not as a rule lead to a change in ones beliefs or values.  

 

Dimension 2: Scope of interests  

The second dimension addresses the scope of interests that are considered in the 
deliberations; if participants present arguments and point towards potential costs and benefits 
from a point of view of personal interests, or if they expand the deliberations to include also 
the interests of the collective. This shift in perspectives is a prerequisite for successful 
deliberation, both as it opens up for (and indeed signals) processes of learning from others and 
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thereby induce a stronger sense of communal responsibility, as well as caters for more 
considered and informed political decisions (e.g. Chambers, 1996). The latter since the 
aggregation of individual preferences toward specific public policies provides only a limited 
perspective on the value judgments involved in public policy decisions. Rather, it is the 
aggregate of the values that individuals hold about a public good that are appropriate to many 
policy decisions, and such reasoning is believed to be more readily elicited through deliberative 
processes.  

The different scopes of interests that are expressed can concern both core values/goals, 
empirical beliefs on problems and strategies, as well as attitudinal positions. We therefore 
place our two dimensions in a 2x3 matrix, opening up for six different categories by which we 
can analyze the content of our public deliberation. The analytical framework for this study is 
displayed in the table (1) below. 

 

Table 1: Analytical framework 

 
Core values Empirical beliefs Attitudes 

Personal interest 
 

 

  

Collective interest 
 

 

  

 

 

4. Data collection and method 

Deliberative processes go by a variety of names (e.g. deliberative democracy; deliberative 
politics; participatory governance; collaborative resource management), can take a diversity of 
forms (e.g. citizen juries; national issue forums; deliberative opinion polls; participatory 
budgeting) and involve both organized stakeholders and unaffiliated citizens. The purposes, 
processes, and products of deliberation are thus all subject to debate. In this paper, we focus, 
first, exclusively on public deliberations, i.e. processes of dialogue among ordinary members of 
the public. Our main interest is in the potential for successful deliberative processes where the 
participants, although naturally having some form of personal stakes in the issue subject to 
debate, neither act as representatives for an interest group, nor have an already formulated 
policy to rely on when discussing and debating the issue. Second, our study does not primarily 
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take an interest in the outcome of the deliberative process; neither does it require the 
participants to reach a uniform decision or consensus at the end. In fact, our interest here is on 
mapping and analyzing the content of the deliberative discussions. What do people choose to 
put forth as arguments for their respective positions; what are the interests given a voice 
throughout the process; and what are suggested as topics for debate? 

 

Data collection 

The data for the study was collected in early spring 2011, through the organization of a public 
deliberation on the planned wind-park in Markbygden. The majority of the participants were 
recruited from respondents in a mass-survey tapping both attitudes to the planned wind-park 
and general values and environmental beliefs and distributed to 1600 people (representative 
sample) living in the municipalities adjacent to the area of the planned wind park. To the end 
of the questionnaire, respondents were asked to indicate and provide contact information if 
they were interested in participating in upcoming meetings where the planned wind park and 
its consequences were to be discussed. As a result of a number of drop-offs, the participants 
were asked to bring another person with them. In the first meeting, 17 people participated (of 
which six were women). In the second meeting, six days later, the 15 people contributing (of 
which five were women) were divided into three small discussion groups. The age of the 
participants varied between 27 and 67, with an average of 47 years. It is here important to 
note that this self-selection process means that the group of participants hardly is 
representative for the general public. This is, however, not necessarily a problem for the 
questions addressed in this paper. Rather, as the aim here is to analyses the content of the 
deliberations, focusing in particular on the question if processes of public deliberation are able 
to move beyond personal interests and opinions for instead raising values-based concerns and 
thus broadening the discussion from a private to a community perspective, this can indeed be 
treated as a critical selection of participants. Their initial awareness of and interest in the issue 
at hand (in part due to them reflecting on both personal values and beliefs as well as the costs 
and benefits of the wind-park development when answering the questionnaire) should cater 
for more informed and competent standpoints going into the deliberative process, closer 
resembling the conditions for stakeholder deliberations.        

The deliberative process, consisting of two evening sessions approximately one week apart, 
was organized following the recommendations outlined in previous studies by, for example, 
Alvarez-Farizo and Hanley (2006), MacMillan et al. (2006), and Alvarez-Farizo et al. (2009). The 
first session was primarily concerned with providing information about the proposed project 
and the (negative as well as positive) consequences that may follow. To increase the 
participants’ awareness of some of the major values and interests that come into conflict 
should the project go ahead, three stakeholder representatives was invited to provide their 
views at the first, informative session. First, the president of the local branch of the Swedish 
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Society for Nature Conservation addressed both the, mainly global, environmental benefits 
associated with wind energy and the risk of negative impact on both flora and fauna at the 
local and regional level. Second, a representative from the Eastern Kikkejaure Sámi village and 
member of the board of the National Association of Swedish Sami (SSR) presented both how 
large-scale land use have affected the possibilities for Sami culture and economy in Sweden 
previously, as well as the negative consequences of the current project on the traditional 
practice of reindeer herding in the area. The third and last stakeholder participant represented 
the development office at the local municipality, describing the potential positive economic 
effects of the project, as well as the details regarding the planning and permit processes.  

