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Background 

Much discussion surrounds the effects deliberation has on people and what role it should 

serve in a democratic society.  Deliberation exposes people to many different viewpoints 

oftentimes conflicting with those of the participant.  More specifically, people change their view 

on the state of the political system after participating in a deliberative discussion.  Past research 

has focused on the effect deliberation has on people’s feelings about their abilities to understand 

the political system and to influence it.  This process of understanding and feeling able enough to 

influence the political system is known as efficacy and will be the main focus of this study.  It is 

relatively unclear as to what extent deliberation influences people’s feelings of efficacy over 

time.  That is, do people carry over any changes in efficacy outside of the deliberative setting?  

Therefore it must be asked, does participating in a deliberative forum build lasting feelings 

of political efficacy among participants? 

In this group level study I will attempt to explain why those involved in a deliberative 

discussion feel greater feelings of efficacy in comparison to those who do not participate and I 

aim to see whether an individual’s character predisposes them to be more prone to changes in 

efficacy than others.  This study will address issues such as what extent does disagreement play a 

role in affecting people’s feelings of efficacy and whether or not allowing participants a direct 

role in framing policy affects their feelings of efficacy.  As a result, the data and analysis 

gathered in this report will serve to build off previous theories and establish new ideas about 

what role deliberation should play within a democracy.  

Literature Review 

One major problem that exists in studying efficacy is that it’s difficult to quantify on a 

larger level because as we will see, efficacy usually occurs on the individual level.  However, 
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patterns that emerge will help distinguish why some people feel more efficacious than others.  

Empirical results assessing the validity of this claim will be provided later.  First, it is necessary 

to establish an operating definition of what efficacy is and the differences that exist within it.  

Efficacy can be separated into two distinct forms.  The first form is internal efficacy.  It is 

defined as the individual’s sense of personal competence to understand and participate in politics 

(Schur, Shields, and Schriner 2003; Stewart, Kornberg, Clarke, and Acock 1992; Niemi, Craig, 

and Silver 1990).  That is, internal efficacy represents how confident one feels in their abilities to 

participate and comprehend politics.  The second form, external efficacy, refers to the sense that 

one’s activities and actions will have an influence on government or on the political system 

(Schur, Shields, and Schriner 2003; Stewart, Kornberg, Clarke, and Acock 1992; Niemi, Craig, 

and Silver 1990).  External efficacy like internal efficacy measures how confident people feel in 

the ability of their actions to influence the functioning of government.  While both internal and 

external efficacy will be discussed, it’s important to begin with the relationship that efficacy 

shares with politics and how this affects the way people interact with the political system.  

It should be seen that efficacy plays a vital role in the functioning of a democracy.  The 

democratic process is fueled by efficacy and without it, citizens become apathetic towards the 

democratic system (Morrell 2005, 50).  Therefore efficacy in and of itself is a major part of the 

foundation of democracy.  If citizens do not feel confident enough in their abilities to participate 

in the system, nor do they feel as if they have any influence over the functioning of government, 

then the idea of democracy is undermined because it may contribute to a disconnect between the 

governors and the governed.  That is, people will see no need to participate because they are told 

what is right for them.  In contrast, citizens that do participate in politics view the institution of 

government as morally proper and by taking part in decision-making bring legitimacy to the 
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system (Finkel 1987, 443).  It would make sense to infer then that those who participate more are 

likely to have higher internal and external efficacy levels because they can directly see the results 

of their participation.  However, it ought to be noted that participation is not the only factor in 

determining people’s efficacy levels.  In fact, there are a host of other variables that occur on 

both an individual and societal level that need to be accounted for. 

While efficacy is focused on the individual level, it should be seen that often times social 

barriers exist that inherently discourage and prevent people from becoming efficacious. Scholars 

have argued that it’s necessary for minorities to possess sufficient efficacy levels to avoid having 

elites dictate their response to their political concerns and make inferences about their political 

attitudes (Schur, Shields, and Schriner 2003, 120).  It is important to note that the term minority 

does not apply solely to racial or ethnic minorities.  In fact, it entails many other groups 

including the disabled, the elderly, and religious groups.  It’s been shown that circumstances like 

low income and lack of education have a negative effect on efficacy and people that fall under 

those categories are likely to have lower levels of self efficacy (Schur, Shields, and Schriner 

2003; Caprara, Vecchione, Capanna, Mebane 2009).  These individuals have less flexibility 

within their lives because their primary needs are not met.  When individuals have their personal 

demands increased, political participation becomes less of a priority (Burn and Konrad 1987, 

126).   In this case, social factors like education and income are seen as obstacles towards 

becoming more efficacious. 

However, it ought to be noted that efficacy has a social component, in addition to the fact 

that it often serves as a predictor for how efficacious an individual may be.  Scholars have argued 

that people’s personal efficacy beliefs are rooted in their social identities and ideologies 

(Caprara, Vecchione, Capanna, Mebane 2009, 1004).  Furthering this idea, it can be seen that 
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people form opinions about issues so that they may test them against their peers (Djupe, Sokhey, 

and Niles 2009, 3).  This social context serves as an arena in which citizens not only test their 

opinions about issues, but it also allows them to gauge their own feelings of competence in 

comparison to others, ultimately allowing them to judge their own levels of internal efficacy.  

Therefore, the most practical arena for people to test this in may be within a deliberative setting. 

