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Executive summary 
This focused review of literature explores what works in engaging members and 

sectors of the public in the cause of international development. It focuses 

particularly on the importance of engaging the public at the level of values and 

attitudes. It considers the limitations of current public engagement efforts and 

the added value of deeper engagement through deliberation and critical thinking 

about development issues to encourage pro-development values and attitudes. 

The report is based on 99 sources of literature, with a bibliography at appendix 

1. 

The review finds an important place for deeper engagement in complementing 

work through the media, nudging, and through simple positive ‘aid works’ 

messages. Research from other sectors finds that deliberative dialogue: helps 

many sectors of the public to learn more about an issue; empowers people to 

take action; and could prevent a damaging loss of public trust in the work of the 

international development sector.  

There is widespread agreement that effective engagement, whether deep or 

shallow, fosters a person’s emotional connection to an issue and encourages 

them to view an issue through a positive frame. There is also evidence that 

effective engagement appeals to people’s latent values of empathy, co-operation 

and security, and that deliberative dialogue can be particularly effective at 

bringing these values to the fore. 

The literature suggests that deliberative engagement will not appeal to 

everyone, but nor is it only for those who are already engaged in tackling global 

poverty. There is evidence that deliberative engagement is particularly valuable 

when communicating with the public about complex, uncertain areas of 

development policy where there are no easy answers. 

A review of engagement activities within the international development sector 

over the past decade yields few insights because it is rare that an activity has 

been evaluated in sufficient depth to measure its impact on public engagement. 

Make Poverty History and Red Nose Days are exceptions; research indicates that 

both of these have been very successful in raising awareness of development 

issues, but neither appears to have had a strong impact on public attitudes or 

values. Overall, there is clear evidence that a significant proportion of the UK 

public does not share pro-development attitudes and values and so if DFID’s 

stated aim of ―instilling support for development within the national identity‖ is 

to be achieved, there is a need to focus on values and attitudes as well as 

behaviour change. 

Any international development organisation seeking to implement a programme 

of mass deliberative public engagement with members of the public is likely to 

face considerable challenges. The literature suggests that these challenges relate 

primarily to the costs of deeper engagement, bringing engagement to scale, and 



 

 

creating a compelling offer for people to take part. Whilst these challenges are 

not insurmountable, Think Global’s analysis of the literature suggests that an 

alternative to mass engagement may be more feasible. One alternative is to 

seek out ‘catalytic individuals’ or community leaders who can engage their 

communities (broadly defined) in the cause of international development. 

Reviews of the literature on catalytic individuals indicate that they are people 

who have a disproportionate influence on the attitudes of those around them. 

They tend to be charismatic, trustworthy, altruistic and motivated by actions 

that can help their local community. Evidence suggests that engaging them in an 

honest, in-depth conversation about international development can give them 

sufficient knowledge and convince them to act as catalysts for public support. 

Investing in deep engagement with these catalytic individuals could yield a 

disproportionate return in terms of public support for the cause of international 

development.  

However, the literature also indicates that it is not enough to advocate a 

particular view of development to catalytic individuals, because they place a high 

value on finding things out for themselves, and tend not to trust ‘received 

wisdom’. 

Think Global concludes that deliberative public engagement is necessary and 

valuable for the international development sector, and distils the literature into a 

set of common features of successful public engagement activities. Whilst there 

are questions around feasibility of mass deliberative engagement, an approach 

that focuses on catalytic individuals has strong potential and would benefit from 

a pilot programme of practical research. 

The review sets out a series of recommendations emerging from the research 

and Think Global’s analysis: 

 For international development NGOs 

o Incorporate opportunities for deeper conversations with your members 

and supporters as part of your public engagement strategy 

o Consider focusing particularly on the catalytic individuals amongst your 

supporter-base 

 For schools and other educators 

o Educators have a unique opportunity to engage learners deeply in the 

cause of international development 

o Offer participative learning activities and opportunities for critical 

thinking, rather than just presenting information on global issues  

o Educators make an important contribution to the values and attitudes 

that are prevalent in society 

 Priority areas for further research include: 

o How to measure levels of engagement and changes in values and 

attitudes 



 

 

o Building practical evidence for the idea that deeper engagement can 

encourage a positive shift in people’s values 

o Investigating further the role of catalytic individuals for international 

development 

 For foundations, trusts and other funders 

o Consider supporting a pilot project to explore the potential of catalytic 

individuals for international development 

o Put a premium on effective evaluation of any public engagement 

programme, building this into any funding specification 



 

 

 

1. Introduction 
The aim of this selective review of literature is to explore the added value of in-

depth deliberative engagement with the UK public to encourage more positive 

attitudes and values towards international development. The review also focuses 

on what works in changing values and attitudes. The reasons for these areas of 

focus are explored in the report. 

The review seeks to answer several questions raised by participants at a June 

2010 House of Lords round table organised by Think Global and hosted by the 

Earl of Sandwich. At the round table event participants discussed evidence that 

public support for the UK government’s role in tackling global poverty is static or 

declining and some participants suggested that our current response to that 

decline is inadequate. The review aims to explore how we might respond more 

effectively to declining public support for development. It also seeks to provide a 

firm evidence-base for Think Global’s wider work around engaging the public in 

the cause of international development. 

The review is not aiming to suggest that one approach is more or less effective 

than another in engaging the public in tackling global poverty, but to identify the 

different contexts in which different approaches can work well. In focusing on 

the added value of more in-depth engagement opportunities and on changing 

values and attitudes, the review aims to explore whether these approaches can 

complement ‘simpler’ messaging and a focus on changing behaviours. 

The central question that this review seeks to answer is whether there is a need 

for something more than simple, positive stories about international 

development working; whether there is added value in having a deeper, more 

complex conversation with at least some segments of the public. Where this 

added value is established, the review seeks to explore in which contexts, and 

with which audiences, deeper engagement may be particularly valuable. The end 

purpose of the review is for Think Global and other organisations to understand 

where and when the development sector’s limited resources can most effective 

be spent on deeper engagement, and what impacts it can have. 

The report builds on a consensus about the messages that best drive 

engagement. This consensus is summarised by Darnton (2009b): 

―...consensus is emerging that the messages which best drive 

engagement with global poverty are those which focus on solutions, 

success stories, and the lives of real people, rather than problems, issues 

and amounts of aid. Solutions tend to relate to in-kind support not 

financial aid; however, emotional links also need to be built to sustain 

engagement, and revealing the inner life of poor people can establish a 



 

 

sense of shared and poignant humanity, which engages the viewer better 

than showing starving children.‖ 

This consensus is, for the purposes of the review, assumed to be accurate. 

However, this assumption does not preclude any particular forms of 

engagement; this review seeks to explore which forms of engagement can put 

across these messages in the most effective, believable, trustworthy and 

memorable way. 

1.1 Report structure 

The executive summary, rather than aiming to cover all chapters of this report, 

draws together a narrative that helps to make sense of the wide body of 

research in this review. The remainder of the report serves to provide evidence 

for that narrative summary, and for the conclusions and recommendations. 

Chapter 2 sets out the methodology followed in conducting this selective review 

of research. Chapter 3 focuses on definitions of terms and the evidence-based 

rationale for focusing on changing values and attitudes, rather than focusing on 

behaviour change. Chapter 4 explores why it is important to engage the public 

at the level of values and attitudes, rather than just encouraging behaviour 

change.  

Chapter 5 forms the core of the report. It explores what has worked well in 

public engagement in the past decade or so and why it will be important in the 

future, both within and outside the international development sector. It is not a 

comprehensive review of initiatives, but sets out common themes from 

examples of projects and programmes that have worked particularly well.  

Chapter 6 builds on the previous chapters to ask once a person is engaged in 

development issues, how we can encourage them to develop more positive 

attitudes and values in relation to these issues. This chapter explores the 

different contexts in which different types of engagement are most appropriate 

and valuable, with a particular focus on the added value and feasibility of deeper 

engagement. In relation to the question of feasibility, this chapter explores the 

potential benefits of investing in catalytic individuals who can spread public 

engagement with development. 

Chapter 7 sets out Think Global’s conclusions from this review of research, 

including the questions that remain unanswered. Chapter 8 sets out 

recommendations for each of the major stakeholders in this area. 



 

 

 

2. Methodology 
The report is a focused review of literature. The report is not designed to be a 

systematic review, although it does follow the processes that would be used for 

a systematic review, including how the research questions are defined, and how 

sources are selected and analysed. 

Research sources were identified through Think Global’s existing knowledge and 

networks, public calls for information, telephone interviews, internet searches 

and (brief) reviews of academic journals. Many of the sources are ‘grey’ 

literature and a small number of draft and confidential reports have informed the 

review but are not cited in the bibliography. 

Sources have been sorted using objective criteria into relative priority and, given 

the limited timescales for this research a number of interesting sources have had 

to be rejected. Where sources are identified as high priority, these are analysed 

in a standard template, allowing the most relevant information to be extracted 

and included in this report. 99 sources of literature have been reviewed in this 

way, with a further 22 sources analysed but rejected on grounds of relevance or 

quality. 

The report draws heavily on literature from the fields of environmental change 

and sustainability. There is considerably more literature available in these fields 

than within the international development sector, and many of the themes and 

approaches taken to engagement apply equally across both sectors. 

Nevertheless, in some cases insights and conclusions can only tentatively be 

made because they are based on literature not directly relating to the sector in 

question. 

The report is structured in part around the key themes emerging from the 

research, and in part to answer the key questions raised at the House of Lords 

round table hosted by the Earl of Sandwich and organised by Think Global in 

June 2010. 



 

 

 

3. Setting the context 
In seeking to understand what works in engaging the public in tackling global 

poverty, it is important to be clear what is meant by the term public 

engagement. 

In relation to environmental change, Upham et al. (2009) notes that:  

―…the many possible objectives of public engagement need to be clarified 

ahead of embarking on the activity, and then matched with corresponding 

methods. These objectives may include attempts to enthuse and stimulate 

interest in science and nature, debate‐oriented initiatives, and attempts to 

influence attitudes and behaviour in pro‐environmental directions.‖ 

In this review public engagement in tackling global poverty is discussed with a 

view to three main objectives: changing the public’s behaviour (for example by 

donating, making more ethical purchasing decisions or campaigning); changing 

public attitudes (for example about the efficacy of aid, attitudes towards the 

poor, attitudes towards globalisation); and changing public values (for example 

a person’s commitment to social justice, altruism, solidarity with others around 

the world, or refusal to accept global inequality). 

This review largely focuses on the latter two objectives. Therefore a useful place 

to start is to consider what might be meant by more positive values and 

attitudes for development.  

3.1 What is meant by more positive values and attitudes for 

development? 

Upham et al. (2009) defines attitudes as follows: 

―Attitudes are hypothetical constructs which refer to an individual‘s 

evaluation of, or orientation towards, an ‗attitude object‘ (ie, thing, idea, 

person, group, action, self, etc). Attitudes are typically said to comprise 

three components ‐ cognition (knowledge), affect (emotions) and 

behaviour ‐ and vary in intensity and direction. They may be changed 

through communication processes and experience, but also as a result of 

behaviour change…attitudes are not static or de-contextualised; rather, 

they are dynamic, influenced by a range of factors, often ambivalent or 

uncertain, and frequently not predictive of behaviour. Yet, they hold 

important functions for individuals, such as helping to organise 

knowledge, inform decisions, express identity and seek connections with 

others. Furthermore, the concept of attitudes is helpful in understanding 

how individuals interpret and respond differently to the same information, 

since pre-existing beliefs and views (ie, attitudes) have been shown to 

bias perceptions and guide behaviour: people are more attentive to, and 



 

 

accepting of, attitude‐consistent information and tend to ignore or reject 

dissonant information.‖ 

Individual, communal and societal values can be defined as a person, community 

or culture’s view of what ‘ought to be’ and what ‘ought not to be’, both with 

reference to themselves and to the world around them. Kasser (2003) 

categorises values along two axes: extrinsic/intrinsic values, and self-

transcendent/physical self values. Examples of each set of values include: 

image, popularity (extrinsic values); affiliation, self-acceptance (intrinsic 

values); spirituality (transcendent values); and hedonism (physical self values). 

Kasser suggests that values that are at either end of an axis tend to be 

incompatible, so valuing your image tends to be incompatible with a sense of 

self-acceptance, and being concerned with popularity tends to be incompatible 

with a sense of affiliation with others. Kasser goes on to argue that cultivating 

intrinsic values is important in encouraging pro-social and pro-environmental 

attitudes and behaviours. Critically important for the purposes of public 

engagement, Kasser and others provide evidence that all individuals hold a 

broadly common set of values, but their relative strength differs between 

individuals. Values can be enhanced or diminished at a particular point in time or 

in a particular content through external cues. Some values are complementary 

(and are usually held simultaneously) whilst others are in conflict (one 

diminishes the other). 

Rose et al. (2010) builds on the work of Cultural Dynamics (www.cultdyn.co.uk) 

to categorise the values that people display in another way, distinguishing three 

values groups: 

 Settlers, who are security driven, and value safety, security, identity and 

belonging 

 Prospectors, who are outer-directed, and who value success, esteem of 

others and self-esteem 

 Pioneers, who are inner-directed, and value ethics, making connections, 

exploration, innovation and being all they can be 

Recently, the concept of deep frames (Darnton, 2010) has been widely discussed 

as one of the ways in which people’s attitudes are formed. There is evidence that 

people’s behaviours inform their values, which in turn inform the deep frames 

that they use to make sense of the world. Crompton et al. (2010) note that: 

―There are many different deep frames that take self-transcendent and 

intrinsic values and goals as their starting point...How we each behave, 

and how our communities and social institutions operate, has a profound 

effect on the values that come to dominate within society. Far from arising 

as a result of factors beyond our influence, these values reflect the 

collective decisions we make about how we structure society.‖ 

http://www.cultdyn.co.uk/


 

 

There is considerable evidence, therefore, that changing behaviour, embedded 

values, shifting attitudes and using deep frames are all interrelated; the success 

of one depends at least in part on the success of strategies in the other areas 

(see for example Jackson, 2005). 