The second session was devoted to the participants deliberating on and discussing the project 
and its implications in smaller groups. Three groups were formed, consisting of five 
participants each and chaired by a researcher from the project. Apart from recording the 
discussions in the group, the task of the chair was to ensure that all participants got their voice 
heard and initiating discussions if necessary. The chair also reminded the participants to 
consider different aspects, both positive and negative, that might constitute relevant topics for 
the deliberations. The recordings from this second session were transcribed and constitute the 
empirical material used in this study. 

 

Methodological considerations 

By analyzing the content of deliberation, focusing the themes, arguments and concerns raised 
by the participants, the study contributes to the ongoing discussion on the value of allowing 
public deliberation to constitute an integral part of public decision making processes. In order 
to map the content of the public deliberations, we apply a qualitative text analysis approach to 
scrutinize and systematize the recorded and transcribed discussions. Text analysis encompass a 
range of different methodological approaches employed for studying how ideas, values or 
problem-perceptions are expressed and have both a quantitative or qualitative, more 
interpretive and exploratory, approach (cf. Esaiasson et al, 2004). For the purpose of this study, 
the use of qualitative idea- (sometimes referred to as ideology-) analysis seems the most 
appropriate tool. Idea-analysis is predominantly used for identifying values, ideologies and 
belief-systems with an actor, in a policy area or in a debate, and have previously been applied 
for tracing ideas in political debates as well as mapping and analyzing ideological development 
among groups of actors (Bergström and Boréus, 2005; Esaiasson et al, 2004).  

Idea-analysis is also qualitative in character since it aims at exploring the ideas, values or 
beliefs in, for instance, written texts, and not to quantify the use of language itself. The choice 
of idea-analysis in preference to different types of quantitative approaches such as content 
analysis can, thus, be justified by the subtle character of what here is being studied. Values are 
not easily quantified and when they are reflected in texts, it is critical to also evaluate the 
context within which they are presented. Furthermore, there are clearly no guarantees that 
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the importance of a value is reflected in how often it, in the form of a specific word or phrase, 
appears in the text, which is the point of departure for quantitative approaches to text 
analysis. Rather, when studying ideas, ideologies or values, it might be of similar importance to 
analyse what is not said, than merely focusing on the frequency of which categories or words 
are included in the texts (Hedrén, 1994:11; Esaiasson et al, 2004). Although a quantitative 
approach undoubtedly will produce more easily measured and illustrated results, we agree 
with Devine’s (2002:207) conclusion that the qualitative methods’ advantages “are clear where 
the goal of a piece of research is to explore people’s experiences, practices, values and 
attitudes in depth and to establish their meaning for those concerned”. 

 

5. Empirical results 

Preliminary results from the analysis of the content of the public deliberations are presented in 
table 2 below. The analysis points toward a number of issues being raised by the participants, 
ranging from core values to attitudinal positions and queries. As presentations by three 
representatives for key stakeholders (the conservation movement; the Sámi; and the municipal 
development office) preceded the group deliberations and raising similar issues to those 
reported on in the local media debate and by the environmental assessment reports, we 
expected the discussions to revolve round these main positive and negative effects. However, 
considering the content of the public deliberation, all three participant groups focused more 
strongly on attitudinal positions as queries on technological aspects of the proposed project, 
for example on the delivered energy of the wind-power stations; on the possibility for the 
Swedish national grid to support transferring energy to the south of the country (where 
demand is greater); on taxation of the company operating the wind-park (in Sweden or 
abroad); on employment and access to a qualified workforce (the risk of fly-in/fly-out labor); 
on transportation issues to and from the construction site; on the possibility for the wind-
power company to turn a profit; on green electricity certificates, were frequently raised 
throughout the deliberations. Additionally, a number of issues raised were framed as specific 
personal problems arising from the wind-park; in particular from participants living in or 
owning a recreational house within the Markbygden area. These issues are also interpreted as 
attitudinal positions as they concern specific aspects of the wind-park, in specific locales: the 
opening of gravel pits for raw material and construction of roads leading to the wind-park; the 
level of compensation offered for a recreational home owner; as well as sound- and sight-
pollution in specific geographical areas.   In general, the participants showed a considerable 
uncertainty about the project in general, the political and legal decision-making as well as 
permission processes, and the potential positive and negative effects of the proposed wind-
farm. As such, they used a large amount time during the deliberations to discuss these issues 
within the groups, and plenty of questions concerning technical issues were also directed 
towards the researchers acting as chairs in the group deliberations. This was rather surprising 
and unexpected, given both the preceding stakeholder presentations as well as the fact that 
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the participants had shown a personal interest in the issue when volunteering for the public 
deliberation and also are affected by the project by residing in the same municipality. Neither 
does a strong bias towards discussing attitudinal aspects match the notion of deliberation as a 
values-based activity, catering for learning across divergent values and beliefs. 