In examining the relationship that efficacy shares with the deliberative process, it is 

important to mention that deliberation is a process that can occur within a large group or even 

among individuals.  As long as two people are present and willing to discuss, deliberation can 

occur. It has been contended that deliberation is a tool used to build a sense of efficacy and trust 

in political institutions (Cook, Jacobs, and Delli-Carpini 2008, 4).  It is not necessarily a positive 

relationship that exists between the two, but it should be observed that people who partake in the 

deliberative process are likely going to have higher efficacy levels than those who do not.  This 

relationship also serves to highlight the broader ramifications that efficacy and deliberation have 

on democracy.  The overall quality of democratic procedures and sheer trust in democracy are 

enhanced when citizens deliberate (Mendelberg and Oleske 2000, 171).  Even if citizens do not 

agree with one another, the fact that they are able to talk about issues with each other brings forth 

trust and stability, two key characteristics of democracy.  An essential component of any 

democracy is a citizen’s ability to voice their opinion on issues.  The fact that those who 

deliberate feel more confident in the practices of a democratic system reinforces the idea that 

deliberation is integral in ensuring a functioning democracy. 

Part of the strength of the deliberative process is that it builds lasting effects for those that 

participate.  Individuals who deliberate gain information and use it to help frame their post-

deliberative opinions (Barabas 2004, 688).  Furthering this idea, deliberation can help increase a 
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citizen’s own feeling of political competence (Morrell 2005, 54).  As mentioned before, political 

competence is a defining characteristic of internal efficacy.  Therefore, seeing as deliberation 

helps citizens feel more politically competent, it reinforces the idea that deliberation has a 

positive impact on people’s efficacy levels.  Internal efficacy benefits from the deliberative 

process because it allows people’s competence and information levels to increase.   

However, the effect that deliberation has on external efficacy should also be considered.  

Past research has shown that in some situations, when citizens exert control over the framing of 

the policy discourse, their overall evaluation of the effectiveness of the forum is increased 

(Button and Mattson 1999, 624).  As defined earlier, high levels of external efficacy imply that 

people feel they have influence over the functioning of government.  Therefore, when citizens 

deliberate and can directly formulate a consensual policy outcome they are left with the 

impression that they can directly impact the political system, thereby raising their external 

efficacy levels.  On a national level this process is usually only undertaken by a select few. 

Citizens can feel empowered to act on their intentions if they have past experience taking part in 

policy formulation by partaking in political processes aiming to influence outcomes of policy 

proposals. 

It is clear that the deliberative process plays a considerable role in how efficacious people 

feel.  However, this begs the question then, what are the characteristics of the efficacious?  

Breaking down this question even further, what are the different traits that exist between those 

with high levels of internal efficacy and external efficacy?  Acts such as voting can increase 

efficacy levels (Finkel 1987, 444).  A simple act of participating in the democratic process 

allows citizens to witness the ramifications of their participation in the form of elected officials.  

This raises citizens’ confidence in that their actions and involvement are influencing the 
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functioning of government.  Merely supporting a winning candidate can bring about increased 

feelings of external efficacy because of the belief that elected officials are predisposed to attend 

to the needs of those who elected them (Clarke and Acock 1989, 553).  Perhaps a downside to 

this argument, an idea shared by some scholars that regardless of political preference, people 

only become involved if they feel they can make a difference (Caprara, Vecchione, Capana, 

Mebane 2009, 1017).  Could it be feasible then that people only participate when they feel like 

they can make a difference? 

It is reasonable to think that this could be the case.  People generally are not willing to 

spend time on something if they believe they will not have an impact on it.  However, in certain 

governing systems such as a federalist structure, people’s efficacy levels differ depending on the 

level of government (i.e. national, state, or local) they wish to interact with (Stewart, Kornberg, 

Clarke, and Acock 1992, 181).  That is, people’s perceived self-efficacy levels are different on 

the local level than they are on the national level.  While this may seem to have a negative 

impact on citizens’ external efficacy levels relating to national politics due to the vast population, 

it also implies that on a local level or in a smaller setting people might feel more efficacious.  On 

the other hand, people tend to be more satisfied if they make fewer political decisions if they 

believe those making decisions are acting in the collective interest (Dyck and Lascher 2009, 

407).  Consistent with previous claims, it appears that on a larger scale people are less willing to 

become involved if they feel confident the current administration is doing a satisfactory job.  

Furthering this claim, efficacy is not a universal measure that transcends all levels of politics. 

There are several implications that this claim has affecting the way efficacy relates to 

deliberation.  First, the chief virtue of efficacy is its longevity (Niemi, Craig, and Mattei 1991, 

1407).  That is, efficacy levels can be held consistent over long periods compared to other 
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measures.  This makes the deliberative process that much more important because the efficacious 

feelings that people receive from it are likely to be sustained over long periods.  Secondly 

efficacy is a psychological resource that helps people overcome the costs and fears of 

participation and when people successfully participate, there is an increase in political 

confidence and efficacy (Valentino, Gregorowicz, and Gruenendyk 2009, 325).  Highlighting the 

assertion that participation and efficacy are directly linked, the success of deliberation is that it 

boosts levels of confidence and efficacy and allows for them to be sustained over a long periods 

of time.   

Clearly, a relationship exists between participation and efficacy in which people feel 

more confident about their efficacy levels because of participation.  One major characteristic of 

the efficacious is confidence.  Confidence can be applied to both internal and external efficacy in 

that it serves as a mechanism for people to actually go out and practice their feelings of efficacy 

in the real world.  One potential consequence of efficacy that has not been explored but can 

reveal much about the deliberative process is what effect does a reinforcement of opinion or 

opposition to an opinion have on a person’s feelings of efficacy?  Within environments that 

support and reflect individuals’ own beliefs, people are more likely to participate (Mutz 2002, 

840).  However, when the opposite is true, when individuals are embedded in networks that 

challenge their viewpoints, they are less likely to participate (Mutz 2002, 840).  In relation to 

efficacy, this implies that people who immerse themselves in networks with conflicting 

viewpoints are likely to feel less efficacious than those whose opinions are reinforced.   