4. Why values and attitudes matter 
This literature review focuses on how public engagement can change values and 

attitudes because of a perception that the literature and strategies for changing 

behaviour are more advanced than those for changing values and attitudes.  

Widespread literature on incentives, nudging, messaging and legislative change 

provide a wealth of information on how to encourage more positive behaviours 

in relation to global issues, including international development. 

However, there is considerable evidence that encouraging public engagement in 

tackling global poverty will be most successful if behaviour change approaches 

are combined with attempts to change people’s values and attitudes at the same 

time (Darnton, 2009a; Energy Saving Trust, 2007; Prochaska et al., 1977). 

Darnton (2009a) argues that in seeking to engage the public in tackling global 

poverty policy makers and practitioners should ―…shift the focus further towards 

learning, and enabling the acquisition of the values and skills required to be a 

responsible citizen…‖ 

The Energy Saving Trust (2007) builds on this by setting out the benefits of 

focusing on shifting values and attitudes in relation to global issues, rather than 

just focusing on behaviour. The report, which focuses on environmental change, 

quotes Darnton (2006a) in highlighting that whilst all pro-environmental 

behaviours are different, there is a common thread of motivational factors which 

link these behaviours. These motivational factors include values, beliefs and 

attitudes and the report suggests that:  

―While the theoretical literature notes that these factors play a relatively 

minor role compared to external factors in determining the outcomes of any 

one specific pro-environmental behaviour, it does suggest that such factors 

tend to be more stable over time than behaviours themselves. As such whilst 

an external factor may cause a change in behaviour, without motivational 

factors supporting the continuation of that behaviour then people may revert 

to their original behaviour or another non-environmental behaviour if the 

external factor is removed. Whilst it is noted that these motivational factors 

play a relatively minor role in terms of delivering any particular behaviour 

change, their importance to the continuation of current pro-environmental 

behaviours, and, in combination with other measures the uptake of new pro-

environmental behaviours, should not be underestimated.‖ 

Evidence from other sectors indicates strategies that address these motivational 

factors (people’s values, beliefs and attitudes) are an important component of 



 

 

long-term behaviour change strategies (see for example Prochaska et al, 1977). 

It would be reasonable to suggest that this evidence also holds true for global 

issues such as tackling poverty. 

This argument is further strengthened by literature which suggests that 

sustainable development (including international development) ―is going to be a 

learning process – it certainly won‘t be about ‗rolling out‘ a set of pre-

determined behaviours‖ (Vare and Scott, 2007). Vare and Scott argue, in 

relation to learning for environmental change, that educators need to combine 

single-loop and double-loop learning in order to achieve change. Single-loop 

learning  

―…involves raising awareness of the necessity for change and ‗signposting‘ 

goods and services that will reduce the ecological footprint of our activities. 

Where appropriate, we can guide positive actions through a combination of 

incentives and penalties—it‘s a basic form of learning but it‘s still learning. Its 

effects (e.g., reducing waste, saving energy) can be measured through 

reduced environmental impact.‖ 

This can be seen as broadly equivalent to the campaigning and messaging work 

that many international development NGOs currently undertake, and Vare and 

Scott note that this form of learning is vital to achieve change. However, they 

note that for campaigning and messaging of this sort to be fully effective, it 

must be combined with double-loop learning, which: 

―...involves the development of learners‘ abilities to make sound choices 

in the face of the inherent complexity and uncertainty of the future.‖ 

They note that double-loop learning not only complements single-loop learning: 

―…it makes it meaningful, because our long-term future will depend less on 

our compliance in being trained to do the ‗right‘ thing now, and more on our 

capability to analyse, to question alternatives and negotiate our decisions.‖ 

Again, with caution it is possible to translate these insights across to the 

international development sector; whilst direct behaviour change activities are 

vital they may not be enough on their own to enable the public to tackle global 

poverty effectively.1 This is because they rely on an expert knowing which the 

right behaviours to undertake are. But with a complex, fast-changing and 

uncertain field no-one has all the answers; positive attitudes may not actually be 

reflected in any behaviour.  

                                                           
1 It is important, of course, to recognise the bi-directional relationship between values 

and behaviour; certain types of values encourage certain types of behaviour, but 

behaviour also influences values, for example because of the impact of cognitive 

dissonance (Festinger, 1957). 

 



 

 

As an example, encouraging more of the public to loan their savings to 

microfinance organisations through Kiva (www.kiva.org) is a simple and effective 

behaviour which seems to require only single-loop learning. Yet recent critiques 

of microfinance (for example Bateman, 2010) are combined with a wider 

concern about lack of robust evidence over the effectiveness of microfinance 

approaches (CGAP, 2010). This suggests that society does not yet have all the 

answers on microfinance, and so if only single-loop learning is offered on this 

issue, there is a risk of promoting lending behaviours that have a limited impact 

on eradicating poverty. By contrast, encouraging anti-poverty attitudes and 

values will help to ensure that the public can shift their behaviour towards the 

most effective strategies to tackle poverty, as new information and insights 

become available. 

A final reason why policymakers and practitioners might seek to focus on values 

and attitudes, rather than simply behaviours, is because of evidence that 

behaviour change strategies have limited impact amongst those who do not 

already share pro-development attitudes and values. For example, Cox (2009) 

analysed the impact of Defra’s Environmental Action Fund, which seeks to 

promote pro-environmental behaviours. The evaluation found that behaviour 

change approaches were effective ―in engaging participants who were ‗greener‘ 

and more active in their communities than the UK population overall‖ but that 

there was less evidence of their effect on those who were not already ‘green’. 

A significant proportion of the UK public does not share pro-development 

attitudes and values (for example see DFID’s segmentation of the general public 

in reports such as TNS, 2010) and so if DFID’s stated aim of ―instilling support 

for development within the national identity‖ is to be achieved, there is a need 

to focus on values and attitudes as well as behaviour. 

To return to the point made at the start of this chapter, none of the above 

should be read as a critique of work around incentives, nudging, messaging or 

legislation to change behaviours relating to international development. Indeed, 

the well-established values-action gap (LaPiere, 1934) suggests that shifting 

values and attitudes is not enough by itself to lead to pro-development 

behaviour. Conversely, in some instances the most effective way to shift values 

and attitudes will be by nudging people into certain behaviours, encouraging 

them to resolve feelings of cognitive dissonance by shifting their attitude to the 

behaviour they have undertaken (Festinger, 1957). However, in many contexts 

there is evidence that focusing on values and attitudes provides an important 

complement to focusing on behaviours, and that this area is relatively under-

researched. This is the rationale for the primary focus in this literature review on 

values and/or attitudes.  

The literature has also suggested that attempts to change values and attitudes 

tend to be most effective when public engagement is towards the deliberative 

end of the scale (see for example Hanley, 2009, VSO, 2001, Warburton, 2008a; 

http://www.kiva.org/


 

 

this literature is explored in more detail in chapter 6.1 below). As a result, this 

review focuses particularly on the efficacy of more deliberative public 

engagement approaches. Again, however, this should not be taken as a claim 

that efforts to influence behaviours and efforts to influence values and attitudes 

are entirely distinct, or that more deliberative approaches are somehow ‘better’ 

than less deliberative ones. The literature is clear that the successes of public 

engagement strategies across both of these spectra are closely interrelated. Part 

of the purpose of this review is to explore the nature of this interrelation. 

4.1 How will more positive values and attitudes help to build 

support for the cause of international development? 

One of the principal purposes of public engagement in global poverty is to build 

support for the cause of international development. Therefore if policymakers 

and practitioners are to focus on encouraging pro-development values and 

attitudes, it is important to be clear how these values and attitudes will help to 

build support for the cause of international development. In particular, there is a 

need to understand why we cannot rely on appealing to a person’s self-interest 

through messages about the utility of aid spending to both donor and recipient, 

or to segment audiences according to their existing value sets and then 

designing communications to appeal to these existing values sets. 

Darnton (2009b) sets out evidence for why relying on self-interest may be 

insufficient or counterproductive, noting that such messages ―can cause 

emotional disengagement, and at the same time reinforce old patterns and 

perceptions of aid dependency.‖ Appealing to self-interest may in fact enhance 

extrinsic values and suppress intrinsic values (Kasser, 2003) thereby 

suppressing the very values that will help tackle global poverty. Crompton et al. 

(2010) reinforce this argument in relation to climate issues: 

―In the debates on how to change behaviour and gain public support for 

climate policies, one school of thought holds that it is enough to show how 

being green can appeal to people‘s financial interest or social status. 

Government campaigns have done this by highlighting the fact that people 

can save money by using less energy, for example…we argue that this is 

misguided. Such campaigns serve to reinforce underlying values that are 

counter-productive to the emergence of greater concern about problems 

like climate change. They also undermine public support for government 

policies aimed at tackling such problems. 

So why is this? People‘s values and life goals, the aspects of a person‘s 

identity that reflect what he or she deems to be desirable and worth 

striving for in life, have a profound impact on their motivation to engage 

in low carbon behaviour and to demand that government responds 

proportionally to the challenge of climate change. 



 

 

Lasting and ambitious change will only be achieved through engagement 

with values and life goals. This is because, as research demonstrates, 

values and life goals organise the more specific attitudes and behaviours 

that make up people‘s day-to-day lives.‖ 

In other words, if a policymaker or practitioner’s aim is to encourage greater 

concern about problems like climate change, Crompton et al. argue that they 

should focus on encouraging altruistic and pro-social values and life goals. Frey 

(2008) and Sandel (2009) agree; both argue that appealing to a person’s self-

interest can ‘crowd-out’ pro-social values. 

In a related point, Crompton et al. (2010) argue against an approach based on 

market segmentation and designing climate change communications that appeal 

to pre-existing dominant value sets: 

―This approach does not provide a credible basis either for motivating 

ambitious and systemic private sphere behavioural changes, or for 

building widespread public demand for the difficult policy interventions 

that are needed. Rather, proportional responses to the profound challenge 

that climate change presents will entail working to make intrinsic and self-

transcendent values more salient. These values are commonplace, but 

they are often suppressed by current social norms and even, tragically, by 

some climate change campaigns.‖ 

It should be noted here that Crompton et al.’s arguments are controversial 

within the behaviour change field. Several other behaviour change strategists 

advocate appealing to self-interest and social status (for example Futerra, no 

date, a), as well as segmenting audiences and appealing to dominant values 

modes (for example Rose and Dade, no date). This literature review does not 

attempt to provide a definitive assessment of the relative merits of Crompton et 

al.’s arguments. At this stage it is enough to highlight that there is a danger in 

relying on market segmentation and self-interest approaches and that there is a 

case for exploring what works in shifting values and attitudes to complement 

these approaches. 

5. What is the role of engagement and how effective is 

it at bringing about changes in attitudes and values? 

5.1 Setting the context: Are current levels of engagement a 

problem? 

This literature review has been premised so far on an implicit assumption that 

more needs to be done to engage the public in tackling global poverty. This 

assumption needs to be explored further. 

Darnton (2009b) is clear that ―…in terms of their engagement with global 

poverty, the public is on a downward trajectory.‖ Darnton notes, for example 



 

 

that ―…only 4% of the public are aware of DFID‘s role in supporting 

development…‖ and that a widespread perception of corruption has encouraged 

the public to perceive that most aid to poor countries is wasted. 

A public attitudes survey from DFID (TNS, 2010) offers a mixed picture. The 

survey report suggests that on at least some measures the downward trajectory 

that Darnton notes is no longer the case. For example, the number of people 

very concerned about global poverty has increased by 3% between September 

2009 (21%) and February 2010 (24%); fewer people believe their own problems 

are more important than others’ (37% in February 2010 as compared to 43% in 

September 2009) and more people claim to be in touch with what is happening 

in the world (72% up from 62%). In addition, the most recent results from the 

UK Public Opinion Monitor from the Institute of Development Studies (Henson 

and Lindstrom, 2010b) find ―a strong view that the UK has a moral imperative to 

help the poor in developing countries.‖ 

On the other hand, the DFID public attitudes survey (TNS, 2010) finds that 

fewer people rank overseas aid as one of their top three priorities for UK 

Government spending (22% as compared to 31%). Corruption remains a major 

issue for the public. Added to this, recent research from the UK Public Opinion 

Monitor (Henson and Lindstrom, 2010a) finds that almost two-thirds of the 

public (63%) think the aid budget should be cut to deal with the deficit in UK 

public finances. 

On these headline measures, therefore, the best that can be concluded is that 

there is a mixed picture relating to public concern about poverty; around 20-

25% of the public consistently report being very concerned about this issue and 

this figure appears to have stabilised following a decline since Make Poverty 

History in 2005. However, the number of people actively engaged with tackling 

global poverty has dropped significantly in recent years (TNS, 2010). 

Underneath these headline measures two further concerns emerge from the 

literature. First, Smillie (1996) has characterised public support for development 

as ―a mile wide and an inch deep‖. It is not clear whether this is a problem. 

However, Hudson and van Heerde (2010) argue that there may be a case for 

seeking to create support that is ―an inch wide and a mile deep‖, in which case 

deeper engagement would be more of a priority than widespread engagement. 