Nevertheless, the group deliberations did also include a number of other issues raised by the 
participants, although not nearly with the same frequency as the shallower attitudinal 
positions reported on above. A number of discussions revolved round empirical beliefs on 
problem definition and process-related questions concerning decision-making, planning and 
compensation. Apart from the question of personal influence in large-scale planning processes 
(e.g. why am I not invited to participate in public policy and planning processes?) raised by 
some of the participants, most of these beliefs were framed as collective rather than personal 
interests. The fundamental question of the problem addressed by constructing the wind-park 
was raised in all groups, as participants discussed both the very existence and magnitude of a 
global climate problem as well as the necessity for allowing contributions to local/regional 
economic development, and the potential for the proposed wind-park to remedy these 
problems. Beliefs on the proper way to design decision-making processes, balance the 
distribution of power and construct participatory arrangements in public policy processes were 
among the most prominent in the empirical beliefs-category, and all discussed from a 
collective- rather than an individual-interest point of departure. In particular, questions on the 
balance between national and local interests were raised, with several of the participants 
arguing that although it is reasonable that decisions on large-scale infrastructural 
developments ultimately are made on a national level, local and sub-local influence in the 
planning processes must be strengthened. On the same note, also the balance of societal 
interests versus those of a private (foreign) company, and the influence granted the latter in 
both decision-making and planning, were raised. Lastly, how questions of compensation is and 
should be handled in cases similar to the one in Markbygden attracted some attention from 
the participants, but not as much as those compensation-issues relating to a specific person in 
this particular case. 

Although having listened to a number of values-based presentations by the stakeholder 
representatives, the participants in the group deliberations were hard-pressed to enter into 
any discussions on core values. The only two values getting any attention at all in the 
deliberations were the value of environmental protection and the value of justice/fairness. 
With regards to the value of environmental protection, participants clearly considered the 
positive global environmental effects of an increase in renewable energy, although this was 
placed opposite both negative local impacts (e.g. sustained lifestyle v. environmental 
protection) and the question of local responsibility for national politics. The question of justice 
or fairness is clearly evident in these discussions, as when the impact on the Sámi practice of 
reindeer-herding and, in prolongation, on their possibility to sustain their traditional lifestyle 
was raised. The latter aspect of the proposed project was, however, only put forth by a small 
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number of participants and the questions on socio-cultural justice did thus not seem to 
constitute a major issue in the deliberations even though this was the theme for one of the 
stakeholder representatives’ presentation.  

 

Table 2: Summing up the content of a public deliberation 

 Core values Empirical beliefs Attitudes 

Personal interest 

 

 

Participation in public 
policy processes by the 
single individual 

 

Sub-local Impacts of 
infrastructural changes 

Level of compensation 
for the single individual 

Information on the 
process and the effects 
of the wind-park 

Collective interest 

Environmental 
protection (global 
climate issues) 

Distribution of local v. 
national responsibilities 

Socio-cultural impacts 
for a minority group 

 

 

 

Do we have a climate 
problem? 

Is this a proper way of 
solving local 
development problems? 

Balance of national v. 
local/sub-local influence 

Balance of societal v. 
private company 
influence 

Proper location of 
decision-making power 

Compensation in general 

Technical issues (profit 
v. investment; delivered 
effect; grid; taxation; 
access to workforce; 
transportation; 
certificates) 

Note: Aspects of the deliberative content marked in bold letters display the most frequent occurrence. 

  

6. Conclusions 

As a preliminary conclusion, we note that the public deliberations in general did not in any 
significant way revolve round core values that have played a significant part of the political- 
and media debate. This is rather surprising as these core values also was re-introduced by the 
stakeholder representatives in the first deliberative round. Instead, discussions within the 
public deliberations were significantly more centered on specific (technical) aspects of the 
proposed project. This, in turn, suggests that the possibilities for the public deliberative 
process to initiate both a deeper understanding of and reflection on the issue as well as a 
comprehensive process of learning across perspectives and interests are limited. As such, the 
results presented here do not contradict previously raised concerns on the quality of public 
deliberative processes (e.g. Harris et al, 2012). To work as intended, participants in deliberative 
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processes must be able to elevate their discussions from a concern with attitudinal or technical 
aspects of an issue, to include a consideration of core values and beliefs. This might be more 
readily achieved in stakeholder deliberations, where participants hold a greater knowledge of 
the broader consequences of the proposed policy decision. This, however, do not indicate that 
public deliberations cannot fill an equally important role by opening up for public participation 
and thereby legitimizing political processes and decisions…   
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