So far, much focus has been on individual efficacy levels within the group setting.  It 

should also be noted though that while actions such as deliberation and participation affect 

individual level efficacy, the group as a whole that partakes in a deliberative discussion or a 
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political process has their own efficacy levels that can be transmitted down to the individual 

level.  There is a perceived collective efficacy of a group in its conjoined capabilities to organize 

and execute actions required to produce given levels of attainment (Caprara, Vecchione, 

Capanna, and Mebane 2009, 1004).  Distinguishing between group and individual efficacy is 

essential in order to make pertinent claims about the role of efficacy.  It is a logical assumption 

that the collective external efficacy level of a group is bound to be higher than external efficacy 

of an individual due to the fact that a group has more people in it.  However, a problem that is a 

constant in politics is that participation and the political process revolves around individual 

choices being turned into collective outcomes (Caprara, Vecchione, Capanna, and Mebane 2009, 

1004).  This presents a burden towards collective efficacy levels of some groups because of the 

many factors that go in to creating a consensual outcome even if group members share similar 

viewpoints.  Therefore, measuring efficacy on the individual level within the group context is the 

stronger indicator of what role efficacy plays. 

All of the work that has been covered thus far has uses different parameters to assess the 

role that efficacy plays within the political system.  It is important to note that the following data 

serves to build upon and support previous research about efficacy while simultaneously using 

this previous research to help reinforce arguments established earlier in this report.  Building 

upon the idea that when citizens are effectively able to exert control over the framing of the 

policy discourse, their overall evaluation of the effectiveness of a deliberative forum is increased 

(Button and Mattson 1999, 624).  The following data and analysis seeks to demonstrate how 

being involved within a deliberative forum will help create lasting efficacy levels and show what 

exactly it is about the deliberative setting that inspires efficacy.   
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Research Design 

 One of the strengths of this research is the fact that we were able to test people’s 

perceptions of their efficacy levels over a period of time.  This will reveal whether or not certain 

variables affect their feelings of efficacy.  The overall design of the research process consisted of 

three different components making it more of a panel study as opposed to a survey-based study.  

The first wave of data consisted of a cross-sectional survey sent out to the entire Denison student 

body (2040 people) and yielded 681 responses and 221 partial responses.  Most of those who 

filled out the first wave (658 people total) were invited to participate in a deliberative forum, 

which will be elaborated on later, in which 116 total students participated.  A third cross-

sectional survey was sent out to the entire Denison student body in which we received a total 

response rate of 701 students.  In the final wave, we received 344 responses from those who did 

not participate in the first wave.  Of the people who completed the first survey, 357 people 

responded and completed the third survey.  Of the 116 people who participated in the forum, 90 

of those completed the third wave survey. 

The deliberative forum itself was used as a mechanism for experimenting with different 

factors such as gender majority and Greek/Non-Greek ratio to assess what effect they had on 

deliberation.  Of the 316 who RSVP’d to the invitation to the forum, only 159 indicated a 

willingness to attend and only 116 showed up over the two-night period.  Ideally, we wanted to 

divide the participants into groups of 5 that controlled for the factors listed above.  However, we 

were unable to accomplish this initial goal since not everyone attended.  Therefore, we had to 

compromise and merge some groups together at the last minute in order to have a successful 

deliberation. 
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Forum participants were asked to fill out a pre-deliberation survey and a post-deliberation 

survey.  The post survey will be used within the data section to analyze the implications the 

forum had on efficacy levels.   The survey asked participants to gauge the effectiveness of the 

deliberation as a whole and of other deliberators in their group.   

The non-experimental design of my research aims to look at the different perceptions of 

internal and external efficacy between those that participated in the forum and those that did not. 

I will examine the difference between groups over a period of time to see what effect a 

deliberative forum has on people’s feelings of efficacy.  

In attempting to differentiate what efficacy levels are like between those that participated 

in the deliberative forum and those that did not, it is vital to look at both internal and external 

efficacy since variables exist that can effectively test both.  The dependant variable used for 

measuring external efficacy is whether people agree with the statement “people like me don’t 

have much say over what Denison does.”  I use this as the dependent variable because not only is 

it asked in every wave of the panel, but also because it directly correlates to external efficacy and 

reflects how confident people are in their ability to influence the politics of Denison.  The 

dependant variable used for measuring internal efficacy is whether people feel that they are well 

qualified to participate in Denison politics.  Much like the variable for external efficacy, the 

strength of this variable is that it was asked in every wave and thoroughly reflects internal 

efficacy because it gauges the individual’s sense of competence in participating in Denison 

politics.   

 Not only will it be essential to compare these dependant variables against each other in 

the three different polls, it is necessary to create a host of independent variables that will serve to 

support an explanation of the characteristics that make up the dependent variables.  In this case, 
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we will test theories established in the literature review section such as satisfaction with policy 

proposal created within a deliberative group, perceived influence over Denison affairs, 

knowledge variables, personality traits, perceived level of disagreement, and likelihood to 

participate in future deliberative sessions.   

Perhaps one of the downfalls of this design is that we cannot distinguish whether or not it 

is truly representative of the views of Denison students.  In the first wave, we made a crucial 

mistake by not differentiating between Greek and Non-Greek students.  Doing so would have 

allowed testing for differences between efficacy levels of those involved in Greek Life and those 

not involved in it.  This would be beneficial because the topic of the forum was whether Greeks 

should be allowed to move back into their previously occupied residences.  From this we would 

have been able to draw conclusions as to whether or not direct interest in the issue at hand plays 

a role in determining efficacy.  At this moment it is not practical to draw conclusions about 

which wave, if any, was most representative of the student body since we have yet to examine 

the data.  However, the information gathered in the first and third waves of the panel yielded a 

similar response rate telling us that to a certain extent a majority of Denison students are not 

willing to participate or share their views on campus affairs.  It would be more beneficial in 

determining whether that claim was true by polling students on an issue in which an actual policy 

change or outcome is at hand.  Even so, the focus of this research should not stray away from the 

fact that Denisonians differ in their perceptions of their internal and external efficacy levels. 