Second, some years ago VSO (2001) noted the prevalence of a ‘Live Aid legacy’, 

whereby: 

―…80% of the British public strongly associate the developing world with 

doom-laden images of famine, disaster and Western aid. Sixteen years on 

from Live Aid, these images are still top of mind and maintain a powerful 

grip on the British psyche…The danger of stereotypes [of deprivation and 

poverty] of this depth and magnitude is the psychological relationship 

they create between the developed and the developing world, which 



 

 

revolves around an implicit sense of superiority and 

inferiority…Researchers remarked on the respondents' confidence in such 

one-dimensional images. British consumers are not hesitating or seeking 

reassurance for their views. Unconsciously accumulated images of the 

developing world have led to a certainty on the part of consumers that 

they have all the facts.‖ 

VSO emphasised that these misconceptions about the developing world can lead 

to ―anger and blame‖ when people realise that their views are inaccurate. They 

also emphasised a strong opportunity: as they move beyond stereotypes people:  

―claim a huge positive impact on their lives…it appears to shatter feelings 

of false superiority or smugness…Breaking down stereotypes forges 

stronger associations with individuals rather than an amorphous mass of 

victims. In turn, this is likely to lead to a more informed population able to 

engage in real global issues - such as trading laws, environmental policies 

and debt relief - while working with other countries can bring economic 

benefit and cultural enrichment.‖ (VSO, 2001) 

This Live Aid legacy, which Darnton (2009b) argues continues to this day, is 

perhaps the strongest evidence that there is more to be done in relation to 

public engagement with global poverty. It may not be that there is a need for 

more people to engage with tackling global poverty but rather that people need 

to engage in a different, deeper way. This argument is explored further in 

chapter 6.1 below. 

Yet it is important to keep the debate about the state of public engagement 

within the development sector in perspective. It has been illuminating to explore 

the literature on public engagement from sectors other than the international 

development sector (discussed in more detail in chapter 5.2.1 below). Make 

Poverty History is seen by many within the international development sector as 

a limited success, the impact of which has not been sustained (Darnton, 2006c). 

However, in literature associated with other sectors Make Poverty History is 

repeatedly cited as a successful model of engagement to be emulated, and it 

would be reasonable to suggest that many public engagement practitioners 

would be thrilled with a programme of engagement where 15% of the public 

became actively engaged on an issue that is not of immediate concern to their 

daily lives. Combined with Red Nose Day, which on some measures engages 

99% of the population once every two years (Woods and Mahoney, 2010) it is 

clear that development agencies benefit from high profile and widespread 

opportunities to engage the public. The question this literature review seeks to 

answer is whether, building on this foundation, there is more we need to do. 

There is a further reason why additional public engagement may not be needed, 

however. Rose et al. (no date) argues in relation to climate issues that, if the 

primary aim is to achieve policy change, then a campaign to achieve that change 



 

 

may be successfully conducted with the engagement of only a ―small sliver of 

the like-minded‖. If so, why is wider public engagement needed? 

One answer may be that Rose et al.’s argument relies on a number of favourable 

external conditions, particularly in relation to the attitudes of the less engaged 

population. As seen in relation to genetically modified crops (Day and Smith, 

2003) government policy can be derailed by a public backlash. If there is 

evidence of a significant sector of the public who hold strongly negative attitudes 

to an issue, then taking the purely campaigning approach that Rose et al. 

explore brings its own risks. Research conducted by YouGov for Chatham House 

finds exactly this risk in relation to public support for development; whilst half 

(50%) of opinion-formers think the aid budget should be protected at a time of 

public sector cuts, less than a third (29%) of the wider public agree (Chatham 

House/YouGov, 2010). 

Another answer could be that Rose et al. do not factor in the direct impact of 

individual action in relation to global issues, such as making donations or 

pursuing careers in international development. However, this review has not 

found any literature that can quantify this impact. 

5.2 How can public engagement bring about changes in 

attitudes and values? 

In exploring answers to this question it is useful to examine what has worked 

well in public engagement in recent years, and the impacts that successful public 

engagement can have. Boxed examples of effective public engagement are 

included below, and the key points that emerge from these examples are 

analysed in the text. 

At the outset, a note of caution is needed. Upham et al. (2009) highlights that: 

―There is no simple relationship between attitudes, engagement and 

behaviour change. A very wide range of contextual factors influence attitudes 

and constrain behaviour; habit and routine are also important. If 

engagement is undertaken for the purpose of changing attitudes and/or 

encouraging behaviour change, then these wider factors will also need to be 

addressed.‖ 

The success of public engagement activities will depend on how the activities 

affect a complex system of attitudes, values, behaviours and deep frames that 

already exists within individuals and social groups discussed in chapter 4 above. 

Equally, success will depend on wider contextual and environmental factors such 

as the environment in which public engagement occurs, and the media narrative 

at the time of engagement. In this review many of these contextual factors are 

explored, but others will undoubtedly be missed, or not accorded their true 

importance. Therefore anyone seeking to replicate a successful public 

engagement activity in a different context should do so with caution. 



 

 

5.2.1 What has public engagement achieved in sectors other than 

international development? 

There is a strong tradition of public engagement on topics other than 

international development. In recent years, some of the most extensive and well 

evaluated public engagement activities have been undertaken in relation to 

science education, often coordinated by Sciencewise, the UK’s national centre for 

public dialogue in policy-making involving science and technology issues 

(www.sciencewise-erc.org.uk). In addition, large scale public engagement 

activities have been developed on the topics of climate change, environmental 

issues, poverty in the UK and constitutional reform. Boxed examples of these 

activities can be seen at appendix 2.2 

Several themes emerge from these activities.  

1. In relation to science education, there has been a marked shift over the 

last generation from a focus on public understanding of science towards 

public engagement with science (Day and Smith, 2003). This shift reflects 

a move from engagement focused largely on the provision of information, 

often called the ‘deficit model’ (Bodmer, 1985), towards engagement that 

focuses largely on dialogue and debate about science (House of Lords 

Select Committee on Science and Technology, 2000). Day and Smith 

(2003) note that the model of imparting information to the public has 

been superseded because ―no measurable increase in scientific literacy 

was evident from the post-1985 flurry of activity involving scientists 

talking to the public.‖ Put simply, providing information did not appear to 

engage the public nor enable them to make informed, risk-based 

decisions about science policy.  

2. Opportunities for deliberative engagement about science policy appear to 

have had a range of positive impacts, including shifting attitudes, 

empowering participants, and encouraging greater science literacy both 

amongst participants and wider society (for example see box 1 in 

Appendix 2).  

3. Warburton (2008a) suggests that several factors need to be in place for 

dialogue and debate to have positive impacts: expert input to the 

discussions is vital, but must present a range of views and evidence must 

be presented in an accessible way; public participants need to trust that 

they will be listened to, and be given real opportunities to have their say; 

those designing and delivering public dialogue activities need real 

expertise to make them work well; and there needs to be clear evidence 

that the people who took part in the public dialogue have influenced the 

outcome (see boxes 2 and 4 in Appendix 2). 

                                                           
2
 The examples of public engagement from which these conclusions are drawn have been selected either 

because they have been shown to be effective, or because there is good quality evaluative material available.  

http://www.sciencewise-erc.org.uk/


 

 

4. Personal experience of an issue is one of the most important factors in 

public engagement, emphasising the importance of encouraging personal 

interaction between people from different backgrounds (see box 1). In the 

case of poverty in the UK personal experience outweighs any demographic 

characteristics (Parks et al., 2007). However, organisations need to take 

people beyond that initial personal story of poverty to broader 

explorations of the causes and consequences of the issue under discussion 

(Hanley, 2009). 

5. High quality public engagement processes are expensive. People Science 

and Policy (2002) estimates that a citizens’ jury-type event costs around 

£20,000-25,000 to run, for 12-16 participants. Does this cost per head 

represent value-for-money? Can and should a similar process be 

instigated within the international development sector? These questions 

are explored in more detail in chapter 6.1 below.  

An alternative approach has been developed by the new economics 

foundation (nef, 2005), entitled DEMOCS (DEliberative Meetings Of 

CitizenS) (see box 5). 

There are many more examples of successful public engagement events in the 

literature, from consensus conferences to the 2003 GM Nation debate (Day and 

Smith, 2003). From this range of activities and processes, a number of core 

principles for effective public engagement emerge. For example, Involve, which 

describes itself as a ‘participation organisation’ has developed Nine Principles for 

Public Engagement (2008). These are: 

 ―The process makes a difference 

 The process is transparent 

 The process has integrity 

 The process is tailored to circumstances 

 The process involves the right number and types of people 

 The process treats participants with respect 

 The process gives priority to participants‘ discussions 

 The process is reviewed and evaluated to improve practice 

 Participants are kept informed‖ 

Involve goes on to say:  

When done well, deliberative public engagement can be of real benefit for 

all parties. 

For decision and policy-makers it creates: 

 better policy and service delivery options, grounded in better 

knowledge of public values and priorities; 

 greater transparency and accountability (and thus legitimacy) for 

decision-making, based on greater knowledge about the 

acceptability (or not) of specific policy options; 



 

 

 opportunities to listen to public discussions about contentious 

issues, and therefore to gain detailed first-hand knowledge of public 

priorities; 

 greater public understanding of issues considered and, potentially, 

shared responsibility for successful policy and service delivery 

outcomes; 

 empowerment, education and motivation of the public and service 

users; 

 better relationships between government and citizens with the 

potential for more effective longer-term partnerships; 

 opportunities to build social cohesion by increasing understanding 

and mutual respect between people with diverse views, values and 

opinions from different sectors of society. 

It gives participants: 

 a chance to influence decisions on important issues that affect their 

lives; 

 insight into the subject, decision and policymaking, and about 

participation itself; 

 an enjoyable and worthwhile way of being an active citizen, and 

increased confidence and willingness to take part again; 

 the opportunity to meet and share views with other participants, 

stakeholders, technical specialists, policy makers, service providers 

and decision makers; and 

 a platform for increased understanding and mutual respect. 

Creasy et al. (2007) argue for the particular value of more deliberative forms of 

public engagement to complement ‘messaging’ and media-led approaches. They 

argue that deliberative public engagement ―improve[s] the outcomes of policy 

making because it offers a way of encouraging ownership of policy by citizens 

and institutions.‖ This in turn helps to ensure ―widespread support [for the 

policy] amongst the society they seek to affect.‖ A recent report from the United 

Nations Environment Programme reiterates the importance of ―[c]reat[ing] a 

sense of empowerment among the people you‘re engaging‖ and creating 

effective support structures to encourage people to shift to most sustainable 

lifestyles, including their attitudes and actions on poverty (Ministry of the 

Environment, Sweden, 2010).

Creasy et al. (2007) suggests that there is a particular role for deliberative 

public engagement in relation to global issues: 

―...for today‘s policy makers reconnecting the public to the public realm is 

not only about improving the legitimacy of the activities of Government. 

The need for forums in which the public can come together to make 

collective decisions is vital given the role that such collaboration will play 

in enabling society to tackle the future policy challenges it faces. Be it on 

climate change, persistent inequality and poverty or terrorism, only as 



 

 

individuals and communities working together will Britain be able to 

resolve these problems in a way which benefits all citizens.‖  

However, Day and Smith (2003) also inject a note of caution into this debate. It 

is not yet clear that a particular method of public engagement can provide both 

mass public engagement and meaningful (and measurable) outcomes in terms 

of public opinion. Therefore a key challenge for any work in this area would be to 

address this tension between deep engagement and mass engagement. The 

review explores this tension further in chapter 6 below. 

5.2.2 What has public engagement achieved in the development sector? 

In the past decade, the major public engagement activity within the 

development sector has been Make Poverty History, a year-long awareness-

raising and campaign programme in 2005, culminating in a series of events 

around the G8 summit in Gleneagles in July 2005. Darnton (2006c) and others 

undertook an in-depth evaluation of the impact of Make Poverty History on 

public perceptions of poverty. The evaluation found that 15% of the public took 

part in Make Poverty History, and in July 2005 over 90% of the public were 

aware of the campaign. However, ―of the 15% of the public who were involved, 

the majority (c.60%) undertook the less profound actions [such as wearing a 

white band].‖ Moreover, ―[b]y 2006, some people had forgotten that they had 

been involved in MPH‖ (Darnton, 2006c). 

Make Poverty History did advance public understanding about development, but 

―from a very low level‖: 

―The key example of such learning is that, in the Wave 1 discussion 

groups (February 2005) no respondent mentioned the G8 and very few 

could even give an answer when asked what it was. By October 2005 

(Wave 2) all respondents in the discussion groups were aware of the G8.‖ 

(Darnton, 2006c) 

The research highlights evidence that Make Poverty History succeeded in shifting 

public attitudes from understanding the causes of poverty as man-made and 

natural disasters at the start of 2005, to debt and trade as additional causes in 

October 2005. However, these attitude-shifts were not always sustained; by 

February 2006 the public mentioned debt as a cause of poverty but not trade.  

Despite mentioning debt and trade as causes of poverty in 2005, ―[p]ublic 

understanding of debt, trade and aid issues remained extremely poor throughout 

2005.‖ Further to this, Make Poverty History did not give people a sense of 

agency: ―[m]ost people think there is little they can do to tackle global poverty 

(apart from giving money); this did not change across 2005‖ (Darnton, 2006c). 

In fact, Darnton indicates that the general public felt less empowered to act 

(other than by giving money) at the start of 2006 than they did at the start of 

2005. This was despite a sense from some of those involved that ―donating 

money had not ended poverty, so it was time to try alternative methods‖ 

(Darnton, 2006c). 



 

 

Make Poverty History was undoubtedly a success in raising the public profile of 

international development; to have over 50 million people in the UK aware of the 

campaign, and nearly 10 million actively involved is a remarkable achievement. 

Furthermore, the political commitments to tackle poverty made at the 

Gleneagles Summit may well have been significantly influenced by the preceding 

public mobilisation. 

However, in relation to shifting public attitudes and perceptions towards poverty, 

Make Poverty History does not appear to have had a lasting impact. Dartnon 

(2006c) sums up the evaluation of public perceptions as follows: 

―MPH [Make Poverty History] and related activity in 2005 had minimal 

impact on public perceptions of global poverty, and by 2006 the small 

positive changes were beginning to slip back again...the overall conclusion 

is that a vast amount of effort was required to deliver relatively small 

shifts in public perceptions. Moreover, if that engagement is not 

sustained, it appears that the positive impacts very soon disappear.‖ 

A significant point of learning from Make Poverty History was summarised by 

Martin et al. (2008) in an evaluation of the processes behind the campaign: 

―Campaigns need to plan to take new supporters on a journey from 

interest to activism.‖ 

Outside Make Poverty History, there are several large-scale public engagement 

activities such as Red Nose Day, Sport Relief, NGO advertising campaigns and 

others. However, this review has found very little publicly available literature on 

the impact of these activities, other than a headline figure that Red Nose Day 

reaches 99% of the UK population in some way. Comic Relief note that this 

engagement does not educate people about development in a significant way, 

but they hope that it provides fertile ground for other organisations to pick up 

where they have begun (Woods and Mahoney, 2010). 

At a more local level, DFID’s development awareness fund has funded many 

projects over the past decade to engage and educate the public about 

international development. This review has examined a selective group of those 

projects to explore the impact that they have had on public attitudes and values, 

and two examples of successful projects are detailed at boxes 7 and 8 in 

Appendix 2. However, in common with wider projects in the international 

development sector over the past decade there has been little evaluation of 

these projects in terms of attitudes of values shifts amongst participants (see for 

example Triple Line 2009c, Croft 2010). 

Think Global and partners have also worked with young people to engage them 

in global issues, through the Global Youth Action (GYA) project funded by v 

(www.globalyouthaction.org.uk). This project involved following youth work 

principles in a ‘Connect, Challenge, Change’ model (Edleston and Williams (eds), 

http://www.globalyouthaction.org.uk/


 

 

2010): to connect young people to global issues, challenge their stereotypes and 

perceptions, and to encourage them to make a change either in their own lives 

or campaigning for the government to make a change. 

The evaluation of Global Youth Action (Darch and Jones, 2009) found that the 

Connect, Challenge, Change model helped to link a deliberative dialogue process 

(Connect and Challenge) with action (Change), ensuring that young people were 

part of a participative learning process:  

―[The action-based element of the model] proved to be an important and 

highly attractive and enjoyable component for young people because it 

was hands-on, participatory and provided a tangible outcome.  Projects 

which had a youth action dimension tended to be more successful in 

terms of young people‘s full participation, retention levels and sense of 

personal agency.‖  

A more detailed discussion of the role of education in engagement can be found 

in chapter 6 below. Further findings from the evaluation include: 

―The issue of empowerment and supporting young people‘s capacity to 

take action to bring about change was at the heart of GYA...There was a 

strong correlation between the more youth-action and youth-led projects 

and young people‘s assessment of being able to influence decisions or 

take action in future.‖ 

―There was strong evidence to show young people successfully making 

local/global connections in the majority of GYA projects.‖ (Darch and 

Jones, 2009) 

However, in common with many other projects within the international 

development sector, the evaluation of Global Youth Action struggled to assess 

the impact of the project on young people’s understanding of global issues or 

their attitudes. Those who participated in the project tended to increase their 

understanding and display more positive attitudes, but the evaluators found it 

hard to attribute these changes to the project specifically. Nevertheless, the 

improvements in agency, empowerment and sense of interdependence amongst 

participants suggest that the Connect, Challenge, Change model could be a 

useful way to engage young people in global issues. Although the pilot was again 

quite an expensive process, with funding of £300,000 over 3 years, the model 

and good practice could be assimilated into existing formal and non-formal 

education with relatively low ongoing costs. 

There are many other models of engagement within the international 

development sector, such as the work of the Global Poverty Project or RESULTS-

UK. The challenge for any literature review such as this is that there is little 

evidence available of the impact of these approaches. A priority for any future 



 

 

research will be to build a more robust evidence base for existing (and any new) 

initiatives in this field. 

5.3 Why will public engagement be important in the future? 

There are clear philosophical reasons why public engagement is an important 

part of public policy: 

―Dialogue is about science's licence to practice. Science is, necessarily, run 

by scientists but it is ultimately society that allows science to go ahead and 

we need to make sure that it goes on doing so. So we need input from non-

experts to make sure that we are aware of the boundaries of our licence; and 

conversely, we need good channels of communication if we want to extend 

those boundaries, for example into new areas of research such as embryonic 

stem cells or new research methods, such as GM plants and animals.‖ (Klug, 

2001) 

―… viewed through a public value lens, engagement might no longer be seen 

as a ‗brake on progress‘ but instead as a way of maintaining and renewing 

the social contract that supports science. Upstream engagement enables 

society to discuss and clarify the public value of science. It encourages 

dialogue between scientists and the public to move beyond competing 

propositions, to a richer discussion of vision and ends. And it reminds 

scientists of the contribution that public values can make to the setting of 

research priorities and trajectories.‖ (Wilsdon et al., 2005) 

―Every single one of our six billion fellow citizens, every family, every small 

and large business and every community will need to act in response to 

climate change. No government in the world can implement a climate 

agreement alone. It is people, not politicians, who will make a climate deal 

work or fail. Climate change won‘t be solved at the negotiating tables, but at 

the kitchen tables where billions of people choose to accept, support and 

change.‖ (Townsend, 2010) 

Each of these quotes in relation to public engagement with science and climate 

change may be seen as rather lofty ideals, irrelevant to an international 

development sector where there is little robust evidence for a causal link 

between public support and international development policy (Hudson and van 

Heerde, 2010; Rose et al., no date). Yet there is a growing evidence base that 

public engagement forms an important component of a complex system of 

factors that will allow us to achieve our international development goals. 

Opinion Leader Research (2002) notes what can be a vicious circle in relation to 

public engagement with media stories about development:  

―The single most important barrier to engaging viewers with news stories 

about the developing world is their lack of background knowledge about 

the subject. Although viewers may physically watch these news stories, 



 

 

they may not necessarily understand what they see. This in turn makes 

them unlikely to be interested in these stories... [and] many find it 

difficult to see why these stories should be important to them.‖ 

In other words, because a person does not have sufficient background 

knowledge on development (perhaps achieved through previous public 

engagement activities) they are turned off by new opportunities to engage. 

Warburton (no date) suggests a further reason why public engagement is 

valuable in the current context of tough financial decision-making and will be 

valuable in the future, in cases where government and NGOs have genuinely 

difficult decisions to make about international development policies and practice. 

Examples in this area might include when to cease providing funding a corrupt or 

violent regime, or how much money an INGO can legitimately spend on 

fundraising, marketing and other administrative activities in the UK. 

―Dialogue has provided ‗political‘ confidence to policy makers by clarifying 

public views on difficult decisions (e.g. stronger regulation), and by 

identifying and testing levels of public concerns and aspirations, why they 

hold those views and what affects them. It has also provided ‗practical‘ 

confidence by drawing on public knowledge and experience to find new 

ideas for policy and services that better meet public needs.‖ 

Finally, public engagement may be valuable in the future to prevent a damaging 

loss of public trust in government and NGOs. This argument needs to be made 

with caution; there is no direct evidence that the public is losing trust in either 

the work of DFID, or of international development NGOs. However, the 

experiences of the science community with both genetic modification (Day and 

Smith, 2003), and climate change (Leiserowitz et al., 2010) indicate that there 

are significant ‘tipping points’ in public trust, where seemingly minor events can 

have a strong impact on public opinion and governments’ legitimacy and ability 

to enact policy. In an environment of financial austerity, where our overseas aid 

budget is nevertheless ring-fenced by the government, it is at least plausible 

that we risk a similar loss of public trust in the cause of international 

development. 

Warburton (no date) notes that one way to encourage greater trust is through 

public dialogue: ―Participants often enter dialogue events being sceptical about 

Government and other public bodies. Good dialogue builds trust in the 

sponsoring body, if participants feel they have been listened to and treated with 

respect.‖ 

This and other evidence for the value of public engagement leads Darnton 

(2009b) to suggest that DFID can best achieve their expressed ambition of 

“instilling support for development into the national identity‖  by driving levels of 

public engagement in global poverty. Darnton argues that this will require ―a 

multi-stakeholder strategy that engages the whole of society and is set up for 



 

 

the long term.‖  Deliberative engagement processes will form an important part 

of that multi-stakeholder strategy. 

6. How can engagement be done better with a view to 

bringing about changes in attitudes and values? 
This review has suggested that in the future an important objective for public 

engagement is to encourage more positive values and attitudes for 

development. It has brought together evidence from the international 

development sector and other sectors of what works in engaging the public. A 

further important question is to explore successful methods to encourage more 

positive values and attitudes once a person has become engaged in this topic.  

Some common messages emerge from Green Alliance (Rowley and Phillips 

(eds), 2010), DFID (no date), Rose (2010), Futerra (no date, a) and others: 

 Accentuate positive messages rather than negative ones. 

 Tell a story, and more importantly tell a better story than the development 

sceptics (this usually means telling a visual story about an individual person). 

 Don’t rely on just providing information. 

 Help people to see how international development relates to their everyday 

lives. 

 Enlist others, beyond the usual suspects of politicians and development 

experts, to talk to their peers about global issues such as international 

development. 

 Be consistent and transparent, particularly in the objectives of public 

engagement work. 

 Be clear and upfront about values. 

 Encourage a sense of agency, so that people can respond to the messages 

with which they become engaged. This response can be reflective or active, 

but people must be able to respond in some way. 

 Work with people in groups, rather than as individuals. 

There is widespread agreement about the role of emotions and non-conscious 

thought in forming attitudes and values (for example Lakoff, 2010 and Grist, 

2009). Lakoff (2010) argues that: 

―People do not, and cannot, think using traditional enlightenment reason 

(ER). We need a new enlightenment based on real reason (RR). 

The difference between RR and the old ER is huge. ER says that all reason 

is conscious. RR has found that reason is about 98 per cent unconscious. 

ER says that emotion gets in the way of reason. RR observes that reason 

requires emotion...‖ 



 

 

Christie (2010) emphasises that ―…statements about solutions, and…actual 

policies…‖ need to ―…match up to the story [you] tell…Mixed messages are 

highly damaging to public understanding, trust and sense of personal capacity to 

act.‖ 

As discussed in chapter 4.1 above, the literature is split on whether to appeal to 

self-interest, and whether to segment audiences according to dominant values 

modes. 

Robinson and Glanznig (2003) set out ―common reasons for people to change 

their behaviours and attitudes‖: 

 People are dissatisfied with the way in which life is turning out, as compared 

to their visions of life as they imagine it (their personal norm). 

 People are in a time of major change in their lives. 

 Trusted others are involved in advocating change e.g. friends, family or 

neighbours. 

 People feel they have the right skills, tools and knowledge to make an 

effective change, as well as access to convenient products and services that 

facilitate the change. 

Underneath these common messages the review of literature indicates that 

different approaches to engaging the public are valuable in different contexts 

and for different purposes. Upham et al. (2009) highlight that approaches 

focused on information provision ―work best when they are tailored to audience 

values/beliefs and particular contexts‖. Involve (2008) suggests that a more 

deliberative approach is suitable when: 

 the decision, policy or service in question involves complex issues, 

uncertainty or conflicting beliefs, values, understanding, experience 

and behaviours; or where one viewpoint might otherwise dominate; 

 the decision will require trade-offs between differing policy options, 

and participants working together can explore in detail the implications 

of alternatives to result in a better-informed decision; or 

 the decision-maker cannot make and implement a decision alone; 

there needs to be buy-in from others. 

Warburton (no date) adds to this by arguing that a more deliberative approach is 

effective where one objective is to encourage participants to learn more about 

an issue: 

―Participants [in deliberative engagement] learn about the topic being 

discussed, and about how to participate. They report new interest in the 

topic, new knowledge, and new skills and confidence in using information, 

articulating their own views, listening to others and reporting back on behalf 

of their working groups. They report learning as much from hearing each 

other‘s views, and from the debate, as from hearing new information.‖ 



 

 

Warburton (2006) notes the potential of social learning to shift participants’ 

values. ‘Social learning’ is broadly similar to the action-focused deliberative 

approaches discussed in this report, as can be seen from the following quote: 

―Values can change through social learning as people learn from each 

other…Although there are different forms of social learning, there is often 

a major emphasis on learning through action: people working together to 

agree priorities, share responsibility for action, reflect on their experiences 

together and thus turn the experience into expertise that they can use in 

the future.‖ 

Warburton (2006) highlights that social learning (and, by implication, other 

forms of deliberative engagement) tends to take place in communities, either 

geographical or of some other form.  