Data and Analysis 

Before we begin analyzing why forum participants have higher efficacy levels than non-

forum participants, it is important to look at the data collected to see whether forum participants 

in fact do feel more efficacious than their non-participating counterparts.  This will allow us to 
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test different variables to explain why they feel more efficacious or why they have lower feelings 

of efficacy.  Throughout all of the data presented it is essential to keep in mind that each wave 

was conducted at different times and that the size of each group polled was different with the 

information from the second wave, coming solely from the 116 forum participants.   

Perhaps the best measure of assessing whether or not forum participants feel a greater 

sense of efficacy than non-forum participants is to examine the post-forum survey data collected 

and compare it to the data collected from the first wave.  Table 1 is a frequency table revealing 

that 60 percent of respondents agree with the statement that they are well qualified to participate 

in Denison politics.  Of the 159 people indicating a willingness to attend the forum, table 2 

shows us that 76% of them agreed that they were qualified.  Already we can see the distinction 

between those who were willing to participate and those who merely took the initial poll in that 

people willing to participate in a deliberative forum have greater feelings of internal efficacy 

than those who simply took the initial survey.  What can be said about those that participated in 

the forum?  Table 3 draws from post-forum survey results showing that of the 117 people who 

filled out a post-forum poll, 86% of them felt that they were well qualified.  To put this in 

perspective we can see that only 16 people disagreed with the notion that they are well qualified 

to participate in Denison politics.  

We can see a clear distinction on three levels.  First forum participants have a much 

greater sense of internal efficacy than those who did not participate in the forum and only filled 

out the initial poll.  This is illustrated by the fact there is a 26% difference in the aggregate 

percentage of people agreeing with the statement that they are qualified to participate.  Even 

when comparing those who were willing to attend the forum with those who attended the forum 
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we can see a 10% increase in the percentage of respondents agreeing that they are well qualified 

to engage in Denison politics.   

The previous data demonstrates that there is a difference in internal efficacy levels 

between those partaking in a deliberative forum and those that have not.  External efficacy on the 

other hand is the next measure that requires attention.  Table 4 reveals that of the total amount of 

first wave respondents, 55% agreed with the statement that they do not have much say over what 

Denison does.  Table 5 filters out the first wave results of those invited to the forum and shows 

that 53% agree with the statement proving that unlike internal efficacy there is not really much 

distinction in initial external efficacy levels between those invited to the forum and those filling 

out the survey.  Table 6 represents post-forum data that forum participants filled out after 

deliberation and shows that external efficacy greatly improves with only 41% of respondents 

saying they don’t think they have much say over what Denison does.   

The data presented so far makes a strong case that deliberation has a positive effect on 

both internal and external efficacy amongst participants.  We can see this is the case because 

efficacy levels of participants increased in comparison not only to their wave 1 counterparts but 

also in relation to their own feelings from the initial wave.  As a method of calculating 

respondents overall efficacy levels, I created a variable that combined the scores of respondents 

internal and external efficacy levels from each wave. Figure 1 represents the mean score of the 

combined internal and external efficacy variable and reveals that there is not much difference in 

feelings of total efficacy amongst forum participants and respondents from the first and third 

wave.  However, the lack of significant change amongst total efficacy levels between waves 

implies that changes in overall efficacy may not be the best way to determine what causes 
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changes in efficacy.  Instead, we should break down efficacy and view it purely on an internal 

and external level rather than combining the two. 

It very well could be the case that there are extreme changes in individuals’ feeling of 

external efficacy while they don’t feel any changes in internal efficacy.  In order to see if this is 

the case, I distinguished between mean internal and external efficacy scores over each wave.  

Table 7 represents the mean scores of internal efficacy feelings amongst forum participants only 

across all waves.  This reveals that there is an increase in the mean value meaning that people 

had slightly greater feelings after participating in the forum.  This indicates that as time went on, 

people disagreed more with the statement that people like them did not have much influence over 

what Denison does.  While there was not a significant difference in the internal efficacy levels 

between forum participants and non-forum participants, at this point the data does provide 

statistical support for the idea that deliberation at the very least improves feelings of internal 

efficacy. 

The external efficacy scores of table 7 tend to support the findings we saw in table 3 in 

that people participating in the forum had the highest levels of external efficacy.  As we can see, 

there is a slight increase in the mean score of table 7 respondents compared to their answers in 

the first and third wave, meaning that as a whole they embodied the greatest feelings of external 

efficacy right after the forum concluded.  To an extent these feeling carried over into the third 

wave survey as well since the mean external efficacy score amongst forum participating in the 

third wave poll was 2.59 compared to their score in the first wave of 2.39.  This is critical 

because it shows that by the third poll, people tended to disagree with the idea that they do not 

have much of a say over what Denison does as opposed to the first wave where they tended to 
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agree with that statement.  Once again this data offers strong support that deliberation improves 

external efficacy. 

After looking at the data from tables 3 and 6 and table 7, we can claim with confidence 

that simply being a part of a deliberative forum provides participants with greater feelings of 

internal and external efficacy as opposed to those who do not participate.  What about the 

deliberative forum then provides participants greater feelings of internal and external efficacy?  

In order to further explain this idea, it is essential to look at how participants perceived the 

deliberative group and gauged their feelings on how it went based on their responses in the post 

forum survey.   