By contrast, Rose (2010) and others argue that the deeper engagement required 

for a deliberative approach is unlikely to appeal to the majority of society. Rose 

segments the population into three groups: Pioneers who are inner-directed and 

generally open to causes such as international development (around 40% of the 

population); and Prospectors who are outer-directed and Settlers who are 

security-driven, neither of whom are likely to be interested in causes such as 

international development (around 60% of the population combined). For the 

latter two groups, Rose argues that a discussion about international 

development is unlikely to appeal; instead, he cites the example of Red Nose 

Day as a successful approach because it ―takes a classically Pioneer [inner-

directed] cause – overseas aid – and makes it Prospector-fun with celebrity and 

opportunities to win and be famous.‖ However, expanding on the controversies 

regarding this segmenting approach discussed in chapter 4.1 above, Crompton 

et. al (2010) argue that:  

―Far from being exclusively held by a small segment of society, intrinsic 

values are ubiquitous, but are often suppressed by today‘s dominant 

social norms. Researchers have found that, rather than reflecting a 

fundamentally dominant aspect of human nature, self-enhancing and 

materialistic values are more prevalent in certain social and cultural 

settings than in others. The assumption that humans are essentially and 

primarily motivated by self-interest is, in part, a self-fulfilling prophecy 

brought on by cultural messages that people are and should be self-

interested.‖ 

This debate is perhaps one of the most interesting and relevant disagreements 

in the literature. If Crompton et al. are right that social and cultural settings can 

have a strong influence on values (and, by implication, if Rose’s focus on 

working within dominant values modes is to some extent misplaced) there is a 

strong case for creating social and cultural settings conducive to the emergence 

of intrinsic values.  



 

 

There is evidence that deliberative dialogue and engagement, with its focus on 

mutual respect, avoidance of competition and promotion of non-consumption 

behaviour is a setting in which these values can emerge: 

―… citizens‘ interaction and engagement with one another leads to 

reflexivity on not only an individual but also a collective basis: For 

instance, being part of an eco-team leads to self-reflection on the part of 

the members as to their preferences for consumer goods...It is their 

recurrent interaction that helps shape their mutual expectations of how to 

behave, which again serves to (re-) affirm the picture they have of 

themselves as behaving in an environmentally correct/appropriate 

manner…once the citizens become involved in the initiative, 

environmentally informed behaviour is also expected of them. It is the 

norm within the group; a norm which begins as a loosely defined common 

interest in minimising household wastes and resource use, but evolves as 

the citizens meet, exchange information and opinions, and debate which 

line of action to take. This allows for a gradual adjustment of differences 

in opinion, and gives way to new everyday practices...‖ (Georg, 1999. See 

also Bull et al., 2008, Pudup, 2008).  

This evidence may suggest that part of the value of deeper engagement is that it 

encourages a shift in values modes; from outer-directed values towards inner-

directed values. More work would be needed to make this conclusion robust, but 

it suggests that engagement work should not be limited to appealing to and 

working within the public’s existing values. 

The literature suggests an important role for formal and non-formal education. 

Darnton (2009a) argues that ―Education, as a means of influencing societal 

norms and cultural values, will be central to… [DFID‘s] ambition of ‘instilling 

support for development within the national identity’.‖ Evidence of several DAF 

projects, as well as the Global Youth Action project in chapter 5.2.2 above 

reinforces Darnton’s argument. Preston and Fenstein (2004) have found that 

―adult education can and does lead to attitudinal change‖ particularly in relation 

to issues such as racism and particular policy concerns. Crawley (2009) reports 

strong agreement in the literature that ―Education plays an important role in 

shaping attitudes towards immigrants. A number of the surveys and opinion 

polls show a correlation between higher levels of education and more positive 

attitudes towards immigration. These findings are supported by more in-depth 

research studies.‖ 

Ofsted have recently conducted a review of the impact of education for 

sustainable development in 13 schools (Ofsted, 2009). This review found a 

range of positive impacts for learners relating to education for sustainable 

development, including: strong engagement in global issues; greater 

understanding of their interdependence; and impacts on their attitudes and 

behaviour within and outside school, including changes to their lifestyles. 



 

 

However, the evidence is clear that education that aims to shift values and 

attitudes cannot consist solely of the ―dissemination of information about 

development issues‖ but rather should focus on ―participative learning 

activities.‖ (Darnton, 2009a. See also for example Lakoff, 2010; Futerra, no 

date, a; Edleston and Williams, 2010; Ofsted 2009; Rose et al., no date). Some 

sources of literature indicate a lack of evidence that education alone can 

encourage shifts in attitudes (Energy Saving Trust, 2007) reinforcing the point 

made above that effective public engagement must take a multi-faceted 

approach to shifting attitudes and values. 

6.1 Can deeper engagement add value to existing 

engagement efforts? 

The literature therefore suggests that there will be some settings, situations 

(and perhaps audiences) in which/with whom deeper engagement is 

inappropriate or will be ineffective. However, in some cases and with some (or 

possibly all) audiences a deliberative approach, offering opportunities for deeper 

engagement, may be a particularly effective way to achieve objectives around 

values and attitudinal shifts. 

It does not necessarily follow that deliberative forms of engagement are needed; 

they might be valuable but unnecessary. One possible reason for this is explored 

in chapter 5.1 above; public engagement might already be at a sufficiently high 

level that no more effort is needed. Alternatively, it may simply be the case that 

the sector simply needs to talk more regularly to the public on a Make Poverty 

History-type model, and not go into any further depth. This chapter of the report 

explores whether or not this is the case. It then goes on to discuss whether and 

how deeper engagement might be possible in the international development 

sector. 

6.1.1 Is deeper engagement needed? 

Several sources argue that deeper engagement is needed. Darnton (2009b) 

suggests that ―campaigning actions require more issue engagement‖ than, for 

example, donating money. Based on a review of Make Poverty History (Darnton 

2006c) Darnton (2009b) argues that ―more intensive [campaigning] actions [for 

Make Poverty History] were found to be undertaken by the ‗very concerned‘ 

respondents, as they required both issue engagement and a sense of agency.‖ 

Marshall (2010) makes the argument for a more personal, tailored approach to 

engagement: 

―National advertising and communication can only provide a backdrop for 

far more personal approaches that reframe climate change for different 

identities and affiliations. People have many identities based on locality, 

ethnicity, religion, class, age, sport, occupation and politics: all of which 

have their own cultures, values and triggers for change.‖ 



 

 

The approach Marshall advocates need not be deliberative, but as noted 

previously a deliberative approach is an effective way to understand a particular 

community’s ―cultures, values and triggers for change‖, which indicates that 

deeper engagement may be the most effective approach. 

Warburton (2006) provides further evidence for the need for a deliberative 

approach. The report argues that changes in behaviour are linked to people’s 

underlying values and attitudes, and that ―social learning‖ from peers and role 

models can help to achieve behaviour change through shifting social norms and 

people’s attitudes: 

―Rather than focusing purely on individual behaviour change, the research 

suggests that the best way to encourage broader social changes in 

behaviour is by working through groups and communities where ‗good‘ 

behaviour can be encouraged by social pressure and ‗bad‘ behaviour is 

discouraged. This ‗social learning‘...happens through social experience and 

social conversations about problems, leading to those involved 

questioning (and sometimes changing) their values, expectations and 

motivations. The use of deliberative processes for working with groups 

can encourage these social conversations and, in turn, these 

conversations can lead to a ‗discursive consciousness‘, which is essentially 

a sense of responsibility and questioning that enables people to question 

and go beyond their normal habits and their everyday, practical thinking.‖ 

This theoretical argument has been tested in a community-learning environment 

and Warburton (2008c) reports the results. Specifically, Warburton found that 

each of the following assumptions hold true: 

―• Individual and collective attitude and behaviour changes are necessary 

to make progress towards sustainable living; 

• Mutual reinforcement and social learning related to sustainable 

behaviours, and criticism of unsustainable behaviours, is strongest 

through close social relationships; 

• Helping local communities to work collectively at local level will 

encourage ‗good / sustainable‘ behaviours, and reduce ‗bad / 

unsustainable‘ behaviours; 

• What a sustainable lifestyle is can be determined through dialogue 

between communities and external technical specialists; 

• Behaviour change will result in practical actions with impacts that can be 

measured using methods such as Ecological Footprint.‖ 

These are notable findings, though they refer primarily to behaviour change 

rather than explicitly to attitudinal change. Warburton (2008c) goes on to 

highlight the finding that participants in the project ―feel they have reached the 



 

 

limits of what they can do individually‖ without a shift in the prevailing cultural, 

local and national policy and legislative context. More positively, their 

participation in social learning activities has ―helped the groups move forward 

significantly in their knowledge, awareness and sense of responsibility for 

action.‖ This increase in knowledge and shift in attitudes was highly valued by 

participants and ―has enabled them to be ready for any changes to policy that 

they can take advantage of when they arise.‖ This reinforces the discussion in 

chapter 4 that individual behaviour change cannot alone achieve sustainability 

(or, it could be suggested, the eradication of poverty). Instead, by combining 

behaviour change with a focus on shifting values and attitudes it is possible to 

create the conditions that enable people to react positively to new issues and 

challenges. 

Andersson et al. (2010) build on Involve (2008) quoted earlier in this chapter to 

argue that deliberative engagement is needed to address the complex challenges 

facing society: 

―Society‘s trajectory is towards more complex issues, involving larger 

populations, longer timeframes and more complex interactions between 

different factors. Engagement must change to meet these new 

challenges.‖ 

Andersson et al. (2010) refer to more complex issues as ‘type three issues’, 

those that are: ―international, interconnected, intergenerational, distributed, life 

changing.‖ In responding to type three issues, Andersson et al. argue that:  

―The relationship between the state and citizen has changed and is no 

longer one of deference and compliance; for these complex policy areas 

government needs to recognise this and change the way it relates to the 

public…governments must increase the impact of, and trust in, their 

engagement processes. This means creatively designing processes which 

enable both bottom-up and top-down influence and control. If the 

[engagement] initiative comes only from the top…then the resulting power 

imbalance impacts on people‘s confidence and expectations. However, 

trusting to bottom-up action alone cannot work either because these are 

collective action problems requiring large-scale investment and new 

frameworks for changing incentives of individuals, communities and 

businesses. To start to solve these problems will require a central 

strategic approach combined with devolution of power and autonomy of 

action.‖ 

Andersson et al. argue that deliberative engagement can bring benefits other 

than simply pro-social attitudes or increases in trust, including improving 

policymaking: 

―Given time, space and balanced information, citizens who are not expert 

in a subject can engage intelligently with the information, bring other view 



 

 

points to it, and make nuanced recommendations and points of view that 

had not occurred to the experts.‖ 

Walker (2002) reinforces this point with a claim that ―Local authorities that make 

genuine attempts to consult voters get faster decisions and more commitment 

by voters in return.‖ 

Warburton (no date) highlights that: 

―Dialogue has provided a depth of learning and understanding through 

which participants internalise and effectively retain the knowledge they 

develop. It has enthused participants so they spread their new interest in 

the subject to others.‖ 

By contrast, providing information in a one-way format, primarily concerned with 

transferring knowledge appears to be less effective than ―participative, 

community-driven approaches‖ at shifting values, attitudes or behaviour as 

mentioned earlier in this chapter (Robinson and Glanznig, 2003). 

6.1.2 Is deeper engagement possible? 

The literature suggests that a deliberative approach is needed if we are seeking 

to actively involve the general public in the fight against poverty, rather than 

relying on donations and taxpayers’ money to fund the work of NGOs and the 

government. However, several questions emerge around the feasibility of 

deliberative approaches to achieve deeper engagement: whether it is affordable; 

whether it is possible to persuade people to participate; whether it is possible to 

run deliberative approaches at sufficient scale to impact on overall UK public 

engagement with the cause of international development; and whether 

organisers are willing to relinquish control over the nature and course of the 

dialogue that occurs. 

With regard to the costs, there is a widespread perception that deliberative 

approaches are relatively costly. People Science and Policy (2002) sets out the 

relative costs of deliberative approaches, which vary greatly from a few 

thousand pounds up to £250,000 or more. The complexity of many large scale 

deliberative events and the involvement of professional facilitators and event 

organisers (Warburton, 2008a, 2008b) would suggest a cost per participant 

towards the higher end of the scale. 

Nevertheless, some examples of successful deliberative approaches do not share 

these high-cost features. The DEMOCS card game (nef, 2005) is one example, 

as it does not require external organisation or input. Ongoing Cafés Scientifiques 

are another example. A Café Scientifique is a forum where members of the 

public can come together to discuss and debate scientific issues in an informal 

and accessible way. The Cafés are wide-ranging and despite having only a small 

amount of central support have sprung up in several cities and towns across the 

country. They explicitly aim to promote deeper engagement, encouraging 



 

 

participants to suggest topics and to get involved in discussions (Café 

Scientifique, 2008). 

With regard to persuading people to participate in deliberative approaches, there 

is evidence that ―the public needs a ‗compelling invitation‘ to take part‖ 

(Darnton, 2009b). Without this compelling invitation, participation is likely to be 

limited those already actively engaged in an issue, because deliberative 

engagement requires both time commitment and interest. For mass 

participation, this invitation might take the form of a big event (for example Live 

8) or celebrity endorsement (for example Make Poverty History).  

For participation on a smaller scale, deliberative event organisers will often pay 

participants to take part and use specialist recruiters (Warburton, 2008a). The 

advantage of this approach is that it is possible to recruit a sample of the 

population based on a wide range of demographics, though it can be very 

expensive. 

The literature highlights alternative ways to encourage participation, which may 

not be so costly. For example, in evaluating the take-up of the Sustainable 

Communities Act in the UK, the Environmental Law Foundation (no date) has 

found several factors that encourage participation: 

 Identify particular communities, and market participation to these 

communities, rather than to the public more generally. 

 Give as much power as possible to these communities to take the lead in 

deciding the topics to be discussed. 

 Offering people and opportunity to ‘have their say’ and impact on decision-

making is itself an attraction for many, as long as this offer is credible. 

Robinson and Glanznig (2003) emphasises that a deliberative event which comes 

across as fun and social, including food, group activities and a light-hearted 

approach can help to attract greater numbers of participants. People Science and 

Policy (2002) notes the role that free publicity can play in attracting audiences 

by ―promoting activities using available media to attract people‘s attention.‖ 

Approaches include: 

 Press releases targeted at relevant media, with clear information about the 

event 

 Posters and flyers focused on a local community area (again emphasising the 

importance of engaging through existing communities) 

 Directly recruiting people that you know, with a personal invitation to take 

part (though this needs previous contact with participants to be truly 

‘personal’) 

People Science and Policy (2002) highlights that in some cases it may be enough 

that participants are offered ―the opportunity to shape or influence a decision‖ or 

can see how the event is relevant to them (not just why the organiser thinks 



 

 

they should be interested in it!) Alternatively, offering a tangible but cheap 

reward can have a significant impact (a free pen with a market research 

questionnaire is a classic example). ―[M]embership of, or access to, something 

that would otherwise be unavailable‖ can be a powerful motivator for 

participation. 

Despite this range of measures, it is still the case that deliberative approaches 

are more likely to attract some groups than others. This may be because of 

people’s dominant values modes (Rose, 2010) or it may simply be that the 

lifestyles and circumstances of less well off groups ―are seriously constrained by 

their income‖ (People Science and Policy, 2002). In relation to this review a key 

question is whether it is necessary to engage all sectors or segments of the 

population in a deliberative approach, or whether it is enough to attract those 

who are more inclined to participate. 

With regard to scale, the literature is clear: 

―Deliberative public engagement processes can take place on any scale - 

from ten participants (for example, citizens‘ juries) to thousands of 

participants (such as citizens‘ summits). A process may be a one-off 

event, or part of a series of activities running over several years.‖ 

(Involve, 2008) 

Clearly, the issue of scale is linked to the issue of cost and of recruitment, but 

operating deliberative approaches at scale does not in itself pose significant 

challenges. 

Finally, with regard to relinquishing control of the dialogue process, Andersson et 

al. (2010) suggests: 

―Creating a citizenry with the capacity and skills to engage in a long-term 

dialogue with government on more equal terms will be critical. However, 

such dialogue will not work unless government and politicians are able to 

reduce their attempts to control every aspect of the decision-making 

process.‖ 

Taken together, these questions suggest that deliberative engagement is 

possible, but that it may be very challenging to achieve it at scale, at low cost, 

and attracting a cross-section of the population rather than just ‘the usual 

suspects’. Achieving one or two of these three objectives may be feasible, but 

achieving all three is a real challenge. 

In reality, any deliberative public engagement programme will need to be 

relatively low-cost. This suggests several three options. The first is to use 

minimal central organisation and external input to keep costs low. Examples of 

this approach include DEMOCS (nef, 2005) and Café Scientifique (2008). The 

second is to recruit a representative panel of the public to explore international 

development questions in detail, without taking this approach to scale. Examples 



 

 

of this approach include Drugsfutures (Warburton, 2008a) or the public 

consultation on the climate change bill (Warburton, 2008b). The challenge with 

this approach is that it does not impact on UK public attitudes in any meaningful 

way.  

A third approach is available, which may offer the most cost-effective benefits. 

This involves seeking out ―catalytic individuals‖ (Fell et al., 2009) and the civil 

society institutions that support them, engaging them deeply in the cause of 

international development, and then supporting them to undertake deliberative 

engagement in their own communities and institutions. This is an interesting 

approach, which has shown promise in the environmental field, and so is 

explored in more detail in chapter 6.2 below. 

6.2 The role of catalytic individuals 

As has already been noted, there is general agreement within the literature that 

deliberative engagement on global issues is not for everyone: 

―…let‘s face it, most people lack the time, education or motivation to 

access these technical scientific arguments and reach their beliefs through 

an altogether more intuitive route. Applying tried and tested mental 

shortcuts – what behavioural psychologists would call heuristics – they 

ask a series of three questions before accepting any new information: 

‗Does this information conform to my previous experience of the world?‘ 

‗Will accepting this information be useful to me?‘ And, most importantly, 

‗Do I have good reason to trust the person telling me this?‘‖ (Marshall, 

2010) 

This last point is a particular valuable one for this review; there is considerable 

evidence that a person is most likely to trust, and be willing to listen to, 

someone with whom they have strong pre-existing social ties. Marshall (2010) 

goes on to emphasise this in relation to climate change: 

―By far the most trusted sources of public information – and increasingly 

important in an information-saturated world – are the people closest to 

home: friends, colleagues, neighbours and family members. If the people 

around us accept the scientific consensus and are taking action to reduce 

their impacts, then accepting climate change is not just the easiest option 

but also brings the rewards of social validation...social attitudes could 

change rapidly if people took ownership of climate change and actively 

promoted their concerns and solutions within their personal networks.‖ 

This finding is repeated in Crawley (2009) in relation to attitudes to immigration: 

―There is substantial evidence that, at a societal level, social networks 

play an important role in attitude formation and change. Social networks 

shape attitude formation because they provide the context within which 



 

 

individuals process messages (for example, from the government, political 

parties or the media) about asylum and immigration.‖ 

It would be reasonable to suggest that the same holds true in relation to 

international development issues. This suggestion is reinforced by Darnton’s 

(2009b) findings about the importance of social ties in encouraging people to 

attend the Make Poverty History march in Edinburgh ahead of the 2005 G8 

Gleneagles Summit: 

―Research conducted during the march found that those who attended 

were drawn from a wide range of overlapping NGOs and civil society 

groups: this both attested to the breadth of the MPH coalition, and to the 

importance of social ties in mobilising people to march…The research also 

noted that the marchers were not all ―the usual suspects‖; in particular a 

large number of people came along as part of faith groups, to the point 

that the researchers described the march as much as a ―procession of 

witness‖ as a mass mobilisation against global poverty. Again, this 

underlines the importance of faith-based and other community-level 

groups in driving active engagement in support of development.‖ 

Taken together, this literature implies that, where strong social ties are involved, 

people who would not normally be actively engaged with international 

development can become so (at least temporarily). This suggests that there is 

an opportunity to drive public engagement with international development by 

identifying those individuals with strong social ties who are able to encourage 

others to engage. 

Several sources of literature on environmental change have sought to 

understand how these individuals can be identified. Variously described as 

‘mavens’, ‘catalytic individuals’ and ‘opinion leaders’ amongst other terms, these 

individuals are seen to have a disproportionate influence on the attitudes of 

those around them. Marketing professionals in particular have sought to 

understand who falls into this group, and how they are able to influence those 

around them. 

Fell et al. (2009) and others have explored the potential that catalytic individuals 

might have in relation to encouraging the take-up of pro-environmental 

behaviours: 

―…catalytic individuals, found in social networks throughout the country, 

have the potential, through the things they say and the things they do, to 

accelerate the uptake of pro-environmental behaviours.‖ 

Fell et al.’s paper focuses on behaviour change and it is not certain that their 

insights will apply equally to values and attitudes change. However, many of 

their insights draw on the field of diffusion theory, which could apply equally to 



 

 

new attitudes as it could to new behaviours. In this context it is worth exploring 

the picture that the report gives of catalytic individuals. 

Fell et al. (2009) are clear that ―different individuals – or, more accurately, 

different functions - seem to play different roles at different stages of the 

diffusion process.‖ Valente and Davis (1999) argue that ―opinion leaders‖ are 

crucial in diffusing a new behaviour or attitude, and Feder and Savastano (2006) 

develop this by suggesting ―that opinion leaders who are superior to followers, 

but not excessively so, are more effective in transmitting knowledge. Excessive 

socio-economic distance is shown to reduce the effectiveness of 

diffusion...People turn to seek advice from their peers, from individuals of the 

same background, interest and values. The flow of information and influence is 

likely to be horizontal [rather than vertical].‖ 

In other words the literature suggests that in many communities there are 

certain individuals who are particularly effective at encouraging people like them 

to take on certain attitudes or behaviours. If it is possible to identify these 

individuals, this might allow the international development community to exert 

greater influence on the values and attitudes of communities throughout the UK. 

A key question is how to identify these catalytic individuals. Fell et al. (2009) 

suggest that the most effective approach involves ―getting ‗up close and 

personal‘‖, becoming familiar with a social network and then asking that network 

to identify those who are influential in it. 

Fell et al. (2009) also identify some of the characteristics of catalytic individuals: 

they are ―creative, thoughtful and idiosyncratic, which means they generally do 

not respond well to being told what to do, nor do they typically simply replicate 

or pass on an innovation; rather, they use their own judgment to adapt and 

modify it to suit their circumstances and the people they wish to help.‖ Those 

who Fell et al. identified as catalytic individuals tended to stress in interviews 

that they must believe in something and have enough knowledge about it in 

order to influence others. They appeared overwhelmingly motivated by altruism, 

and sought to influence others ―through improving their circumstances in some 

way. Whether their focus was on their immediate circles or they had more global 

perspectives, helping others was by far the most important thing to them.‖ The 

report also stresses that catalytic individuals operate in a very complex ‘system 

of diffusion’’; in other words, a very wide range of factors need to be in place 

before these individuals can have a strong influence on others’ behaviours or 

attitudes. The report stresses a number of further limiting factors, two of which 

are particularly pertinent to this review: 

 ―…innovations characterised by ‗ambiguity‘ – where the costs and 

benefits of adoption are not clear, or apparently contradictory – are 

much less likely to diffuse than others. 



 

 

 ‗negative word of mouth‘ can be a powerful force, capable of 

scuppering a diffusion strategy. The only antidote appears to be 

complete honesty about that which is being diffused…  

 catalytic individuals appear willing to promote ideas they consider to 

be good ideas that are useful to people – but only if they themselves 

are (a) convinced and (b) sufficiently knowledgeable to be able to 

argue positively for the idea without jeopardising their own identity…‖ 

The literature on catalytic individuals suggests that by identifying and engaging 

deeply with catalytic individuals in a variety of communities of the UK public, it 

may be possible for the international development sector to influence wider 

public attitudes and values relating to the cause of international development. It 

is possible that such individuals had a role in encouraging the wider public to 

engage with Make Poverty History, although the literature does not make clear 

whether catalytic individuals were deliberately sought out or engaged by chance. 

The literature is clear that, to engage these catalytic individuals it is not enough 

to advocate a particular view of development to them; instead, these individuals 

would need to be deeply engaged in the cause of international development, to 

the extent that they are convinced and sufficiently knowledgeable to argue 

positively for tackling global poverty with those in their surrounding community. 

Given the analysis in chapter 6.1 above about the relative merits of deliberative 

engagement models, this would suggest that a deliberative dialogue with 

catalytic individuals could be particularly powerful in shifting attitudes and values 

in relation to international development. 

Warburton (2008c) and CVGA (no date) add weight to this hypothesis by 

offering evidence that it can hold true in practice. The Community Learning and 

Action for Sustainable Living (CLASL) project (Warburton, 2008c), discussed 

above, was intended as a ‘social learning’ project amongst a particular group of 

the public. However, in evaluating the project the organisers found that the 

impacts were felt far beyond the original group: 

―The CLASL groups have spread the message about sustainable living and 

how to organise as a group to hundreds of people in the 18 months they 

have been active, and the demand on them is growing. They have 

contributed to parish and community magazines, and have given talks to 

local churches, schools, community and youth groups and other 

organisations. They have also talked to individuals at community events, 

including events they have run themselves.  

The groups are not acting as ‗champions‘ for top down messages. They 

have developed their own messages based on their own experience and in 

dialogue with WWF-UK: the group members are concerned that the 

messages they are giving should be ‗accurate‘ (and ask for advice from 

WWF-UK on that), but also that the messages are framed within their own 

experience.  



 

 

Their activities through the CLASL project appear to have given them a 

moral authority as well as the personal confidence in their ability to 

take the message to others - they can provide role models as well as 

passing on the message about sustainability. As a result, the messages 

they are giving are likely to be trusted by the people they talk to in ways 

that information from official bodies will not be, and are thus more likely 

to be believed and acted on 

…the CLASL model is likely to be highly cost effective when compared to 

conventional campaigns…This model has the added benefit of being 

largely self-sustaining as the local groups are developing and 

disseminating the messages themselves, based on the knowledge and 

experience that they continue to develop themselves, rather than being 

given messages to learn and pass on using methods that need training 

and constant updating.‖ (Warburton, 2008c, emphasis in the original) 

7. Conclusions 
This is a wide-ranging review of a very complex area of research, much of which 

has been drawn from sectors other than the international development sector. 

Understanding and changing values and attitudes is not easy, and so any 

conclusions from this review must be made tentatively, and be subject to further 

research and practical testing so that they can be made more robust. 

Nevertheless, several themes emerge from the literature. 

The review sought to answer a central question: whether there is a need for 

something more than simple, positive stories about effective international 

development. The research indicates a positive answer to this question; that 

engaging the public in tackling global poverty will require a multi-faceted, long-

term approach to shifting people’s values and attitudes. Simple, positive 

messages and short-term nudges need to be combined with a deeper, longer-

term programme of deliberative engagement. The evidence indicates three 

principal ways in which deliberative engagement adds value: 

1. Deliberative engagement can empower and enthuse significant sections of 

the UK public to learn more about international development, raising the 

current low levels of knowledge, and challenging out-of-date stereotypes. 

There is evidence that learning and engagement are mutually reinforcing. 