Table 8 represents a regression table testing internal efficacy against a host of 

independent variables.  A strong r square value of .31 reveals that many of the variables used to 

explain internal efficacy provide a solid framework for gauging the factors that cause an increase 

or decrease in internal efficacy.   The variables of significance can be combined into different 

categories that relate to both the individual and the deliberation itself.  First, variables that affect 

the deliberative process include satisfaction with group policy proposal and the rate at which an 

individual contributed to the discussion.  These were significant values that affected people’s 

internal efficacy.  Other significant variables affecting internal efficacy were based upon the 

respondents own character traits and their vested interest in the topic at hand.  We can see that 

character variables such as overall confidence and overall talkativeness as well as importance of 

the topic to the respondent were significant in explaining internal efficacy. 

What these variables show us is that it is not necessarily the makeup of the forum that 

dictates a change in an internal efficacy; instead it appears that this change occurs within the 

individual.  By examining their character traits we can predict whether they will feel a change in 
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internal efficacy and to what extent they will.  It is interesting to note that components of the 

forum that have been previously argued to affect internal efficacy such as disagreement with 

one’s viewpoint, the perceived knowledge of other deliberative participants, their ability to 

influence the respondents opinion, and the respondents ability to influence other participants 

opinion all had insignificant values.  This implies that an individual’s characteristics have more 

of an influence on their internal efficacy levels than the makeup or the composition of a 

deliberative group.   

As table 9 shows components of the deliberative process such as satisfaction with the 

groups policy proposal and frequency of discussion are significant values that explain why 

internal efficacy changes.  With an r square value of .2, it shows that these two variables explain 

20% of why people feel well qualified to participate in Denison politics.  Considering that these 

variables are assessed based on participants’ perception of the deliberative session, it 

demonstrates that the act of deliberating plays an equally important role as an individual’s 

characteristics in affecting internal efficacy.  The positive b value of the satisfaction variable tells 

us that the more satisfied respondents were with the deliberation, the more internally efficacious 

they felt.  In addition, the negative b value in the frequency of contribution variable shows that 

the more one participated in the discussion, the more internally efficacious they felt.  What this 

illustrates is that both satisfaction and the rate at which one contributes to the discussion are 

directly linked to people’s perception of their own internal efficacy.  

What then is the relationship between characteristics of the deliberation and 

characteristics of an individual participating in the deliberation?  The correlations outlined in 

table 10 show that significant relationships exist between many of the independent variables used 

in table 8.  For example, the rate at which someone contributes to the discussion is strongly 
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correlated to their confidence levels, overall talkativeness, and how important the topic is to 

them.  Also, confidence level shares a strong significant correlation with talkativeness and how 

often the respondent participated in the discussion.  What this reveals is that people’s personality 

traits such as overall confidence and willingness to talk, can serve as predictors for how much 

participants contribute to a deliberative discussion and, in turn, will predict how their internal 

efficacy values change. 

External efficacy is the next measure that needs to be assessed to examine the 

relationship it shares with deliberation in order to see what variables change it.  Unlike our 

results from table 8, the external efficacy regression as represented by table 11 yields a relatively 

weak r square value of .08.  What this tells us is that Denison students participating in the forum 

did not perceive their external efficacy levels to change as much as their internal efficacy levels.   

What is interesting though is that there were just as many variables of significance as in 

table 8.  Unlike the regression table for internal efficacy, variables stemming from the content of 

the deliberative session showed significance.  These included how often the respondent 

disagreed with people in the group and how effective a person was on changing the respondent’s 

opinion.  Three variables that overlapped with the internal efficacy regression table included 

confidence, overall talkativeness, and frequency of contribution to the discussion.   

The content of the deliberative discussion plays a much more prevalent role in shaping 

people’s external efficacy levels than it did their internal.  Perhaps this is due to the difference 

between internal and external efficacy, since external efficacy measures how confident people 

are that their actions will influence the political process (Schur, Shields, and Schriner 2003; 

Stewart, Kornberg, Clarke, and Acock 1992; Niemi, Craig, and Silver 1990) Thus, people will 

view their ability to impact the political system differently than their ability to understand it.  In 
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this sense it ought to come as no surprise that disagreement towards one’s opinion and the ability 

of others to change their opinion plays a much bigger factor in forming individuals’ external 

efficacy levels.  As we can see in table 11, the negative b values for both of those variables show 

that the more other deliberative participants disagreed with them and the more of an effect those 

participants had on changing the respondents opinion, the less externally efficacious the 

respondent felt.   

Table 12 represents the correlations that exist between independent variables.  This will 

be used to break down exactly what components are affecting external efficacy and what the 

relationships can be found from this information.  Looking at the deliberative group specific 

variable how often the respondent disagreed with a group member, we can see that the only 

relationship of significance that it holds is with the effect that another person in the group had on 

changing their opinion.  Essentially, this shows that within the deliberative discussion 

disagreement did not play a factor in hindering people’s willingness to participate in discussion.  

Instead of affecting their participation in the group setting, it affected their perception of the 

influence they had on the way Denison conducts its affairs.  Paralleling the results in table 10, 

confidence and overall talkativeness held a significant relationship with each other, but they did 

not hold a significant correlation with the disagreement and opinion changing variables.   

Table 13 evaluates the mean scores for both the disagreement variable and opinion 

change variable.  The mean score of 3.43 for the disagreement variable shows us that for the 

most part other group members disagreed with the respondent only some of the time.  The 2.22 

mean score for the opinion change variable shows us that other group members had somewhat of 

a change on the respondents’ opinion. These results are not particularly revealing in the sense 

that they show heavy disagreement or opinion change occurring in the deliberative groups.  
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However, this does provide us with enough information to see that disagreement and opinion 

change were perceived amongst some respondents.  These results could be interpreted to show 

that while disagreement did exist and people’s opinions were somewhat changed, respondents 

took into account these challenging viewpoints and in turn, it made them realize that it is much 

more difficult to influence the way the Denison political system operates than they may have 

initially thought. 

While there are various factors involved in framing people’s opinions about their internal 

and external efficacy levels, we have yet to examine how internal and external efficacy relates to 

each other.  Table 14 shows that a significant correlation exists between internal and external 

efficacy.  So far what this means is that people’s internal and external efficacy levels are likely to 

be related in that there is not a good chance that one person will have high levels of internal 

efficacy and low levels of external efficacy and vice versa.  Table 15 illustrates a crosstabulation 

of the two variables.  We can see the inherent differences in the way forum participants 

perceived their internal and external efficacy levels after the deliberative session.  There were a 

greater proportion of respondents who agreed with the internal efficacy variable than there were 

respondents who disagreed with the external efficacy variable. 

Essentially this shows that a greater amount of forum respondents displayed levels of 

internal efficacy than external efficacy.  If the respondent agreed with the internal efficacy 

variable, they were shown to have higher perceived levels of internal efficacy.  If the respondent 

disagreed with the external efficacy variable then they were shown to have higher levels of 

external efficacy.  The sum of those who agreed with the internal efficacy variable is 100 while 

the sum of respondents who disagreed with the external efficacy variable is 68.  Overall, forum 

participants were likely to have higher internal efficacy levels than external.  This is one reason 
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that can account for internal efficacy being explained much better by the independent variables.  

Simply put, it appears as if deliberation plays a greater factor in determining participants’ 

internal efficacy than it does their external efficacy. 

Conclusion 

Deliberative process shape the way people feel about their own abilities to understand 

and influence the political system.  As we saw in the data, Denison students’ perceptions of their 

own efficacy levels mirrored many theories established by scholars.  In this sense the Denison 

community does not serve as an exception to pre-recorded theories.  Instead, it is an environment 

that supports and strengthens these views.  Supporting Morrell’s idea that deliberation helps 

build an individual’s political confidence (Morrell 2005, 54) the results in the data section show 

that forum participants not only felt more internally efficacious directly after the deliberation, but 

also maintained these feelings after the forum.  Forum participants as a whole maintained their 

increased feelings of efficacy from the post forum survey to the third wave poll, thus implying 

that the forum allowed them to feel more efficacious and had a lasting effect on them. 

However, the deliberative session was not the main reason for improving individual’s 

feelings of efficacy.  While still a significant factor, it was determined that a participants 

character traits such as confidence level and their perception of how talkative they are acted as 

strong predictors in determining what effect deliberation had on their efficacy levels.  It was 

revealed that confidence and talkativeness played a significant role in determining both internal 

and external efficacy levels.  People who perceived themselves to be confident and talkative had 

higher levels of internal and external efficacy.  In this case, participants involvement within a 

deliberative forum played a strong role in making them feel more efficacious.  Recognizing this, 

it is imperative that the practice of deliberation be utilized much more within society.  Given that 
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the schedules and lives of college students are vastly different from the general populace 

providing an incentive to discuss an issue of direct importance to the community is something 

that if made available, will greatly benefit those who partake in it.  As we saw with Denison 

students, simply being a part of a deliberative discussion brought about a change in efficacy 

levels.  If this is the case offering a setting in which people can come and deliberate about issues 

concerning them will allow for the practices of deliberative democracy to be greatly enhanced 

and will bring about enhanced feelings of internal and external efficacy. 

Citizens must entail some feelings of efficacy in order to ensure a functioning democratic 

society.  If they are not confident in their abilities to understand how the political process works, 

they will not feel as if they can influence the government, thus undermining the basic 

foundations of democratic governance.  Simultaneously, there is a good chance that it will 

dissolve into a political system that does not incorporate the interests or attitudes of its citizens.  

Effectively building feeling of internal and external efficacy requires efforts from both the 

individual and from the community that they are members of.  This demonstrates that many 

Denison students had the capability to feel more efficacious.  However, it was simply a matter of 

providing them with an arena into which they could build and harbor their sense of efficacy.  The 

data provided shows that people have greater feelings of internal efficacy than external efficacy.  

This shows that while many people feel confident enough in their understanding of how the 

political system works, not as many feel as though they have much influence on it.   

Even though it was argued earlier that efficacy differs among different levels of 

government in a federal system, our study shows that even on a smaller level, like Denison, 

people did not display strong feelings of external efficacy, meaning that they are not convinced 

they can influence the political system.  Those participating in the deliberation did not feel 
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overtly secure in knowing they can affect Denison politics.  Simply put, deliberation gives 

people a better understanding of how the system works and makes them feel slightly better about 

their ability to influence it.  On the whole, though, people are rather skeptical about their ability 

towards influencing the political process. 

 Does this study serve as an impediment towards democracy and its goals?  In my 

opinion, it does not.  Since a democratic state relies on the participation of its citizens in the 

political process, any sizable state should not give any individual the feeling that they are able to 

directly influence the government.  The strength of democracy lies in the ability of having 

multiple hands shaping the way a country runs, in order to avoid a single interest dominating the 

functioning of government.  It is more important for citizens to be able to understand how the 

political system in place works and to be confident enough that if they are dissatisfied with 

something to voice their opinions about it. 

Relating to deliberative theory, this study shows its essence within the frameworks of 

democracy and efficacy.  Even though disagreement and polarization exist in the political world, 

exposure to this makes people aware of these countering viewpoints and allows them to consider 

the opposing viewpoints when shaping their own viewpoints.  Deliberation succeeds in that it 

brings together conflicting viewpoints of citizens.  Even though people may feel uncomfortable 

in the deliberation and not want to participate, ultimately it is good for them because they come 

away with a better understanding of how the system works and why people hold the opinions 

they do.  It is no surprise then that deliberation does not make people feel especially externally 

efficacious.  However, deliberation is a vital tool in building feelings of internal efficacy.  