2. Through deliberative engagement, the international development sector can 

expect to inspire members of the public to take action in their own lives to 

contribute to the cause of international development, encouraging ‘a million 

conversations (and actions) around the kitchen table’. Some evidence 

suggests that only deeper engagement with the issues will lead members of 

the public to actively campaign on international development. 



 

 

3. Deliberative engagement can help to strengthen the social contract and social 

trust between the public, NGOs and DFID, ensuring that the sector retains its 

‘licence to practice’.  

Regardless of the form of engagement undertaken, there is widespread 

agreement that just putting information in front of people will not succeed. 

Instead, it is important: to foster emotional connections to an issue; to 

encourage values of empathy, co-operation and security; and to work within 

positive frames. To achieve these requires not only a carefully developed set of 

messages, but also careful consideration of the social environment and the 

engagement process used to communicate those messages. 

It would be a mistake simply to design engagement activities that appeal to, but 

do not try to shift, people’s existing values and attitudes. Evidence from within 

the development sector as well as from other sectors strongly suggests that 

values, motivations, attitudes and behaviour are formed through habit, external 

environmental influences, and social norms. By changing one or more of these 

factors, it is possible to encourage pro-development attitudes and values. The 

literature indicates that deliberative engagement can help to achieve these shifts 

partly because it offers an opportunity to generate deeper emotional responses 

to compelling positive stories, which are more effectively retained than through 

marketing messages. Just as importantly, the process of deliberation itself can 

help to create safe, cooperative, trust-filled environments conducive to the 

emergence of pro-social attitudes. 

An audience segmentation study by DFID in 2008 split the public into active 

enthusiasts, interested mainstream, family first sympathisers, distracted 

individuals, insular sceptics and disapproving rejectors. The literature above 

allows a tentative conclusion that the most effective way to engage family first 

sympathisers and most distracted individuals will be through simple messages, 

easy behavioural choices and nudges. Red Nose Day works well for these 

groups.  

By contrast, for the interested mainstream and for some distracted individuals, 

the most effective way to build public support may be by engaging them more 

deeply in a conversation about development to encourage pro-development 

attitudes and values. This deliberative engagement may encourage both groups 

towards becoming active enthusiasts for development. For active enthusiasts, 

deliberative engagement may help to sustain their enthusiasm, and give them 

the knowledge and confidence to spread that enthusiasm within their 

communities and networks. 

Deliberative engagement is also particularly suited to contexts where there is no 

easy answer to a development issue. There is little value in engaging the public 

in a deeper conversation about whether we should be trying to reduce poverty 

because there is one simple answer to this question that the development 

community is trying to communicate. By contrast, when communicating with the 



 

 

public about a complex, uncertain area of international development policy (the 

limits of the effectiveness of Fairtrade, or the lack of evidence base around the 

impact of microfinance) the research indicates that deliberative engagement is a 

more powerful tool than messaging approaches.  

There is no stand-out model for successful public engagement within the 

international development sector, partly because there is so little literature on 

the impact of programmes in the last decade or so. However, much can be 

learnt from successful public engagement programmes in other sectors over the 

past decade. A review of these programmes suggests some common features of 

a successful public engagement model: 

 If possible, allow a person to experience what poverty is actually like, 

perhaps through direct contact with someone who has experienced poverty. 

 Build on this personal experience to bring in broader narratives around why 

poverty exists and persists, opportunities for participants to take action in 

group settings, and explore possible solutions to global poverty together. 

 Offer people opportunities to discuss their views with others in a safe, non-

judgemental environment, as well as to reflect alone on these discussions. 

 Enlist trusted people to communicate with their peers in local community 

settings, rather than using politicians or ‘outsiders’ to the community. 

 Provide expert input from a wide range of sources, but reiterate that the 

public are free to make up their own minds on the topic being discussed. 

 Address people’s legitimate concerns, but don’t dwell on negative frames of 

development, such as those around corruption. 

 As much as possible, don’t attempt to ‘market’ pro-development attitudes but 

let people make their own mind up. This is likely to create more sustained 

commitment and engagement. 

 Give prompt, clear feedback to participants immediately after their 

involvement, and show them where they have had influence on the topic 

being discussed. 

 Find ways to incorporate high quality evaluation throughout the process so 

that shifts in attitudes and values can be measured effectively. 

Where public engagement is successful, it will ‘radiate out’; those who are 

engaged directly will talk to their friends, families and local communities and can 

be very persuasive advocates for the cause of international development. 

However, significant challenges remain. Foremost amongst these is the need for 

any public engagement to be cost effective, reach enough people to make a 

measurable impact on UK attitudes or behaviour, and attract the desired 

audience, rather than the ‘usual suspects’. Although there are some models 

available that may be able to meet this challenge, these are not yet proven. 

Instead, the most effective approach may be to focus on engaging deeply with 

catalytic individuals, helping them to learn more about international 

development and then encourage them to become ‘trusted communicators’ in 



 

 

their own communities. This approach has considerable potential, and would 

benefit strongly from a pilot research programme to test its effectiveness. 

A further challenge relates to authenticity. Several sources of literature reinforce 

that it is important for any deliberative engagement process to be independent, 

using a neutral organisation to convene and run the process. This is important to 

build the confidence of stakeholders in the authenticity of the engagement 

process. However, this principle sits in tension with the premise of this review, 

which seeks to explore the potential for using deliberative engagement as a form 

of advocacy for development. This challenge is not insurmountable, but it does 

require honesty on all sides about the purpose and outcomes of any deliberative 

engagement; if an engagement process seeks to promote positive values and 

attitudes towards development, participants need to know this from the outset. 

7.1 Unanswered questions 

This research could not hope to be comprehensive, and in areas there is a very 

patchy or conflicting evidence base from which to work. 

As a result, three principal questions remain unanswered in this review. The first 

is how to sustain deep engagement and active enthusiasm over time. To an 

extent it may be reasonable to suggest that deliberative engagement is self-

sustaining if it can empower, educate and enthuse, but evidence is sorely 

needed to test this claim. 

The second is the potential of online technologies to offer deeper engagement in 

a cost-effective and scalable way. There is plenty of research available on this 

topic and it is only because of limited time that the review did not consider this 

question in detail. Further research in this area would be valuable. 

The third is how to measure and evaluate levels of public engagement and 

changes in values and attitudes amongst participants more effectively. 

8. Recommendations 

8.1 For international development NGOs 

 Incorporate opportunities for deeper conversations with your 

members and supporters as part of your public engagement strategy: 

Deliberative engagement can provide an important complement to your 

existing programmes of public engagement and can more effectively develop 

your supporter base. This is particularly true where you are encouraging 

existing financial donors or those on your mailing lists to take campaign 

actions. Some NGOs already do this well; there may be opportunities to 

share good practice in this area. 

 Consider focusing particularly on the catalytic individuals amongst 

your supporter-base: Some of your supporters will be particularly active in 

their local communities and will be a trusted source of information for their 



 

 

friends, family and networks. If you are able to identify these individuals, you 

may gain the most benefit by investing in their deeper engagement, with the 

expectation that this will ‘radiate out’ to others. However, the research 

strongly suggests that these individuals will not react well to any perception 

that they are being told what to think or to do. Instead, they are likely to 

react particularly well to being offered a chance to come to their own 

conclusions about the causes and issues in which they are engaged. 

8.2 For schools and other educators 

Schools and other education institutions serve a different purpose from other 

areas of public life. In particular, their primary purpose is to enhance learners’ 

knowledge and skills, rather than to promote a particular view of the world. 

Nevertheless, there is much that educators can take from this literature review: 

 Educators have a unique opportunity to engage learners deeply in the 

cause of international development: This research has indicated that, 

whilst deep engagement is valuable, it is relatively costly. In education 

settings this deep engagement is a core part of a 21st century education and 

can reach the vast majority of the UK public as they are growing up. 

Teachers therefore have a unique opportunity, and a unique responsibility. 

Engaging learners in global issues such as international development need 

not involve promoting a particular pro-development view; in fact the 

evidence suggests that the most effective learning may be possible through 

encouraging learners to think critically and come to their own conclusions on 

these issues. 

 Offer participative learning activities and opportunities for critical 

thinking, rather than just presenting information on global issues: 

Many educators already do this, and the benefits of doing so are not limited 

to engaging learners in global issues. However, this research has 

strengthened further the case for participative learning and critical thinking, 

showing that it increases engagement in a topic, aids retention and 

empowers learners. By contrast, passive learning and uncritical provision of 

information is unlikely to engage learners in the cause of international 

development (or any other subject). 

 Educators make an important contribution to the values and attitudes 

that are prevalent in society: Although it may not be possible (or 

desirable) to achieve short-term behaviour change through education, 

evidence suggests that learners may form many of their values and attitudes 

partly as a result of what they learn in school, college, university or through 

non-formal education. These values and attitudes can then go on to inform 

their behaviour in relation to global poverty throughout their lives. 

8.3 For researchers 

This literature review has provided a foundation of evidence for the value of 

deliberative engagement, but further research in specific areas would be very 

valuable to make the conclusions above more robust and to develop the sector’s 



 

 

knowledge base in areas where the current literature is patchy. Priority areas for 

further research include: 

 How to measure levels of engagement and changes in values and 

attitudes: This literature review has given some indication of how people’s 

levels of engagement with international development, as well as any shifts in 

their values and attitudes, can be measured. However, more research is 

needed on indicators of engagement before a robust system of measurement 

can be put in place. This robust system of measurement is very important to 

assess more effectively what works in engaging the UK public in the cause of 

international development. 

 Building practical evidence for the idea that deeper engagement can 

encourage a positive shift in people’s values: Theoretical literature 

(Georg, 1999, Bull et al., 2008, Pudup, 2008) clearly indicates this to be the 

case. However, in what is quite a new area of policy, these theoretical 

findings need to be tested in practice, with local communities over a 

sustained period of time. Running one or more pilot projects building on the 

findings of this literature review would provide valuable practical evidence in 

this area. 

 Investigating further the role of catalytic individuals for international 

development: This review has indicated a strong potential role for these 

individuals; again, it would be very valuable to test these theories in practice 

through a pilot project. 

8.4 For foundations, trusts and other funders 

Funders with an interest in international development and/or public engagement 

could play a strong role in enabling the recommendations above to be followed. 

At a time when public finances are tight, and in a novel policy area with 

relatively high risks, it may be unlikely that either DFID or NGOs will have the 

capacity or resources to invest in further research in this area, or to run a pilot 

project. By contrast, funders with an interest in this area may be able to take 

greater risks, given the potentially significant benefits that deeper engagement 

can bring. However, there is a risk at present that this area of work falls 

between two disciplines; funders focusing on education tend not to be interested 

in international development issues, and funders focusing on international 

development issues tend not to be interested in UK-based education and 

engagement.  

Recommendations for funders include: 

 Consider funding a pilot project to explore the potential of catalytic 

individuals for international development: This pilot might be run in a 

small number of local communities over a period of 24-36 months. It might 

seek to identify individuals in those communities with strong social networks, 

good communication skills and a high level of trustworthiness and conduct 

deliberative engagement with these individuals to give them the knowledge, 



 

 

drive and confidence to engage their communities in the cause of 

international development. 

 Put a premium on effective evaluation of any public engagement 

programme, and offer support to organisations to conduct this 

evaluation: This review has highlighted that a significant proportion of public 

engagement activities in the international development sector are either not 

evaluated at all, or have evaluations which do not accurately capture the 

engagement that the activity has achieved. Part of the reason for this may be 

that effective measurement of public engagement is a challenge, and so 

funders may wish to consider funding research to develop indicators of 

engagement, which organisations can use to evaluate their programmes.  
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Appendix 2: Boxed examples of public engagement 
 

Box 1: JRF Public Interest in Poverty Issues 

An example of a public engagement programme that explicitly focuses on 

shifting attitudes is that of the Joseph Rowntree Foundation (JRF)’s Public 

Interest in Poverty Issues programme. Hanley (2009) has explored the factors 

that inform public attitudes towards poverty in the UK for JRF, and finds that: 

―Public political debate, media coverage and, most importantly, people‘s own 

experience of poverty impact on their views about its causes, solutions and 

responsibilities for tackling it.‖  

Hanley (2009) also found that ―many people have lost trust in politicians‘ 

rhetoric‖ and that ―word of mouth is one of the most trusted sources of 

information.‖ This implies that public engagement initiatives are likely to be 

effective where they aim ―to stimulate ‗one million conversations‘ rather than 

running large-scale media activities. Stimulating debate around the kitchen 

table, in the workplace or with friends may be a key part of challenging and 

changing attitudes.‖ JRF’s programme argues that this approach is most 

effective when it encourages contact and interaction between people from 

different backgrounds, particularly where a programme involves those with 

experience of poverty talking directly about their experiences: 

―Such programmes give the chance to go beyond engaging the public by 

‗messaging‘; instead, they enable dialogue on the obstacles and 

opportunities that people face. They also provide concrete ways for people 

to become directly involved in changing society and to support broader 

anti-poverty measures by government and others...A major challenge is 

to find ways to scale up these opportunities for interaction, particularly as 

we live increasingly segregated lives.‖ (Hanley, 2009) 

Building on a number of projects and activities that seek to build public support 

for anti-poverty measures in the UK, Hanley (2009) finds that: 

―...an effective way to build public engagement and support for anti-poverty 

measures is through a communication strategy that presents: 

 individual life stories as a way to bring people into a dialogue; 

 broader narratives to link individual stories to explanations of why 

poverty exists and persists and is beyond individuals‘ ability to end; 

 solutions to eradicate poverty, to highlight that change is possible.‖ 

The report is clear that organisations should not be in the business of 

―‘marketing poverty‘ and presenting it in a way to appeal.‖ The report notes the 

value of an accessible, appealing ‘way in’ for people to engage, but argues that 

organisations then need to ―us[e] frameworks and narratives that move the 



 

 

debate beyond individuals and their needs to broader explanations of causes and 

solutions to poverty...these explanations bring in economic, social and political 

elements. Such linked narratives and debate are generally missing from current 

public debate on poverty and inequality [in the UK].‖ 

In a critique of Make Poverty History, Hanley (2009) argues that:  

―No single ‗celebrity campaign‘ is going to change public attitudes and 

build and sustain public support, even though this may be one part of a 

broader programme of activity... the work on the JRF programme has 

highlighted the need and potential for a long-term, multi-faceted approach 

to build public support.‖ 

The report suggests that this long-term, multi-faceted approach to public 

engagement would include: 

 debate that goes beyond building awareness of poverty, to present narratives 

exploring the structural and political causes of poverty and inequality and 

possible solutions; 

 caution about reinforcing negative stereotypes of those in poverty; 

 addressing legitimate public concerns about the impact of anti-poverty 

measures on wider society; 

 tailored initiatives, rather than a one-size-fits-all approach to engagement; 

 innovative methods of getting media coverage for these issues; and 

 tapping into wider narratives, such as the financial crisis. 

 

 



 

 

 

Box 2: Drugsfutures 

In 2006 the Academy of Medical Sciences (AMS) launched an independent 

inquiry into issues of brain science, addiction and drugs. As part of that inquiry, 

the Drugsfutures public engagement programme was commissioned by the 

Department of Innovation, Universities and Skills through Sciencewise. The 

objectives of Drugsfutures were to: 

―• provide opportunities for members of the public to discuss and explore 

their aspirations and concerns about current and future issues related to 

brain science, addiction and drugs 

• identify areas of consensus, disagreement or uncertainty on a broad 

range of issues raised by current and possible future scientific 

developments, and explore both initial views and changes in opinion 

• inform the final recommendations made by the AMS for public policy and 

research needs.‖ (Warburton, 2008a) 

In total 478 participants were engaged in the programme, which ran from 

January to April 2007. The public engagement programme involved:  

 an initial literature review on previous public engagement projects and the 

topics to be discussed; 

 a public launch event (113 participants);  

 19 outreach workshops (2 hours long) seeking to involve ‘hard to reach’ 

sectors of society (146 participants);  

 five regional workshops (over a full day) exploring a particular topic within 

the overall theme of brain science, addition and drugs (180 participants);  

 the Brainbox, a two-part event with two all-day sessions held about six 

weeks apart (23 participants); and 

 an online consultation (125 participants). 

Warburton’s (2008a) evaluation found that the Drugsfutures process achieved its 

objectives well, meeting the needs of both participants and policy-makers. Of 

particular relevance to this review, Warburton found that: 

“All involved learned something new [emphasis in original]. Most 

public participants learned a great deal: 90% of regional workshop, 100% 

of Brainbox and 67% of outreach workshop respondents said they had 

learnt something new. Many also said that being involved had clarified 

their thinking and affected their views about drugs and mental health 

issues.‖ 

The evaluation found that the particular format of the Brainbox event 

―significantly influenced the attitudes of the public participants on the issues.‖ 

The evaluation report offers one explanation for this shift in attitudes:  

―There was also a two stage iterative process between the two Brainbox 

sessions, with several weeks between to allow participants to consider 



 

 

 

 

 

their views following the first session. There was space and time within 

the regional workshops and Brainbox sessions for reflection alone and 

with others to develop their own individual views, and to explore issues in 

some depth with other participants.‖ 

 

Box 3: Power 2010 

Power 2010 (no date, a) is a further example of a successful public engagement 

programme from which this review may be able to draw insights. Building on a 

national online consultation, with more than 4,000 responses, a team at 

Southampton University developed 58 proposals for constitutional reform in the 

UK. YouGov then recruited a nationally representative sample of 127, with a 

range of views on constitutional reform, who deliberated on these proposals over 

a weekend. Using a deliberative polling methodology the organisers measured 

changes in attitudes to the reform proposals. 

An evaluation of the process (Power 2010, no date, a) found that ―on about two-

thirds of the issues [participants‘] views changed significantly...They moved 

aware from more populist proposals...really weighed the competing arguments 

and told us what they thought the country needed now.‖ Power 2010 (no date, 

b) gives a more detailed breakdown in attitudinal shifts, showing changes on a 

wide range of issues. Notably, participants reported feeling strongly empowered 

by the process: agreement with the statement ‘I have opinions about politics 

that are worth listening to’ went from 0% of the sample to 95% over the course 

of the deliberation. However, whilst participants reported that the dialogue 

process helped them to clarify their views on the topics being discussed (Power 

2010, no date, c) there was no noticeable increase in people’s reported ability to 

understand complex policy issues as a result. Participants reported a modest 

increase in knowledge across most of the issues being discussed, with on 

average around 10% more participants knowing the answers to a series of 

constitutional questions after the event as compared to before (Power 2010, no 

date, d). 

 



 

 

 

Box 4: Public engagement around the Climate Change Bill 

Warburton (2008b) evaluated a Defra-commissioned public engagement process 

in 2007 on the Climate Change Bill. This process involved six regional 

workshops, circulating an information pack on climate change, and culminated in 

a Citizens’ Summit where 152 participants deliberated the issues for a full day. 

Warburton (2008b) found a range of positive outcomes, most notably for this 

review that the deliberative event: 

―...achieve[d] quite significant reported attitude and behaviour change in 

terms of personal environmental behaviour as well as active citizenship 

and empowerment, especially as participants took the message to their 

friends, families and others. The exercise built the capacity of those 

involved and energised them to make changes themselves and persuade 

others of the need to change... 71% [of participants] said that being 

involved had made a difference to what they think about climate change, 

and 68% said it had changed their views. These are very high levels of 

impact on participants‘ views.  

In addition, 78% of respondents said they were likely to change their 

behaviour as a result. Follow up interviews found that 10 of the 15 public 

participant interviewees said taking part had made them feel more 

responsible personally for tackling climate change, and the same number 

said being involved had made a difference to what they did: activities 

including recycling, turning electrical goods off standby, and driving less 

and walking and cycling more... 

Follow up evaluation interviews discovered that a major element of taking 

action for participants was spreading the message about the problems of 

climate change. Detailed data was collected to show that the 15 

interviewees had talked to 450 people; extrapolating this across the 150 

people who had attended the Summit suggests that participants were 

likely to have talked to a total of 4,500 people. This would be a major 

achievement in spreading awareness about climate change issues, one of 

the key objectives of the exercise, through a peer group which is likely to 

be highly influential in influencing others.‖ 

The evaluation emphasised the importance of including opposing and alternative 

views as part of the deliberative process, and offered a useful lesson for this 

review: 

―Deliberative public engagement processes provide information and time 

for the participants to develop their views through reflection and 

discussion. These processes can be very valuable in providing deeper 

engagement with benefits of public education and awareness, as well as 

richer data for policy makers on more considered public attitudes and 

views, even on complex, technical and controversial subjects. Deliberative 

methods may be particularly valuable in exploring issues where behaviour 

change is most difficult (e.g. giving up flying), and in exploring scepticism 



 

 

 

Box 5: DEMOCS 

―As a participatory method, DEMOCS aspires to go both deep and wide‖ (Day 

and Smith, 2003).  

DEMOCS is a card game designed to be used by anyone over the age of 14, 

anywhere they like, and requiring no expert input. In developing DEMOCS, nef 

has sought two main outcomes: 

1. ―to make complex topics easily accessible and encourage people to form 

an opinion, ‗not off the top of their heads, but after they've thought and 

deliberated about the issue‘ – in short, to ‗do‘ democracy‘; 

2. depending on the topic and the context in which the game is played, to 

provide feedback that is useful for policy makers.‖ (Day and Smith, 2003) 

An independent assessment of the games conducted by UCL (PUEC Group, 

University College London, 2004) found that they provide: 

―...‗a way into‘ new and complex topics, ‗while at the same time 

discouraging over-simple or dogmatic conclusions‘. The PUEC evaluation 

suggests that the group discussion process helps in developing relevant, 

transferable personal skills related to decision making, such as 

constructive discussion, negotiation and consensus building. Set against 

this, there are also some concerns that the game process itself is complex 

and that this might on occasion divert from the issues at hand and limit 

what can be achieved in the time available. Moreover, although nef 

collates and publishes the results of games that are reported back, 

DEMOCS will need to reach a much larger audience if a more ambitious 

goal of generating wider public interest and involvement in developing 

science policy is to be met.‖ 

 

 

 

Box 6: London Citizens 

As a final example of a successful public engagement process, the rise of London 

Citizens in recent years is illuminating. London Citizens is a charity whose aims 

about climate change.‖ 

Warburton (2008b) noted that the presence of the Secretary of State for 

Environment, Food and Rural Affairs at the Citizens’ Summit, and his willingness 

to listen to participants and to respond to questions and feedback, was a key 

factor in the success of the event. 

 



 

 

include: 

―- to develop the capacity and skills of the members of the socially and 

economically disadvantaged communities in greater London in such a way 

that such members are better able to identify and help meet their needs 

and to participate more fully in society 

- to assist by directly promoting the more effective working of local and 

national charitable community capacity building organizations designed to 

pursue that aim.‖ (London Citizens, 2009) 

As a ‘learning organisation’ London Citizens brings an explicitly educative focus 

to their campaigning work, focusing as much on building members’ capacity as 

on achieving their policy goals. They aim to build institutions and governance 

that will allow public participation and democracy to flourish in London. 

Anecdotal evidence in relation to the London Mayoral campaign in 2009 

(http://www.londoncitizens.org.uk/livingwage/index.html) indicates that London 

Citizens is both an effective approach to campaigning and a way to mobilise a 

significant proportion of the public to get actively engaged in an important social 

issue. 

 

 

 

Box 7: Makutano Junction 

In school settings a particularly successful project has been to show Makutano 

Junction, a Kenyan soap opera, in classrooms and to accompany the TV 

programme with resources and discussions about the development issues that 

the series raises. With a budget of £265,535 over 3 years, the project exceeded 

its target of reaching 125 schools, with a resulting cost of around £2000 per 

school (Morgan, 2010). There are no figures available for the number of pupils 

reached, but with the potential to involve more than one class in each school in 

the project, the cost per head is likely to be very low. 

The project completion report for Makutano Junction (Morgan, 2010) highlights 

positive impacts in terms of pupils’ knowledge, understanding, interdependence, 

solidarity and sense of agency: 

―[the] project study shows [an] increase in understanding of 

interdependence and solidarity between Africa/Kenya and UK of 11%, with 

28% of children who had done any [Makutano Junction] activities saying 

they ―cared about poor people in Africa but there is nothing (they) can 

do‖, compared to 39% of children who had not used done [Makutano 

Junction] activities...project study shows increased knowledge and 

understanding of MDGs amongst users of MJ of 24%...Amongst students 

http://www.londoncitizens.org.uk/livingwage/index.html


 

 

who have watched [Makutano Junction], [there has been] a decrease of 

17% who associate ―misery‖ with Africa, [a] decrease of 15% who 

associate ―violence‖ with Africa, [a] decrease of 9% who associate 

―drought‖ with Africa and a decrease of 6% who associate ―hippos‖ with 

Africa.  [There has been an] increase of 23% who associate ―Nairobi‖ with 

Africa, an increase of 15% who associate ―farming‖ with Africa, an 

increase of 10% who associate ―democracy‖ with Africa. 

Comments from young people who have participated in the project echo these 

findings: 

―...the best thing about using [Makutano Junction] in this school is that we 

are able to learn about a different culture and explore a completely 

different country and compare our lives and situations...‖ (South Craven 

Technology and Engineering College in Morgan, 2010) 

―It made me think about how we waste money on things we don‘t need...‖ 

(Northumberland in Morgan, 2010) 

―...we should try and get governments from around the world to help and 

stop world debt by countries...‖ (Belmont Community Arts College, 

Durham in Morgan, 2010) 

Moreover, Scott (2009) found that amongst pupils who have use the activities 

associated with Makutano Junction, there is a 10% increase in those who report 

often or always talking to people about significant issues. The proportion of 

pupils believing starvation is the biggest cause of death in Kenya has dropped 

from 28% to 8%. 

 

 

 

Box 8: Gold Star Café One World Zone 

Another DAF project has seen good impacts with young people in less formal 

settings. The Gold Star Café ‗One World Zone‘ project uses ―two existing, 

successful on-line learning communities (Super Clubs Plus for 6-12 yr olds; and 

Gold Star Café for 11 – 14 yr olds) as a medium to build support for 

international development among 6 – 14 year olds in the UK‖ (Triple Line, 

2009b). Activities involve live web chats with children and teachers to discuss 

development issues, writing to MPs, and the project completion report found 

significant increases in participants’ sense of interdependence as well as a range 

of other positive impacts on attitudes and values: 

―The evaluation report indicates that there was a significant change in 

understanding of the global impact of issues and in the desire to take 



 

 

action to tackle global poverty. Baseline and follow-up surveys on 

children‘s understanding and attitudes about development issues indicated 

that this had increased from 69% to 77% and those wishing to take action 

increased from 66% to 85%.‖ (Triple Line, 2009b) 

The project generated significant activity but was expensive, costing £334,656 

over 3 years to engage 2,000 users and to generate 29,536 visits to the 

website, and 13,500 forum posts (Triple Line, 2009b). This equates to a cost of 

£167 per user, or £11 per website visit. 

 

 

 