Although it doesn’t have a significant impact, it does give people slightly greater feelings of 
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external efficacy.  In this sense, deliberation is almost a requirement for any functioning 

democracy that wishes to hold true to the foundations of a democratic system.   

In order to fully understand the effects of deliberation on building efficacy, it is essential 

to conduct a similar study in a non-academic environment.  While we were able to garner 

significant information and results, college campuses notoriously operate differently than other 

environments.  Therefore, to gain complete confidence that efficacy will increase as a cause of 

deliberation, a similar research design that polls people on several different occasions over a 

period of time and hosts a deliberative forum is necessary.  From there we will be able to 

distinguish the results of those forum participants in comparison with the general population in 

order to see if those results parallel the data from this study. 
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Appendix A: Questions Asked in Each Wave Used In This Study 
Wave 1 

1. Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with this statement, “people like me don’t 
have much say over what Denison does.” 

a. Strongly agree b. Agree c. Disagree d. Strongly Disagree 
2. Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with this statement, “I am well qualified to 

participate in Denison politics.” 
a. Strongly Agree b. Agree c. Disagree d. Strongly Disagree 

Wave 2 Post Forum Survey 
1. Please tell us whether you support or oppose the policy, “Fraternities and sororities 

should be returned to residential status, meaning that Greek members would reclaim and 
occupy houses on the North Quad beginning Fall 2011.” Rate the importance of this 
policy to you between 0 (not important to me) to 10 (very important to me). 

2. Please tell us whether you support or oppose the policy, “Fraternities and sororities 
should be returned to residential status, meaning that Greek members would reclaim and 
occupy houses on the North Quad beginning Fall 2011.” Rate the importance of this 
policy to you between 0 (not important to campus) to 10 (very important to campus). 

3. How satisfied were you with the resulting proposal from your group? Please rate from 0 
(very satisfied) to 10 (very dissatisfied). 

4. How often did you contribute to the discussion? Please rate from 0 (not at all) to 10 (very 
often). 

5. How would you rate the quality of discussion in your group? Please rate from 0 (low 
quality) to 10 (high quality). 

6. Did your knowledge of this issue and issues concerning Denison increase? Please rate 
from 0 (not at all) to 10 (greatly). 

7. Please rate each person in your group. How often did you disagree with this person? 
a. Very often b. Often c. Sometimes d. Rarely E. Never 

8. Please rate each person in your group. How knowledgeable would you say this person 
was about the issue discussed? 

a. Knew a lot b. Knew Some c. Knew little 
9. Please rate each person in your group. What effect did this person have on changing your 

opinion, if any? 
a. Significant b. somewhat c. Not at All 

10. Please rate each person in your group. What effect did you have on changing this 
person’s opinion, if any? 

a. Significant b. somewhat c. Not at All 
11. Below are pairs of adjectives used to describe people.  Which terms fit you the best? 

Please rate from 0 (confident) to 10 (unconfident). 
12. Below are pairs of adjectives used to describe people.  Which terms fit you the best? 

Please rate from 0 (talkative) to 10 (quiet). 
Wave 3 

1. Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the statement, “people like me don’t 
have much say over what Denison does.” 

a. Strongly agree b. Agree c. Disagree d. Strongly Disagree 
2. Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the statement, “I am well qualified to 

participate in Denison politics.”Strongly Agree b. Agree c. Disagree d. Strongly Disagree 
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Tables and Figures 

Table 1: Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following statements.-I 

am well-qualified to participate in Denison politics. 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Strongly agree 100 12.5 12.7 12.7 

Agree 379 47.3 48.0 60.6 

Disagree 279 34.8 35.3 95.9 

Strongly Disagree 32 4.0 4.1 100.0 

Valid 

Total 790 98.5 100.0  
 

Table 2: Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following statements.-I 

am well-qualified to participate in Denison politics. 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Strongly agree 31 19.6 20.0 20.0 

Agree 86 54.4 55.5 75.5 

Disagree 37 23.4 23.9 99.4 

Strongly Disagree 1 .6 .6 100.0 

Valid 

Total 155 98.1 100.0  
 

Table 3: Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following 

statements.-I am well-qualified to participate in Denison politics. 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

1 45 28.5 38.5 38.5 

2 56 35.4 47.9 86.3 

3 13 8.2 11.1 97.4 

4 3 1.9 2.6 100.0 

Valid 

Total 117 74.1 100.0  
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Table 4: Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following statements.-

People like me don’t have much say over what Denison does. 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Strongly agree 97 12.1 12.3 12.3 

Agree 335 41.8 42.4 54.7 

Disagree 311 38.8 39.4 94.1 

Strongly Disagree 47 5.9 5.9 100.0 

Valid 

Total 790 98.5 100.0  
 

Table 5: Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following statements.-

People like me don’t have much say over what Denison does. 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Strongly agree 26 16.5 16.7 16.7 

Agree 57 36.1 36.5 53.2 

Disagree 61 38.6 39.1 92.3 

Strongly Disagree 12 7.6 7.7 100.0 

Valid 

Total 156 98.7 100.0  
 

Table 6: Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following 

statements.-People like me don’t have much say over what Denison does. 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

1 10 6.3 8.5 8.5 

2 38 24.1 32.5 41.0 

3 36 22.8 30.8 71.8 

4 33 20.9 28.2 100.0 

Valid 

Total 117 74.1 100.0  
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Table 7: Mean Internal and Efficacy Scores for Forum Participants 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Wave 3 External 90 1 4 2.59 .860 

Wave 3 Internal 90 1 4 1.91 .593 

Wave 1 External 115 1 4 2.39 .886 

Wave 1 Internal 115 1 4 2.03 .700 

Wave 2 External 116 1 4 2.78 .952 

Wave 2 Internal 116 1 4 1.78 .747 

 
Descriptive Statistics For Everyone Else in Wave 3 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Wave 3 External 549 1 4 2.32 .807 

Wave 3 Internal 550 1 4 2.28 .739 

Wave 1 External 769 1 4 2.39 .761 

Wave 1 Internal 769 1 4 2.37 .740 

 
Table 8: Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .576 .332 .309 .643 
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Table 8: ANOVA 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Regression 70.842 12 5.903 14.298 .000 

Residual 142.446 345 .413   
1 

Total 213.288 357    
 

Table 8: Coefficientsa 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 

(Constant) 2.252 .264  8.521 .000 

Satisfaction with Policy 

Proposal 

.093 .013 .335 7.170 .000 

Frequency of Contribution -.100 .020 -.310 -4.882 .000 

Quality of Discussion .017 .023 .046 .750 .454 

Own Knowledge .002 .017 .007 .128 .898 

Disagreement .050 .034 .066 1.459 .145 

Knowledge of Group 

Member 

-.006 .028 -.010 -.217 .828 

Own Opinion Change .006 .056 .006 .114 .910 

Changing Others Opinion -.063 .058 -.050 -1.093 .275 

Confidence .057 .020 .141 2.839 .005 

Talkativeness -.042 .016 -.136 -2.623 .009 

Importance to Self -.077 .017 -.262 -4.625 .000 

Importance to Campus .023 .022 .060 1.040 .299 

a. Dependent Variable: I Am Well Qualified To Pariticipate In Denison Politics 
 

Table 9: Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .466 .217 .203 .664 

 
Table 9: ANOVA 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Regression 13.609 2 6.805 15.415 .000 

Residual 48.996 111 .441   
1 

Total 62.605 113    
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Table 9: Coefficientsa 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 

(Constant) 2.222 .236  9.405 .000 

Satisfaction .083 .022 .313 3.726 .000 

Frequency of Contribution -.109 .027 -.336 -4.005 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: I Am Well Qualified To Pariticipate In Denison Politics 
 

Table 10: Internal Efficacy Independent Variable Correlations 

 po7 po35 po31 po2 po6 

Pearson Correlation 1 -.301** -.270** .392** -.030 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .001 .004 .000 .754 

Frequency of Contribution 

N 115 114 114 114 114 

Pearson Correlation -.301** 1 .366** .021 -.072 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001  .000 .827 .447 

Talkativeness 

N 114 115 115 114 113 

Pearson Correlation -.270** .366** 1 -.045 .118 

Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .000  .631 .213 

Confidence 

N 114 115 115 114 113 

Pearson Correlation .392** .021 -.045 1 .041 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .827 .631  .668 

Importance to Self 

N 114 114 114 115 113 

Pearson Correlation -.030 -.072 .118 .041 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .754 .447 .213 .668  
Satisfaction 

N 114 113 113 113 114 
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Table 11: Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .331 .109 .078 .917 

 
Table 11: ANOVA 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Regression 35.622 12 2.969 3.534 .000 

Residual 289.797 345 .840   
1 

Total 325.419 357    
 

Table 11: Coefficientsa 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 

(Constant) 4.356 .377  11.557 .000 

Satisfaction with Policy 

Proposal 

-.027 .019 -.080 -1.474 .141 

Frequency of Contribution -.069 .029 -.174 -2.371 .018 

Quality of Discussion .025 .032 .054 .767 .444 

Own Knowledge .019 .024 .047 .777 .438 

Disagreement -.087 .049 -.092 -1.769 .078 

Knowledge of Group 

Member 

-.046 .039 -.062 -1.165 .245 

Own Opinion Change -.142 .080 -.100 -1.778 .076 

Changing Others Opinion .016 .082 .010 .196 .845 

Confidence -.098 .029 -.196 -3.417 .001 

Talkativeness -.056 .023 -.145 -2.430 .016 

Importance to Self .028 .024 .076 1.163 .246 

1 

Importance to Campus -.045 .032 -.092 -1.393 .164 

a. Dependent Variable: People like me don't have much say over what Denison does 
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Table 12: External Efficacy Independent Variable Correlations 

 po18 po15 po28 po7 po31 po35 

Pearson 

Correlation 

1 .083 -.132 .077 -.019 .014 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .108 .010 .135 .721 .784 

Change 

Others 

Opinion 

N 379 379 379 376 375 375 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.083 1 -.083 .034 -.013 .020 

Sig. (2-tailed) .108  .102 .511 .807 .697 

Disagreement 

N 379 388 388 385 384 384 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.077 .034 .026 1 -.268 -.300 

Sig. (2-tailed) .135 .511 .581  .000 .000 

Frequency of 

Contribution 

N 376 385 464 464 460 460 

Pearson 

Correlation 

-.019 -.013 -.227 -.268 1 .366 

Sig. (2-tailed) .721 .807 .000 .000  .000 

Confidence 

N 375 384 464 460 464 464 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.014 .020 -.140 -.300 .366 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .784 .697 .002 .000 .000  

Talkativeness 

N 375 384 464 460 464 464 

 
 

Table 13: Scores for External Efficacy IV's 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Disagreement 388 1 5 3.43 1.048 

Opinion Change 379 1 3 2.22 .678 
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Table 14: Efficacy Correlation 

 po28 po29 

Pearson Correlation 1 -.157 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .093 

External 

N 116 116 

Pearson Correlation -.157 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .093  
Internal 

N 116 116 

 

Table 15: Efficacy Crosstab 

 

Internal 
 

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree Total 

Strongly Agree 6 3 0 1 10 

Agree 12 17 7 2 38 

Disagree 10 21 5 0 36 

External 

Strongly Disagree 17 14 1 0 32 

Total 45 55 13 3 116 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


